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C*> RECTIFIABILITY OF STATIONARY VARIFOLDS

CAMILLO BRENA, CAMILLO DE LELLIS, AND FEDERICO FRANCESCHINI

ABSTRACT. In this paper we prove that, for every integers m > 2 and n > 1, the support of any stationary
m-dimensional integer rectifiable varifold V in an open set U C R™*" is C™ rectifiable, namely it can be
covered, up to an H"-null set, with countably many C*° m-dimensional graphs.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Integer rectifiable m-dimensional varifolds, which in this note will be denoted by V, in an open set
U C R™™ can be defined as Radon measures

OHMLE, (1.1)

where E C U is an m-dimensional rectifiable set, H™ denotes the Hausdorff m-dimensional measure, and

© is a Borel function taking positive integer values (H™-a.e.); cf. [7, 16]. The theory was pioneered by

Almgren and especially Allard, see [1]. In the most general setting, first proposed by L.C. Young, a varifold
1
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is a nonnegative Radon measure on the Grassmannian of unoriented m-dimensional planes G, (U) = U x
G (R™™): with the latter definition the varifold is rectifiable if its marginal, denoted by [|V||, on U takes
the form (1.1) and its disintegration on the fibers {z} x R™*" (with z € E) consists of the Dirac mass on
the approximate tangent T, F to E. Since we will always consider only rectifiable varifolds, we can ignore
these details; however, following the notation of Almgren and Allard, the Radon measure in (1.1) will be
denoted by ||Vl

We will assume that V' is stationary in U: this means that, for every given X € C°(U,R™"), if we let
®, be the one-parameter family of diffeomorphisms of U generated by X, then

_ 4
ot
Here 14V denotes the varifold (1/(E),© o¢~!) when ¢ is a C! diffeomorphism. It follows from Allard’s

monotonicity formula that, since V is integral and stationary, we can assume that, without loss of generality,
E is spt(||V||) N U and © is given pointwise by the upper semicontinuous function

OWV,z) = limw.

rl0 Wy TM

SV (X) 1(@4):VII(U) = 0.

This gives a “canonical pair” (E,©) and rids us of any tedious discussion of H"™-null sets.

Allard’s classical interior regularity theory, developed in the pioneering work [1], implies that a stationary
(integral) varifold is always regular in a relatively dense and open subset Reg(V') C spt(V'). This means that
for every x € Reg(V') there is a ball B, (z) with the property that spt(V) N B,(z) is a smooth connected
submanifold ¥ and ||V||LB,(z) = ©oH™L X for an appropriate integer costant ©¢ > 1. Even though 53
years have passed since the appearance of Allard’s work we still do not know whether the complement of
Reg(V') is H™-null (a natural expectation, given the known examples and some recent partial results like
[12], is in fact that such complement has Hausdorff dimension m — 1). In [5] the first two authors and
Stefano Decio proposed, as a first step towards the proof of the latter result, the following conjecture (see
[0, Conjecture 1.4]).

Conjecture 1.1. Assume V is a stationary m-dimensional varifold in U C R™™ and let xo € U be a point
at which spt(V') has an approximate tangent and

i IVIHOV: ) £ O(Vi20)} 1B (w0)

rl0 rm

=0.

Then there is a smooth classical minimal m-dimensional graph M in some neighborhood of xg with the
property that

/ dist(z, M)2d||V||(z) = o(r™) for every N € N.
B, (z0

In this paper we will prove a partial result in the above direction, in fact we will first prove the following
“C'*° rectifiability” result.

Theorem 1.2 (Smooth rectifiability). Let V' be an m-dimensional stationary varifold in an open set U C
R™*". Then V is C*®-rectifiable. Namely, there exist countably many C* maps f : R™ D B* — U such
that

VI(v AU sBm) =o.
k
But as a consequence of our approach we can also show the following.

Theorem 1.3. Assume V and zg satisfy the assumptions of Conjecture 1.1. Then there is a smooth classical
(not necessarily minimal) m-dimensional graph M in some neighborhood of x¢ with the property that

/ dist(z, M)2d||V||(z) = o(r™) for every N € N.
Br(mO)

This can be seen as an answer to a weaker (as we are not able to prove that M is minimal!) version of
Conjecture 1.1.
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Before coming to a description of the strategy of our proof we wish to recall what is already known in
the literature. First of all, it was pointed out by Brakke in [1] that, in combination with Almgren’s theory
of multivalued function, Allard’s approach in [1] already implies the C™% rectifiability for every a < 1: the
submanifolds of the covering of the rectifiable set spt(V) can actually be chosen to be C1®. A much more
interesting development, due to Menne in [14], is the C?-rectifiability. In fact Menne’s theorem applies to
varifolds with bounded mean curvature and it is thus an optimal statement in his context.

1.1. Acknowledgments. The first author is supported by the National Science Foundation under Grant
No. DMS-1926686. The third author gratefully acknowledges support from the Giorgio and Elena Petronio
Fellowship while working on this project.

The authors thank G. De Philippis for discussions around the topic of Section 2.2.

2. STRATEGY OF THE PROOF

The most important idea of the proof is to modify the classical Allard—De Giorgi decay lemma. The latter
shows that, under the hypothesis that in a given ball B, the density is constant and the (appropriately scaled)
L? distance of the varifold to the best approximating plane 7 falls below a sufficiently small threshold x > 0,
then in a smaller ball with a proportional radius the same quantity is (less than) a fraction v of what it is
in B,. This ensures that such L? distance decays like a power law at many points, in turn giving the C1®
regularity of the varifold in a neighborhood of each such point. From this Allard concludes the regularity
of the varifold in a dense open subset of its support. The obstruction in showing that the singular set (the
complement of the regular set) is H™ null is in the assumption about the density. Brakke later pointed out
in [1] that the assumption on the density can be suitably weakened if Allard’s strategy is combined with
Almgren’s theory of multivalued functions: it is possible then to reach the same decay conclusion but the
nature of the “new” density assumption only allows to cover H™-almost all the support of the varifold with
countably many C'® submanifolds, hence concluding its C1® rectifiability (see [5] for a fresh take on the
latter idea).

Our main point is to substitute the “best approximating plane 7” with the “best approximating classical
minimal surface” in the rescaled L? distance. Using all minimal surfaces we are able to reach a decay
parameter ~ arbitrarily small, while keeping the ratio between the scales fixed. We need to lower the
threshold x depending on v and we need to adjust accordingly the assumption on the density. The decay
lemma which we are able to reach is still good enough to show that at H'™-a.e. point of the support the
scaled L? distance to the “best minimal graph” decays faster than any power. In particular classical PDE
estimates on (sufficiently flat) smooth minimal surfaces and a standard decomposition trick allows us to
prove Theorem 1.2.

The idea that planes can be substituted with a larger class of models to gain directly more regularity is
not new in the literature. For instance it has been used by Savin in [15]: in the latter reference the best
approximating plane is substituted with the “best approximating parabola”, allowing him to get directly to
C? regularity for his notion of viscosity solution of the minimal surface system. In this work we push the
latter idea to the extreme, reaching directly C'*° regularity.

In order to implement our strategy we need two technical tools which might be of independent interest.
The first is a multivalued Lipschitz approximation a la Almgren (for varifolds) on the normal bundle of
a C? submanifold M; our argument for this is a suitable modification of the one we give in [5] for the
Almgren’s approximation, which is alternative to Almgren’s original approach in [2], adopted subsequently
in [1] and [14]. The second is a generalization of the Allard’s “tilt-excess inequality”, for which we refer to
[, Lemma 8.13], [16, Lemma 22.2], and [7, Proposition 4.1]. The original tilt excess inequality of Allard can
be understood as the counterpart of the well-known Caccioppoli inequality for solutions of elliptic PDEs,
provided we think of the varifold as a suitable measure-theoretical generalization of a classical minimal
graph. Our version can then be understood as the Caccioppoli-type inequality which we would conclude
if it were possible to parametrize our stationary varifold as a graph over the normal bundle of a reference
minimal surface M. In the proof we take advantage of ideas in the recent work [11].
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2.1. Decay lemma. In this section we state the decay lemma which is at the core of our work. 7 denotes
the orthogonal complement of the m-dimensional linear subspace 7, while B,.(z,7) = B,(z) N (x 4+ 7) and
C,(z,7) = By(x,m) + 7. 7 and 2 will be dropped if they are (respectively) my = R™ x {0} and the origin.
We will moreover use the shorthand notation dg for the distance to a set £ and dy as a shorthand notation
for dspt(V)-

Definition 2.1 (-flatness). Let M be an m-dimensional submanifold of C, C R™"". We say that M is
5-flat in C,. if M N C, is the the graph of a map g € C%(B,,R") that satisfies the scale-invariant estimates

sup r~Yg(x)| + |Dg(x)| + r|D?g(x)] < 6.
Ay 579

Lemma 2.2 (Decay lemma). For every triple of integers m,n,Q > 1 there are positive constants 1y, €9, o,
and C with the following property. Let V' be an m-dimensional stationary varifold in Cio9 and M a 5-flat
minimal m-dimensional submanifold in Cogy such that § < dg,

spt(V) N Cioo C {(z,y) : |y| < 1}, (2.1)
Q-3 < <@+, 22)
M) < g +4, (2.3
g IO <A00w) o)
e = (g [, Vi) <eo. (25)

Then, there exists a m-dimensional minimal surface M’, &'-flat in Ca, such that
1 2 1/2 /
(w— d ,duvu> <O+ ve)e and & <6+ Ce. (2.6)
m Cl

The assumptions of Lemma 2.2 imply in particular the following two facts, which are not directly related
with the decay of the excess. First, not only V is close to M, but also M is close to V, in the L? sense. In
particular, V' “has no holes”, in an integral sense. This is stated in (2.7). Second, whenever we have another
d-flat minimal surface M" that satisfies a property similar to the one in (2.6), we can bound the distance of
M" to M. This is (2.8) and will play a key role in the derivation of the Whitney estimates that we use to
show C'*°-rectifiability.

Lemma 2.3. Under the assumptions of Lemma 2.2, the following holds.

e There is a constant C which depends only on m, n and Q) such that

1 1/2
(— / d2 de) < Ce. (2.7)
MNC;

Wm

o Let x with |z| < 2 and let M" be an m-dimensional minimal surface which is dp-flat in Co(z) and

1 1/2
(= [ dwavi)” <o,
m Cl(z‘)

for a o > 0 small enough, depending on m, n and Q. If we write M as the graph of g and M" as
the graph of g" (over Bs), then

HDl(g — g//)HLoo(Bl/lo(w)) < Ci(e + o) for every 1 >0, (2.8)

where Cy is a constant that depends only upon m, n, Q and [.
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Remark 2.4. Under the assumptions of the Decay Lemma it is also true that (2.1), (2.2), and (2.3), holds
at the smaller scale, i.e.

spt(V) N Cy C {(z,y) : |y| < 1/100},
Vi(C
Q-3 < Lo <Q+ 1
V||(C
VI©) g,y

Thus the only assumption which is not “carried over at the smaller scale” is (2.4). Notie however that (2.4)
is always satisfied if Q = 1.

2.2. Elliptic estimates for the distance from a minimal surface. In this section we state our gen-
eralization of Allard’s Tilt-excess inequality. A key tool are some properties of the distance function to a
minimal surface. We will show, in particular, that, if M is a J-flat minimal surface, then the function d?\/j
satisfies

Apsdi(z) + 82dy(z) = 2|IL — T, ) M|?,

where L is any m-dimensional subspace and z € R™*". As it is well-known, this type of elliptic inequal-
ity implies energy estimates as well as height bounds. We state these conclusions in the following two
propositions.

Proposition 2.5 (Tilt-excess inequality). There are constants C' and dy which depends only on m and n
with the following property. Assume that:

(i) M is an m-dimensional smooth submanifold, §-flat in Cq with 6 < &y, and denote by p: B1(0,m) +
Bl(o,ﬂ'd‘) — M be the closest-point projection onto M.
(ii) V is an m-dimensional stationary varifold in Cy, with spt(V) C By(0,mo) + B1(0, 7).

Then, |T,V — Tp(z)M|2 > |Dydy|*(2), and
L =T MPAVIG) < © [t dultoplalv], (29)
1/2 1

Proposition 2.6 (Height bound). Under the same assumptions of Proposition 2.5,

sp iy <O / Brd|V]| + IVIC) sup [Hyl). (2.10)
spt(V)ﬁC1/2 Cl ClﬂM

where C' depends on m and n.

Remark 2.7. Testing the stationarity of V with the vector field ¢2|z|2~™D(d?) — d?D(|z|*>=™(?), one can
actually replace the left-hand side of (2.9) with

/ 22 TV — T M2 V]|(2)
1/2

2.3. Lipschitz approximation on the normal bundle. In this section we state the Lipschitz approxi-
mation theorem for stationary varifolds on the normal bundle of sufficiently flat C? submanifolds of the same
dimension. From now on we will use the notation B for the geodesic ball of M with radius r centered at
o:=Mn ({0} x R™).

Theorem 2.8 (Lipschitz approximation). For any triple of integers m,n,Q > 1 there are constants g, dy,
and C with the following properties. Assume that

(i) M is a smooth m-dimensional submanifold, d-flat in Cyg, with 0 < dp;
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(ii) V is an m-dimensional stationary varifold in Cs, with

[VI[(Cs)
L 1 2.11
o SQFL (2.11)
spt V C {(z,y) : [2| <5,[y[ <1}, (2.12)
1
E— / T,V =T,y MP2d|V|(z) <0, and (2.13)
wm5m Cs
allte
Hw\l(gm:a) c@-10Q+1). (2.14)

Then, for any given A € (0,1), there exist a Q-valued Lipschitz function f : B — Ag(R™*") and a Borel
set K C BM such that

(a) f(x) € Ag(T;-M) for every x € BM;

(b) The following estimates hold:

Lip(f) < C(\ + 8%)"m (2.15)
C
1B\ K|+ [[V[I(py (BY \ K)) < B (2.16)
sup G(f(2),Q[0]) <C  sup du(2); (2.17)
zeBM z€py,; (BM)

(c) for every x € K, if f(x) =, Qn [pn], then spt(V) ﬂp;j(az) =Up{z +pn};
(d) for every x € K and every z € py; (z) Nspt(V)we have

O(z)= > Q. (2.18)

h:pp=y
3. PRELIMINARIES

In this section we collect some preliminary notions and we state some results which are going to be useful
throughout the paper. Their proofs will be deferred to the Appendix.

3.1. The geometric set-up. From now on we will always assume that M is an m-dimensional submanifold
(of class at least C?), which is do-flat in Cy. We will moreover fix an orthonormal frame {ei(®) }i=1,....m+4n,
with C! dependence on & € M, where the first m vectors are tangent to M and the last n vectors are
normal to M. Fixing such a choice is convenient even though all the quantities which we define will in fact
be independent of it.

The second fundamental form of M at z is the bilinear map II: T, M x T,M — T,M~* defined by
(e, e') = (Dee')*. Moreover, if v(x) is a vector normal to T, M, we define

I, (e,¢) = (De€') - v=—€+Dev=—e-Dov for e, € TyM and v € T+,

where, for the second equality, we fix any extension of v(z) to a neighborhood of x as normal vector field.
Recall that II is a tensor in e, e’ and v, as it is apparent from the equalities above. The mean curvature
vector H (or H)s) is the trace of the second fundamental form IT and is the only vector normal to M such
that

H-v= ZIIV(ei, ei) for every v € T+ M .
i=1

Throughout the paper, without further mention, we will assume that the flatness parameter § is smaller
than a positive constant dgy, chosen in terms of m and n only. The choice must guarantee that:

e the affine planes x + T;-M do not intersect in BY* x BY, for distinct a’s;
e any point z € BJ'yq x Bj,, has a unique closest point projection p(z) € M N Cy;
e the map p (often denoted pys) is C* (and in fact C* if M is of class C**! for k € N\ {0} U {o0,w}).
It is easy to see that an homothetic rescaling around a point of M by a factor A > 1 preserves the latter
properties for the intersection of the rescaled M with Ca(z).
It is useful to compute the differential of p at a point z (which does not necessarily belong to M).
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Lemma 3.1. Splitting R"*™ = TpyM x TP(Z)ML, the Jacobi matrix of Dp(z) can be written in block form

as . ‘
[ (@dm —T1_py) " |0 ]
Dp(z) [ 5 ok

In particular,
m

Dp(z) = Y (85 + 1Ly (eire))) e @ €5 + O8]z — p(2)]?) -
ij=1

Second, we recall that d2, is C* if M is of class C**1 for k > N\ {0} U {o0,w}) and (when the manifold
is C?) its Hessian contains information on the curvature of M.

Lemma 3.2. Assume that the frame ey, ..., ey at p(z), diagonalizes the quadratic form I _p(z)/|z—p(2)|> and
let k1,...,Kkm be the respective eigenvalues. In particular, Z;”’Zl ki = H(p(z)) - %@. Then, with respect
to this basis, '
m m—+n
di (2)k;(2)

1252 J

sDd5,(z) = — ejRe;+ e R e;.

2 P ICTMERAL AP YL

3.2. Sections of the normal bundle of M. As we wish to approximate the varifold V' with a graph over
M, it is natural to recall the notion of section of the normal bundle of M. A “normal section of M” is
simply a map f: U — R™¥" such that f(z) € T,M~* for all z € U, and U C M is some open set. We will
then call the set

I'y={z+ f(z): 2 €U}
the “graph of f”. Whenever e € T,, M we define D, f as

Def(x) = (Defl(x)ﬂ s 7Defm+n(x)) € Rn—i—m’

and
m n+m

DF@)E =S Do fi(@)E.
i=1 j=1
While sections form a linear space, we warn the reader that D, f(z), will not be necessarily a normal section,
just a map from M to R™T",

With these definitions, we can naturally define function spaces of sections of M of various regularity and
integrability, such as C®, LP, W'P and so on. For instance the C%(U,vM) will denote the set of functions
f: U — R"™ which are Holder continuous with exponent o in U C M and whose value at = perpendicular
to T, M. More intrinsic definitions are possible, but for our purposes, since M is a perturbation of an
m-~dimensional plane, they are all equivalent.

3.3. The Jacobi operator. The “stability operator of M” or “Jacobi operator of M” is the linear differ-
ential operator on M obtained by linearizing the minimal surface system over the normal bundle of a fixed
minimal surface M, which maps normal sections of M to normal sections of M. The operator can be written
as

Laf = (Apf)*+ 210, 11,
where, if f = (f1,..., fatm), A f is defined as?
(Amf)(x) = Proy(Aumfi(x), ., Arr frym(x)) € TM* forze M, (3.1)
L The fact that k; are the eigenvalues of 11, _,(.)/|.—p(»)| Was conjectured, but not proved, in [3, Remark 3.3].

2 Using the intrinsic Laplacian of M, usually denoted as A™, one has instead the expression Larf = A* f +1II;: I, which
often appears in literature, see e.g. [13]. More precisely, AL f is defined in such a way that

/ f-AJ‘go:—/ (Df)* - (Dp)*" for all fp € CLH(M,vM).
M M

So, in general, AL f is different from (Anrf)*, which explains the factor 2 in (3.1).
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and II; : IT is the normal section given by

Iy : T(x) = > Ig(es,e;)MI(e; e5).
ij=1

All these expressions do not depend on the choice of the orthonormal frame.
We can give a weak form of the stability operator through the bilinear operator

m-+n

—~(Lmf,g) = /M (Df : Dg — 211y : 11,) = /MZ ( Z De, fi - De,gj — 2115 : Hg> 7
=1 =1

which is defined for f, g € HOI(BM ,vM). From a general standpoint, £/ is a strongly elliptic operator with
smooth coefficients and enjoys regularity properties analogous to the usual Ay;. We will need some results
from the theory of linear elliptic systems.

Lemma 3.3 (W?2P bounds). Given a section f € L (B, v M), there ezists a unique sectionu € HY(BM v M)
such that

/ (Du: Dy — 211, : 11,,) :/ f-@  forallpeCY{BM vM).
M M
Furthermore, u € CY(BM v M) and
lullgr gy < Cllfllpoo By »
where C' depends only on m, n and dg.
Lemma 3.4 (Harmonic replacement). Given a section v € Lip(BM,vM), there exists a unique section
w e HY(BM,vM) such that w —v € HY(BM,vM) and
/ (Dw: Dy —211, :11,) =0  for all p € CH(BY,vM).
M

Furthermore, w € C®(BM vM) and
lwllczrzsary < Cllwll e sary < Ol gsary (3:2)
where C' depends only on m, n and dg.

This shows in particular that if £y;w = 0 and w = 0 on the boundary, then w = 0, provided &y is small.

3.4. The minimal surface system and its linearization. Given a normal section f of M, let I'y =
{(z+ f(z) : x € M} be its graph. If the size of f (in a sense which will be specified below) is a small number
e > 0, we will then assert the well known-expansion expansion (again in a sense which will be specified
further)

Hr, = Hy + Ly f + O(%), (3.3)

where Hr,(z) € R™*™ is the mean curvature vector of T'y at the point  + f(x). We will in fact need two
versions of (3.3), depending on how we measure the “size” of f. The first is suited for the case when f is
merely Lipschitz.

Lemma 3.5. There are constants C' and £ > 0, depending only on m and n such that the following holds
for every &g smaller than a positive geometric constant. Assume that M is a dg-flat minimal surface in Cq
and let f € Lip(BM,vM) with Lip(f) < £. Then the following identity holds for every ¢ € CY(BM vM)

divp, (pop)(x+ f(z)) = (Df : Dp — 201y : 1L,)(x) + R(z)  for H™-a.e. x € B,
where the error term R satisfies the estimate
R < C|Dg| (bl +|DF)*  H™-ae. on B

Moreover,
IDF@)? < ORI @) +|TeM = Tyy yoyTs2)  for H-a.e. v € B

In the second version of (3.3) we assume in addition that f is C%.
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Lemma 3.6. There are constants C' and £ > 0 such that the following holds for all 59 > 0 small enough.
Assume M is a do-flat minimal surface in Cy and let f € C*V/2(BM vM) be such that ||f|lc1 < £ small
enough. Then

1Hr, (2 + f(2)) = Latf @)l car2gary < ClF iz gy -

From (3.3) one can solve the minimal surface equation with an inverse function argument since the
linearized operator L is invertible.

Lemma 3.7 (Classical solutions to the minimal surface system). There are geometic constants 9 > 0,
o > 0, and C, such that the following holds. Let M be a 0-flat minimal surface in Co with § < dy and
assume that h € C*Y2(BM vM) satisfies

Lyh=0 and &:=|hlg21/2pmy < €0-
Then there exists ' € C%Y/ 2(BM,vM) such that its graph is a classical minimal surface and
I = Wlleagapy < Ce2.
In particular, Ty is (0 + Ce)-flat in Cyo.

3.5. Some results on stationary varifolds. We define the tilt-excess in the cylinder C,(z,7’), with
respect to m as

1
B(V.Crlen)m) = —— [ [V -afdViw).
wmT Cr(z,m’
We write E(V, C,(z, 7)) in place of E(V, C,(z,7),n) and, as usual, we omit = when it is 0 and 7 when it is
™ = R™ x {O}
The following two results are taken from [5], see also the references therein.

Lemma 3.8. Let V be an m-dimensional integral varifold stationary in C1 and let Q € N. Let 0 < r1 <
ro < 1 and let n € (0, %) Assume that E(V,Cq) is small enough, depending on m, n, Q, r1, r2 and n, and

that % <Q+ %. Then, there exists Q' € {0,...,Q} such
[VI[(Cr(2))

Wy T™M

€@ —n,Q +n) for any x € Cy and any r > r with C,(z) C C,, .

Theorem 3.9 (Height bound). Let V' be an m-dimensional integral varifold stationary in Cy, let Q € N,
and let v € (0,1). Assume that E = E(V,Cy) is small enough, depending on m, n, @ and r, and that
% <Q+ % Then, there exist a constant C' depending on m, n, @ and r, and points y1,...,yg € R"
such that

Spt(V) N CT - U R™ x BCE1/(2m) (yh) .

h=1,...,Q
Moreover, if ©(V,0) = Q, then
Spt(V) N Cr C Rm X BCEl/Z (0) .

4. PROOF OF THE TILT EXCESS INEQUALITY AND OF THE HEIGHT BOUND

In this section we prove the tilt-excess inequality of Proposition 2.5 and the height bound of Proposition
2.6. We will use the following well-known fact in linear algebra, of which we include the elementary proof
for the reader’s convenience. Given a symmetric matrix M € R?*? and a linear subspace V C R?% we will
use try (M) for the trace of py - M, where py is the orthogonal projection onto V.

Lemma 4.1. Let M € R™? be symmetric and let \; < ... < \g be its eigenvalues. Let V' be a k-dimensional
subspace of R, with d > k. Then try (M) > A\ + ... + \p.

Proof. We choose an orthonormal basis of R%, ey, ..., eq, for which M takes the form M = 2?21 Aie; ®Q e;.
Take also &1, ..., & orthonormal basis for V. Therefore,

d k d k
trv(M) :ZZ)\iei@eiifj@fj :ZZAZ(Q@F

i=1 j=1 i=1 j=1
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Now, write 3; = Z?Zl(ei - &;)%. Notice that 8; € [0,1] with Z?:l Bi =k, as e1,...,eq is an orthonormal

basis. The claim then follows from the observation that

d k
> NBi= >N,
i=1 i—1

which is quickly proved:

k k

d d
S A=BIN <MY (A=) =X D B< Y B O

i=1 1=1 i=k+1 i=k+1

4.1. Proof of Propositions 2.5. To simplify our notation we write d for dy; and p for pys. Fix z € spt(V)

and let ej,..., ey, be an orthonormal basis for T),,)M, and let e;41,...,€min be an orthonormal basis
for T ;*z)M with e,11 = Dd(z) = é:i g;' Assume that eq,..., ey, diagonalize 1L, , with eigenvalues

Kl,-..,km, and recall that k1 + -+ + Kk, = H(p(2)) - €mm+1. Recall that by Lemma 3.2 we have

2 ; 1—ri(2)d(z) "~ " Lo
=1 i=m+1
=A =B
Step 1. We claim that, for each z € spt(V)) N Cg 7,
Avid® > 2TV — T, ) M* — |H|d — 2[11|d*. (4.1)
Denote by &1, ..., &, be an orthonormal basis for T,V. We compute
PN o d? - 1 1 &
AV7 :ZD27(Z) :£j®£j :Z <A+§B> :£j®£j+§ZB:£j®fj.
j=1 j=1 j=1
Now we deal with the first summand. The matrix A + %B has eigenvalues _15%’ ey —%, %, cee %;
since M is sufficiently flat (depending upon a geometric quantity) and d <1 on spt 'V,
d|ri(2)] 1 :
— < foralli=1,...,m.
T—wGdE)] 2 T e
By Lemma 4.1 we then have the lower bound
Em: (A+ 13) G RE > Em: dri = dH(p(2)) Dd—d2§m: i
ST S g Y LT~ rid
> —d|H (p(2))| — 2[1L(p(2))[*d*.
For what concerns the second summand, clearly
1 m 1 m+n m 1
52 BiGeG=5 Y D (e &) =LV - T MP.
j=1 i=m+1 j=1
We thus conclude (4.1). Notice in passing that
1 m+n m
IV Ty MPP > > > (ei-&)* > |Dyd], (4.2)
i=m+1 j=1

1
as Dd € Tp(z)M.
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Step 2. We prove (2.9). We test the first variation with X = C2D§ and find
0= [ay (pL)awvii=2 [ canvc- pyaawi+ [eary aw)
1 [ @y - | [epvaravi+ [eavgari
>t [@IDyeP AV - 5 [Py - o MPaV] -+ [ LY - T MEV]
- [ madivy -2 [ G avy.
Rearranging terms and recalling |[II| < 69 < 1, we get (2.9). We turn to the proof of (2.10).

4.2. Proof of Proposition 2.6. We start with a computation which is well-known when V' is a classical

minimal surface (see e.g. [0]). Here we present a variation of the rigorous argument given in [11] when V is
an integral stationary varifold. With the same definition of g, s as in [11], we replace [11, (2.6)] by
d? d? d? d?

diVV (?Dgr,s - gr,sD5> = _AVgr s — 9r, SAVE

(4.3)
1d21BT0 1d ]-BSO
< 20 = B0 (—|H]d - 211]d?),
2 wWpyrm 2 wWpy,s™
where 1g is the indicator function of a E and we have used the inequality Ayg,s < —% %.

Therefore, if we set

1

d2
10)=—— [ Sawl.
B,

Wy T™M

we integrate the inequality (4.3) in By to obtain
16) =102 = [ graltlddV] =2 [ oo V]
>~ [oaltPalV -4 [ g alv)

where we have used that g,, vanishes outside By and [II|] < Cdy < 1 (since ¢y can be chosen sufficiently
small). Recalling from [11] the bound ‘%‘ < Cr'=™, we can divide the above by s — 7 and let s | 7 to

obtain, in the sense of distributions,

C
I'tr) > _—Tnf \H2d||V| - CrI(r) > —C||V]|(B1(0))r CsupMyHy2 —COrl(r).
1N

r

This means that (I(r)+C||V[|(B1(0)) supg, (o) [ H | 2)eC" is increasing. Now, I(r) — ©(V,0)2d?(0) asr | 0.
On the other hand ©(V,0) > 1if 0 spt(V) (because O(V,-) is upper semicontinuous and O(V,z) > 1 for
H™-a.e. x € spt(V)). Thus we obtain that, if 0 € spt(V),

1
d*(0) < C(—m/ A d||V| + |[V][(Cy) sup ]H!Q) for every r € (0,1) .
" JB.(0) CinM
We repeat the argument with r = % and = € spt(V) N Cy /2 to obtain

Pw<c(zn [ @V vi©) sw B <o [ @V vie) s (EE).
CiNM Bl(O) CiNM

B1/2 T
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5. THE LIPSCHITZ APPROXIMATION

This section is dedicated to prove Theorem 2.8.

We first notice that, without loss of generality, we can assume that A is smaller than a positive geometric
quantity, which will be chosen depending only on m, n and Q). We let g : Bjg — R" be such that M is the
graph of f and we recall that, since M is d-flat with § < &y, we can assume ||g|/c2 < 0.

We next define the “non-centered” maximal function as

B¥ 52— me(z) = sup E(V,C(y, T,M)),
z€BM (y)cBM

where we notice that, if § is small enough and B2 (y) C B}, then Cy(y, T, M) Nspt(V) C Cy/o. We remark
also that, if & is small enough, then, for any B} (y) C B}, we have the inclusions
C(y, Ty M) Nspt(V) C py/ (Bii)5(y)) Nspt(V) € Casly, T, M) Nispt(V). (5.1)

The first inclusion follows because we can assume that pys is 3/2-Lipschitz, provided 4 is small enough. We
next argue for the second inclusion. Take z € p,; (Bé‘g/z( )) Nspt(V) and set 2’ := par(z) € By, /2( y). Then,

o, (z — 2| < |prymr — promllz — 2 + Iprom (2 — 27)| < 5/2,
again provided that ¢ is small enough.
For the rest of the proof we set our choice of K, which is

K = {z € BM : me(z) <A+ w,(Q +1)1000m52 = A} .

K is clearly closed and up to removal of an H™-null set we can also assume that O is integer-valued over
py; (K) (note that in the statement K is claimed to be just a Borel set).

Step 1. Let W be a stationary varifold in Cs, with % < @+ 1. Take Bé\/[(x) - Bfl\/[ and assume the
existence of a constant p € (0, 1) such that
E(W,Cs(y, T,M)) < for every B)"(z) C B (y) C BY', (5.2)

We claim that, if g and § are small enough (depending upon m, n and Q), there is Q' € {0,...,Q} such

that
IWI(Cs(y, T, M))

Wi 8™
Notice that, in particular, if x € B{ is such that (5.2) holds for every z € BM(y) ¢ B}, then (5.3) holds
for every x € BM(y) C B7/2
For the proof of the claim, we start from the following remark. For any ny € (0,1) there is a choice of &
and y such that, if BM(y) B%Iz, then
C(y,m0) Nspt(V) C Cyypy(y, Ty M) Nspt(V),
Ci(y, TyM) Nspt(V) C Capyo(y,m0) Nspt(V).

We now notice, choosing y = 0, that

€ (Q - 2Q,Q’ ) for every Béw(:n) Cc BM(y) c B7/2( ). (5.3)

E(W,Cy) < p.
In particular, if g is small enough, Lemma 3.8 applies with parameters r; = 1/128, ro = 15/16, and
n = 1/(4Q), yielding Q' € {O ..,Q}. Thus, for every B,(z,m0) C Biz/s with r > 312, we have that
”W”Siw € (Q — 4Q,Q’ ) Notice in passing that, if (2.14) holds for W for some integer Q”, then

Q' = Q". By the con51derat10ns above for every BM(y) C B29 /8

IWICATA ¢ L g ﬁ 5
provided that ny and ¢ are small enough. Take any B[])V[ () € BM(y) c 3%2 as above. If s > <& then
(5.3) follows from (5.4). In the case s < %, we argue as follows. For I > 0, consider the cylinders C! :=
Cjarts(y, Ty M), notice that Bl/2l+3( y) C B%/s' We claim that, by induction, (5.3) holds for s = 27!=3, for

every | > 1 with Béw (r) C B2 1_5(y). The base case is observed above. For the inductive step at [ + 1, we

with s 2 we conclude
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use (the scale-invariant form of) Lemma 3.8 on C'~!(y), with the inductive assumption. For general s, there
exists a unique I’ € N, I’ > 1, with s € [27/~%,27"=3), then we use again Lemma 3.8 on C"~!(y) together

with the claim for s = 27V 3.

Step 2. From now on we fix a p such that the conclusions of the previous step apply and we impose that
A < p. Now, since Step 1 applies, recall that the integer @' as in (5.3) for @ = V must in fact be @ by
(2.14), as we have already noticed in the arguments at Step 1.

Step 3. Now take # € K and x € BM(y) C B and consider B /6( y) C B7/2 We can assume that X is
small enough (depending upon m, n and @) to apply Theorem 3.9 with 7 = 7. Hence, by (the scale-invariant
version of) Theorem 3.9 applied to Cr,/6(y, T, M) (recalling Step 1 for the bound on the measure), there
exist 577, ..., S%7.. open and pairwise disjoint subsets of TyLM, with diam(S}°) < DX/ s (with D < C,
but independent of y and s) and N¥*® < @, such that

spt(V)NCu(y, T,M) | Baly, T,M)+ S}°. (5.5)
h=1,...,N¥s

We also assume that for every h, spt(V) N Cs(y,T,M) N (Bs(y, TyM) + S}"°) # 0. Set then V/* :=
VL(Bs(y, T,M) + S;"*), notice that V" is a stationary varifold in Cy(y,T,M). Moreover, again by (the
scale-invariant version of) Step 1 (for both V;, and V'), we obtain that there exist Q° € {0,...,Q} with

>R Qp° =Q and
IV I(Coy, Ty M))

W p™
Now fix z € K and let s € (0,1). Denote by S7°, ..., Syz.. the sets as for (5.5) for Cy(z, T, M), and choose
points pi**,...,pyes € ToM with p;® € S;° and such that spt(V) N (By(z, T, M) + {p;°}) # 0. Now

observe that, thanks to (5.6),

disty ({p1%, ..., pNes b P17 PNe ) < 2D/ (m) for every p € (0, Ig]

so that we have a limit set {p{,...,p}.}, where N* < Q, and (x,p}) € spt(V') for every h. Here and in the
rest of this step, we write often (x,y) for the point (z +y) € T, M x T;-M. Later in the proof, especially in
Step 4, we are going also to regard p} as a point of R™*", hence, depending on the context, we use both
notations (z,py) and by = + pj to identify the same point.

Now take 5 € (0, 1) small enough so that B, ,51/m);(p};) are pairwise disjoint. Take s € (0, 5) and consider
S1%, ..., Sye.s. Take h and consider V;”®, notice that there exists a set T}, ** with spt(V},) C Bs(z, T, M)+T},°
and T},® C S;°. By (5.6), and exploiting T}"*, we find a point

€ (Qr° — QQ,QyS ) for every B (y') c B! /10( y) intersecting K.  (5.6)

(z,p) € {z} + T,,°) Nnspt (V") Cspt(V) NSy *,
which forces p = pj, for some h'. We have thus seen that, for every h, there exists a unique h’ (as

Ip¥, — pa| > 8DXYP™5 > diam(Sy°) for B # ') such that pf, € S7°°. Conversely, for every k, there
exists a unique k" such that pf € S,f;s, as py € spt(V'). Hence we have a one-to-one correspondence between
the points {pf,...,p%.} and the sets S7°, ..., Sys... Hence, to p¥, we associate Qh, (for pf € S}7°) as the
relevant integer as in (5.6). Notice that (5.6) 1mphes that this choice is well posed, i.e. independent of s, and
recall that ), @;° = Q. Therefore, we can define f(z) == >, Q; " [p?] € Ag(T;-M). This implies clearly
statement (a) of Proposition 2.8 and the estimate (2.17) on K. Notice also that the above argument implies

spt(V) N ({z} x T;-M) = U, (x, p¥), in particular we have also covered statement (c).
Step 4. In this step we show that
G(f(x1), f(x2)) < CAYCE™ 4 §)|z) — a9 for every 1,29 € K .

This proves, in particular, the resired Lipschitz estimate (2.15) for f on K.
Set 7 := |x1 — z2| and let Z be such that 1, x5 € B6T/10( z) C BM(z) ¢ BM. We use now Step 3, with

the same notation, for BM (). Notice first that

(Byj20(w1, Ty M) + T, M) N spt(V) C Byj1or(2, T M) + T M . (5.7)
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Indeed, take z € (By/ag(w1, Toy M) + T5; M) Nspt(V). We compute then

pram (2 — 2)| < Ipront — P, mllz — 2| + |z, m(z — 20) | + [Py, M(F — 21)| < 5

provided that ¢ is small enough. Consider the stripes (S,:f’?) » and the associated varifolds (VhE’F) n. For any
h, from (5.6) we know both that

Vi*|(Cr 107 (2, T5 M) € (@
Wi (7/107)™ W
Vi " (Cs (w1, T, M))

W, 8™

2Q7Q ) (58)

Q)" — %, QY + %) for every s € (0, 5) - (5.9)
Now, take any p;'. By (5.7), we know that x1 + p* € Br/10:(Z, Tz M) + Sh(k) in particular, z; + p;’
spt(V}fE 5), thus defining the function k — h(k). Now notice that, by the construction of Step 3 and (5.8),

(k)

(5.9), if we fix h, then
h:h(k)=h

Of course, the same consideration holds for x5. Hence,

G(f(z1), f(z2)) <C  sup  |p} —pi2l.
h(k1)=h(k2)

Take then py!,p;? such that h(k1) = h(k2), we compute
Pgy — Phal < ’pTiM(pkl Pl + prem () — P2 )|
< |pps (@1 + oy — w2 = P2+ [pps p (@1 — 22)| + |prone (0| + [P 01 (P3|
< DNVC™r 4+ Co7 + |proar — pro, mlIPE! |+ Pros — Py 0 |IPE2]
< C(AYC™) 4 4)7

Now that we have achieved the correct bounds, we can extend the Lipschitz function to f : BM — Ag(R™™)
with f(z) L T, M for every x. This is done as in [10]. Notice that this extension maintains (2.15) and (2.17).

Step 5. We prove (2.16). Take y € BM \ K. Take y € BY (y') € BM such that E(V, C.(y', T,y M)) > X of
almost maximal size, in the sense that

' > 1/2sup{r” 1y € BM (") ¢ BM . E(V,Cpn(y", T,p M)) > N}

wnSME(V, Cs, T,y M) < 5m E + ||[V]|(C5)é?
wm(r’)m - (T/)m

A <E(V,Cu(y, Ty M)) <

we infer that AE~! < C, hence (2.16) is trivial. Therefore, we can assume that 7/ < 1—10, so that Bé‘f, (v) C
B%z. This means that for every BM (2) with B, (y") € BM(z) € B we have E(V,Cy(z,T.M)) < \. By
Step 1, we have that

IVI(Csr (v, Ty M))

wyn (577)"™

In particular, for every y € BM \ K, we can find y € BY(y') ¢ BY with E(V,C.(y',T,M)) > X and
IVI(Csr (v, Ty M)) < win(57")™(Q + 1/2). Recalling (5.1) for the last inequality,
2

- 2
)\gi/ T, — HMP?d|V 7/ M —T,M*d||V
o) CT/(y’T/M)’ Tppr (M7 d|[V][(2) + o () C/(y,T/M)! par(2) I d[[VII(=)

<Q+

D=

2 / 2 2
<2 T, = Ty M2 AV [|(2) + 2w (Q + 1/2)5™67,
wm(Tl)m /(y T, )’ M( ’ ” ”( ) ( / )
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so that, if we define the measure p := (par)« (> — Ty, -y M AV ]|(2)),

MP V() = ¢MBr W)

<
AsC wm (2r)m 7

|TZ - TPM(Z

w (2™ /le(ng, W)
In particular, (2.16) follows from a standard covering argument.

Step 6. We prove (2.18). We are going to use the same notation as in Step 3. Take s so small that
B, p51/em s(ph) are pairwise disjoint, fix 2z = (z,y) and h such that pf =y. If s’ € (0, %), we have trivially
IV (By (=) _ IV I(Cola, T M)

W (sH™ - W (sH™

On the other hand, let s € (0,%) be so small so that /1 + D2\V/mg < 5. We have by Step 3 that
spt(V") N Cy (2, TeM) C By (z, TyM) + S5, with diam(S5") < DAY/@M)/ hence

VI Cata Tobry _ IV (B, () Vi (B, (2)
win(s)™ B wn(s')™ wm(V1+ D2/~\1/m8’)m
We can let now s’ | 0, recalling (5.6), to infer that

0(2) <Qf + 35 and Qf — 55 < O(2)(1 + D2A\/m)m/2,

(1+ D2XYmymi2,

Recalling that by assumption O(z) is an integer, we see that ©(z) = QF, provided X is small enough
(depending only upon m, n and Q).

6. PROOF OF THE DECAY LEMMA

This section is devoted to prove Lemma 2.2. Keeping with the notation used so far, C' will denote a
generic constant which depends only on m, n and ). Note that, up to translations we can assume 0 € M
and keeping with the convention used so far we omit 0 when it is the center of a ball, so that in particular
BM denotes the geodesic ball in M of center 0 and radius r.

We collect first a couple of useful remarks. By Propositions 2.5 and 2.6, we have

1
Wi, D0™M

/ TV — Ty M d|[V||(2) < Ce® and dy < Ce in Cso Nspt(V).
Cso

In particular,
spt(V) N Cso C {(z,y) « [z] <50, |y < C(6+¢€)}.

and
1

W, o0

Therefore Remark 2.4 follows from Lemma 3.8, provided that g and §y are small enough.

/ LV — o2 d|[V]|(2) < C(6 + €2) .
Cso

6.1. The Lipschitz approximation and its estimates. We fix a Ao € (0, 1), whose choice will be given
at the end of this step, depending only on m, n and Q. We apply the Lipschitz approximation Theorem 2.8
(in scale-invariant form) with A = Ag. We thus have a Q-valued C(\g + 62)"/>"-Lipschitz normal section

f: B — Ag(R™™)

(in particular, for € B we have f(x) = ZZQZI [fi(x)], with f;(z) € T;-M for every i = 1,...,Q) and an
associated Borel set K C B satisfying the estimate | B¢ \ K|+ ||V ||(py; (BM)\ K) < C)\;'e?. We require
that dy is also small enough, depending on m, n and @, so that f will in fact be assumed to be 1-Lipschitz
(ie. C(No + 82)'2m < 1).

The aim of this step is to show that, for any ¢ € CCI(B%, vM),

Loif- «pd%m\ < C||Dg|lpwe?. (6.1)

M
‘ BlO
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where f denotes the average of f (no f in the notation of [2] and [%]), namely f(z) = éz ; fi(z). Along

the way, we are going to show also that
/ |IDf|?dH™ < Ce?. (6.2)
Big

We denote by I'y the integral varifold given by the (multi)graph of f. As we are going to use the claim of
[, Lemma 1.1] repeatedly, we recall its statement, in our context. Namely, we have a sequence of pairwise
disjoint Borel subsets of B, {Ep}p, with H™(B{¢ \ U, Ex) = 0, such that

(1) for every h, flg, = ZzQzl [[fih]], with f C(\g 4 6%)%/®™)_Lipschitz on Ej, for every i = 1,...,Q,

(2) for every h and 4,4’ € {1,...,Q}, either f} = fi},‘ on Ej, or fi # fi},‘ for every = € Ej,

(3) for every h, Df(z) = ZZQzl [Df!] for a.e. z € Ej,.
Now notice that for H™-a.e. z € spt(I'y), if we write f(p(z)) = >_; [p;], then

orp2)= Y Q. (6.3)
j:pj=2—p(2)

This follows from [9, Proposition 1.4] together with what remarked just after [9, Definition 1.10]. In partic-
ular, recalling also (2.18),

OIf,2) =0O(z) for H™-a.e. z € p~*(K) Nspt(V), (6.4)
and we recall also that, by differentiation of measures,
T.I'y =T,V for H™-a.e. z € p~ LK) Nspt(V). (6.5)

Let now ¢ € CHBM vM). With an harmless abuse, we test the variation of V with the vector field
X(z) = ¢(p(2)), so 0V (X) = 0, being V stationary. Therefore,
\ / diva<X>drrfr‘ < CIDgl=(IVII (™ (BY \ K)) + QU LT, (p~ (BY \ K)))
< ClIDgllr=Ag"e?,

where we used (6.4) and (6.5) to deal with the portion on p~!(K), and the last inequality is by (2.16).
Now, we concentrate on a set Fj, and fix f = flh for some i € {1,...,Q}. We will implicitly extend f to
be defined on B% , and still C'(Ag + 52)1/ (2m)_Lipschitz. We define T as the graph of f . By the area formula,

/ diva(X)dH™LT = / dive(X)(z + f(2))J f(z) dH™(x),
p~1(En) Ey,

(6.6)

where J i denotes the area factor of the map z — z + f (z). Now notice that
C63e® + C|TeM — T, 4y TI> > |D f@)*  for H™ae. x e BM, (6.7)
|Jf(z) —1| < C|Df(x)|? for H™-a.e. € B, (6.8)

provided that Ao and dy are small enough, depending on m and n. Indeed, (6.7) is proved in Lemma 3.5,
whereas (6.8), follows from the Taylor expansion of the area factor. We thus deduce from the area formula
and (6.8) that

/E divp(X) (e + ) dH™ () — /

p~H(En)

diva(X) de'

< \ / [diva(X) (@ + F(@))][7f(x) - 11dH™(x)
Ep

< O||Dgl|1~ / Df?.

Ep
We use now Lemma 3.5 (provided that A\ and §p are small enough, depending on m and n) to obtain that

‘ Df : Dy — 211, : Hf dH™ — din(X)(ﬂj + f(ﬂ?))d'Hm(ﬂj)
E, Ey,

< ClIDpli~ [ GIF@E +ITM =T, g TP " (o).
h

(6.9)
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Now the choice of Ag can be fixed. Hence, all the dependencies on Ay can be absorbed in the constant C.
From the two set of inequalities above, recalling that |f| < Ce, we deduce that

Df: Dy — 211, : I dH™ — / dive(X)dH™
H(En)

Ep

< C|IDg|| o= (33e*H™ (En) + /E ToM =T, 5,y D dH™(2) + D dH™())
h

We recall that we chose f = f. We next use (6.7), the area formula (as Jf" > 1/2), (6.3), (6.4), (6.5), and
(2.16), to compute

2 m h|2 m
/B Df|? dH ZZ/ D2 M

h =1
<Z(152 2™ () y+czz/ (TM = T, T o [2AH™ ()
h =1
< O2e? +CZZ/ ToyM — T.T | dH™(2)
h =1 Y(En)
< C5352+C/ | TpzyM — T.T 4| d[Tf|(2)
p~1(BJY)
<o+ [ [Ty M ~ T.T P dTy|() + [ Ty M T ATy
p~1(BMNK) p~1(BM\K
< Co2e? +/ Ty M — TV d|[V]|(2 )+O|B{‘g\K| < Ce?, (6.10)
p~1(BMNK)

which proves (6.2).
We sum (6. ) fori=1,...,Q and then on h, using also (intermediate steps of) (6.10), to obtain that
Q (Df : Dy — 211, : I17) dH™ — divr, (X)d|Tf|| < C||Dyl|p~€?, (6.11)
Bif ! sy

where we took into account (6.3). Combining the outcomes of (6.6) and (6.11), we finally prove (6.1).

6.2. Proof of Lemma 2.3. To show that (2.7) follows, we compute

2 m 2 m 2 m 2 2 2
a2y dH g/dept(v) dH +/BM\dept( | dH gc/ sy B IVl + Ce* < Ce?,
10

Bi§ p-

where we used that for every z € K, dy,ivy(7) < |f(z)| < Cdu(y) for some y € spt(V) Np~Y(K), and the

area formula.
Now, we use Proposition 2.6 with M” to obtain that SUDG, J, (y)nspt (V) dpy < Co. Notice that for every

x € K N Cys(y), there exists 2’ € spt(V) with |z — 2’| < Ce (by the L* bound for f), in particular
x" € spt(V) N Cy a(y) (if eo is small enough), so that there exists " € M” with |2’ — 2"| < Co. Therefore,

/ g dH™ < / Ay dH™ + / B dH™ < C(e +0)?.
MNCy3(y) KNCyy3(y) B)\K

Now notice that
lo— 4", < Cle + ).
This follows from the inequality above together with Lemma 6.1 below, and the area formula. Therefore,

(2.8) follows from the theory of elliptic PDEs. Indeed, g — ¢” solves a linear elliptic system with smooth
coefficients whose norms are bounded by functions of §.

Lemma 6.1. Let f: By — R"™ be a 1-Lipschitz function and let I be its graph. Then
dr(z) <|z—2z1— f(z1)|] < 3dr(z) for all z = (z1,22) € Byj, + By
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We are not going to prove Lemma 6.1, as its proof is elementary.

6.3. Elliptic regularlzatlon of the average. We proved in the previous step that the size of Ly fis
bounded by €2 in a weak norm. It is convenient to replace f with a solution f of £y f = 0, which we will
show to be L?-close to f. Due to technical reasons, we actually get O(e 3/ 2) closeness, which is still good
enough for our purposes.

We in fact let f: B} — R™™™ as the normal section such that

.CMf:OinB% and f:fon(?B%.
Applying the maximum principle to |f|? (see Lemma 3.4) we find |f| < Ce, which we claim implies
1f = Fllzeqmay < Ce¥2. (6.12)

In order to prove (6.12), we test the equation with the normal section ¢y € Ha(Bif,R™*") such that

Lyrpo = f — f and use (6.1) and W?2P estimates up to the boundary for linear elliptic systems (see Lemma
3.3). Hence,

If - JFHiz(B%) =(f — f,Lmwo) = (La f.%0)
< CEQH‘F’O”cl(B%) < CEz”ﬁMSDOHLoo(B%) < Ce||f - JFHLOO(B%) < Ce?.
We denote by T the graph of f (that is the set T := {x + f(z) : 2 € Bi{}) and similarly by [ the graph of
f. Then the L? bound (6.12) implies that
/ 2|V < c/ 2 AV + Ce?. (6.13)
Cg 09

Indeed, as f is 1-Lipschitz and for all z € {|z| < 9,|y| < 1} one has

di(2) < |z = p(2) = F))] < |2 = p(z) = F(p(2))] + 1F((2)) = f(p(2))] < 3dp(2) + | (p(2)) — f(p(2))],

where |z —p(z) — f(p(2))| < 3dp(z) follows from Lemma 6.2 below. We integrate this inequality with respect
to d||V]| on E :=T N Cy and using the area formula on p, finding

2 2 f F 2
foo <o [ gavieo [ 16 - o) av

I'NCy

59/ 2|V +c/ F(z) — F(2)2dHm §9/ 2|V +Ce,
I'NCoy p(I'NCy)

T'nspt(V)

where we used p(I' N Cg) C B{{. On the piece (spt(V)\I') N Cg we combine the L estimate on dz and the
measure one:

/ @2 d|V]| < Ce*H™ (spt(V) \T) < Ce". (6.14)
spt(VO)\I'

Lemma 6.2. Let f: B% — R™*" be q 1-Lipschitz normal section and let T' be its graph. Then
dr(z) < |z —p(z) — f(2)| < 3dr(z) for all z € By* + BT .
Like we did for Lemma 6.1, we leave the elementary proof of Lemma 6.2 to the reader.

6.4. Updating the minimal surface. We construct now, in the smaller cylinder Cg a true minimal surface
M’ which is O(e?)-close to I'.
By elliptic regularization, f has size O(e) in a strong norm in the interior of B% , for example

1Fllgzar2(pary < Cllfllpoe(migy < Ce

Since L f = 0, we solve the minimal surface system by the inverse function theorem of Lemma 3.7 to find
a normal section f’: BM — R™*" of M such that its graph M’ is a (§ + Ce)-flat minimal surface and

If = f”cm/z(Béw) < Ce?.
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In particular, arguing as in (6.13),

/ Brdvi) / 2d|v])’

Combining this with (6.13), we find

1/2 1/2
(/ Brav))” < (/ 2av)))” + oe¥2. (6.15)
C C,

6.5. Conclusion and the role of 7. In order to estimate the last integral, we use that |dy| < Ce on V
and the fact that V coincides with the multigraph ' up to a set of measure €2 (as in (6.14)). We find

(/C d%dIIVH)l/2 < C</chl d%d%m)l/z + el

Now the parameter 17 comes into play, since I' and I' differ precisely when f is genuinely multivalued, which
happens on a set of measure at most 7. Rigorously, let F' C B be defined as F = {x Cf(x) #Q [[f(x)]] }
Then

H™(F) <H™(FNK)+H™(F\K)<Cn+Ce?,

where we used (2.18) to deal with the first part and (2.16) to deal with the second. It follows that H™ ({dp >
0} NT'NCy) < Cn+ Ce?. Hence we get

2 m 1/2 2
(/ d2 dH ) < Cyne + Ce?,
mcC;

which, together with (6.15), concludes the proof of (2.6).

7. PROOF OF SMOOTH RECTIFIABILITY
We are going to prove a stronger version of Theorem 1.2, which reads as follows.

Theorem 7.1 (Rectifiability). Let V' be an m-dimensional stationary varifold in an open set U. Then,
there exists a countable collection of Borel sets (Gi)y such that

VI \Ué) =o.

and, for every k, Gy, C My, for a m-dimensional C*° submanifold M. Moreover, for every k and for every
z € Gy, we have

sup dn, = o(rN) asr ] 0, for every N € N.
spt(V)NBr(z)

Clearly the latter theorem imples both Theorem 1.2 and Corollary 1.1.

Lemma 7.2. For every m, n, and Q positive integers there are positive constants 11,01, and €1 with the
following property. Let V' be an m-dimensional stationary varifold in Cip1 and let Q € N. Let G C
spt(V) N Ci/20 be such that, for some modulus of continuity @ : R — (0,m) with n <,

IVI({ev < @} N Cy(2)) _

W 8™

w(s) for all s € (0,100] and z € G. (7.1)

Assume moreover that, for every z € Cy /50 Nspt(V),
spt(V) N Croo(2) € {(w) syl <1}, Q-5 < UEWE < g1 G <o+ 3. (7.2)

Assume finally that there exists a minimal surface M such that, for every z € spt(V) N Cy a9, M is d-flat
with 6 < §1 in Capo(z) and

1 ) 1/2
= — < . .
(oo [, draivh)” <= (7.3

100
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Then, for everyl € N and for every z = (z,y) € G, there exists a polynomial p,; : R™ — R"™ of degree | with
p.i(x) =y satisfying the following. For every z1 = (x1,y1),22 = (x2,y2) € G, for every | € N and multi
index o with |af <1,

|Dp., 1(w2) = D*py 1(w2)| < Clolarn — o 191 (7.4)
where C) o depends on m, n, Q and w. Moreover, for any I' <1, p,; and p,p agree up to the terms of
degree I'. Finally, for every zo = (x0,y0) € G and | € N,

sup [y — Dapi(2)] < Cl@rlﬂ for every r € (0,1). (7.5)

z=(z,y)espt(V)NC;(z0)

Proof of Theorem 7.1. Let 11,91, and €1 be the parameters given by Lemma 7.2. We recall that for ||V ||-a.e.

z, Oy (z) € N and the tangent to V is Oy (z) [r.], for some m-plane 7. It is then enough to fix @ € N and
prove the claim on the set

G={2:0y(2) =Q, 3sp € (0,1) and w : R — (0,7n) such that (7.1) holds at z for every s € (0,79)}.

Now, for a.e. z € G, the tangent to V is @ [r,]. Fix any such z. In particular, the rescaled varifolds V.
converge to @ [r.] (and the support of V,. converge to 7, in the Kuratowski sense). For definiteness, we
assume that 7, = mp. We thus see that, for r small enough, V, := V;.L{(x,y) : |y| < 1} is a stationary varifold
satisfying the assumptions of Lemma 7.2 with G=Gn C1/20 in place of G and g in place of M. A quick
way to see (7.2) is by using Lemma 3.8. Now we apply Lemma 7.2 and obtain the polynomials p, ;. Notice
that (7.4) implies in particular that the projection py : G = mp is injective. We then take, for x € po(G)
the unique point z, with z; € G and po(zz) = x. Hence, for every = € po(é) and | € N, there exists a
unique polynomial p,; = p,, ;. The main claim of Lemma 7.2, i.e. (7.4), implies that these polynomials
satisfy the compatibility conditions required to apply the main theorem of Whitney in [17], thus obtaining
a map p € C°°(By,R") such that, for every x € po(é), and a with |af <1, D(z) = D%y (), i.e. py; is
the Taylor polynomial of degree [ for p at x. We remark that, for & = (0, ...,0), this reads as (z,p(x)) = 2,
in particular, G C Iy is a subset of a smooth submanifold. This proves the first part of the theorem.
Fix now zy = (zo,y0) € G and N € N. Let [ € N. Recall (7.5), i.e

sup [y — Paga(2)] < Cpor'™ for every r € (0,1).
z=(z,y)€spt(V)NCr(20)

Hence, for every r € (0, 1),

sup  dr,(z) < sup ly—p@)| < sup  |p(x) = paga(a)| + Cpor' ™!
z€spt(V)NCr(z0) z=(z,y)espt(V)NCy(z0) z€Br (o)
so that the conclusion follows from Taylor’s Theorem. O

Proof of Lemma 7.2. The proof of this lemma is a careful iteration of Lemma 2.2. For this purpose we fix
€0, 0o, and 7y so that the latter applies.

Step 1. Set rj, := 100" %, for k > 0. Set e(ro) =€ and, for k > 0, e(rg41) \/77 rK) + \/E k)
Moreover, set d(rg) = and, for k > 0, (rp41) = 6(rx) + Ce(ry). Here, the geometric constant C’ is the
geometric constant that appears in the estimates of Lemma 2.2. Now, if £,7, ¢ are small enough (depending
also on C'), we can ensure what follows:

o c(r;) < g for every k,
e there exist constants D; ; independent of k, but depending upon m, n, ) and @, such that

(1) < Dyrt for every k,

e §(r) < dp for every k.
We are going to exploit these relations throughout.

Step 2. Take now any z = (7,y) € G and consider the cylinders C,, (z). Set M? := M (which is
independent of z), M? can be written as 6(rg)-flat graph of g2 : B, (z) — R™, and has Taylor polynomial
of degree [ at x, say pg ;- Notice that among the assumptions of the lemma, there is that V' satisfies (7.2)
and (7.3) on Cigo(x) = C,, (). This is going to be the base step in an induction process.
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For what concerns the inductive step, we argue as follows. Assume that at step k& > 0, V satisfies the
scaled version of (7.2) on C,,(z), and we have a minimal surface M¥, which can be written as &(ry)-flat
graph of g¥ : By, (z) — R, satisfying

(e [, V) <0 (76)

'k
We denote by plzl the Taylor polynomial of degree [ for ¢* at x.

Then, we can recall (7.1) and apply Lemma 2.2 to C,, (z) and obtain a minimal surface M**1 which can
be written as a §(ry) + Ce(ry) = d(rps1) < So-flat graph of ght!: By, (z) — R", satisfying

(o [, B V)™ < AT+ VETDe(rs) = i) < oo

W41 Th41\&

We denote by kar1 the Taylor polynomial of degree I for g*! at x. Moreover, we observe that the scaled
version of (7.2) holds on C (z) by Remark 2.4. In passing, notice that Proposition 2.6 with (7.6) imply

Tk4+1
that
sup du, < Ce(ry). (7.7)
spt(V)NC,, /2(x)
In particular, as z € spt(V'), we have
g (x) =y as k — o0. (7.8)

We can then iterate the procedure above and have the objects defined at every step k.

Step 3. Let 21 = (71,y1), 22 = (w2,¥2) € G. Let k > 1 be such that |z; — x2| < 5. We thus can apply the

scale-invariant form of Lemma 2.3 to estimate
k k— k
||Dagz1 DangHCO(BTk/lO(xQ < lgZ; 1—922”0\& By, jio(@2)) = <Cla |7“ e I( (re—1) +e(rg)) 79)
1—|al I 1—|al+ 1 ||+l ’
< Cﬂ‘ D W(Tk 1+ Tk) < 200°Cy D, T < C s

for any multi-index o and [ > |a|.
Now take z; = 22 = z = (x,y) € G, notice that the right-hand-side of (7.9) is a convergent sum, in
particular, the following holds. First,

k
sup 192 1B, j10()) < Bt < 00, (7.10)

for constants E; independent of z, where we used also that g0 is independent of z. Also

D5 (2) — D ()] < Crwry ™10 forall o] <1.
This implies, for each multi index |3| < [, the existence of the limit coefficients pf = limy, DP¢¥(x)/B!, the
fact that they do not depend on I, the fact that p? =y (by (7.8)) and the bounds

|pz| < Ela

Dﬁg 14—

where we have

Dpgt (x)
pha) =Y 7652! @ —2)f,  pa@)=) pla - x)
18I1<! 18I1<!
Putting things together we get the following useful bound, for all |a] <,
DPgk(z)| 45_
1D = oDl on € D caplpd —
|8|<l—al,B2a (7.11)
<Oy Z 1+l 8] IB\ |ov] <O 1+l lof

\ﬁ|§l—|a\,ﬁ2a
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Let z1 = (z1,y1),22 = (22,92) € G and let k > 1 denote the largest integer such that |x; — xa| < /10,
this implies that r; < 1000|x; — z2]. Let [ > 0 and let o be a multi-index and with |«| <. We then have,
|Dpl (wa) — DOph, (w2)] < [Dpl | (ma) — D¢l (wa)| + |DVg%  (w2) — Da9'§2($2)!
I— 1 k—1 k
< |x1 - $2| lal+ ||Dagz1 Hcl*\a\‘Fl(Brk/lO(ml)) + HDOCng gzg”C r /10)({22)
I— 1y ,,k—1 k—1 k
é |1171 - ':U2| IOCH_ ||-gz1 HCHl Brk/lo(xl + Hg - gz2 ||C‘Q‘(Brk/10)(w2)
< Jay — 2o 71 B + 2001 Dy, Ty o+
< (Bp41 + 200'Clyy Dy 51000 101 |3y — goff =l F1
< Oy — w710
where we used (7.9) and (7.10). Now we employ (7.11) which gives for i = 1,2,
_ _ 14— N
‘Dapi,zl(xi) — D%, i(x;)] < \\Do‘(p’;ll _pzl_’l)”Lw(BTk(m)) < Clery |ot] < Clolar — xg\l lod+1
and this concludes the proof of (7.4).

Step 4. We prove (7.5), fix zg = (z0,y0) € G. Let k € N. First, recalling Lemma 6.1 (gfo is do-Lipschitz),
Taylor’s Theorem and (7.7) imply that

sup ly— ki, (x)| < Ce(ry) +C sup  |DFhgh jrit!
2= (@y)€spt(V)NCr, /10(w0) By 10(z0)

< CDpyy iyt + CEprit < Croritt
where we used also (7.10). If we now use (7.11) (with & = (0,...,0)) we obtain

sup |y — Pzo,l ( )| < Ol wrl—i—l 5
z=(z,y)€spt(V)NC;., s10(z0)

which clearly implies (7.5). O

APPENDIX A. PROOFS OF THE AUXILIARY RESULTS

A.1. Proofs of the results in Section 3.1.

Proof of Lemma 3.1. Choose a chart for M around p(z), say ¢, with ¢(0) = p(z). Extend the orthonormal
vectors €1, ...,€em, emt1,---,en to an adapted orthonormal frame, that is, an orthonormal frame whose first
m vectors are tangent to M. Define a chart ¥ for the normal bundle vM as follows:

bie(e(x)))

Moreover let F' : vM — R™™ be defined as (y,v) — y + v. We will first compute the differential of
F at (0,(bmt1,---bmin)), where ST biej(2) = z — p(z). In our chart, we take a C! curve v =
(@(t), (b1 (t), - bman(t))) such that vo = (0,bm41,---,bmin). Hence, using the short-hand notations
b= (byit,... bm+n) and b = (6m+1, e bm+n), we have that

D(F 0 0)(0,b)[d,b] = 9,(F o 7)o = Dip + Z bie; + Z biDp, e
=Dip — s g, (Dap, - ) + Z biPpiyDpgie; + Z biei ,

m+n

R™ x R™" 3 (z, (bint1,- -+ s bmn)) = <(’0($)’Zi:m+l

where all the sums are understood over i =m + 1,...,m + n. We thus see that
_ . Dip —11,_,(Dsop, - 0
D(F o 0)(0,b)[2,b] = [ d - ((Dig, ) % T ] .

Now, notice that the map z + (p(z), z—p(2)) is the inverse of I, this means that, in our chart, p(FoW(z,b)) =
o(z) for every (x,b). Differentiating at (0,b),

T D:ESD_IIZ— z D:'B‘;D’ i 0 D;
Dp(F o ¥(0,b)) [ f:( ) ) % T } — [T@] .
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This means that, for every v € R™ and w € R",

Idy, —IL_py | 0 v ] [
Dp(z) s 1, e T 0

and thus the claim is proved. d

Proof of Lemma 3.2. Since d = |2 — p(z)| we use the formula for Dp(z) to compute D3d*> = z — p(z). We
differentiate once again and obtain

-1
D2%d2 = D(z — p(2)) = Idpsn — Dp(z) = [ Id,, (Idm — IIZ_p(Z)) ‘ 0 ] ’

where we used Lemma 3.1. Now,

Idy, — 1,y = Idy — |z — p(z)|diag(k;)j=1,..m = diag(l — d(2)k;)j=1,...m

so that we have proved the claim. O

A.2. Proofs of the results in Section 3.3.

Proof of Lemma 3.5. For & sufficiently small, the bilinear form —(u, £psu) is elliptic in H¢ (B, vM). Exis-
tence and uniqueness of energy solutions to £; = f, for f merely in L?(vM) follows by Riesz representation.
Since the boundary 9B} is smooth, WP estimates hold up to the boundary:

luller gy < Cllullwzmir gy < ClFll oo pary - =

Proof of Lemma 3.J. The first inequality in (3.2) is the interior Schauder regularity for strongly elliptic
systems. For what concerns the second inequality, we claim that

Aylw? + CEw*> >0 weakly in BM . (A1)
Indeed, we take as test function (w where ¢ € CL(BM) and ¢ > 0. On the one hand,

/ Duw : D(Cw) :2/ IT,, : ¢y g(}a?/ lw|?¢.
M M M
On the other hand,

| pu: Dcw) zfj/ (Do C + (D)

22/ (Do.C)o - Dezw+2/ (IDesuf? > /MDC-DW,

thus (A.1) is satisfied weakly. Let ¢1 > 0 be the first eigenfunction of the Laplace-Beltrami operator
—Appr = A1 and @1 =0 on 8B%6.

Now, as soon as Cd2 < A1, we claim that the function |w|?/¢; cannot have interior maximum points in BiV.
This proves that

Supa M Q1
sup |w|?* < s sup |w|? < C sup |w|*.
M

! lnfB{w ©1 8B]\/I 8B1\/

Let us check the claim. Set 1 := |w|? and compute

e1AnY — T/JAM% 7/)|D901|2—901D901 DTZJ

M@/ p1) = 2 =

Now, if xg € M N B{V[ is a putative interior maximum point for ¢/, we have

Y(z0)Dp1(z0) = p1(z0)DY(20),
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so substituting

—C8pp1 + A D12 — 1Dy - D T
M(¢/@1)($0) 2 0'1,[)(,012 1¢(101 ¢| (701| (101 ®Y1 - 'l)[) (Al _ 05(2]) ¢( 0) > 0’
¥1 901 e1(o)
vanishes at zg
a contradiction unless ¢ = 0. Thus the second part of (3.2) is proved. O
A.3. Proofs of results in Section 3.4.
Proof of Lemma 3.5. We suppress the subscript f from I'y. Let ey, ..., e, be an orthonormal frame for M.

Define F : M — R™" as F(x) .= x + f(z), then set, for a.e. z € T,

wi(2) = (De; F)(p(2)) = (ei + De, f)(p(2)) -

Notice that wy,...,w,, form a basis of T.I" for a.e. z € T, provided that Lip(f) is small enough. We are
going to use that

Dy, wj(F(x)) = De;(ej + De, f) (@) - (A.2)

Define also the matrix field g; ; == w; - w;, and let g"/ be its inverse (which exists, if LIP(f) is small enough).
The following computations are carried for H™-a.e. x € M. First, for ¢,5 =1,...,m,

gi7j(F(')) = (ei € +D6if'Dejf+ei ’Dejf+€j ’Deif)

A3
= (52-’]' —I—Deif'Dejf—QHf(ei,ej)) , ( )
where we used also the symmetry of the second fundamental form. Now,
divp(p o p)(F(+)) = Y (9" w; - Duy(pop))( Z g (F(-))((ei + De,f) - De,p) -
i,j=1 i,j=1
We remark that by (A.3), fori,j =1,...,m,
9" = 06ij = De.f - De, f + 2L y(es, ¢5) + O(Df|* + 6| f?)
in particular,
g7 = 6ij+ 2 (ei ;) + O(IDfI? + 6| f7) .
Hence,
dive(pop)(F(+)) = > (e + De,f) - Deso+ Y 2Mg(ei e5)(es + De,f) - Deyp + O((IDf P + 6% )| Degl ) -
i=1 i,j=1
Now we compute
> (ei+ De,f) - Dep + Y 201g(eirej)(e; + De,f) - D
i=1 i,j=1

=—H -9+ De,f Dejp—200y : 1, +2 Y Tg(es ;)De, f - Do
i=1 ij=1

= De.f - Dejp — 2015 : T, + O(6| Dol | f]| DY) -
=1
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This concludes the proof of the first part of the lemma. We have now to estimate |Df|. Recalling that
Prr =311 g% w; @ wy and Pra = 3000 e @ ey,

m

1 2 _ 1 2 1 2 . _ 5,7, .

§|TF(x)F — TmM| = §|PTF(1)F| + §|PTZM| — PTF(z)F : PTZM =m — E g Jw; - ELW;j - ek
i,5,k=1

9" (8ige + ek - Deof)(8j 1 + e - De, f)
1

.

I
3
!
qﬁ:MS

m —

NE

9" (8; 4 +ej - De,f +€i - De,f+ PryDe,f - PryDe, f)
i,j=1

m
=m — Z §"7(8;; — 200 ¢(es, €5) + PrasDe, f - PragDe, f)
i7j
m
+ Z De,f - De, f(dij — 211y (eiye5) + PrasDe, f - PrasDe, f)
,J

— Z 2Hf(€,', e;)(0;; — 2Hf(€,', ej) + PraDe, f - PTMDejf)
0]
+O(DfI" + 6 |f ")

== |PruDe,f1? + |Df? + O fIDF* + |DfI* + 8 £2),

i=1

which proves that |Df[* < > |PraDe, fI* + C(63 f* + |Tp( I — To M|?). Now,

Z |PraDe, f|* = Z (De,f - €5)* = Z (Desej - £)? = 1> = O(8| 1),
=1 i,j=1 ij=1
which yields the conclusion. (]

Proof of Lemma 3.6. We use the same notation as in the proof of Lemma 3.5. In particular, we use the map
F(z) =z + f(z), the orthonormal frame ey, ..., e, for M and the basis wy,...,w,, for I'. We define as in
Lemma 3.5 the matrices ¢;; and g*/, and we recall (A.3). We are also going to use (A.2). In the following
computations, we will use Einstein’s convention and omit to write the summation over repeated indices. We

also introduce the error terms EY := g7 — §; ; — 2I1¢(e;, €;). Recall that we have to compute the C'/2 norm
of

Hp = PTLng’iji’LUj = gi’ijiwj — PTpgi’ijiwj
= g% Dy, w; — ¢"* g I wpwy, - Dy, w;
= (6;,j + 20T + E*)De,(ej + D, f)

— (O + 200"+ EMF) (8,5 + 21T + E™) (e, + De, f)(er + De, f) - Deylej + De, f)

(A.4)

where we used the explicit expression Prp = ¢"Fwj, @ wy. To ease the notation, we define the vector field
v = D, e;, notice that v € T'M, because Hyr = 0. Notice that E*/ is made of terms of order at least 2 in
f. We write the term of order 0 in f of (A.4) as

D.,e; —epey - Deje; =v— Pryv=Ppijyv=Hy=0.
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We write the term of order 1 in f of (A.4) as
21T D,ej + De, D, f
- 211?’k€h€k “De,e; — QII?jekek “Deej — De, feg - De;e; — exDe, f - De,e; — egey - De, De, f
= 211 De,ej — 2T eey - De,ej — 201 epey v + De, Do, f — Dy f — exDe, f - v — PragDe, De, f
= QII‘Z}Z‘? (PTLMDeiej) + 2PTMDUf + PTLMDeiDeif — va — ekDekf Y%
= 2Hf AL+ 2Pry Dy f + PTLMAf + PTLMva —D,f — ekDekf )
=Lyf+2PryDyf + PpiyDyf — Dyf —exDe, f v
= ﬁMfa
where we used the symmetry of the second fundamental form twice, precisely in
H?’kehek “v = H’;’hehek v = De,ep - fepep-v=—De, f-enener-v=—PryDyf
and
ekDekf sV = —ekDek’U . f = —eka(ek,?}) = —eka(?}, ek) = —evaek . f = €LEL - va = PTMDUf .

Hence, Hr(F(x)) = Ly f(x) + R(x), where the error therm R satisfies ”RHCl/z(B{M) < C”f”2‘241/2(3{\4)’ O
Proof of Lemma 5.7. Fix an orthonormal frame {ey, ..., e, } for M. Ifv: M — R™*" is a C? normal section
of M, we denote by I';, its graph, that is the manifold
T, = {z+v(z):zec BM}.
As in the previous proofs, the mean curvature vector of I';, is
H, = gi’ijiwj — g g wpwy - Dy, wj . (A.5)

We remark that H,(z) € R™*™ lies in fact in the subspace Tx+f(x)Fj. Here, g% (x) are the entries of the
inverse of the matrix (w; - wj);; and w;(z + v(x)) = e;(x) + De, f(x).
Consider the map
. X Y xZ @:UH(HU,U|aB{w),
where X, Y and Z are the following Banach spaces
X = C*V2(BM vM), Y :=CV*BM R, Z:=C*V2OBM,vM).
We claim that

(1) @ is of class C1(X,Y x Z) around the point v = 0;
(2) the derivative at v = 0 is the Jacobi operator of M, that is D, ®(0) = (ﬁMu,u]aB{u), and it is
invertible.

Given the claims, the lemma follows by the inverse function theorem (since ||h||x < &¢). Set indeed
h = @710, hlypm)
and combine Lemma 3.6 with the Lipschitz character of ®~1:
Ih =1|x < ClHully < Cllhl% < Ce*.
Now, item (1) follows inspecting the formula giving H,, namely (A.5), which can be generally written as
H,(z) = F(z,v(z), Dv(z), D*v(z)),
with F' smooth and all arguments ranging in a compact domain. If & = (®y, ), then

2
Doy (v) = 0| Hupiole) = 3 Fepala, ofa), Do), Du(a)) Dp(a)
k=0

where Fj is a short-hand for derivatives of F' in the j-th entry. Now using that C 1/2 is an algebra and that
F is smooth one concludes that if v, — v in X = C%'/2 and ||uz||x < 1, then

|| Duy @y (vg) = Dy @y (v) | /2 — 0.
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Let us prove item (2). Lemma 3.6 shows that D, ®(0) = £jru. The maximum principle for £,/ (see Lemma
3.4) shows that D®(0) is injective. Schauder regularity and Lemma 3.3 show that D®(0) is surjective. [

(1
(2]
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