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THE Lp POISSON-NEUMANN PROBLEM AND ITS RELATION TO THE

NEUMANN PROBLEM

JOSEPH FENEUIL AND LINHAN LI

Abstract. We introduce the Lp Poisson-Neumann problem for an uniformly elliptic operator
L = −divA∇ in divergence form in a bounded 1-sided Chord Arc Domain Ω, which considers

solutions to Lu = h − div F̃ in Ω with zero Neumann data on the boundary for h and ~F in
some tent spaces. We give different characterizations of solvability of the Lp Poisson-Neumann
problem and its weaker variants, and in particular, we show that solvability of the weak Lp

Poisson-Neumann probelm is equivalent to a weak reverse Hölder inequality. We show that the
Poisson-Neumman problem is closely related to the Lp Neumann problem, whose solvability is
a long-standing open problem. We are able to improve the extrapolation of the Lp Neumann
problem from Kenig and Pipher [KP93] by obtaining an extrapolation result on the Poisson-
Neumann problem.
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1. Introduction

1.1. State of the art. Since the initial work of Dahlberg in [Dah77], there has been con-
siderable interest in various boundary value problems for elliptic operators in the form of
L = − div(A∇) with boundary data in Lp. The one that has seen the most achievements
is the Dirichlet problem. In particular, there are many characterizations of solvability of the Lp

Dirichlet problem (see for instance [JK82, Ken94, KKPT00, DKP11, KKPT16, HL18, HLM19,
CDMT22, BPTT21]), which leads to solvability of the Dirichlet problem for a large class of
elliptic operators including those with non-smooth coefficients ([JK81a, DJ90, KP01, DPP07,
AAA+11, HKMP15a, DP19, CHMT20, FP22, HLMP22]), and a clear picture of necessary and
sufficient conditions on the domains ([HMM16, GMT18, AHM+20, HMM+21]) to ensure its
solvability.

In comparison to the Dirichlet problem, the Neumann problem with Lp boundary data (see
Definition 1.8) is much less understood. Solvability of the Lp Neumann problem has been
established under much more restrictive conditions for both the operator and the domain com-
pared to that of the Dirichlet problem ([JK81b, KP93, KP95, MT03, KS08, KR09, AA11,
AM14, DPR17, DHP23]). Roughly speaking, one cannot go too far from constant-coefficient
operators on Lipschitz domains with small constant, or small perturbations from operators on
half space whose coefficient matrix is symmetric and independent of the transversal variable
(“t-independent”), or one has to restrict to 2 dimension. In fact, it is a long standing open
problem in the area to solve the Lp Neumann problems in chord-arc and more general domains
for the Laplacian, or for more general elliptic operators. Lacking alternative formulations or
characterizations of the Neumann problem is one of main obstacles in extending its solvability
to a wider range of operators and domains.

Sometimes viewed as a companion to the Neumann problem, the Regularity problem studies
the relation between the gradient of the solution to the Dirichlet problem and the (tangential)
derivatives of the boundary data (see Definition 1.5). In some special cases- when the dimension
is 2, or when a “Rellic identity” holds - the solvability of the Lp Neumann problem can be
deduced from the solvability of the Lp Regularity problem. There have been big breakthroughs
recently in solving the Regularity problem for elliptic operators which are (large) perturbations
of constant-coefficient operators ([MPT22, DHP23], see also [Fen22]), building on earlier results
of [KP93, DPR17, MTar]. There are also results on the Regularity problem under different
assumptions ([HKMP15b, DK12, GMT23, DFM23b]).

Due to these advancements in the Dirichlet problem and the Regularity problem, it is rea-
sonable to expect new developments in the Neumann problem. However, it is not clear at this
stage how the Regularity problem (or the Dirichlet problem) would help solving the Neumann
problem except for the special cases mentioned above. Moreover, the Neumann problem is kind
of isolated from the Dirichlet problem and the Regularity problem, in the sense that there are
counterexamples constructed in [KP95] showing that solvability of the Regularity problem (or
the Dirichlet problem) does NOT imply solvability of the Neumann problem, and vice versa.

We decide to create a different world by introducing the Lp Poisson-Neumann problem (see
Definition 1.11) and its (weaker) variants. As mentioned earlier, lacking equivalent character-
izations of the Neumann problem and its isolation from other boundary value problems are
essentially the reasons that make solving the Neumann problem so hard. By considering the



THE POISSON-NEUMANN PROBLEM 3

weak Poisson-Neumann problem for L = − div(A∇) with bounded and measurable coefficients
on 1-sided chord-arc domains (see Definition 2.5), we are able to show that its solvability is
equivalent to a (weak) reverse Hölder type inequality (Theorem 1.19), which enjoys nice prop-
erties such as self-improvement, and has the potential to connect to many other conditions
in rather general settings as we have seen in the Lp Dirichlet problem. Not only the (weak)
Poisson-Neumann problem is interesting by itself, our hope is that it can serve as a stepping
stone to a better overall understanding of the Neumann problem. In fact, we can already im-
prove some extrapolation result on the Lp Neumann problem obtained by Kenig and Pipher
([KP93]) with the help of the Poisson-Neumann problem (see Corollary 1.22).

Let us be more precise and start with giving the definitions of the various boundary value
problems. We postpone the precise assumptions on the operator L = − divA∇ (which will
however always have real coefficients in our article), the domain Ω, as well as the definitions of
the non-tangential maximal function N , the square function A1, and the tent spaces T p

q (Ω) to
the preliminaries (Subsection 2.2).

Definition 1.1. If p′ ∈ (1,∞), we say that the Lp′ Dirichlet problem (Dp′) - or (Dp′)L when we
mention the operator - is solvable if there is C > 0 such that for any f ∈ C∞

0 (Rn), the solution
uf to Luf = 0 defined with the help of the elliptic measure by

(1.2) uf(X) :=

ˆ

∂Ω

f(y)dωX(y)

satisfies
‖uf‖T p′

∞(Ω)
:= ‖N (uf)‖Lp′(∂Ω) ≤ C‖f‖Lp′(∂Ω).

As mentioned at the beginning, the solvability of (Dp′) was studied in many scenarios, and it
is not the purpose of this article to give a comprehensive survey on the literature. Amongst the
many results on the Lp Dirichlet problem, we would like to bring out the following characterisa-
tions of (Dp′) by Mourgoglou, Poggi, and Tolsa ([MPT22]), which gives a well-rounded theory
and generalizes some results from [KP95], and has inspired us into seeking their counterpart of
the Neumann problem.

Theorem 1.3 ([MPT22]). Let Ω ⊂ Rn be 1-sided CAD1, L = − divA∇ be a uniformly elliptic
operator, and p ∈ (1,∞). The following are equivalent:

(1) (Dp′)L∗ is solvable;
(2) the Lp′ Poisson-Dirichlet problem is solvable for L∗, meaning that there exists C > 0

such that for any ~F ∈ L∞
c (Ω,Rn), the solution u defined with the Green function as

u(X) :=

¨

Ω

∇YG(Y,X) · ~F (Y ) dY

satisfies

‖u‖
T̃ p′
∞(Ω)

:= ‖Ñ (u)‖Lp′(∂Ω) ≤ C‖δ ~F‖
T̃ p′

1 (Ω)
:= ‖C̃1(δ ~F )‖Lp′ (∂Ω),

where δ(Z) = dist(Z, ∂Ω);

1this is not optimal- see [MPT22] for a weaker assumption- but we shall limit ourselves to this setting for the
present article. Moreover, Theorem 1.3 is only a portion of the characterizations in [MPT22].
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(3) the Lp Poisson-regularity problem is solvable for L, meaning that there exists C > 0
such that for any h ∈ L∞

c (Ω), the solution u defined with the Green function as

u(X) :=

¨

Ω

G(X, Y )h(Y ) dY

satisfies

‖∇u‖T̃ p
∞(Ω) := ‖Ñ (∇u)‖Lp(∂Ω) ≤ C‖δh‖T̃ p

1 (Ω) := ‖C̃1(δh)‖Lp(∂Ω);

(4) There exists C > 0 such that for any Y ∈ Ω, the Green function satisfies the Lp bound

(1.4) ‖∇G(., Y )110BY \BY
‖T̃ p

∞(Ω) := ‖Ñ (∇G(., Y )110BY \BY
)‖Lp(∂Ω) ≤ Cδ(Y )(1−n)/p′ ;

where BY := B(Y, δ(Y )/4).

Next we present the definition of the Lp Regularity problem.

Definition 1.5. Let p ∈ (1,∞). We say that the Lp Regularity problem (Rp) - or (Rp)L - is
solvable if there is C > 0 such that for any f ∈ C∞

0 (Rn), the solution uf to Luf = 0 defined as
in (1.2) satisfies

‖∇uf‖T̃ p
∞(Ω) := ‖Ñ (∇uf)‖Lp(∂Ω) ≤ C‖∇f‖Lp(∂Ω).

Note that ‖∇f‖Lp(∂Ω) means that we have a notion of gradient on the boundary. We shall not
spend to much time on it, because it is not the topic of this article. Briefly speaking, for rough
boundaries (as in [MTar, MPT22]), we use the Haj lasz upper gradient (see [Ha96]), but when
the boundary is Lipschitz, we can equivalently use the “classical” local tangential gradient.

There is some duality between the Dirichlet and the Regularity problem. One direction is
given by the following result.

Proposition 1.6 ([MTar], also [KP93, DFM23a]). Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a 1-sided CAD, L =
− divA∇ be a uniformly elliptic operator, and p ∈ (1,∞). Then (Rp)L =⇒ (Dp′)L∗.

The other direction is more delicate. It has been shown that (Dp′)L∗ =⇒ (Rp)L in some cases
such as for “t-independent” operators in Lipschitz graph domains ([HKMP15b]), for operators
that satisfy some Carleson measure condition ([DPR17, DHP23, Fen23]) in Lipschitz domains,
and more generally, in corkscrew domains ([MPT22]). See also [KS11, DK12, GMT23, AR12]
for other settings.

It is not yet known whether (Dp′)L∗ =⇒ (Rp)L holds in general. However, there is a partial
result by Shen ([She07]), who showed that (Dp′) implies a dichotomy in the solvability of the
Regularity problem: if (Dp′) is solvable, then either (Rp) is solvable or (Rq) is not solvable for
any 1 < q < ∞.

Proposition 1.7 ([She07]). Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a Lipschitz domain, and let L = − divA∇ be a
uniformly elliptic operator2, and p, q ∈ (1,∞). Then

(Rq)L + (Dp′)L∗ =⇒ (Rp)L.

2[She07] is written for Lipschitz domains and symmetric coefficient matrix A. The authors guarantee the
generalization to non-symmetric A with the same proof; going beyond Lipschitz domain requires using Haj lasz
gradient and we are not aware whether it has been checked.
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Let us now give the definition of the Lp Neumann problem.

Definition 1.8. If p ∈ (1,∞), we say that the Lp Neumann problem (Np) - or (Np)L - is
solvable if there is C > 0 such that for any f ∈ C∞

0 (Rn) satisfying
´

∂Ω
f dσ = 0, the solution

uf to Luf = 0 defined with the help of the Neumann function as

(1.9) uf(X) :=

ˆ

∂Ω

N(X, y)f(y) dσ(y)

satisfies

‖∇uf‖T̃ p
∞(Ω) := ‖Ñ (∇uf)‖Lp(∂Ω) ≤ C‖f‖Lp(∂Ω).

It is not clear what the Neumann function is when the domain is too rough, as it was only
constructed and studied in a ball ([KP93]), but many of its properties are still valid in more
general domains such as bounded 1-sided CAD. We shall give the definition and present the
properties that we need in the preliminaries below. While writing this paper, we learned that
the Neumann function in 1-sided CAD is constructed in a work in preparation [HS24]), along
with properties beyond what we need for this paper.

Let us give a brief discussion on the history of the Lp Neumann problem, and again, we are
not trying to be exhaustive. The solvability of the Lp Neumann problem for the Laplacian in
Lipschitz domains is established for p ∈ (1, 2 + ǫ) in [DK87], and it is optimal in the sense that
for any q > 2, we can find a Lipschitz domain for which (Np) is not solvable. Their result is
based on the solvability of L2 Neumann problem for the Laplacian in Lipschitz domains, which is
proven in [JK81b] via establishing a “Rellich identity”, that is, ‖∇tanu‖L2(∂Ω) ≈

∥∥∂u
∂n

∥∥
L2(∂Ω)

. The

“Rellich identity” can be generalized to elliptic operators with real, symmetric coefficient matrix
of “t-independent” coefficients on half space, which is essentially proved in [KP93] to obtain
solvability of the L2 Neumann problem in that setting. Solvability of the Neumann problem
for non-symmetric t-independent operators in the half space is still an open problem, but many
works pushed the limits beyond the symmetric t-independent condition (a Dini condition on
the t-dependence [MT03], in the half plane [KR09], small complex t-independent perturbations
[AA11, AAA+11]). Elliptic operators involving Carleson measures are studied in [KP93, KP95,
DPR17], but it is still an open problem whether the Lp Neumann problem is sovlable without
the smallness assumption on the Carleson norm of the coefficients, except a posteriori in R2,
where we can link the Neumann problem to the regularity problem with a trick from [KR09]
(see [DHP23]).

It is useful to know whether solving (Np) from some p ∈ (1,∞) gives the solvability of the
Lq Neumann problem for any other q. In [KP93, Theorem 6.3], it was shown that on balls,

(1.10) (Rp)L + (Np)L =⇒ (Nq)L for q ∈ (1, p + ǫ).

for some ǫ > 0. When writing this paper, we learned that this result is generalized to CAD
domains in [HS24]. Since there are examples of (Np) 6=⇒ (Rp) even for symmetric operators in
nice domains (see [KP93]), one cannot extend the range of solvabiltiy of the Neumann problem
without knowing the solvability of the Regularity problem in general. One of our contributions
is that we can improve this result by replacing (Rp)L with (Dp′)L∗ , and our result holds for
1-sided CAD.
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1.2. Our results. Throughout the article, n ≥ 2 and Ω ⊂ Rn is a bounded 1-sided Chord
Arc Domain (see Subsection 2.1), L = − divA∇ is an uniformly elliptic (see (2.16)) operator
with bounded and measurable coefficients on Ω, and L∗ = − divAT∇ is the adjoint operator.
The limitation to bounded 1-sided Chord Arc Domain is only due to the lack of construction
of a suitable elliptic theory around the Neumann problem in more general domains. Should
the Neumann function and its properties be studied in more general settings (like in the mixed
codimension setting [DFM21, DFM23c] or in domains that lack connectivity [MTar, MPT22,
CHPMar]), our assumption would certainly be weaker.

Let us introduce our additional boundary value problems. First is the Poisson-Neumann
problem (we recall that the definitions of tent spaces, Ñ or C̃1 are delayed to Subsection 2.2).

Definition 1.11. Let p ∈ (1,∞). We say that the Lp′ Poisson-Neumann problem (PNp′) is

solvable for L∗ if for any ~F ∈ L∞
c (Ω,Rn), the solution u to L∗u = − div ~F with zero average -

constructed for instance via the Neumann function as

(1.12) ū(X) :=

¨

Ω

∇YN(Y,X) · ~F (Y ) dY

and then u := ū− uΩ - satisfies

‖u‖
T̃ p′
∞

:= ‖Ñ (u)‖Lp′(∂Ω) ≤ C‖δ ~F‖
T̃ p′

1
:= C‖C̃1(δ ~F )‖Lp′(∂Ω),

where C is independent of ~F .
We say that the weak Lp′ Poisson-Neumann problem (wPNp′) is solvable for L∗ if for any

~F ∈ L∞
c (Ω,Rn), the solution u constructed as in (1.12) satisfies

‖Ñ (δ∇u)‖Lp′(∂Ω) ≤ C‖C̃1(δ ~F )‖Lp′ (∂Ω),

where C is independent of ~F .
We write (PNp′)L∗ or (wPNp′)L∗ when we want to mention the operator.

The next definition presents the “Poisson-Neumann-Regularity problem”, that is the dual

formulation of the Poisson-Neumann problem. We shall introduce the space L̂∞
c (Ω) of compactly

supported and bounded measurable functions with zero average.

Definition 1.13. Let p ∈ (1,∞). We say that the Lp Poisson-Neumann-Regularity (PNRp)

is solvable for L if for any h ∈ L̂∞
c (Ω) and ~F ∈ L∞

c (Ω,Rn), the solution u to Lu = h − div ~F
constructed with the Neumann function as

(1.14) u(X) :=

¨

Ω

[
∇YN(X, Y ) · ~F (Y ) + N(X, Y )h(Y )

]
dY

satisfies

‖Ñ (∇u)‖Lp(∂Ω) ≤ C‖C̃1(δ|h| + |~F |)‖Lp(∂Ω),

where C is independent of h and ~F .
We say that the property (wPNRp) holds for L if for any ~F ∈ L∞

c (Ω,Rn), the solution
constructed in (1.14) with h ≡ 0 satisfies

‖Ñ (∇u)‖Lp(∂Ω) ≤ C‖C̃1(~F )‖Lp(∂Ω),
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where C is independent of ~F .
We write (PNRp)L or (wPNRp)L when we want to mention the operator.

Finally, our last property is the localization of solutions. It is meant to be a substitute to the
property (4) of Theorem 1.3. Although it is stronger than the latter, the localization property is
more flexible to use and its Dirichlet counterpart is a key component of the proof of Proposition
1.7.

Definition 1.15. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded 1-sided CAD, L be a uniformly elliptic operator and
p ∈ [1,∞). We say that the property (Locp) holds for L if for any ball B = B(x, r) centered at
the boundary, and any local solution u ∈ W 1,2(2B∩Ω) to Lu = 0 in 2B∩Ω with zero Neumann
data on 2B ∩ ∂Ω, we have

(1.16) ‖Ñ (|∇u|1B)‖Lp(∂Ω) ≤ Cr(n−1)/p

(
−−

ˆ̂

2B∩Ω

|∇u|2dX

) 1
2

.

A similar localization property was used in [KS08]: it was proven there that for the Laplacian
in bounded Lipschitz domains, (Np) is equivalent to a weak reverse Hölder inequality for p > 2,
from which (Np) is derived for the Laplacian on bounded convex domains for a range of p > 1.

With all these properties in hand, we can start the presentation of our results. If one views
the Poisson-Neumann and Poisson-Neumann-regularity problem as analogues of the Poisson-
Dirichlet and Poisson-regularity problem, respectively, with zero Neumann data instead of zero
Dirichlet data, then our first result is a natural analogue of (2) ⇐⇒ (3) in Theorem 1.3.

Proposition 1.17. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded 1-sided CAD, L = − divA∇ be a uniformly
elliptic operator, and p ∈ (1,∞). The following are equivalent,

(i) The Poisson-Neumann problem (PNp′)L∗ is solvable;
(ii) the Poisson-Neumann-Regularity (PNRp)L is solvable;

(iii) the Poisson-Neumann-Regularity (PNRp)L is solvable for ~F = 0.

If one of the above condition is satisfied, we say that the strong Lp Neumann problem is solvable
for L.

We use the name “strong Lp Neumann problem” because the solvability of the Lp Neumann
problem (Np)L is actually implied by (PNp′)L∗ or (PNRp)L. We do not know whether the strong
Lp Neumann problem is equivalent to the Lp Neumann problem, but we have a partial converse
by assuming in addition (Dp′)L∗ . The following proposition is a summary of these observations.

Proposition 1.18. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded 1-sided CAD, L = − divA∇ be a uniformly
elliptic operator, and p ∈ (1,∞). Then

(Np)L + (Dp′)L∗ =⇒ (PNRp)L =⇒ (Np)L.

We came to the conclusion that the strong Lp Neumann problem should be put in parallel
to the Regularity problem (Rp)L, and that a bound on the Neumann function analoguous to
(1.4) would be a characterization of a “missing” problem should make the parrallel with the
Dirichlet problem (Dp′)L∗ . We looked at how we should weaken (PNp′)L∗ and (PNRp)L so that
it is more or less equivalent to a local T p

∞(Ω)-bound on the (gradient of the) Neumann function,
and we arrived at the following characterizations.
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Theorem 1.19. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded 1-sided CAD, L = − divA∇ be a uniformly elliptic
operator on Ω, and p ∈ (1,∞). The following are equivalent.

(a) (wPNp′)L∗ is solvable;
(b) (wPNRp)L is solvable;
(c) (Locp)L holds.

If one of the above conditions is true, we say that the weak Lp′ Poisson-Neumann problem is
solvable for L∗, in reference to the property (wPNp′)L∗.

One can see now that the weak Poisson-Neumann is indeed weaker than the Poisson-Neumann
problem, as (PNRp)L implies (wPNRp)L by definition.

The localization property can be viewed as a weak reverse Hölder inequality, which is a nice
property that we would like to have for the weak Poisson-Neumann problem. For one thing,
we can show that the property (Locp)L self-improves (see Lemma 5.1). We remark that the
localization property (Locp)L is defined as it is instead of a bound on the Neumann function
because we didn’t succeed to self-improve the bound on the Neumann function from (local)

T̃ p
∞(Ω) to (local) T̃ p+ǫ

∞ (Ω).
Another advantage of having the localization property characterization of the weak Poisson-

Neumann problem is that we can use it to prove a partial converse of (wPNp′)L∗ =⇒ (PNRp)L
in the spirit of Proposition 1.7.

Theorem 1.20. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded 1-sided CAD, L = − divA∇ be a uniformly elliptic
operator on Ω, and p, q ∈ (1,∞). Then

(wPNp′)L∗ + (PNRq)L =⇒ (PNRp)L.

As a consequence of all our results, we are able to show that the weak Poisson-Neumann
problem and the strong Neumann problem are solvable on an open interval.

Corollary 1.21. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded 1-sided CAD, L = − divA∇ be a uniformly elliptic
operator on Ω, and p ∈ (1,∞).

(1) If (wPNp′)L∗ is solvable, then there exists ǫ > 0 such that (wPNq′)L∗ is solvable for any
q′ ∈ (p′ − ǫ,∞);

(2) If (PNRp)L is solvable, then there exists ǫ > 0 such that (PNRq)L is solvable for any
q ∈ (1, p + ǫ).

Note that part (2) of Corollary 1.21 together with Proposition 1.18 improves the earlier result
of Kenig and Pipher (1.10), as we now have

Corollary 1.22. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded 1-sided CAD, L = − divA∇ be a uniformly elliptic
operator on Ω, and p ∈ (1,∞).

(1.23) (Dp′)L∗ + (Np)L =⇒ (Nq)L for q ∈ (1, p + ǫ).

1.3. Plan of the article, and how to gather the results to get the main results. We
summarize our results in the following diagram (dashed double line means that the implications
are true under additional assumptions).
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[
(Locp)L (wPNp′)L∗ (wPNRp)L

]
(wPNq′)L∗ for q′ ∈ (p′ − ǫ,∞)

[
(PNp′)L∗ (PNRp)L

]
(PNRq)L for q ∈ (1, p+ ǫ)

(Np)L

+(PNRq)L for some q ∈ (1, p)

+(Dp′ )
L∗

We let the reader check that those results are a consequence of the following implications3.

(Locq)L, q ∈ (1, p)

(Locp+ǫ)L (Locp)L

(wPNp′)L∗ (wPNRp)L

(PNp′)L∗ (PNRp)L (PNRq)L, q ∈ (1, p)

(Np)L (PNRp+ǫ)L

trivial

Lem 5.9 .

Lem 5.1

Lem 3.7

Lem 4.1

Lem 3.1

Lem 3.6 .

trivial

+(Dp′)
L∗ : Lem 7.1

Lem 6.1

Lem 6.3 .

Actually, we are missing one thing in the above diagram to complete the first diagram: our
Lemma 6.3 also gives that for any q ∈ (1, p),

(Locp+ǫ)L + (PNRq)L =⇒ (PNRp)L.

In particular, when q = p− ǫ, it implies (PNRp)L =⇒ (PNRp+ǫ)L.

3Single dashed arrow means that we also use the property at the tail for the implication at the tip
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The plan of our article is as follows. Section 2 is devoted to the preliminaries, where we first
present our geometric and topological condition (Subsection 2.1), then we introduce the func-

tional analysis (the non-tangential function Ñ , the square function Ã1, the Carleson functional

C̃1 and their relation to tent space), and we finish by stating results related to the elliptic theory
and the Neumann function. In Section 3, we give results related to duality; Section 4 deals with
the localization property; Section 5 shows how to go from the localization property to solvabiltiy
of the weak Poisson Neumann; Section 6 is about the interpolation and extrapolation of the
Poisson Neumann regularity problem. Finally, Section 7 establishes how to recover the Poisson
Neumann problem from the Neumann problem. The Appendix proves an interpolation result
on tents spaces.

1.4. Acknowledgement. The authors want to thank Pascal Auscher for pointing out refer-
ences on tents spaces, in particular [Hua17], and Guy David and Marco Michetti, for an early
presentation of their work [DDE+24].

2. Preliminaries

Throughout this article, we always assume that Ω ⊂ Rn is an open and connected set (i.e. a
domain), and for X ∈ Ω, we use the notations δ(X) := dist(X, ∂Ω, BX := B(X, δ(X)/4).

2.1. Our conditions.

Definition 2.1. Let E ⊂ Rn be a closed set. We say that E is (n− 1)-Ahlfors regular if there
exists a measure σ - called Ahlfors regular measure - and C = Cσ > 0 such that for any x ∈ E
and any r ∈ (0, diamE), we have

Crn−1 ≤ σ(B(x, r)) ≤ Crn−1.

Note that if E is (n− 1)-Ahlfors regular, Hn−1|E is an Ahlfors regular measure on E.

Before we continue, let us introduce a Whitney decomposition of our open domain Ω. Let
DRn :=

⋃
k∈Z DRn,k :=

⋃
k∈Z{

∏n
i=1[mi2

−k, (mi + 1)2−k)}(m1,...,mn)∈Zn be the collection of dyadic
cubes of Rn. If Q ∈ DRn , we write k(Q) for the value - called generation of Q - such that
Q ∈ DRn,k, ℓ(Q) for 2−k(Q), r(Q) for diam(Q), and λQ for {x ∈ Rn, dist(x,Q) ≤ (λ− 1)r(Q)}.
Notice that the collection DRn has a natural order (inclusion).

We construct WΩ - called Whitney decomposition - as the subcollection of the dyadic cubes
W that are maximal for the property 10W ⊂ Ω. We say that W,W ′ are adjacent if

Interior(W) ∪ Interior(W′) $ Interior
(
W ∪ W′

)
.

Observe that WΩ is a partition of Ω, and that two adjacent Whitney cubes have generations
k(W ), k(W ′) that differ from at most 1.

Definition 2.2 (1-sided NTA domains and Harnack chains). We say that Y ∈ Ω and Z ∈ Ω
are linked by an κ-Harnack chain of Whitney cubes if there exists a chain W1, . . . ,WN of
Whitney cubes Wi ∈ WΩ such that

(1) Y ∈ W1 and Z ∈ WN ;
(2) for each i < N , Wi and Wi+1 are adjacent;
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(3) for any i ∈ {1, . . . , N} we have

r(Wi) ≥ κmin

{
i∑

j=1

r(Wj),

N∑

j=i

r(Wj)

}

(4) |Y − Z| ≥ κ

N∑

j=1

r(Wj).

We use the notation

HΩ(Y, Z) = Interior

(
N⋃

i=1

Wi

)

for the union of the Whitney cubes in the Harnack chain linking Y and Z.
We say that Ω is a John domain if Ω is bounded and there exists a center X0

4 and a
constant κ > 0 such that δ(X0) ≥ κ diam(Ω) and for each Y ∈ Ω, Y and X0 are linked by a
κ-Harnack chain of Whitney cubes.
Finally, we say that Ω is a 1-sided NTA domain if there exists κ > 0 such that for any

Y, Z ∈ Ω, Y and Z are linked by a κ-Harnack chain of Whitney cubes.

The above definition is a unclassical, as it relies on the Whitney cubes, but we let the reader
check as an easy exercise that our definition is equivalent to the usual definitions of John
domains and 1-sided NTA domains that are familiar to the reader. Another observation that
we want to raise up is the fact that, if Ω is 1-sided NTA and E ⊂ Ω, then

(2.3) S :=
⋃

Y,Z∈E

HΩ(Y, Z)

is a John domain, which allows a simple construction of 1-sided NTA subdomains.

John domains are the domains that are well adapted to Poincaré inequalities.

Proposition 2.4 (Poincaré inequality). If S is a John domain, then for any w ∈ W 1,2(S), we
have (

¨

S

|w − wS|
2 dX

) 1
2

≤ C diam(S)

(
¨

S

|∇w|2 dX

) 1
2

,

where wS is either the average −−
´́

S
w or the average on the John center −−

´́

BX0
, and where the

constant C > 0 depends only on the John constant.
If particular, if Ω is 1-sided NTA, then there exists C,K ≥ 1 (depending only on the 1-sided

NTA constant of Ω) such that for any B = B(x, r) centered on ∂Ω and any w ∈ W 1,2(KB∩Ω),
(
¨

B∩Ω

|w − wB|
2 dX

) 1
2

≤ Cr

(
¨

KB∩Ω

|∇w|2 dX

)1
2

.

Proof: The first part is a consequence of [HaK95, Theorem 1], since L2-Poincaré inequality on
balls are known to be true. For the second part, construct the John domain B ∩ Ω ⊂ S as in
(2.3), and notice that S ⊂ KB ∩ Ω for some K independent of B, then use the first part. We
can even have construct S to be 1-sided NTA, see [HM14, Appendix A]. �

4By abuse of notation, we say that a ball B ⊂ Ω is the John center of Ω if B = BX0
= B(X0, δ(X0)/4)
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We conclude our paragraph with the definition of our main geometric setting.

Definition 2.5. We say that Ω ⊂ Ω is a 1-sided Chord Arc Domain (1-sided CAD for short)
if ∂Ω is (n − 1)-Ahlfors regular and Ω is bounded whenever ∂Ω is bounded and 1-sided NTA.
Moreover, σ will always denote the Ahlfors regular measure on the previously introduced 1-sided
CAD.

2.2. Tents spaces. Before we introduce all our properties, we require to (recall or) give a bit
more definitions. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a 1-sided CAD, and σ be its Ahlfors regular measure. For
X ∈ Ω, recall that δ(X) := dist(X, ∂Ω) and BX := B(X, δ(X)/4).

For a > 1, define the cones γa(x) with vertex in x and aperture a as

γa(x) := {X ∈ Ω : |X − x| < a dist(X, ∂Ω)} .

This is used to define the modified non-tangential maximal function and the area function of
F ∈ L2

loc(Ω). If c ∈ (0, 1), we have

Ñ a,c(u)(x) := sup
X∈γa(x)

(
−−

ˆ̂

B(X,cδ(X))

|u(Y )|2 dY

)1/2

, x ∈ ∂Ω,

and

(2.6) Ãa,c
1 (F )(x) :=

¨

γa(x)

(
−−

ˆ̂

B(X,cδ(X))

|F |2
)1/2

dX

δ(X)n
,

while the averaged Carleson functional of a function F ∈ L2
loc(Ω) is

(2.7) C̃c
1(F )(x) := sup

r>0

1

σ(B(x, r))

¨

B(x,r)∩Ω

(
−−

ˆ̂

B(X,cδ(X))

|F |2
)1/2

dX

δ(X)
, for x ∈ ∂Ω.

Moreover, we set

γ(x) := γ2(x), Ñ := Ñ 2,1/4, Ã1 := Ã2,1/4
1 and C̃1 := C̃1/4

1

In the above definitions, we use ∼ over the functionals N , A1 and C1 to indicate that we are

taking an average on Whithney balls. We keep the subscript 1 in the definitions of C̃ and Ã,
because we want to emphasize that we are employing the functionals related to the tent spaces
T p
1 (Ω) (the most common occurence of the area functional A in PDE is the “square functional”

- i.e. the L2-version of A1) and not T p
2 (Ω).

Lemma 2.8. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be 1-sided CAD, a > 1, c ∈ (0, 1), and p ∈ (0,∞]. Then

‖Ñ a,c(u)‖Lp(∂Ω,σ) ≈ ‖Ñ (u)‖Lp(∂Ω,σ),

‖Ãa,c
1 (u)‖Lp(∂Ω,σ) ≈ ‖Ã1(u)‖Lp(∂Ω,σ),

and
‖C̃c

1(u)‖Lp(∂Ω,σ) ≈ ‖C̃1(u)‖Lp(∂Ω,σ),

where the constants involved depend on Ω, a, c and p. Moreover, if p ∈ (1,∞), then

‖C̃1(u)‖Lp(∂Ω,σ) ≈ ‖Ã1(u)‖Lp(∂Ω,σ),

where the constant depend on Ω and p.
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Proof: The fact that we can change the aperture is a well known fact. The proof is written
in [Ste93, Chapter II, 2.5.1] and [CMS85, Proposition 4] when Ω = Rn

+ but the proof can be
immediately adapted to 1-sided CAD.

The fact that we can change c can be proven by hand, since increasing c can be compensated
by increasing a instead (see for instance [MPT22] Lemma 2.1 when p > 1, but the proof result
easily extend to p ∈ (0, 1]).

Finally, the last equivalence between the square functional Ã1 and the Carleson functional
C̃1 is again common knowledge to people working on tent spaces (see for instance [CMS85,
Theorem 3]). �

With those in hand, the space of functions u for which ‖Ñ a,c(u)‖p or ‖Ãc
1(u)‖p are finite

doesn’t depend on a or c. We call them (L2 averaged) tent spaces T̃ p
∞(Ω) and T̃ p

1 (Ω) whose
norm are

‖u‖T̃ p
∞(Ω) := ‖Ñ a,c(u)‖Lp(∂Ω,σ),

‖u‖T̃ p
1 (Ω) := ‖Ãa,c

1 (u)‖Lp(∂Ω,σ) for p ∈ (0,∞),

‖u‖T̃∞
1 (Ω) := ‖C̃a,c

1 (u)‖L∞(∂Ω,σ).

Those averaged tent spaces are a common occurence in PDE: the non-tangential maximal
function and the square functional are basic tools to estimates the solutions of boundary value
problems with Lp data.

In our article, we shall use the notation Ñ ∗, C̃∗
1 , or Ã∗

1 when we want to enlarge the aperture
a or the radius constant c (instead of explicitly write a and c). And we can come back to the

Ñ , C̃1, or Ã1 by invoking the following lemma.

We shall frequently use the following duality between the Carleson functional C̃1 and the

non-tangential maximal function Ñ .

Lemma 2.9. If Ω is 1-sided CAD and p ∈ [1,∞), then for any u ∈ T̃ p
∞(Ω) and F ∈ T̃ p′

1 (Ω),

(2.10)

∣∣∣∣
¨

Ω

uF dX

∣∣∣∣ .
∥∥∥C̃1(δF )

∥∥∥
Lp′ (∂Ω)

∥∥∥Ñ (u)
∥∥∥
Lp(∂Ω)

.

Moreover

(2.11)
∥∥∥Ñ (u)

∥∥∥
Lp(∂Ω)

. sup
F :‖C̃1(δF )‖

Lp′ (∂Ω)
=1

∣∣∣∣
¨

Ω

uF dX

∣∣∣∣ ,

and

(2.12)
∥∥∥C̃1(u)

∥∥∥
Lp′ (∂Ω)

. sup
F :‖Ñ (δF )‖

Lp(∂Ω)
=1

∣∣∣∣
¨

Ω

uF dX

∣∣∣∣ .

Proof: See Lemmas A.18 and A.22 in [MPT22], whose proof are based on a work from [HR13].
�

Lemma 2.13. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a 1-sided CAD, and p ∈ [1,∞). Then L∞
c (Ω) is dense in T̃ p

1 (Ω).
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Proof: Let u ∈ T̃ p
1 (Ω). Without loss of generality, we can assume u ≥ 0. Define uN(X) =

min{N, u(X)}1δ(X)≤1/N . We have Ã1(u− uN)(x) ≤ Ã1(u)(x) and ‖Ã1(u− uN)‖p ≤ ‖Ã1(u)‖p,
so by the Lebesgue domination theorem, we have

Ã1(u− uN)(x) → 0 whenever Ã1(u)(x) < +∞,

and by reusing the Lebesgue domination theorem,

‖Ã1(u− uN)‖p → 0.

The lemma follows. �

Let us turn to the more subtle properties of the tent spaces. We want an interpolation
between tent spaces that is not included in existing literature to the best of our knowledge. We
present here a version adapted to what we need.

Theorem 2.14. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a 1-sided CAD and p ∈ (1,∞). Assume that a linear operator

Z is bounded from
̂̃
T p
1 (Ω) := {f ∈ T̃ p

1 (Ω), [f/δ]Ω :=
˜

Ω
f/δ = 0} to T̃ p

∞(Ω) and satisfies, for
any ball B = B(x, r) centered at the boundary, any integer j ≥ 5, and any f ∈ L∞

c (Ω∩B) such
that [f/δ]Ω = 0, we have

(2.15)

(
(2jr)1−n

ˆ

∂Ω

∣∣∣Ñ [Z(f)12j+1B\2jB]
∣∣∣
p

dσ

) 1
p

≤ Cg(j)r1−n

ˆ

∂Ω

∣∣∣Ã1(f)
∣∣∣ dσ,

where g(j) is such that
∑

j≥3 g(j)2j(n−1) < +∞ and C is independent of B, j and f . Then, for

any q ∈ (1, p), the operator Z is bounded from
̂̃
T q
1 (Ω) to T̃ q

∞(Ω), that is

‖Z(f)‖T̃ q
∞(Ω) := ‖Ñ [Z(f)]‖Lq(∂Ω) ≤ Cq‖f‖T̃ q

1 (Ω) := Cq‖Ã1(f)‖Lq(∂Ω).

for any f ∈ L∞
c (Ω) such that [f/δ]Ω = 0.

Proof: See Appendix A. �

2.3. Elliptic theory: Introduction. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be an open domain. We say that an
operator L := − divA∇ is uniformly elliptic (on Ω) if the matrix A is measurable on Ω and if
there exists C > 0 such that

(2.16)
|A(X)ξ · ζ | ≤ C|ξ||ζ | for X ∈ Ω, ξ, ζ ∈ Rn,

A(X)ξ · ξ ≥ C−1|ξ|2 for X ∈ Ω, ξ ∈ Rn.

Definition 2.17. Let L = − divA∇ be a uniformly elliptic operator and h ∈ L2(B ∩ Ω), ~F ∈

L2(B ∩ Ω,Rn). We say that u ∈ W 1,2(B ∩ Ω) is a (weak) local solution to Lu = h− div ~F if
¨

B∩Ω

A∇u · ∇ϕdX =

¨

B∩Ω

(
hϕ + ~F · ∇ϕ

)
dX for any ϕ ∈ C∞

0 (B ∩ Ω).

We say that u ∈ W 1,2(B∩Ω) is a (weak) local solution to Lu = h−div ~F with zero Neumann
data if

¨

Ω

A∇u · ∇ϕdX =

¨

Ω

(
hϕ + ~F · ∇ϕ

)
dX for any ϕ ∈ C∞

0 (B).
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Theorem 2.18. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded 1-sided CAD domain, and L = − divA∇ be a
uniformly elliptic operator. Let W 1,2

0 (Ω) be the subspace of W 1,2(Ω) with zero trace on ∂Ω

(see for instance [DFM23c] for the construction and the property of traces) and Ŵ 1,2(Ω) be the
subspace of W 1,2(Ω) of functions whose trace has zero average, that is,

Ŵ 1,2(Ω) :=

{
f ∈ W 1,2(Ω),

ˆ

∂Ω

Tr f dσ = 0

}
.

Then both W 1,2
0 (Ω) and Ŵ 1,2(Ω) are Hilbert space equipped with the inner product 〈u, v〉 =

˜

Ω
∇u · ∇v dX. So by the Lax-Milgram theorem we have

• For any h ∈ L2(Ω), ~F ∈ L2(Ω,Rn), there exists a unique uD ∈ W 1,2
0 (Ω) such that

(2.19)

¨

Ω

A∇uD · ∇ϕdX =

¨

Ω

(
hϕ + ~F · ∇ϕ

)
dX for any ϕ ∈ W 1,2

0 (Ω).

In particular, uD ∈ W 1,2
0 (Ω) is a solution to − divA∇uD = h− div ~F in Ω.

• For any h ∈ L2(Ω), ~F ∈ L2(Ω,Rn), there exists a unique uN ∈ Ŵ 1,2(Ω) such that

(2.20)

¨

Ω

A∇uN · ∇ϕdX =

¨

Ω

(
hϕ + ~F · ∇ϕ

)
dX for any ϕ ∈ Ŵ 1,2(Ω).

If
˜

Ω
h dX = 0, such uN satisfies

(2.21)

¨

Ω

A∇uN · ∇ϕdX =

¨

Ω

(
hϕ + ~F · ∇ϕ

)
dX for any ϕ ∈ W 1,2(Ω),

in particular, uN ∈ Ŵ 1,2(Ω) is a weak solution to Lu = h − div ~F with zero Neumann
data.

Proof: See [DFM23c] for the construction of the trace and the Poincaré inequalities needed to

prove the fact that (Ŵ 1,2(Ω), ‖∇.‖2) is a complete space. The rest is the Lax-Milgram theorem.
�

Solutions given by the Lax-Milgram theorem can be represented by integrals of the Green
function and the Neumann function. We start with the representation in terms of the Green
function.

Theorem 2.22. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded 1-sided CAD domain, and L = − divA∇ be a
uniformly elliptic operator. There exists a unique function G defined on Ω × Ω such that
G(X, .) is continuous on Ω \ {X}, locally integrable in Ω, and such that, for any h ∈ L∞

c (Ω),
the solution uD,h ∈ W 1,2

0 (Ω) defined in (2.19) can be represented as

uD,h(X) =

¨

Ω

G(X, Y )h(Y ) dY.

Moreover

(i) for any X, Y ∈ Ω, GT (Y,X) = G(X, Y ), where GT (X, Y ) is the Green function for the
adjoint operator L∗ = − div(AT∇);
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(ii) for any Y ∈ Ω and any r ∈ (0, δ(Y )/2),

(2.23)

¨

Ω\B(Y,r)

|∇G(X, Y )|2 dX ≤ Cr2−n,

which implies that for any ball B = B(x, r) centered on the boundary and verifying Y ∈
100B \ 1.1B, we have

(2.24)

(
−−

ˆ̂

B∩Ω

|∇XG(X, Y )|2 dX

) 1
2

≤ Cr1−n,

with a constant that depends only on Ω and L.

Proof: See for instance [DFM23c, Section 14], that deals with a more general case, and [GW82]
for the original proof from which [DFM23c] is inspired. �

Let us make a step on the side to define the elliptic measure that we do not really need, but
was introduced in the definition of (Dp′).

Theorem 2.25. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be bounded 1-sided CAD domain, and L = − divA∇ be a uni-
formly elliptic operator. There exists a unique collection of probability measure {ωX}X∈Ω on
∂Ω - called elliptic measure - such that, for any f ∈ C∞(Rn), the function constructed as

uf(X) :=

ˆ

∂Ω

f(y) dωX(y)

is a weak solution u ∈ W 1,2(Ω) to Luf = 0 in Ω (hence is continuous in Ω), and can be extended
by continuity on ∂Ω by uf |∂Ω = f |∂Ω.

Proof: The proof can again be found in [DFM23c, Section 14], but in a more general context.
The existence of ωX is based on the maximum principle, while the continuity of uf is classical
elliptic theory. See [Ken94] for an earlier reference. �

2.4. Estimates on solution with zero Neumann data. Our next goal is to prove the
analogue of Theorem 2.22 for the solution given by (2.20). We start with the basic estimates.

Lemma 2.26 (Cacciopoli inequality). Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a 1-sided CAD, L = − divA∇ be a
uniformly elliptic operator. Then there exists C > 0 such that:

• for any ball B = B(X, r) such that 2B ⊂ Ω, and any weak solution u ∈ W 1,2(2B) to
Lu = 0 in 2B, we have

(
−−

ˆ̂

B

|∇u|2 dX

) 1
2

≤ C
1

r

(
−−

ˆ̂

2B

|u|2 dX

) 1
2

;

• for any ball B = B(x, r) centered on the boundary (r < diam Ω) and any weak local
solution u ∈ W 1,2(2B ∩ Ω) to Lu = 0 with zero Neumann data,

(
−−

ˆ̂

B∩Ω

|∇u|2 dX

) 1
2

≤ C
1

r

(
−−

ˆ̂

2B∩Ω

|u|2 dX

) 1
2

.

Proposition 2.27 (Moser estimates). Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a 1-sided CAD, L = − divA∇ be a
uniformly elliptic operator. Then there exists C > 0 such that:



THE POISSON-NEUMANN PROBLEM 17

• for any ball B = B(X, r) such that 2B ⊂ Ω, and any weak solution u ∈ W 1,2(2B) to
Lu = 0 in 2B, we have

osc
B

u dX ≤ C−−

ˆ̂

2B

|u− uB| dX ;

• for any ball B = B(x, r) centered on the boundary (r < diam Ω) and any weak local
solution u ∈ W 1,2(2B ∩ Ω) to Lu = 0 with zero Neumann data,

osc
B∩Ω

u dX ≤ C−−

ˆ̂

2B∩Ω

|u− uB∩Ω| dX.

Proposition 2.28 (Hölder continuity). Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a 1-sided CAD, L = − divA∇ be a
uniformly elliptic operator. Then there exist C > 0 and α ∈ (0, 1] such that:

• for any ball B = B(X, r) ⊂ Ω, any weak solution u ∈ W 1,2(B) to Lu = 0 in B, and any
ǫ ∈ (0, 1), we have

osc
ǫB

u dX ≤ Cǫα osc
B

u;

• for any ball B = B(x, r) centered on the boundary (r < diam Ω) and any weak solution
u ∈ W 1,2(B ∩ Ω) to Lu = 0 with zero Neumann data,

osc
ǫB∩Ω

u dX ≤ Cǫα osc
B∩Ω

.

Proof of Lemma 2.26 and Propositions 2.27 and 2.28: The first part (that is, interior estimates)
of each result is classical. The proof of the second part can be found in [DDE+24] or [HS24].
�

Theorem 2.29. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be bounded 1-sided CAD domain, and L = − divA∇ be a
uniformly elliptic operator. There exists a unique function N - called Neumann function
- defined on Ω × Ω such that N(X, ·) is continuous on Ω \ {X}, locally integrable in Ω,
´

∂Ω
N(X, y)dσ(y) = 0, and that the following representation formula holds: for any Y ∈ Ω,

any Φ ∈ W 1,2(Ω) and φ = Tr(Φ),

(2.30)

¨

Ω

A(X)∇XN(X, Y ) · ∇Φ(X)dX = Φ(Y ) −

 

∂Ω

φ(y)dσ(y).

Moreover,

(i) for any X, Y ∈ Ω, NT (Y,X) = N(X, Y ), where NT (X, Y ) is the Neumann function for
the adjoint operator L∗ = − div(AT∇);

(ii) for any ball B = B(x, r) centered on the boundary and verifying Y ∈ Ω \ 1.1B, we have

(2.31)

(
−−

ˆ̂

B∩Ω

|∇XN(X, Y )|2 dX

) 1
2

≤ Cr1−n,

or equivalently

(2.32) osc
X∈B∩Ω

N(X, Y ) ≤ Cr2−n,

with a constant that depends only on Ω and L.
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Proof: When n ≥ 3 and the domain is a ball, the proof is written in [KP93], but their proof
doesn’t trivially extend to n = 2 and 1-sided CAD (because they use ‘reflection’ across the
boundary). However, their construction/existence and the property (i) of the Neumann function
is valid for all open domains (as long as we have a boundary Poincaré inequality, as in [DFM23c]
or [HMTon]). In particular, one can construct the Neumaman function as

N(X, Y ) := G(X, Y ) + v(X, Y ),

where v(·, Y ) ∈ Ŵ 1,2(Ω) is a solution given by the Lax-Milgram theorem (for each Y ∈ Ω) to

(2.33)

¨

Ω

A(X)∇Xv(X, Y ) · ∇ϕ(X) dX =

ˆ

∂Ω

ϕ(x) dωY
T (x) for ϕ ∈ Ŵ 1,2(Ω),

where ωT is the the elliptic measure associated to the adjoint operator L∗.
The proof of (2.31) when n ≥ 3 is in [HS24], while (2.32) is a simple consequence of the

Moser estimate (Proposition 2.27) and the Poincaré inequality (Proposition 2.4).

The bound (2.31) when n = 2 is easy. We just need to observe that the norm of the functional

ϕ →
´

∂Ω
ϕ(x) dωY

T (x) in [Ŵ 1,2(Ω)]∗ is bounded by Cδ(Y )1−n/2 = C; see the proof of Lemma 2.3
in [KP93], and the equality is due to the fact that n = 2. So if B is the ball in (2.31), and v is
as in (2.33), by letting ϕ = v(·, Y ) in (2.33), we obtain that

(
−−

ˆ̂

B

|∇Xv(X, Y )|2 dX

) 1
2

.
1

r

(
¨

B

|∇Xv(X, Y )|2 dX

) 1
2

.
1

r

since n = 2. We conclude by using the bound (2.24) on the Green function. �

By taking transpose of (2.30) and the property (i) in Theorem 2.29, we get the following
representation formula for the solution uN .

Proposition 2.34. For any h ∈ L∞
c (Ω), ~F ∈ L∞

c (Ω,Rn), the solution uN defined in (2.20) can
be represented as

uN(X) =

¨

Ω

(
N(X, Y )h(Y ) + ∇YN(X, Y ) · ~F (Y )

)
dY.

3. Duality results

In this section, we shall present why the Poisson-Neumann problem and the Poisson-Neumann-
regularity are equivalent. Like we say in the introduction, the result is a simple application of
the duality given by (2.10) and (2.11).

Lemma 3.1. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded 1-sided CAD, L = − divA∇ be a uniformly elliptic
operator and p ∈ (1,∞). The following are equivalent,

(i) The Poisson-Neumann problem (PNp′)L∗ is solvable;
(ii) the Poisson-Neumann-Regularity (PNRp)L is solvable;

(iii) the Poisson-Neumann-Regularity (PNRp)L is solvable for ~F = 0.

Proof: We just need to prove (i) =⇒ (ii) and (iii) =⇒ (i), as (ii) =⇒ (iii) is trivial.
The proof is done by duality and is almost identical to the proof of Theorem 1.22, (c) =⇒ (d)

and (e) =⇒ (c) in [MPT22].
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We shall prove first (iii) =⇒ (i). Let ~F ∈ L∞
c (Ω) and let u is the weak solution to

L∗u = − div ~F with zero Neumann data. We want to prove that

‖Ñ (u)‖Lp′(∂Ω) . ‖C̃1(δ|~F |)‖Lp′(∂Ω).

Let K any compact subset of Ω. In this case ‖Ñ (u1K)‖p′ < +∞, and so by the duality

(2.11), and the density of L∞
c (Ω) in the space T̃ p

1 (Ω), there exists g = gK ∈ L∞
c (Ω) such that

(3.2) ‖C̃1(δg)‖Lp′(∂Ω) . 1

and

I := ‖Ñ (u1K)‖Lp′(∂Ω) ≤

¨

Ω

ug dX.

Since u has zero average on Ω, the right-hand side above do not change if we replace g by

g −−−
´́

Ω
g. So without loss of generality, we can assume that g ∈ L̂∞

c (Ω).

We let v be a weak solution to Lv = g in Ω with zero Neumann data, and the bound on I
becomes

(3.3) I ≤

¨

Ω

uLv dX =

ˆ

Ω

A∗∇u∇v dX =

¨

Ω

~F · ∇v dX

because u is a weak solution to L∗u = − div ~F with zero Neumann data. By the Carleson
inequality (2.10), (iii) applied to v, and (3.2), we have that

‖Ñ (u1K)‖Lp′ (∂Ω) = I . ‖C̃1(δ ~F )‖Lp′(∂Ω)‖Ñ (∇v)‖Lp

. ‖C̃1(δ ~F )‖Lp′ (∂Ω)‖C̃1(δg)‖Lp′(∂Ω) . ‖C̃1(δ ~F )‖Lp′(∂Ω).

Since the bound is independent of the compact K, we take K ↑ Ω and we have the desired
result.

We turn to the proof of (i) =⇒ (ii). Let h ∈ L̂∞
c (Ω), ~F ∈ L∞

c (Ω) and let u be the weak

solution to L∗u = − div ~F with zero Neumann data. We want to prove that

‖Ñ (∇u)‖Lp(∂Ω) . ‖C̃1(~F )‖Lp(∂Ω) + ‖C̃1(δh)‖Lp(∂Ω).

We take again a compact K ⊂ Ω. By the duality (2.11), and by the density of L∞
c (Ω) in the

space T p′

1 (Ω), there exists ~G = ~GK ∈ L∞
c (Ω) such that

(3.4) ‖C̃1(δ ~G)‖Lp(∂Ω) . 1

and

II := ‖Ñ (∇u1K)‖Lp(∂Ω) ≤

¨

Ω

∇u · ~G dX = −

¨

Ω

u (div ~G) dX.

We write v for a weak solution to L∗v = − div ~G in Ω with zero Neumann data, and the
bound on II becomes

(3.5) II ≤

¨

Ω

uLv dX =

¨

Ω

A∇u · ∇v dX =

¨

Ω

[
hv + ~F · ∇v

]
dX
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because u is a weak solution to Lu = h − div ~F with zero Neumann data. By the Carleson
inequality (2.10), we have that

II . ‖C̃1(δh)‖Lp(∂Ω)‖Ñ (v)‖Lp′ + ‖C̃1(~F )‖Lp(∂Ω)‖Ñ (δ∇v)‖Lp′

But due to the Cacciopolli inequality (Lemma 2.26), for any ξ ∈ ∂Ω

Ñ (δ∇v)(ξ) . Ñ ∗( ~G)(ξ) + Ñ ∗(v)(ξ),

where Ñ ∗ is a non-tangential maximal function defined with cones of larger aperture. Since Ñ
and Ñ ∗ have equivalent Lp′ norms (Lemma 2.8), we deduce

‖Ñ (δ∇v)‖Lp′ + ‖Ñ (v)‖Lp′ . ‖Ñ ( ~G)‖Lp′ + ‖Ñ (v)‖Lp′ . ‖C̃1( ~G)‖Lp′ . 1.

where, for the second inequality, we apply (i) to v and we use the fact that Ñ ( ~G)(ξ) . C̃1( ~G)(ξ),
and the last inequality is (3.4). Going back to II, we have

‖Ñ (∇u1K)‖Lp(∂Ω) = II . ‖C̃1(δh)‖Lp(∂Ω) + ‖C̃1(~F )‖Lp(∂Ω).

The lemma follows by taking K ↑ Ω. �

Lemma 3.6. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a 1-sided CAD, L = − divA∇ be a uniformly elliptic operator,
and p ∈ (1,∞). Then

(PNp′)L∗ =⇒ (Np)L.

Proof: The proof is a variant of (i) =⇒ (ii) from Lemma 3.1, to which we refer for details.
Let h ∈ Lp(∂Ω) and let u be the weak solution to Lu = 0 with Neumann data h.

Take a compact K ⊂ Ω, and then construct vector ~G ∈ L∞
c (Ω), and a weak solution v ∈

W 1,2(Ω) to L∗v = − div ~G with zero Neumann data and zero average such that ‖C̃1(δ ~G)‖p′ . 1
and

‖Ñ (∇u1K)‖p ≤

¨

Ω

∇u · ~G dX =

¨

Ω

A∇u · ∇v dX =

ˆ

∂Ω

hTr(v) dσ.

We can use the Hölder inequality to further bound

‖Ñ (∇u1K)‖p ≤ ‖h‖p‖Tr(v)‖p′ ≤ ‖h‖p‖Ñ (v)‖p′ . ‖h‖p‖C̃1(δ ~G)‖p′ . ‖h‖p

by (PNp′)L∗ applied to v and the fact that ‖C̃1(δ ~G)‖p′ . 1. The lemma follows. �

Lemma 3.7. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a 1-sided CAD, L = − divA∇ be a uniformly elliptic operator
and p ∈ (1,∞). Then (wPNp′)L∗ is equivalent to (wPNRp)L.

Proof: The proof is done again by duality, it is analogous to the proof of Theorem 1.22,
(c) =⇒ (d) and (e) =⇒ (c) in [MPT22]. Let us demonstrate only (wPNRp)L =⇒ (wPNp′)L∗ ,
since the converse is almost identical.

Let ~F ∈ L∞
c (Ω), and

(3.8) u(X) :=

¨

Ω

∇YN(Y,X) · ~F (Y ) dY,

which is a solution to L∗u = − div ~F . We want to prove that

I := ‖Ñ (δ∇u)‖Lp′(∂Ω) . ‖C̃1(δ ~F )‖Lp′(∂Ω).
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By the duality (2.11), and by the density of L∞
c (Ω) in the space Cp, there exists ~G ∈

L∞
c (Ω,Rn) such that

(3.9) ‖C̃1(δ ~G)‖Lp(∂Ω) . 1

and

I ≤

¨

Ω

δ∇u · ~GdX = −

¨

Ω

u div[δ ~G] dX.

We let v be the weak solution to Lv = − div[δG] in Ω with zero Neumann data, that is

v(X) :=

¨

Ω

∇YN(X, Y ) · [δ ~G](Y ) dY,

and the bound on I becomes

(3.10) I ≤

¨

Ω

uLv dX =

¨

Ω

A∗∇u∇v dX =

¨

Ω

~F · ∇v dX

because u is a weak solution to L∗u = − div ~F with zero Neumann data. Using successively
the Carleson inequality (2.10), (wPNRp)L to v, and (3.9) entails then that

I . ‖C̃1(δ ~F )‖Lp′ (∂Ω)‖Ñ (∇v)‖Lp . ‖C̃1(δ ~F )‖Lp′(∂Ω)‖C̃1(δ
~G)‖Lp(∂Ω) . ‖C̃1(δ ~F )‖Lp(∂Ω).

The lemma follows. �

4. Localization

In this section, we want to prove the localization of the weak Poisson-Neumann problem and
of the strong Neumann problem.

We start with the following lemma, which proves a stronger statement than Theorem 1.19
(a) =⇒ (c), and will yield localization of the weak Poisson-Neumann problem (Corollary
4.17).

Lemma 4.1. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded 1-sided CAD, L = − divA∇ be a uniformly elliptic
operator and p ∈ (1,∞). If (wPNp′)L∗ holds, then for any nonnegative α, β, γ that satisfy
max{1, α} < β ≤ γ ≤ 2, there exists C = C(β − α) > 0 such that for any ball B = B(x, r)
centered on the boundary, and any local solution u ∈ W 1,2(γB ∩ Ω) to Lu = 0 in γB ∩ Ω with
zero Neumann data, we have

(4.2) ‖Ñ (|∇u|1B)‖Lp(∂Ω) ≤ Cr(n−1)/p−−

ˆ̂

βB\αB

|∇u| dX.

Similarly, if u ∈ W 1,2(Ω \ 1
γ
B) is a local solution to Lu = 0 with zero Neumann data, then

(4.3) ‖Ñ (|∇u|1Ω\B)‖Lp(∂Ω) ≤ Cr(n−1)/p−−

ˆ̂

1
α
B\ 1

β
B

|∇u| dX.

Proof: We shall only prove (4.2) when α = 1 and β = γ = 2 (which trivially implies (Locp)L)
and we let the reader check that the proof for (4.3) and other values of α, β and γ can easily
be adapted.
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Step 1 We claim that to show that (4.2) holds for α = 1, β = γ = 2, it suffices to prove that
there exists Λ ≥ 1 such that for any ball B′ = B(x′, r′) centered at the boundary and any local
solution u ∈ W 1,2(ΛB′ ∩ Ω) to Lu = 0 in ΛB ∩ Ω with zero Neumann data, there holds

(4.4) ‖Ñ (|∇u|1B′)‖Lp(∂Ω) . r′(n−1)/p
(
−−

ˆ̂

ΛB′∩Ω

|∇u|2dX
) 1

2
.

In fact, if (4.4) holds, then for a given ball B = B(x, r) centered on the boundary, we cover
B by a finite collection of balls B′

i of radius r′i ≈ r such that

(i) either B′
i is centered at the boundary and ΛB′

i ⊂
9
8
B,

(ii) or 2B′
i ⊂

9
8
B ∩ Ω.

As there are finite many B′
i and the number depends only on the dimension and the CAD

constants, we have that

‖Ñ (|∇u|1B)‖Lp(∂Ω) . sup
i

‖Ñ (|∇u|1B′
i
)‖Lp(∂Ω).

If B′
i is as in (i), then we use (4.4) to get that

‖Ñ (|∇u|1B′
i
)‖p . (r′)(n−1)/p

(
−−

ˆ̂

ΛB′
i∩Ω

|∇u|2
)1/2

. r(n−1)/p

(
−−

ˆ̂

9
8
B∩Ω

|∇u|2
)1/2

.

If B′
i is as in (ii), simply observe that Ñ (|∇u|1B′

i
) is supported on a large shadow if B′

i on ∂Ω,

which is of measure C(r′)n−1. Therefore,

‖Ñ (|∇u|1B′
i
)‖Lp(∂Ω) ≈ (r′)(n−1)/p

(
−−

ˆ̂

B′
i

|∇u|2 dX

) 1
2

≈ r(n−1)/p

(
−−

ˆ̂

9
8
B∩Ω

|∇u|2

) 1
2

.

Ultimately, we have showed that

(4.5) ‖Ñ (|∇u|1B)‖Lp(∂Ω) . r(n−1)/p
(
−−

ˆ̂

9
8
B∩Ω

|∇u|2dX
) 1

2
.

So it remains to show that we can change the right-hand side of (4.5) from a L2 average to a
L1 average, and to show that we can integrate over 2B \B instead of 9

8
B. We want to first use

the Caccioppoli inequality and then use the Poincaré inequality to control the right-hand side
of (4.5), but since the set 9

8
B ∩Ω might not be a John domain (it might not be connected), we

need to be careful when applying the Poncaré inequality. Therefore, we construct the set S as

S := Interior




⋃

Y,Z∈( 7
4
B\ 6

5
B)∩Ω

δ(Y )+δ(Z)+|Y−Z|<r/K

HΩ(Y, Z)


 ,

where HΩ(Y, Z) is the Harnack chain of Whitney cubes between Y and Z (see Definition 2.2).
If K is sufficiently large (depending on the constant in the Harnack chain condition), S is
contained in 15

8
B \ 7

6
B. Moreover, S is a union of disjoint 1-sided John domains that contains
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(
7
4
B \ 6

5
B
)
∩ Ω; in particular, each connected component S ′ of S is a John domain and hence

satisfies the Poincaré inequality

(4.6)

¨

S′

|w − wS′| dZ . r

¨

S′

|∇w| dZ

whenever w ∈ W 1,2(S ′) and wS′ is the average of w on the John center of S ′ (see Definition
2.2). So if w ∈ W 1,2(S) and

(4.7) wS(Z) := wS′ when Z ∈ S ′,

then we have

(4.8) −−

ˆ̂

S

|w − wS| dZ . r−−

ˆ̂

S

|∇w| dZ.

Let us come back to u. Since u − uS is a solution to Lu = 0 on each connected component
of 8

7
B, the Caccioppoli inequality and the Moser estimate entail that

(
−−

ˆ̂

9
8
B∩Ω

|∇u|2dX

) 1
2

.
1

r

(
−−

ˆ̂

( 3
2
B\ 5

4
B)∩Ω

|u− uS|
2dX

) 1
2

. r−1 sup
( 3
2
B\ 5

4
B)∩Ω

|u− uS|

. r−1−−

ˆ̂

( 7
4
B\ 6

5
B)∩Ω

|u− uS|dX,

so (4.5) becomes

‖Ñ (|∇u|1B)‖Lp(∂Ω) . r
n−1
p

−1−−

ˆ̂

S

|u− uS|dX . r(n−1)/p−−

ˆ̂

S

|∇u|dX

. r(n−1)/p−−

ˆ̂

2B\B

|∇u|dX.

by (4.8) and by definition of S. Step 1 follows.

Step 2: Let B = B(x, r) be a ball centered at the boundary. We assume that u ∈ W 1,2(ΛB∩Ω)
is a weak solution to Lu = 0 with zero Neumann data for some Λ ≥ 1 large (independent of B
and u) to be determined during the proof, and we want to prove (4.4), that is

(4.9) ‖Ñ (|∇u|1B)‖Lp(∂Ω) . r(n−1)/p
(
−−

ˆ̂

ΛB∩Ω

|∇u|2dX
) 1

2
.

We construct then ϕ ∈ C∞
0 (Rn) such that ϕ ≡ 1 on 3

2
B, ϕ ≡ 0 outside 2B, and |∇ϕ| ≤ 4

r
. By

duality, i.e. (2.11), there exists ~G ∈ L∞
c (Ω) such that

(4.10) ‖C̃1(δ ~G)‖Lp′(∂Ω) ≤ 1

and

(4.11) ‖Ñ (∇u1B)‖Lp(∂Ω) ≤ C

¨

Ω

1B∇u · ~G dX
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Without loss of generality, we can assume that ~G = ~G1B. Let cu be a constant to be determined
later, we have that

‖Ñ (∇u1B)‖Lp(∂Ω) .

¨

Ω

∇u · ~Gϕ dX =

¨

Ω

∇(u− cu) · ~Gϕ dX

= −

¨

Ω

(u− cu)ϕ div ~GdX −

¨

Ω

(u− cu)∇ϕ · ~G dX =: I0 + I1

We define v to be the weak solution to L∗v = − div ~G in Ω with zero Neumann data, that is

v(X) :=

¨

Ω

∇YN(Y,X) · ~G(Y ) dY.

One has

I0 =

¨

Ω

(u− cu)ϕL∗v dX =

¨

Ω

A∇[(u− cu)ϕ] · ∇v dX

=

¨

Ω

A∇u · ∇v ϕ dX +

¨

Ω

A∇ϕ · ∇v (u− cu) dX =: I00 + I2.

Using the fact that Lu = 0 in Ω ∩ B, we further obtain,

(4.12) I00 =

¨

Ω

A∇u · ∇[(v − cv)ϕ] dX −

¨

Ω

A∇u · ∇ϕ (v − cv) dX

= −

¨

Ω

A∇u · ∇ϕ (v − cv) dX =: I3,

where cv is another constant to be determined later.

It remains to bound I1, I2 and I3. Let us treat I1 first. Choosing cu = −−
´́

4B∩Ω
u and K large

enough, one obtains that

I1 . rn−1

(
−−

ˆ̂

2B∩Ω

| ~G| dX

)(
sup
2B∩Ω

|u− cu|

)
. rn−1

(
inf

x∈2B∩∂Ω
C̃1(δG)(x)

)(
−−

ˆ̂

4KB∩Ω

|∇u|2
) 1

2

by the definition of C̃1, the Moser estimate for u− cu, and the Poincaré inequality (Proposition
2.4, where we have fixed cu = −−

´́

4B∩Ω
u). Since

inf
x∈2B∩∂Ω

C̃1(δG)(x) . r(1−n)/p′‖C̃1(δG)‖Lp′ (∂Ω) . r(1−n)/p′

by (4.10), and that 1 − 1
p′

= 1
p
, we deduce that

I1 . r(n−1)/p

(
−−

ˆ̂

4KB∩Ω

|∇u|2
) 1

2

as desired.

Before we deal with I2 and I3, let’s take a break to prove the following estimate: for some cv
that will be specified shortly, and K large enough, there holds

(4.13) −−

ˆ̂

4B∩Ω

|v − cv| dX . r1−n‖Ñ (δ|∇v|14KB)‖L1(∂Ω).
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Observe that

(4.14) −−

ˆ̂

4B∩Ω

|v − cv| dX . r−n

ˆ

y∈∂Ω

¨

γ(y)

|v(X) − cv|14B(X)
dX

δ(X)n−1
dσ(y)

. r−n

ˆ

y∈∂Ω

∑

W∈W

y∈100W

ℓ(W )

(
−−

ˆ̂

W

|v − cv|
2
14B dZ

) 1
2

dσ(y).

We take cv to be the average of v over WB, where WB ∈ W is a Whitney cube associated to
B (that is WB ⊂ B, δ(WB) := dist(WB, ∂Ω) & r). For a given W such that W ∩ 4B 6= ∅, we
construct the Harnack chain of Whitney cubes W = W1, . . . ,WN = WB. Such Harnack chain
satisfies

(1) N . 1 + ln(r/δ(W )) by definition;
(2) for any 1 ≤ i ≤ N we have Wi ∈ γ∗(y) for y ∈ 100W ∩ ∂Ω and a cone γ∗(y) with large

enough aperture since y ∈ 100W ;
(3) Wi ⊂ 4KB for K large enough as W ∩ 4B 6= ∅.

Properties on the Harnack chains and the Poincaré inequalities allow us to show that

(4.15)

(
−−

ˆ̂

W

|v − cv|
2
14B dZ

)1
2

.

N∑

i=1

(
−−

ˆ̂

Wi

|δ∇v|214KB dZ

) 1
2

.

In fact, recalling cv = −−
´́

WN
v dZ, we can write

(
−−

ˆ̂

W

|v − cv|
2
14B dZ

) 1
2

≤

(
−−

ˆ̂

W

|v − (v)W1|
2
14B

)1/2

+

N∑

i=2

∣∣(v)Wi−1
− (v)Wi

∣∣ ,

where (v)Wi
:= −−

´́

Wi
v dZ. Since Wi and Wi−1 are adjacent, we can find a ball Si ⊂ Wi−1 ∪Wi

such that both Si ∩Wi−1 and Si ∩Wi have measures comparable to ℓ(Wi)
n. By applying the

triangle inequality and the Poincaré inequality several times, we have
∣∣(v)Wi−1

− (v)Wi

∣∣
≤
∣∣(v)Wi−1

− (v)Si∩Wi−1

∣∣+
∣∣(v)Si∩Wi−1

(v)Si

∣∣+ |(v)Si
− (v)Si∩Wi

| + |(v)Si∩Wi
− (v)Wi

|

.−−

ˆ̂

Wi−1

|δ∇v| dZ +−−

ˆ̂

Si

|δ∇v| dZ +−−

ˆ̂

Wi

|δ∇v| dZ

.−−

ˆ̂

Wi−1

|δ∇v| dZ +−−

ˆ̂

Wi

|δ∇v| dZ,

which gives (4.15) by the Hölder inequality and property (3) of the Whitney cubes Wi. Note

that property (2) ensures that
(
−−
´́

Wi
|δ∇v|214KB dZ

) 1
2
≤ Ñ ∗(δ|∇v|14KB)(y) for all 1 ≤ i ≤ N ,

where Ñ ∗ denotes the modified non-tangential maximal function defined with the cones γ∗.
Now by property (1) of the Harnack chain and (4.15), one sees that

(
−−

ˆ̂

W

|v − cv|
2
14B dZ

) 1
2

. ln
( r

δ(W )

)
Ñ ∗(δ|∇v|14KB)(y).
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Plugging this estimate into (4.14), we obtain that

−−

ˆ̂

4B∩Ω

|v − cv| dX . r−n

ˆ

∂Ω

Ñ ∗(δ|∇v|14KB)(y)
∑

W∈W
y∈100W
W∩4B 6=∅

ℓ(W ) ln
( r

δ(W )

)
dσ(y)

. r1−n

ˆ

∂Ω

Ñ ∗(δ|∇v|14KB)(y) dσ(y).

To see why the last inequality holds, we check that for a given y ∈ ∂Ω and k ≥ −4, there is a
uniformly finite number of W ∈ W satisfying 100W ∋ y and ℓ(W ) = 2−kr for each k ∈ Z, and
therefore,

∑

W∈W
y∈100W
W∩4B 6=∅

ℓ(W ) ln
( r

δ(W )

)
.

∞∑

k=−4

k2−kr . r.

Yet the equivalence of L1-norms of non-tangential maximal function with different aperture
(Lemma 2.8) yields that

‖Ñ ∗(δ|∇v|14KB)‖L1 ≈ ‖Ñ (δ|∇v|14KB)‖L1 ,

and hence the estimate (4.13) follows.
We further control the right-hand side of (4.13) using (wPNp′)L∗ , and (4.10) as follows. Since

Ñ (δ|∇v|14KB) is supported in 20KB ∩ ∂Ω), by the Hölder inequality, we get that

r1−n
∥∥∥Ñ (δ |∇v|14KB)

∥∥∥
L1(∂Ω)

.

(
 

20KB∩∂Ω

Ñ (δ |∇v|)(y)p
′

dσ(y)

)1/p′

. r(1−n)/p′
∥∥∥Ñ (δ |∇v|)

∥∥∥
Lp′(∂Ω)

. r(1−n)/p′‖C̃1(δ ~G)‖Lp′ (∂Ω) . r(1−n)/p′

by (wPNp′)L∗ and (4.10). This and (4.13) yield that

(4.16) −−

ˆ̂

4B∩Ω

|v − cv| dX . r(1−n)/p′ .

We return to I2 and I3. For I3, using first the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we get that

|I3| . rn−1

(
−−

ˆ̂

2B∩Ω

|∇u|2 dX

) 1
2

(
−−

ˆ̂

(2B\ 3
2
B)∩Ω

|v − cv|
2 dX

) 1
2

≤ rn−1

(
−−

ˆ̂

2B∩Ω

|∇u|2 dX

) 1
2

sup
(2B\ 3

2
B)∩Ω

|v − cv| .
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Since ~G = ~G1B, v − cv is a solution to L∗v = 0 in (4B \B) ∩ Ω, with zero Neumann data. By
the Moser estimate and (4.16), we have that

|I3| . rn−1

(
−−

ˆ̂

2B∩Ω

|∇u|2 dX

) 1
2
(
−−

ˆ̂

(4B\B)∩Ω

|v − cv| dX

)

. r(n−1)/p

(
−−

ˆ̂

(2B\B)∩Ω

|∇u|2 dX

)1
2

.

It remains to estimate I2, which is similar to I3, but we have the gradient on v instead of u.
We only have to use the Cacciopoli inequality (on v) and the Poincaré inequality (Proposition
2.4) to come back to the same situation as I3:

|I2| . rn−1

(
−−

ˆ̂

2B∩Ω

|u− cu|
2 dX

) 1
2

(
−−

ˆ̂

(2B\ 3
2
B)∩Ω

|∇v|2 dX

) 1
2

. rn−1

(
−−

ˆ̂

2KB∩Ω

|∇u|2 dX

) 1
2
(
−−

ˆ̂

(4B\B)∩Ω

|v − cv| dX

)
. r(n−1)/p

(
−−

ˆ̂

2KB∩Ω

|∇u|2 dX

)1
2

.

This completes the proof of the lemma. �

Corollary 4.17 (Localization of the weak Poisson-Neumann problem). Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a
bounded 1-sided CAD, L = − divA∇ be a uniformly elliptic operator and p ∈ (1,∞). If
(wPNp′)L∗ holds, then there exists C > 0 such that for any ball B = B(x, r) centered on the

boundary, any ~F ∈ L∞
c (Ω), and any local solution u ∈ W 1,2(2B∩Ω) to Lu = − div ~F in 2B∩Ω

with zero Neumann data on 2B ∩ ∂Ω, we have

‖Ñ (|∇u|1B)‖Lp(∂Ω) ≤ C

(
‖C̃1(~F12B)‖Lp(∂Ω) + r(n−1)/p−−

ˆ̂

(2B\B)∩Ω

|∇u|dX

)
.

Proof: Let u0 be the solution to Lu0 = − div(~F12B) in Ω, with zero Neumann data and
−−
´́

Ω
u0 dX = 0. Since L(u − u0) = 0 in 2B ∩ Ω and that u − u0 has zero Neumann data on

2B ∩ ∂Ω, we can apply Lemma 4.1 to obtain that

‖Ñ (|∇(u− u0)|1B)‖Lp(∂Ω) . r(n−1)/p−−

ˆ̂

(2B\B)∩Ω

|∇(u− u0)|dX,

which implies that

‖Ñ (|∇u|1B)‖Lp(∂Ω) . r(n−1)/p

(
−−

ˆ̂

(2B\B)∩Ω

|∇u|dX +−−

ˆ̂

2B∩Ω

|∇u0|dX

)
+ ‖Ñ (∇u0)‖Lp(∂Ω).

However,

−−

ˆ̂

2B∩Ω

|∇u0|dX . r−n

ˆ

∂Ω

¨

γ(x)

(
−−

ˆ̂

BY

|∇u0(Z)|212B(Z) dZ

)1
2 dY

δ(Y )n−1
dσ(x)

. r−n

ˆ

∂Ω

Ñ (|∇u0|12B)(x)

¨

γ(x)

13B(Y )
dY

δ(Y )n−1
dσ(x).
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A simple computation shows that
˜

γ(x)
13B(Y ) dY

δ(Y )n−1 . r, and thus

−−

ˆ̂

3
2
B∩Ω

|∇u0|dX . r1−n

ˆ

∂Ω

Ñ (|∇u0|12B)(x)dσ(x) .

 

ΛB∩∂Ω

Ñ (|∇u0|12B)(x)dσ(x)

≤

(
 

ΛB∩∂Ω

Ñ (|∇u0|12B)(x)pdσ(x)

)1/p

. r−(n−1)/p‖Ñ (∇u012B)‖Lp(∂Ω),

where the second inequality is due to the fact that Ñ (|∇u0|12B) is supported on ΛB ∩ ∂Ω for
some Λ ≥ 2 depending only on the aperture. Altogether, we have proved that

‖Ñ (|∇u|1B)‖Lp(∂Ω) . r(n−1)/p−−

ˆ̂

(2B\B)∩Ω

|∇u|dX + ‖Ñ (∇u0)‖Lp(∂Ω)

. r(n−1)/p−−

ˆ̂

(2B\B)∩Ω

|∇u|dX + ‖C̃1(~F12B)‖Lp(∂Ω)

by (wPNRp)L (which is equivalent to our assumption (wPNp′)L∗ by Lemma 3.7). The corollary
follows. �

We can use a variant of the previous result to localize the strong Neumann problem.

Corollary 4.18 (Localization of the strong Neumann problem). Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a 1-sided CAD,
L = − divA∇ be a uniformly elliptic operator and p ∈ (1,∞). If (PNp′)L∗ holds, then there

exists C > 0 for any ball B = B(x, r) centered on the boundary, any h, ~F ∈ L∞
c (2B ∩ Ω), and

any local solution u ∈ W 1,2(2B ∩ Ω) to Lu = h− div ~F in 2B ∩ Ω with zero Neumann data on
2B ∩ ∂Ω, we have

‖Ñ (|∇u|1B)‖Lp(∂Ω) ≤ C

(
‖C̃1([|δh| + |~F |]12B)‖Lp(∂Ω) + r(n−1)/p−−

ˆ̂

(2B\B)∩Ω

|∇u| dX

)
.

Proof: We define

ĥ :=





h in 2B ∩ Ω,

− 1
|WB|

˜

2B∩Ω h(Z)dZ in WB,

0 elsewhere,

where WB ⊂ γ(x) \ 2B is a Corkscrew ball associated to B ∩ ∂Ω. It is easy to check that the

function ĥ satisfies the following properties:

ĥ ≡ h in 2B ∩ Ω;

−−

ˆ̂

Ω

ĥ(Z) dZ = 0;

‖C̃1(δĥ)‖p . ‖C̃1(δh12B)‖p.

Take u0 to be the weak solution to Lu0 = ĥ − div(~F12B) in Ω with 0 Neumann data and
−−
´́

Ω
u0 dZ = 0. Note that L(u − u0) = 0 in 2B ∩ Ω and that u − u0 has 0 Neumman data on

2B ∩ ∂Ω.
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Recall that (PNp′)L∗ implies (wPNp′)L∗ . So we can mimic the proof of Corollary 4.17 until
we reach

‖Ñ (|∇u|1B)‖Lp(∂Ω) . r(n−1)/p−−

ˆ̂

(2B\B)∩Ω

|∇u| dX + ‖Ñ (∇u0)‖Lp(∂Ω)

and we use (PNRp)L (which is equivalent to (PNp′)L∗ by Lemma 3.1) to say that

‖Ñ (∇u0)‖Lp(∂Ω) . ‖C̃1(δĥ)‖p + ‖C̃1(~F12B)‖p . ‖C̃1([δ|h| + |~F |]12B)‖p,

which completes the proof. �

5. The localization property implies Poisson Neumann problem

In this section, we study the localization property (Locp). We start with showing that the
localization property self improves.

Lemma 5.1. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded 1-sided CAD, L = − divA∇ be a uniformly elliptic
operator. If (Locp)L holds for some p > 1, then there exists ǫ > 0 such that (Locq)L holds for
any q ∈ [1, p + ǫ).

Proof: First, we observe that Ñ (|∇u|1B) is supported in 5B ∩ ∂Ω, so for any q ∈ [1, p] the
Hölder inequality implies that

(
 

5B∩∂Ω

|Ñ (|∇u|1B)|q dX

) 1
q

≤

(
 

5B∩∂Ω

|Ñ (|∇u|1B)|p dZ

) 1
p

.

(
−−

ˆ̂

Ω∩2B

|∇u|2 dX

)1
2

by (1.16), that is (Locq) holds for q ∈ [1, p].

It remains to prove that (Locp) implies (Locq) for some q > p. First, similar to Step 1 in the
proof of Lemma 4.1, we note that to prove for a ball B0 = B(x0, r0) centered at ∂Ω, that

(5.2)
∥∥∥Ñ (|∇u|1B0)

∥∥∥
Lp+ǫ

. r
n−1
p+ǫ

0

(
−−

ˆ̂

2B0∩Ω

|∇u|2 dX

)1/2

holds for any local solution u ∈ W 1,2(2B0∩Ω) with zero Neumann data on 2B0∩∂Ω, it suffices
to show that there exists Λ ≥ 1 such that for any ball B = B(x, r) centered at the boundary
and any local solution u ∈ W 1,2(3ΛB ∩ Ω) to Lu = 0 in 3ΛB ∩ Ω with zero Neumann data on
3ΛB ∩ ∂Ω, we have

(5.3) ‖Ñ (|∇u|1 1
5Λ

B)‖Lp+ǫ(∂Ω) ≤ Cr(n−1)/(p+ǫ)

(
−−

ˆ̂

2ΛB

|∇u|2dX

)1
2

.

Indeed, we can go from (5.3) to (5.2) by a standard argument that consists of covering B0 by
a finite collection of balls B′′ such that 10Λ2B′′ ⊂ 2B0.

Therefore, it reduces to proving (5.3) for a fixed ball B = B(x, r) centered at the boundary.
We take Λ ≥ 40K, for some K ≥ 1 to be determined later, and define

g(y) := Ñ (|∇u|1ΛB)(y) for y ∈ ∂Ω.
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Our goal is to show that for any ball B′ centered at ∂Ω that satisfies 20KB′ ⊂ 2B, there exists
a constant C independent of B, B′ and u, such that

(5.4)

 

B′∩∂Ω

gp dσ ≤ C

(
 

10KB′∩∂Ω

g dσ

)p

.

Once we have (5.4), we can invoke [Gia83, Proposition 1.1, p.122] to find some ǫ > 0 such that

(5.5)

(
 

1
10K

B∩∂Ω

gp+ǫ dσ

) 1
p+ǫ

.

(
 

2B∩∂Ω

gp dσ

)p

.

Note that although [Gia83, Proposition 1.1, p.122] is stated for cubes in the Euclidean space,
the proof can be carried over to any doubling space with only minor modifications. Therefore
it applies to our setting as ∂Ω is (n− 1)-Ahlfors regular.

We claim that (5.5) gives the desired estimate (5.3). In fact, as we have chosen Λ ≥ 40K,
(5.5) implies that

r−
n−1
p+ǫ

∥∥∥Ñ (|∇u|1 1
5Λ

B)
∥∥∥
Lp+ǫ(∂Ω)

.

(
 

1
Λ
B∩∂Ω

Ñ (|∇u|1ΛB)p+ǫdσ

)1/(p+ǫ)

.

(
 

2B∩∂Ω

Ñ (|∇u|1ΛB)pdσ

)1/p

. r−(n−1)/p
∥∥∥Ñ (|∇u|1ΛB)

∥∥∥
Lp(∂Ω)

.

(
−−

ˆ̂

2ΛB

|∇u|2 dX

)1/2

by (Locp). From this (5.3) follows.

Now we return to prove (5.4). Fix a B′ = B(ξ, s) with ξ ∈ ∂Ω and 20KB′ ⊂ 2B. For
y ∈ B′ ∩ ∂Ω we decompose

|g(y)| ≤ Ñ (|∇u|12B′)(y) + Ñ (|∇u|1ΛB\2B′)(y) =: g1(y) + g2(y).

For g1, we use (Locp), Caccioppoli’s inequality, and Moser estimate (Proposition 2.27) in that
order to obtain that

‖g1‖Lp(∂Ω) =
∥∥∥Ñ (|∇u|12B′)

∥∥∥
Lp(∂Ω)

. s
n−1
p

(
−−

ˆ̂

4B′∩Ω

|∇u|2 dX

)/12

. s
n−1
p

−1

(
−−

ˆ̂

9
2
B′∩Ω

|u− cu|
2 dX

)1/2

. s
n−1
p

−1−−

ˆ̂

5B′∩Ω

|u− cu| dX,

where cu is any constant. Take cu = −−
´́

5B′∩Ω
u. Applying Poincaré inequality (Proposition 2.4)

to the last integral above entails that there exists K ≥ 1 such that

(5.6) ‖g1‖Lp(∂Ω) . s
n−1
p

−1−−

ˆ̂

5KB′∩Ω

|∇u| dX.
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Therefore,

(5.7)

(
 

B′∩∂Ω

gp1dσ

)1/p

≤ s−
n−1
p ‖g1‖Lp(∂Ω) .−−

ˆ̂

5KB′∩Ω

|∇u| dX.

We write

−−

ˆ̂

5KB′∩Ω

|∇u| dX . (Ks)−n

ˆ

∂Ω

¨

γ(y)

|∇u(Y )|15KB′(Y )
dY

δ(Y )n−1
dσ(y)

≈ (Ks)−1

 

10KB′∩∂Ω

¨

γ(y)

|∇u(Y )|15KB′(Y )
dY

δ(Y )n−1
dσ(y)

.

 

10KB′∩∂Ω

Ñ (|∇u|15KB′)(y) dσ(y)

because the integral
˜

γ(y)
15KB′(Y )δ(Y )1−ndY . Ks. Plugging this estimate into the right-

hand side of (5.7), we get that

(5.8)

(
 

B′∩∂Ω

gp1dσ

)1/p

.

 

10KB′∩∂Ω

Ñ (|∇u|15KB′)(y) dσ(y) ≤

 

10KB′∩∂Ω

g(y)dσ(y)

since Λ ≥ 40K.
For g2, we see from its definition that

g2(y) = sup
Y ∈γ(y),BY ∩(ΛB′\2B′)6=∅

(
−−

ˆ̂

BY

|∇u|2 1ΛB′\2B′

)1/2

,

and thus for any y ∈ B′ ∩ ∂Ω, the value g2(y) is attained necessarily at a point Y ∈ γ(y) such
that δ(Y ) ≥ s

2a
, where a > 1 is the aperture of cones in the definition of the nontangential

maximal function. In fact, for any y ∈ B′ ∩ ∂Ω, such Y has to satisfy |Y − ξ| > 3s/2, and
so |Y − y| ≥ 3/2, which entails that δ(Y ) > s

2a
as Y ∈ γ(y). Then for any z ∈ 3

2
B′ ∩ ∂Ω,

|Y − z| ≤ |Y − y| + |y − z| ≤ a δ(Y ) + 5
2
s < a∗δ(Y ) for some a∗ > a. This means that

Y ∈ γ∗(z) for any z ∈ 3
2
B′ ∩ ∂Ω, where γ∗ are cones with aperture a∗. Therefore,

g2(y) .

 

3
2
B′∩∂Ω

Ñ∗(|∇u|1ΛB)(z) dσ(z) for y ∈ B′ ∩ ∂Ω,

where Ñ∗ is the nontangential maximal function with aperture a∗. Hence, there is some K ′ ≥ 1
so that

g2(y) .

 

2K ′B′∩∂Ω

Ñ (|∇u|1ΛB)(z) dσ(z) for y ∈ B′ ∩ ∂Ω.

If K ′ is greater than the constant K from (5.6), we take K = K ′. So we can take average in
y ∈ B′ ∩ ∂Ω and get that

 

B′∩∂Ω

g2(y)p dσ(y) .

(
 

2KB′∩∂Ω

g(z) dz

)p

.

The desired estimate (5.4) follows from this estimate and (5.8). �
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Lemma 5.9. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded 1-sided CAD, L be an uniformly elliptic operator and
p ∈ (1,∞). The property (Locp)L∗ implies (wPNp′)L.

Proof: This proof is inspired from the proof of Theorem 1.11 in [MPT22] and Lemma 2.10 in

[KP95]. Let ~F ∈ L∞
c (Ω,Rn), and let u be the solution to Lu = − div ~F with zero Neumann

data, which is defined for X ∈ Ω as

u(X) =

¨

Ω

~F (Y ) · ∇YN(X, Y )dY.

We will show the following pointwise estimate on Ñ (u)(ξ):

(5.10) Ñ (δ∇u)(ξ) . M
(
C̃1(δ ~F )p

′
1

)
(ξ)1/p

′
1 + Ã∗

1(δ
~F )(ξ) for ξ ∈ ∂Ω,

where p1 > p is close enough of p so that (Locp1)L∗ is true (see Lemma 5.1), and Ã∗
1 is defined

as Ã1 but with a cone of larger aperture. The claim (5.10) yields the desired estimate

(
ˆ

∂Ω

Ñ (u)p
′

dσ

)1/p′

.
∥∥∥C̃1(δ ~F )

∥∥∥
Lp′(∂Ω)

because, when p1 > p > 1, one has the Lp′/p′1-boundedness of the Hardy-Littlewood maximal

function M and the equivalence
∥∥∥Ã∗

1(δ
~F )
∥∥∥
Lp′ (∂Ω)

≈
∥∥∥Ã1(δ ~F )

∥∥∥
Lp′ (∂Ω)

.
∥∥∥C̃1(δ ~F )

∥∥∥
Lp′(∂Ω)

, see

Lemma 2.8.

To prove (5.10), we fix any ξ ∈ ∂Ω and then X ∈ γ(ξ). For Z ∈ Ω, we split

u(Z) = u1(Z) + u2(Z) + u3(Z),

where

u1(Z) :=

¨

2BX

~F (Y ) · ∇YN(Z, Y )dY,

u2(Z) :=

¨

γ∗
X
(ξ)\2BX

~F (Y ) · ∇YN(Z, Y )dY,

where

γ∗
X(ξ) = {Z ∈ Ω, δ(X)/C∗ < |Z − ξ| < C∗δ(Z)}

is a cone with a large aperture C∗ be a determined later (the same as the one used to define

Ã1 in (5.10)) removing a small ball centered at ξ, and

u3(Z) :=

¨

Ω\γ∗
X
(ξ)

~F (Y ) · ∇YN(Z, Y )dY.
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We start with u1, which is the solution to the Poisson-Neumann problem − div(A∇w) =

− div(~F12BX
). By the Lax-Milgram theorem, we have

(
−−

ˆ̂

BX/4

|δ∇u1|
2 dZ

) 1
2

. δ(X)1−
n
2

(
¨

Ω

|∇u1|
2 dZ

)1
2

. δ(X)1−
n
2

(
¨

Ω

|~F12BX
|2 dZ

)1
2

.

(
−−

ˆ̂

2BX

|δ ~F |2 dZ

)1
2

.

Note that 2BX ⊂ 5
2
BY for any Y ∈ BX/8, so we have

(
−−

ˆ̂

2BX

|δ ~F |2 dZ

)1
2

= −−

ˆ̂

BX/8

(
−−

ˆ̂

2BX

∣∣∣δ ~F
∣∣∣
2

dZ

)1
2

dY .−−

ˆ̂

BX/8

(
−−

ˆ̂

5
2
BY

|δ ~F |2dZ

) 1
2

dY

. δ(X)1−n

¨

B(ξ,2δ(X))∩Ω

(
−−

ˆ̂

5
2
BY

|δ ~F |2dZ

) 1
2

dY

δ(Y )
. C̃1(δ ~F )(ξ).

Altogether, we have

(5.11)

(
−−

ˆ̂

BX/4

|δ∇u1|
2 dZ

)1
2

. C̃1(δ ~F )(ξ)

as desired for (5.10).

Let us turn to the bound on u2. Since Lu2 = 0 in 2BX , we can invoke the Cacciopoli
inequality to obtain that

(
−−

ˆ̂

BX/4

|δ∇u2|
2 dZ

) 1
2

.

(
−−

ˆ̂

BX/2

|u2|
2 dZ

) 1
2

. sup
Z∈BX/2

|u2(Z)|.

Using the expression of u2, we continue as

sup
Z∈BX/2

|u2(Z)| = sup
Z∈BX/2

∣∣∣∣∣

¨

γ∗
X
(ξ)\2BX

~F (Y ) · ∇YN(Z, Y ) dY

∣∣∣∣∣

≤ sup
Z∈BX/2

¨

γ∗
X
(ξ)\2BX

−−

ˆ̂

1
4
BY

∣∣∣ ~F (Θ) · ∇NΘ(Z,Θ)
∣∣∣dΘ dY

≤ sup
Z∈BX/2

¨

γ∗
X
(ξ)\2BX

(
−−

ˆ̂

1
4
BY

∣∣∣ ~F
∣∣∣
2
)1/2(

−−

ˆ̂

1
4
BY

|∇ΘN(Z,Θ)|2 dΘ

)1/2

dY.

We claim that for Y ∈ γ∗
X(ξ) \ 2BX , BZ ⊂ 2a(C∗)2BY \ 1

2
BY for all Z ∈ 1

2
BX . This ensures

that we can apply (2.31) to obtain that
(
−−

ˆ̂

1
4
BY

|∇ΘN(Z,Θ)|2 dΘ

)1/2

. δ(Y )1−n for Y ∈ γ∗
X(ξ) \ 2BX , Z ∈ BX/2.
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To verify the claim on the geometric relation, it is enough to check that BX ⊂ 2a(C∗)2BY \ 1
2
BY

for Y ∈ γ∗
X(ξ). We have |X − Y | ≤ |Y − ξ| + |X − ξ| ≤ C∗δ(Y ) + aδ(X), which is obviously

less than (C∗ + 2a)δ(Y ) if δ(X) < 2δ(Y ), and is less than (C∗ + a(C∗)2)δ(Y ) if δ(X) ≥ 2δ(Y ),
because we still have |Y − ξ| ≥ δ(X)/C∗ and so δ(X) ≤ C∗ |Y − ξ| ≤ (C∗)2δ(Y ). This implies
that BX ⊂ 2a(C∗)2BY . To see that BX ∩ 1

2
BY = ∅, we observe that for any Y ′ ∈ 1

2
BY ,

|Y ′ −X| ≥ |Y −X|−δ(Y )/8, which is greater than δ(X)/4 if δ(Y ) < 2δ(X), because Y /∈ 2BX .
If δ(Y ) ≥ 2δ(X), then we use |Y −X| ≥ |Y − ξ| − |X − ξ| ≥ δ(Y ) − aδ(X) to get that
|Y ′ −X| ≥ 7

8
δ(Y ) − aδ(X) ≥

(
7
4
− a
)
δ(X), which is greater than δ(X)/4 if we require the

aperture a < 3/2.
Altogether, we get

(5.12)

(
−−

ˆ̂

BX/4

|δ∇u2|
2 dZ

)1
2

.

¨

γ∗(ξ)\BX

(
−−

ˆ̂

1
4
BY

∣∣∣δ ~F
∣∣∣
2
)1/2

dY

δ(Y )n
. Ã∗

1(δ
~F )(ξ)

as desired for (5.10).
It remains to treat the most complicated term u3. We construct a Whitney type de-

composition of Ω \ γ∗
X(ξ). Indeed, if the aperture C∗ of γ∗

X(ξ) is large enough (C∗ ≥ 301
works), the collection of balls {B(y, |y − X|/100)}y∈∂Ω covers Ω \ γ∗

X(ξ). By Vitali’s cover-
ing lemma, there exists a non overlapping subcollection {B(ym, |ym − X|/100)}m∈I such that
{Bm := B(ym, |ym −X|/20)}m∈I is a finitely overlapping cover of Ω \ γ∗

X(ξ).
Note that the radius of Bm is bounded from below by δ(X)/20, and there can be only a finite
number of balls with same radius, so we can order Bm from small radius to large radius (we
identify I to a subset of N), and we define

Dm :=
(
Bm ∩ Ω

)
\

(
γ∗
X(ξ) ∪

⋃

m′<m

Bm′

)
,

so that Dm forms a partition of Ω \ γ∗
X(ξ). Moreover, since the number of balls in {Bm}m∈I of

radius between 2kδ(X)/20 and 2k+1δ(X)/20 is uniformly bounded in k ∈ N, we have

(5.13)
∑

m∈I

(
δ(X)

|ym −X|

)β

. 1 for any β > 0.

Note also that

(5.14) 10Bm ∩ BX = ∅ for m ∈ I

as we can quickly check that for any Z ∈ 10Bm and any X ′ ∈ BX , |Z −X ′| ≥ δ(X)/4 > 0.
With all this preparation, we have the bound

(5.15)

(
−−

ˆ̂

BX/4

|δ∇u3|
2 dZ

) 1
2

.
∑

m∈I

(
−−

ˆ̂

BX/4

|δ∇u3,m|
2 dZ

) 1
2

,

where

u3,m(Z) :=

¨

Dm

~F (Y ) · ∇YN(Z, Y ) dY.
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Now, we need to deal with each u3,m, which is a solution to Lw = − div
(
~F1Dm

)
with zero

Neumann data. Using the Cacciopoli inequality and then Hölder continuity of the solution u3,m

(see Proposition 2.28), we have

(
−−

ˆ̂

BX/4

|δ∇u3,m|
2 dZ

)1
2

. osc
BX/2

u3,m .

(
δ(X)

|ym −X|

)α

osc
B′

m∩Ω
u3,m ≤

(
δ(X)

|ym −X|

)α

sup
B′

m∩Ω
|u3,m|

where B′
m ⊃ BX is the largest ball centered X that doesn’t intersect 4Bm. Note that B′

m is
well-defined because of (5.14). Using the expression of u3,m and the Carleson inequality (2.10),
we have

sup
B′

m∩Ω
|u3,m| ≤ sup

Z∈B′
m∩Ω

¨

Dm

|~F ||∇YN(Z, Y )| dY

. sup
Z∈B′

m∩Ω
‖C̃1(δ ~F1Bm

)‖
Lp′

1(∂Ω)
‖Ñ (∇N(Z, .)1Bm

)‖Lp1(∂Ω).

On one hand, since p1 is chosen so that (Locp1)L∗ is true, and since Y 7→ N(Z, Y ) is a solution
to L∗u = 0 in 3Bm (recall that Z ∈ B′

m ∩ Ω and that B′
m ∩ 4Bm = ∅), we have

‖Ñ (∇N(Z, .)1Bm
)‖p1 . |ym − X|

n−1
p1

(
−−

ˆ̂

2Bm∩Ω

|∇YN(Z, Y )|2 dY

) 1
2

. |ym − X|
−n−1

p′
1

by (2.31). On the other hand,

‖C̃1(δ ~F1Bm
)‖

p′1
p′1

.

ˆ

2Bm∩∂Ω

C̃1(δ ~F )p
′
1 dσ +

∞∑

k=1

ˆ

(2k+1Bm\2kBm)∩∂Ω
C̃1(δ ~F1Bm

)p
′
1 dσ

For any y ∈
(
2k+1Bm \ 2kBm

)
∩ ∂Ω, observe that

C̃1(δ ~F1Bm
)(y) . sup

r>2k |ym−X|

r1−n

¨

B(y,r)∩Ω

(
−−

ˆ̂

BY

∣∣∣ ~F
∣∣∣
2

1Bm

)1/2

dY

= 2−k(n−1) |ym −X|1−n

¨

2Bm∩Ω

(
−−

ˆ̂

BY

∣∣∣ ~F
∣∣∣
2

1Bm

)1/2

dY

. 2−k(n−1)C̃1(δ ~F1Bm
)(y′) for all y′ ∈ Bm ∩ ∂Ω,

and thus,

∞∑

k=1

ˆ

(2k+1Bm\2kBm)∩∂Ω
C̃1(δ ~F1Bm

)p
′
1 dσ .

∞∑

k=1

2−k(n−1)(p′1−1)

(
 

Bm∩∂Ω

C̃1(δ ~F1Bm
)dσ

)p′1

.

ˆ

Bm∩∂Ω

C̃1(δ ~F )p
′
1dσ since p′1 > 1.
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Then

|ym −X|
−n−1

p′
1 ‖C̃1(δ ~F1Bm

)‖p′1 .

(
 

2Bm∩∂Ω

C̃1(δ ~F )p
′
1dσ

)1/p′1

.

(
 

B(ξ,10|ym−X|)∩∂Ω

C̃1(δ ~F )p
′
1dσ

)1/p′1

.
∣∣∣M
(
C̃1(δ ~F )p

′
1
)
(ξ)
∣∣∣

1
p′1 .

Altogether, we have for some α ∈ (0, 1)

(5.16)

(
−−

ˆ̂

BX/4

|δ∇u3,m|
2 dZ

) 1
2

.

(
δ(X)

|ym −X|

)α ∣∣∣M
(
C̃1(δ ~F )p

′
1
)
(ξ)
∣∣∣

1
p′
1 for m ∈ I,

that is

(5.17)

(
−−

ˆ̂

BX/4

|δ∇u3|
2 dZ

) 1
2

.
∣∣∣M
(
C̃1(δ ~F )p

′
1
)
(ξ)
∣∣∣

1
p′
1 ,

by (5.15) and (5.13).

To conclude, we have chosen ξ ∈ ∂Ω, X ∈ γ(ξ), decomposed u = u1 + u2 + u3, and then the
bounds (5.11), (5.12) and (5.17) on ui, i = 1, 2, 3 respectively give that

(
−−

ˆ̂

BX/4

|δ∇u|2 dZ

) 1
2

. M
(
C̃1(δ ~F )p

′
1

)
(ξ)1/p

′
1 + Ã∗

1(δ
~F )(ξ),

which in turn gives the desired bound (5.10). The theorem follows. �

6. The strong Neumann problem is solvable in Lp for p in an open interval

The goal of this section is twofold. First, we want to prove that (PNRp) =⇒ (PNRq) for
q ∈ (1, p), and - when p > q - that (wPNp′)L∗ + (PNRq)L =⇒ (PNRp)L. A combination of
the two (with results from the previous sections) gives the fact that (PNRp) =⇒ (PNRq) for
q ∈ (1, p + ǫ).

Lemma 6.1. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded 1-sided CAD domain, L = − divA∇ be a uniformly
elliptic operator, and p ∈ (1,∞).

(PNRp) =⇒ (PNRq) for q ∈ (1, p).

Proof: Our goal is to use the interpolation result given as Theorem 2.14. We construct, for
f ∈ L∞

c (Ω), [f/δ]Ω = 0, the map

Z(f) := ∇uf

where uf is the function constructed as

uf(X) :=

¨

Ω

N(X, Y )
f(Y )

δ(Y )
dY,

and we want to prove (2.15).
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Take B = B(x, r), j and f as in Theorem 2.14, in particular h := f/δ has zero average. We
write Cj(B) for 2j+1B \ 2jB and C∗

j (B) for 2j+2B \ 2j−1B. We first claim that

(6.2) (2jr)(1−n)/p‖Ñ [∇uf1Cj(B)]‖p . osc
C∗

j (B)∩Ω
uf for j ≥ 5.

This is pretty straightforward. Fix any integer j ≥ 5, like in Step 1 of the proof of Lemma 4.1,
we cover Cj(B) by a finite (the number is independent of B and j) collection of ball {B′

i}
N
i=1

with radius r′ ≈ 2jr such that

(i) either B′
i is centered at the boundary and 3B′

i ⊂ C∗
jB,

(ii) or 3B′
i ⊂ C∗

j (B) ∩ Ω.

If the ball B′
i satisfy (i), Lemma 4.1 (which is satisfied since (PNRp)L implies (wPNp′)L∗) entails

that

(2jr)(1−n)/p‖Ñ [∇uf1B′
i
]‖p .−−

ˆ̂

2B′
i∩Ω

|∇uf | dX . (2jr)−1 osc
3B′

i∩Ω
uf . (2jr)−1 osc

C∗
j
(B)∩Ω

uf ,

where the second inequality is due to Hölder’s inequality and Caccioppoli inequality. If the ball
B′

i satisfies (ii), we directly have

(2jr)(1−n)/p‖Ñ [∇uf1B′
i
]‖p .

(
−−

ˆ̂

B′
i

|∇uf |
2 dX

) 1
2

. (2jr)−1 osc
3B′

i

uf . (2jr)−1 osc
C∗

j (B)∩Ω
uf .

Altogether, we have

r(1−n)/p‖Ñ [∇uf1Cj(B)]‖p . sup
i

‖Ñ [∇uf1B′
i
]‖p . (2jr)−1 osc

C∗
j (B)∩Ω

uf

as desired for the claim (6.2).

Since h = f/δ has zero average and is supported in B ∩ Ω, for any X ∈ C∗
j (B)

|uf(X)| =

∣∣∣∣
¨

B∩Ω

(N(X, Y ) −N(X, x))
f(Y )

δ(Y )
dY

∣∣∣∣ ≤
(

osc
Y ∈B∩Ω

N(X, Y )
)(¨

Ω

∣∣∣f
δ

∣∣∣ dY
)

. 2−jα
(

osc
Y ∈2j−4B∩Ω

N(X, Y )
)(ˆ

∂Ω

Ã1(f) dσ

)
. 2−jα(2jr)2−n

(
ˆ

∂Ω

Ã1(f) dσ

)

for some α > 0 by Hölder continuity and (2.32).
Altogether, we proved that for any integer j ≥ 5,

(2jr)(1−n)/p‖Ñ [∇uf1B′
i
]‖p . 2j(1−n−α)r1−n

ˆ

∂Ω

Ã1(f) dσ,

which is the bound (2.15) with g(j) := 2j(1−n−α). For any q ∈ (1, p), Theorem 2.14 and Lemma
2.8 give that for any f ∈ L∞

c (Ω) with [f/δ]Ω = 0, there holds

‖Ñ [Z(f)]‖Lq(∂Ω) . ‖Ã1(f)‖Lq(∂Ω) ≈
∥∥∥C̃1(f)

∥∥∥
Lq(∂Ω)

,

or equivalently,

‖Ñ (∇u)‖Lq(∂Ω) . ‖C̃1(δh)‖Lq(∂Ω)
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whenever h ∈ L̂∞
c (Ω) and u(X) :=

˜

Ω
N(X, Y )h(Y ) dY . We conclude that (PNRq)L is solvable

for any q ∈ (1, p), as desired. �

Lemma 6.3. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded 1-sided CAD, L = − divA∇ be a uniformly elliptic
operator, and 1 < q < p < r < ∞. Then

(PNRq)L + (Locr)L =⇒ (PNRp)L.

Proof: The proof is close to the one of Shen in [She07], and follows the now classical strategy
using a good-lambda argument.

Step 1: Good lambda argument. Let h ∈ L̂∞
c (Ω), u be a solution to Lu = h with zero

Neumann data.
We want to estimate the set

E(λ) := {x ∈ ∂Ω, M(|Ñ (∇u)|q)(x) > λ},

which has finite measure since the Hardy-Littlewood maximal function M is weak (1, 1) and
N (∇u) ∈ Lq(∂Ω, σ). More precisely, we want to show that there exists C > 0 and r > p
(independent of h) such that for any η, γ ∈ (0, 1) we have

(6.4) |E(λ) ∩ {x ∈ ∂Ω, M(|C̃1(δh)|q)(x) ≤ γλ}| ≤ C(γ + ηr/q)|E(ηλ)|.

We define a Whitney decomposition5 as E(ηλ) as follows: take the collection {∆(x, rx)}x∈E(ηλ)

- where rx = dist(x, ∂Ω \ E(ηλ))/50 - of boundary balls that covers E(ηλ) and, by the Vitali
lemma, take a covering subcollection {∆k := ∆(xk, rxk

)} such that {∆i/5} is non-overlapping.
The claim (6.4) will be proved if we can show that, for any k ≥ 1

(6.5) |E(λ) ∩ ∆k| . (γ + ηr/q)|∆k|.

whenever we have a z ∈ ∆k such that

(6.6) {x ∈ ∆k, M(|C̃1(δh)|q)(x) ≤ γλ} ⊃ {z} 6= ∅.

The fact that ∆k are Whitney balls for the set E(ηλ) ⊃ E(λ) means that

(6.7) there exists y ∈ 100∆k such that M(Ñ (∇u)|q)(y) ≤ ηλ,

which in turn means that |∇u| cannot take large value too far from ∆k, whence, for x ∈
∆k ∩ E(λ),

(6.8) λ < M(|Ñ (∇u)|q)(x) = M(|Ñ (∇u12Bk
)|q)(x),

where Bk := B(xk, rxk
) and as long as η is small enough.

Now, we construct u0 to be the solution to Lu0 = h16Bk
in Ω that has zero Neumann data

on ∂Ω, and we have

|E(λ) ∩ ∆k| = |{x ∈ ∆k, M(|Ñ (∇u12Bk
)|q)(x) > λ}|

≤ |{x ∈ ∆k, M(|Ñ (∇[u− u0]12Bk
)|q)(x) > λ}| + |{x ∈ ∆k, M(|Ñ (∇u012Bk

)|q)(x) > λ}|

=: S1 + S2.

5If E(λ) = ∂Ω, it means that the Whitney decomposition is {∂Ω}
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We estimate S2 using the weak (1, 1) boundedness of M and (PNRq)L, and we get

S2 .
1

λ

ˆ

∂Ω

|Ñ (∇u012Bk
)(x)|qdσ(x) .

1

λ
‖C̃1(δh16Bk

)‖qLq ≈
1

λ

ˆ

8∆k

C̃1(δh16Bk
)qdσ

.
|∆k|

λ
M(|C̃1(δh16Bk

)|q)(z) . γ|∆k|

by (6.6) and the fact that ‖C̃1(δh16Bk
)‖Lq ≈ ‖C̃1(δh16Bk

)‖Lq(8∆k) (see the computation in the
proof of Lemma 5.9).

We turn to the bound on S1. Since (Locr)L holds, by the weak ( r
q
, r
q
) bound on M (we also

use the improvement given in Lemma 4.1 for the solution u− u0 to L(u− u0) = 0 in 6Bk ∩Ω),
we have

S1 . λ−r/q

ˆ

∂Ω

|Ñ (∇(u− u0)12Bk
)(x)|rdσ(x) . λ−r/q|∆k|

(
−−

ˆ̂

4Bk∩Ω

|∇[u− u0]| dX

)r

.

We can bound the solid integral on |∇(u − u0)| by an integral of the nontangential maximal
function, that is,

−−

ˆ̂

4Bk

|∇(u− u0)| dX .

ˆ

y∈∂Ω

¨

γ(y)

|∇(u− u0)(X)|14Bk
(X)

dX

δ(X)n−1
dσ(y)

≤

ˆ

10∆k

Ñ (∇(u− u0)14Bk
)(y)

¨

γ(y)∩4Bk

dX

δ(X)n−1
dσ(y) .

 

10∆k

Ñ (∇(u− u0)14Bk
) dσ

.

 

100∆k

Ñ (∇u) dσ +

 

10∆k

Ñ (∇u0) dσ.

By Hölder’s inequality, (PNRq), (6.6) and (6.7), we obtain that

−−

ˆ̂

4Bk

|∇(u− u0)| dX .

(
 

100∆k

|Ñ (∇u)|q dσ

) 1
q

+ |∆k|
−1/q

∥∥∥C̃1(δh16Bk
)
∥∥∥
Lq(∂Ω)

.
(
M(|Ñ (∇u)|q)(y)

) 1
q

+

(
 

12∆k

|C̃1(δh)|q dσ

) 1
q

. (ηλ)
1
q +

(
M(|C̃1(δh)|q)(z)

) 1
q

. λ
1
q

(
η

1
q + γ

1
q

)
.

Altogether,

S1 . (ηr/q + γr/q)|∆k| ≤ (ηr/q + γ)|∆k|

and then

|E(λ) ∩ ∆k| . S1 + S2 . (ηr/q + γ)|∆k|.

The claims (6.5) and then (6.4) follow.

Step 2: Conclusion. From Step 1, we have for any λ > 0

|E(λ)| ≤ C(γ + ηr/q)|E(ηλ)| + |{x ∈ ∂Ω, M(|C̃1(δh)|q) > γλ}|
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If we multiply E(λ) by λp/q−1 and integrate, for any Λ > 0, we have that

(6.9)

ˆ Λ

0

|E(λ)|λ
p
q
−1dλ ≤ C(γ + η

r
q )

ˆ Λ

0

|E(ηλ)|λ
p
q
−1dλ

+

ˆ Λ

0

|{x ∈ ∂Ω, M(|C̃1(δh)|q) > γλ}|λ
p
q
−1dλ

≤ C(γ + η
r
q )η−

p
q

ˆ ηΛ

0

|E(λ)|λ
p
q
−1dλ + Cγ

ˆ

∂Ω

|C̃1(δh)|p dσ

by the Lp/q-boundedness of the Hardy-Littlewood maximal function M. Note that the left-hand
side above is finite, as

ˆ Λ

0

|E(λ)|λ
p
q
−1dλ ≤ Λp/q−1 |∂Ω| < +∞,

Now in particular, we can hide the first term of the right-hand side of (6.9) to the left-hand
side, provided that C(γ + ηr/q)η−p/q ≤ 1

2
. It is possible because r > p, and so we can first fix

η > 0 such that Cη(r−p)/q ≤ 1
4
, and then we fix γ > 0 such that Cγη−p/q ≤ 1

4
. With those

choices of η and γ, we have
ˆ Λ

0

|E(λ)|λ
p
q
−1dλ ≤ Cγ

ˆ

∂Ω

|C̃1(δh)|p dσ,

and taking Λ → ∞ finally gives

‖Ñ (|∇u)|)‖pp ≤

ˆ

∂Ω

M
(
Ñ (∇u)q

)p/q
dσ =

p

q

ˆ ∞

0

|E(λ)|λ
p
q
−1dλ . ‖C̃1(δh)‖pp,

which proves (PNRp) and hence the lemma. �

7. Links with Neumann problem

The purpose of this section is to prove the last implcation that we haven’t proven yet, that
is the first implcation of Proposition 1.18.

Lemma 7.1. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a 1-sided CAD, L = − divA∇ be a uniformly elliptic operator,
and p ∈ (1,∞). Then

(Np)L + (Dp′)L∗ =⇒ (PNRp)L.

Proof: The proof of this implication is non-trivial, but is actually easy if we utilize the Poisson-
Regularity estimates from [MPT22].

So let h ∈ L̂∞
c (Ω), and let u be the weak solution to Lu = h in Ω with zero Neumann data.

We want to prove that

‖Ñ (∇u)‖Lp(∂Ω) ≤ C‖C̃1(δh)‖Lp(∂Ω)

with a constant C > 0 independent of h.
Take uD ∈ W 1,2(Ω) to be the weak solution of Lu = h in Ω with zero Dirichlet data instead.

Morally, since u − uD is a solution to Lw = 0 in Ω, the solvability of the Neumann problem
(Np)L implies

(7.2) ‖Ñ (∇[u− uD])‖Lp(∂Ω) . ‖(A∇uD)n‖Lp(∂Ω) . ‖Ñ (∇uD)‖Lp(∂Ω) . ‖C̃1(δh)‖Lp(∂Ω),
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where (A∇uD)n is the Neumann boundary data of uD, and the last inequality is by the as-
sumption (Dp′)L∗ holds and (1) =⇒ (3) of Theorem 1.3 (i.e. [MPT22, Theorem 1.22]).

We need to prove (7.2) rigorously by justifying that

(7.3) u(X) − uD(X) =

ˆ

∂Ω

N(X, y)g(y) dσ(y) + C

for some g ∈ Lp(∂Ω) and an arbitrary constant C. To that purpose, we define for φ ∈ Lip(∂Ω),

ℓ(φ) :=

¨

Ω

A∇uD · ∇Φ dX −

¨

Ω

hΦ dX,

where Φ is any extension of φ in W 1,2(Ω)∩Lip(Ω). Note that this is well-defined because if Φ1

and Φ2 are two extensions of φ in W 1,2(Ω), then
¨

Ω

A∇uD · ∇(Φ1 − Φ2) dX −

¨

Ω

h (Φ1 − Φ2) dX = 0

because uD ∈ W 1,2(Ω) is a weak solution to LuD = h and Φ1 − Φ2 ∈ W 1,2
0 (Ω). Since φ ∈

H1/2(∂Ω, σ) ∩ Lp′(∂Ω, σ), we can conveniently use the Varopoulos extension Φ constructed in
[MZ23, Theorem 1.4] (see also [HR18]), which belongs to W 1,2(Ω) ∩ Lip(Ω) and satisfies

(7.4) ‖Ñ (Φ)‖p′ + ‖C̃1(δ∇Φ)‖p′ ≤ C‖φ‖p′

for a constant C independent of φ. Then by (2.10), (3) of Theorem 1.3, and (7.4), we have that

|ℓ(φ)| . ‖Ñ (∇uD)‖p‖C̃1(δ∇Φ)‖p′ + ‖C̃1(δh)‖p‖Ñ (Φ)‖p′ . ‖C̃1(δh)‖p‖φ‖p′.

Therefore, ℓ is a bounded functional on Lp′(∂Ω) and so there exists gD ∈ Lp(∂Ω) with

(7.5) ‖gD‖Lp(∂Ω) ≤ C
∥∥∥C̃1(δh)

∥∥∥
Lp(∂Ω)

such that ℓ(φ) =
´

∂Ω
gD φ dσ. Moreover, since

˜

Ω
h dX = 0, it is easy to see that ℓ(1) = 0 and

thus
´

∂Ω
gD dσ = 0.

We define now v ∈ W 1,2(Ω) as

v(X) :=

ˆ

∂Ω

N(X, y)gD(y) dσ(y).

On one hand, since gD has zero average, by exchanging the order of integration and (2.30), we
obtain that
¨

Ω

A∇v · ∇Φ dX =

ˆ

∂Ω

gD(y)

¨

Ω

A(X)∇XN(X, y) · ∇Φ(X)dXdσ(y)

=

ˆ

∂Ω

gD(y)

(
φ(y) −

 

∂Ω

φ dσ

)
dσ(y) =

ˆ

∂Ω

gD(y)φ(y) dσ(y) = ℓ(φ)

whenever φ ∈ Lip(∂Ω) and Φ ∈ W 1,2(Ω) ∩ Lip(Ω). On the other hand, uD − u ∈ W 1,2(Ω) and
satisfies

¨

Ω

A∇[uD − u] · ∇Φ dX = ℓ(φ) −

(
¨

Ω

A∇u · ∇Φ dX −

¨

Ω

hΦ dX

)
= ℓ(φ)
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since u is the solution to Lu = h with zero Neumann data. Combining the two estimates, we
get that

¨

Ω

A∇ (uD − u− v) · ∇Φ dX = 0

for all Φ ∈ W 1,2(Ω) by density. Taking Φ = uD − u − v gives that |∇(uD − u− v)| = 0 in Ω,
and thus uD − u− v is constant, which proves (7.3), with g = gD.

We conclude by applying (Np) to the solution v and using (7.5) as follows.

‖Ñ (∇[u− uD])‖Lp(∂Ω) = ‖Ñ (∇v)‖Lp(∂Ω) . ‖gD‖Lp(∂Ω) . ‖C̃1(δh)‖Lp(∂Ω)

as desired. �

Appendix A. Interpolation between tent spaces.

The purpose of this appendix is to prove “by hand” the real interpolation result given as
Theorem 2.14.

We shall follow the strategy from [Aus07, Theorem 1.1] to prove a weak L1-bound on

Ñ (Z(f)). The first tool that we require is a Calderón-Zygmund decomposition adapted to
tent spaces.

Lemma A.1. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a 1-sided CAD and q ∈ (0,∞). There exists C > 0 such that

for any function f ∈ T̃ q
1 (Ω) and any level set l > 0, we can find a function g, a family of balls

{Bi = B(xi, ri)}i∈I centered at the boundary, and a collection of functions {bi}i∈I such that

(i) f = g +
∑

i∈I bi;

(ii) supp bi ⊂ Bi, and
∑

i∈I 1Bi
≤ C;

(iii)

¨

Ω

bi
δ
dX = 0;

(iv) supx∈∂Ω Ã1(g)(x) ≤ Cl;

(v) ‖bi‖T̃ q
1
≤ Clr

(n−1)/q
i ;

(vi)
∑

i∈I

rn−1
i ≤ l−q‖f‖q

T̃ q
1 (Ω)

.

Proof: The proof is essentially the same as the Calderón-Zygmund decomposition found in
[Hua17]. However, since our setting differs quite a lot from [Hua17] - which treats T q

2 (Rn
+) and

does not show (iii) - we decided to present again the proof for completeness.

Construction of g, bi. Take f ∈ T̃ q
1 (Ω) and l > 0. Define

El := {x ∈ ∂Ω, M(Ã∗
1(f)q)(x) > lq},

where M is the uncentered maximal function on ∂Ω with the (n − 1)-Ahlfors-regular - hence

doubling - measure σ and Ã∗
1 is defined with cones of large aperture a∗. If El = ∂Ω, then ∂Ω and

Ω are bounded (by the weak (1, 1) boundedness of M) and we take g = f and I = ∅. If El ( ∂Ω,
thanks to the Vitali lemma, we can extract from {B(x, dist(x, ∂Ω\El)/20)}x∈El

a subcollection
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{Bi = B(xi, ri)}i∈I such that {Bi/2}i∈I covers El and {Bi/10}i∈I is non-overlapping. We choose
a∗ large enough such that

Ω \
⋃

x∈∂Ω\El

γa∗(x) ⊂
⋃

i∈I

Bi,

we assume that I is ordered, and we construct

S0 :=
⋃

x∈∂Ω\El

γa∗(x), Di := Bi \

(
S0 ∪

⋃

j<i

Bj

)
,

bi = f |Di
− δ
[f |Di

δ

]
Di∩Ω

1Di∩Ω and g := f −
∑

i∈I

bi.

By construction, we have properties (i) to (iii) of the Lemma. We need to check that the
decomposition satisfies (iv) to (vi).

From g, bi to ḡ, b̄i. Actually, we just need to prove the properties (iv) to (vi) for

b̄i := f |Di
and ḡ = f |S0 =

∑

i∈I

b̄i.

instead of bi and g. Indeed,

(A.2) Ã1

(
δ

[
f |Di

δ

]

Di∩Ω

1Di∩Ω

)
(x) . ri

(
−−

ˆ̂

Di∩Ω

∣∣∣f(X)

δ(X)

∣∣∣ dX
)
19Bi∩∂Ω(x)

. r1−n
i

(
¨

Di∩Ω

∣∣∣f(X)

δ(X)

∣∣∣ dX
)
19Bi∩∂Ω(x) . r1−n

i ‖f1Di
‖T̃ 1

1 (Ω)19Bi∩∂Ω(x)

. r
(1−n)/q
i ‖b̄i‖T̃ q

1 (Ω)19Bi∩∂Ω(x)

where the first and forth inequalities are because Ã1(1Di
is supported in 9Bi ∩ ∂Ω, and the

second one is because |Di| ≥ |Ω ∩ Bi/10| & rni . Furthermore, we have

∥∥∥δ
[f |Di

δ

]
Di∩Ω

1Di∩Ω

∥∥∥
T̃ q
1 (Ω)

. r
(n−1)/q
i sup

x∈9Bi∩∂Ω
Ã1

(
δ

[
f |Di

δ

]

Di∩Ω

1Di∩Ω

)
(x) . ‖b̄i‖T̃ q

1 (Ω)

by (A.2). These two last computations show that

‖bi‖T̃ q
1 (Ω) . ‖b̄i‖T̃ q

1 (Ω)

and, since {9Bi ∩ ∂Ω}i∈I is finitely overlapping,

‖g − ḡ‖T̃∞
1 (Ω) . sup

i∈I
‖bi − b̄i‖T̃∞

1 (Ω) . sup
i∈I

‖b̄i‖T̃ q
1 (Ω).

That is (iv)-(v) are satisfied for g, bi as long as they are satisfied for ḡ, b̄i.

Proof of (iv) for ḡ. Let x ∈ ∂Ω. If x /∈ Eλ, then of course

Ã1(ḡ) ≤ Ã1(f) ≤ |M(Ã∗
1(f)q)|1/q ≤ l
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by definition of l. If x ∈ Bi ∩ ∂Ω, and X ∈ γ(x), then by construction,
(
−−
´́

BX
|ḡ(Y )|2 dY

) 1
2

is

non-zero only when δ(X) & ri. It means that Ã1(ḡ)(x) ≤ Ã∗
1(g)(y) ≤ Ã∗

1(f)(y), for y in a small
ball B(x, ǫri) around x. Take now x′ ∈ ∂Ω \ El such that |x− x′| = dist(x, ∂Ω \ El) ≈ ri, then

Ã1(ḡ)(x) ≤

 

B(x,ǫri)

Ã∗
1(f)(y) dσ .

(
 

B(x′,200ri)

|Ã∗
1(f)(y)|q dσ

) 1
q

≤ M[Ã∗
1(f)](x′) ≤ l

since x′ ∈ ∂Ω \ El.

Proof of (v) for b̄i. Take i ∈ I and x′
i ∈ ∂Ω \El such that dist(Bi, x

′
i) ≤ 20, which is possible

by construction of Bi. Then

‖b̄i‖T̃ q
1 (Ω) = ‖Ã1(f1Di

)‖Lq(9Bi∩∂Ω) ≤ ‖Ã∗
1(f)‖Lq(9Bi∩∂Ω) ≤ ‖Ã∗

1(f)‖Lq(B(x′
i,40ri)∩∂Ω)

. r(n−1)/q[M(|Ã∗
1(f)|q)]1/q(x′

i) ≤ r(n−1)/ql

since x′
i ∈ El.

Proof of (vi). That is a simple consequence of the weak (1, 1) boundedness of M. Indeed,
∑

i∈I

rn−1
i .

∑

i∈I

σ(Bi/10) ≤ σ(El) . l−q‖Ã∗
1(f)‖qLq(∂Ω) . l−q‖f‖T̃ q

1 (Ω)

by Lemma 2.8. The lemma follows. �

We are now ready for the proof of Theorem 2.14.

Proof of Theorem 2.14: Our result is an adaptation pf [Aus07, Theorem 1.1], which is itself
inspired from [BK03, DM99]. It suffices to show that for any f ∈ L∞

c (Ω) with [f/δ]Ω = 0, there
exists C such that

(A.3) σ
{
Ñ (Z(f)) > l

}
≤ Cl−1 ‖f‖T̃ 1

1
for all l > 0.

Indeed, we can then interpolate between the L1,∞− T̃ 1
1 and the Lp− T̃ p

1 boundedness of Ñ (Z(·))
to get the result, since [L1,∞, Lp]θ,q = Lq by [BL76, Theorem 5.3.1], and [T 1

1 , T
p
1 ]θ,q = T q

1 by
adapting the proof of [CMS85, Theorem 4’]6. Fix any l > 0, we use the Calderón-Zygmund

decomposition (Lemma A.1) for f ∈ T̃ 1
1 at height l, that is, we write f = g +

∑
i∈I bi, where g

and {bi}i∈I satisfy properties (i) − (vi) with q = 1 in Lemma A.1. Then we only need to show

that σ
{
Ñ (Z(g)) > l/2

}
and σ

{
Ñ (Z(f − g)) > l/2

}
are both bounded above by Cl−1 ‖f‖T̃ 1

1
.

Observe that ‖g‖T̃ 1
1
≤ C‖f‖T̃ 1

1
by (i), (v) and (vi) of the decomposition, and that ‖Ã1(g)‖∞ ≤

Cl by (iv). Therefore, we have
∥∥∥Ã1(g)

∥∥∥
p

p
≤ Clp−1 ‖g‖T̃ 1

1
≤ Clp−1 ‖f‖T̃ 1

1
.

6We can also see the tent spaces T p
1 as a retracts - see [BL76, Definition 6.4.1] - of Lp(L1), and use interpolation

of Lp on Banach spaces.
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Moreover, [g/δ]Ω = 0 because [f/δ]Ω = 0 and [bi/δ]Ω = 0, and so the boundedness of Z from
̂̃
T p
1 to T̃ p

∞ gives that ∥∥∥Ñ (Z(g))
∥∥∥
p

p
≤ C

∥∥∥Ã1(g)
∥∥∥
p

p
≤ Clp−1 ‖f‖T̃ 1

1
.

Chebyshev’s inequality entails now that

σ
{
Ñ (Z(g)) > l/2

}
≤ Cl−p

∥∥∥Ñ (Z(g))
∥∥∥
p

p
≤ Cl−1 ‖f‖T̃ 1

1
,

as desired in (A.3).
Next we estimate the contribution from

∑
i bi. We write

σ

{
Ñ

(
Z

(∑

i∈I

bi

))
> l/2

}
≤ σ

{∑

i∈I

Ñ (Z(bi)) > l/2

}

≤ σ
{
∪i∈I2

7Bi ∩ ∂Ω
}

+ σ

{
x ∈ ∂Ω \

(
∪i∈I2

7Bi

)
:
∑

i∈I

Ñ (Z(bi))(x) > l/2

}
=: E + F.

The estimate for E is easy: thanks to property (vi) of Lemma A.1 and the fact that ∂Ω is
(n− 1)-Ahlfors regular, we have that

E ≤ C
∑

i∈I

rn−1
i ≤ l−1 ‖f‖T̃ 1

1

as desired. To estimate F , we first use Chebyshev’s inequality and duality to get the existence
of a η ∈ Lp′(∂Ω) such that supp η ⊂ ∂Ω \ (∪i∈I2

7Bi), ‖η‖p′ = 1, and

F ≤ Cl−p

ˆ

∂Ω\(∪i27Bi)

(∑

i∈I

Ñ (Z(bi))

)p

dσ = Cl−p

(
ˆ

(∑

i∈I

Ñ (Z(bi))

)
η dσ

)p

.

Denote Cj(B) := 2j+1B \ 2jB. We further write

ˆ

(∑

i∈I

Ñ (Z(bi))

)
η dσ ≤

∑

i∈I

∞∑

j=5

ˆ

Ñ
(
Z(bi)1Cj(Bi)

)
η dσ +

∑

i∈I

ˆ

Ñ (Z(bi)125Bi
) η dσ

=
∑

i∈I

∞∑

j=5

ˆ

Ñ
(
Z(bi)1Cj(Bi)

)
η dσ,

because supp Ñ (Z(bi)125Bi
) ⊂ 27Bi, and so

´

Ñ (Z(bi)125Bi
) η dσ = 0. By Hölder’s inequality,

the observation that supp Ñ (Z(bi)1Cj(Bi)) ⊂ 2j+3Bi, and (2.15), we get that

ˆ

Ñ
(
Z(bi)1Cj(Bi)

)
η dσ ≤

(
ˆ

Ñ
(
Z(bi)1Cj(Bi)

)p
dσ

)1/p(ˆ

2j+3Bi

|η|p
′

dσ

)1/p′

≤ C2j(n−1)g(j)
∥∥∥Ã1(bi)

∥∥∥
1
M
(
ηp

′
)

(z)1/p
′

for any z ∈ Bi,
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where M is the Hardy-Littlewood maximal function. Integrating in z over Bi and taking the
average, one has that
ˆ

Ñ
(
Z(bi)1Cj(Bi)

)
η dσ ≤ C2j(n−1)g(j)

∥∥∥Ã1(bi)
∥∥∥
1

 

Bi∩∂Ω

M
(
ηp

′
)

(z)1/p
′

dσ(z)

≤ Cl2j(n−1)g(j)rn−1
i

 

Bi∩∂Ω

M
(
ηp

′
)1/p′

dσ ≤ Cl2j(n−1)g(j)

ˆ

Bi∩∂Ω

M
(
ηp

′
)1/p′

dσ

as ‖bi‖T̃ 1
1
≤ Clrn−1

i . Summing in i ∈ I and j ≥ 5, since
∑

j≥3 g(j)2j(n−1) < ∞, we get that

ˆ

(∑

i∈I

Ñ (Z(bi))

)
η dσ ≤ Cl

ˆ

∪i∈IBi∩∂Ω

M
(
ηp

′
)1/p′

dσ,

where we have used the property that the collection {Bi}i∈I has finite overlaps. Since the
maximal function is weak (1, 1), we can apply Kolmogorov’s lemma (see e.g. [Duo01, Lemma
5.16]) to get that
ˆ

∪i∈IBi∩∂Ω

M
(
ηp

′
)1/p′

dσ ≤ Cσ(∪i∈IBi ∩ ∂Ω)1/p
∥∥∥|η|p

′
∥∥∥
1/p′

1

≤ C

(∑

i∈I

rn−1
i

)1/p

≤ Cl−1/p ‖f‖1/p
T̃ 1
1

,

by property (vi) in Lemma A.1.
Altogether, we have shown F ≤ Cl−1 ‖f‖T̃ 1

1
as desired for (A.3). �
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[GW82] Michael Grüter and Kjell-Ove Widman. The Green function for uniformly elliptic equations.
Manuscripta Math., 37(3):303–342, 1982. 16

[Ha96] Piotr Haj l asz. Sobolev spaces on an arbitrary metric space. Potential Anal., 5(4):403–415, 1996. 4
[HaK95] Piotr Haj l asz and Pekka Koskela. Sobolev meets Poincaré. C. R. Acad. Sci. Paris Sér. I Math.,
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