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BOUNDARY REGULARITY FOR THE DISTANCE FUNCTIONS, AND

THE EIKONAL EQUATION

NIKOLAI NIKOLOV AND PASCAL J. THOMAS

Abstract. We study the gain in regularity of the distance to the boundary of a domain
in Rm. In particular, we show that if the signed distance function happens to be merely
differentiable in a neighborhood of a boundary point, it and the boundary have to be
C1,1 regular. Conversely, we study the regularity of the distance function under regularity
hypotheses of the boundary. Along the way, we point out that any solution to the eikonal
equation, differentiable everywhere in a domain of the Euclidean space, admits a gradient
which is locally Lipschitz.

1. Introduction

Let D ( Rm be a domain (m ≥ 2). The distance to its boundary is denoted δD(x) :=
miny∈∂D |x − y|. The signed distance function to ∂D is defined by dD := δD on D and
dD := −δD on Rm \D.
Throughout this note, we write 〈·, ·〉 for the usual Euclidean inner product in Rm, and

|x| := 〈x, x〉1/2 for the Euclidean norm.
Our main goal is to prove that the signed distance function has a bootstrap property:

if dD is differentiable in an open set U , it must be C1,1 regular (Corollary 6). This is a
generalization of results obtained in a succession of previous works, notably [3, 7, 6, 1].
We achieve this in Section 2 by proving that dD satisfies the eikonal equation |∇dD(x)| =

1 where it is differentiable. This is easy and well-known away from ∂D, and we show how
to extend it to the boundary in Proposition 2. We then bring to bear previous works about
the eikonal equation, summed up in Proposition 4.
While the eikonal equation may seem a more general hypothesis, Caffarelli and Crandall

[1] proved that, up to additive constant, solutions of the eikonal equation are actually
distance functions [1, (1.9) and Proposition 4.4], a result recalled here in Lemma 5. Where
it is defined, ∇dD(x) is a divergence-free unit vector field. Gains in regularity also occur in
this more general case of vector fields; for the case m = 2, [4, Theorem 1] shows that if D
is a domain in R2, any such vector field which is in the Sobolev space W 1/p,p(D) for some
p ∈ [1, 2] must be locally Lipschitz continuous inside D (which means locally the gradient
of a C1,1 potential) except at a locally finite number of singular points. One can also find
in [4] a wealth of examples on those topics, including cases where the C1,1 potential cannot
be of class C2, and a simply connected domain which allows for an infinite number of said
singular points.
Then in Section 3, we turn to results about the distance function under hypotheses on

the regularity of ∂D. To conclude, we prove Proposition 8, a more precise estimate about
the variation of dD.
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2. Bootstrap properties of dD

In general, dD is a 1-Lipschitz function. It has been known for a long time that it inherits
much of the smoothness of ∂D, see [6] and the references therein. Precisely, when ∂D is
Ck-smooth, k ≥ 2, so is dD in a neighborhood of ∂D; the same is true for k = 1 under the
additional hypothesis that ∂D is of positive reach, that is, that x admits a unique projection
to ∂D whenever the distance from x to ∂D is less than a certain uniform positive number
[3].
Recall the following basic fact (see e.g. [3, Theorem 4.8]).

Proposition 1. Let D ( Rm be an open set. Then dD is differentiable at x 6∈ ∂D exactly

when x admits a unique projection π(x) to ∂D. In that case, ∇dD(x) =
x− π(x)

d(x)
.

In particular, whenever dD is differentiable at x /∈ ∂D, dD satisfies the eikonal equation.
This equation has been much studied, see e.g. [1], [2]. It turns out to extend to the
boundary wherever ∇dD still makes sense.

Proposition 2. Let D ( Rm be an open set. If dD is differentiable at p ∈ ∂D and in

U ∩D, for a neighborhood U of p, then |∇dD(p)| = 1.

Proof. Suppose dD is differentiable at a point p ∈ ∂D.
We first prove that if∇dD(p) 6= 0, then |∇dD(p)| = 1. Since dD is 1-Lipschitz, |∇dD(p)| ≤

1. Take coordinates in an orthonormal basis such that p = 0 and ∇dD(p) = αe1, α ∈ (0, 1].
Suppose α < 1. Then for any small enough positive x1, |π(x1, 0)− (x1, 0)| < (1+α)x1/2,

where π(x1, 0) is any of the closest points to (x1, 0) on ∂D. Let p ∈ D be such that
|π(x1, 0)− p| < α(1− α)x1/4; we must have

p1 > x1 −
1 + α

2
x1 − α

1− α

4
x1 = (1−

α

2
)
1− α

2
x1,

and

|p| ≤ x1 +
1 + α

2
x1 + α

1− α

4
x1 = Cx1.

Finally
α

4
(1− α)x1 > dD(p) = αp1 + o(|p|) ≥ α(1−

α

2
)
1− α

2
x1 + o(x1),

a contradiction, so |∇dD(p)| = 1.
Finally we are reduced to excluding the case |∇dD(p)| = 0. If that holds, for any ε > 0,

there exists δε > 0 such that if |x− p| < δε, then |dD(x)| < ε|x− p|.
For some x ∈ D such that dD is differentiable at x, consider the integral curve of the

vector field ∇dD with starting point at x, i.e. the map χ : [0, T ) −→ D such that χ′(t) =
∇dD(χ(t)), χ(0) = x (this is known as a characteristic of the function dD and will turn out
to be an affine map [1, Lemma 2.2], but we shall not need this fact at this point).
Let

tx := sup {t : dD is differentiable in a neighborhood of χ(s), 0 ≤ s ≤ t} .

By construction, for any η > 0, there is a point x′ ∈ D where dD is not differentiable
and |x′ − χ(tx)| < η. By the differential equation, for 0 ≤ s ≤ tx,

dD(χ(s)) = dD(x) +

∫ s

0

〈∇dD(χ(t)), χ
′(t)〉dt = dD(x) +

∫ s

0

|∇dD(χ(t))|
2dt = dD(x) + s.
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We claim that for any ε > 0, there exists y ∈ B(p, ε)∩D such that dD is not differentiable
at y. For any ε ∈ (0, 1

4
), choose δ small enough so that δ < ε, 2δ ≤ δε. Let x ∈ B(p, δ)∩D.

If dD is not differentiable at x, we can take y = x.
It it is, choose x′ as above with η := ε/10. We claim that tx ≤ 1

2
|x − p|. Indeed,

if tx > 1
2
|x − p|, then for s = 1

2
|x − p|, dD(χ(s)) ≥ dD(x) + s. On the other hand,

|χ(s)− p| ≤ 3
2
|x− p| < δε, so that dD(χ(s)) < ε|χ(s)− p| < 3εs < 3

4
s, a contradiction.

Finally |x′ − p| ≤ |x− p|+ tx + η < ε, and we can take y = x′. �

Notice that the case where ∇dD(p) = 0 can occur. We give an example in R2, which we
assimilate to C in order to use polar coordinates.
Let f : [0,∞) −→ (0,∞) be a continuous strictly decreasing function satisfying limx→∞ f(x) =

0. Let
Ω := {reiθ : 0 < θ, f(θ + π) < r < f(θ)}.

The domain Ω looks like a thickened spiral and for any α,

Ω ∩ R+e
iα = {reiα : f(α + (2k + 1)π) < r < f(α + 2kπ), k ∈ Z}.

Proposition 3. If limx→∞

f(θ)
f(θ+π)

= 1, then Ω is a connected, simply connected domain

such that at the point 0 ∈ ∂Ω, the signed distance function dΩ is differentiable and has

gradient equal to 0.

Proof. The domain Ω0 := {(r, θ) ∈ (0,∞)× (0,∞) : 0 < θ, f(θ + π) < r < f(θ)} is clearly
connected and simply connected.
The map (r, θ) 7→ reiθ is continuous, so Ω is connected. For a point reiθ ∈ Ω, the

condition f(θ + π) < r < f(θ) means that there is a single possible choice of θ, therefore
the inverse map is well defined and continuous, so Ω is homeomorphic to Ω0.
Let z = reiθ ∈ Ω. Considering the line segment [eiθf(θ+π); eiθf(θ)] we see that dΩ(z) ≤

f(θ)− f(θ + π) and |z| ≥ f(θ + π). Therefore

0 ≤
dΩ(z)

|z|
≤

f(θ)

f(θ + π)
− 1 → 0,

as |z| → 0 (which implies θ → ∞).
For points outside of Ω, the proof is similar. �

In the above example, between the two spirals that constitute ∂Ω, there is a spiral of
points of Ω which are equidistant from the two components and where dD is not differen-
tiable.
The following is more or less implicit in [1].

Proposition 4. Let Ω ⊂ Rm be an open set and ϕ : Ω → R be an everywhere differentiable

solution of the eikonal equation |∇ϕ| = 1 in Ω. Then ϕ ∈ C1,1(Ω), i.e. ∇ϕ is locally

Lipschitz in Ω.
As a consequence, if dD is differentiable in a neighborhood U of ∂D, and |∇dD(x)| = 1

for x ∈ U ∩ ∂D, then dD ∈ C1,1(U).

Proof. We outline how to use the results of Caffarelli and Crandall [1] to prove this propo-
sition in our more special case (they consider a more general family of norm and functions
with a possible small singularity set).
By [1, Lemma 2.2], if a < 0 < b and x+ t∇ϕ(x) ∈ U for a < t < b, then for those values

of t, ∇ϕ(x+ t∇ϕ(x)) = ∇ϕ(x) and ϕ(x+ t∇ϕ(x)) = t. Moreover, ϕ ∈ C1(U).
The straight lines {x+ t∇ϕ(x), t ∈ R} are called characteristics of ϕ. For any a ∈ ϕ(U),

we denote the level set by Sa := {x ∈ U : ϕ(x) = a}.
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The following is a direct consequence of [1, Proposition 4.4] and its proof.

Lemma 5. Let V be an open set of the form

{x+ t∇ϕ(x), t ∈ (a(x), b(x)), x ∈ Sa ∩ V },

where a ∈ ϕ(U) and a(x) < 0 < b(x). Then for any y ∈ V , dSa
(y) = ϕ(y)− a.

In order to apply it to our situation, we need to see that any x ∈ U admits a neighborhood
V of the form above. Let x0 ∈ U . Choose affine local coordinates (x′, xm) ∈ Rm−1 × R

so that x0 = 0 and ∇ϕ(x0) = (0, . . . , 0, 1). Then Φ(x′, xm) = (x′, ϕ(x)) is a local C1-
diffeomorphism. In particular, for r > 0 small enough and |x′| ≤ r, there exists a unique
xm such that ϕ(x′, xm) = ϕ(0).
We can choose δ small enough so that

Ur :=
{

x+ t∇ϕ(x) : x ∈ Sϕ(x0), |x
′| < r, |t| < r

}

= Φ−1
(

Bm−1(0, r)× (−r, r)
)

is a open neighborhood of x0 contained in U for r ≤ 3δ, made up of a disjoint union
of segments of characteristics. Let a := ϕ(x0) − 2δ, then if x ∈ Uδ, we have ϕ(x) =
dist (x, Sa)− 2δ + f(x0), so ∇ϕ(x) = ∇dSa

(x).
Using Proposition 1, for x, y ∈ Uδ,

∇ϕ(x)−∇ϕ(y) =
x− πSa

(x)

dSa
(x)

−
y − πSa

(y)

dSa
(y)

=
1

dSa
(x)

(x− y − (πSa
(x)− πSa

(y)))− (x− πSa
(x))

dSa
(x)− dSa

(y)

dSa
(x)dSa

(y)
,

so that, since dSa
(x), dSa

(y) ≥ δ, then |∇ϕ(x)−∇ϕ(y)| ≤ 2δ−1|x− y|+ δ−1|x− y|. �

Corollary 6. If dD is differentiable in a neighborhood U of p ∈ ∂D, then dD ∈ C1,1(U).

Proof. By Proposition 1, |∇dD| = 1 on U \ ∂D. By Proposition 2, |∇dD| = 1 on U ∩ ∂D.
Then Proposition 4 applies. �

Remark. If we already know that dD ∈ C1(U), for U a neighborhood of ∂D, then the
hypotheses of the second part of Proposition 4 are satisfied. With that hypothesis, ∂D is
C1-smooth (since |∇dD| = 1 on U by continuity). In this case, as pointed out in [6, p. 120],
K. Lucas’s work [7, Section 2] implies that ∂D is C1,1-smooth (see also [3, Theorem 4.18])
and hence, by Proposition 8 below, dD is C1,1-smooth near ∂D. But that proof is rather
more roundabout than the arguments from [1].

3. Boundary regularity assumptions

We now turn to weaker hypotheses, involving only the regularity of ∂D itself.

Proposition 7. Let p be a C1-smooth boundary point of a domain D in Rm. Then dD is

differentiable at p and ∇dD(p) is the inner unit normal vector to ∂D at p.

This does not necessarily extend to any neighborhood. For 0 < α < 1 the domain
Dα = {x ∈ R2 : x1 > |x2|

1+α} is C1,α- but not C1,1-smooth. By Propositions 1 and 7, the
function dD is non-differentiable at x exactly when x = (x1, 0) with x1 > 0.

Proof. We may assume that that D = {x1 > f(x′)} near p = 0, where x = (x1, x
′) ∈

R× Rm−1 and f(x′) = o(|x′|).
Let x ∈ D. Since x̃ = (f(x′), x′) ∈ ∂D, then

dD(x)− x1 ≤ |x− x̃| − x1 = −f(x′).
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On the other hand, let x̂ ∈ ∂D be such that dD(x) = |x− x̂|. Then

dD(x)− x1 ≥ |x1 − x̂1| − x1 ≥ −|x̂1| = −|f(x̂′)|.

Since |x̂| ≤ |x|+ dD(x) ≤ 2|x|, it follows that d(x)− x1 = o(|x′|).
Similar arguments imply the same for x 6∈ D which completes the proof. �

We know give a sufficient condition for the C1,1 smoothness of dD in terms of conditions
on ∂D only, along with a more precise estimate of its second order variation.

Proposition 8. Let p be a C1,1-smooth boundary point of a domain D in Rm. Then dD is

C1,1-smooth near p. Moreover, for x, y near p one has that

|dD(x)− dD(y)− 〈∇dD(x), x− y〉| ≤ (χD,p/2 + o(1))(|x− y|2 − (dD(x)− dD(y))
2).

Proof. Recall that when q ∈ ∂D, ∇dD(q) = nq, the unit inner normal vector to ∂D at
q ∈ ∂D. Set x̃ to be the projection of x near p on ∂D (it is unique by C1,1-smoothness).
Then

〈nx̃, x− y〉 = 〈nx̃, x̃+ dD(x)nx̃ − ỹ − dD(y)nỹ〉 =

dD(x)− dD(y) + 〈nx̃, x̃− ỹ〉+ (1− 〈nx̃, nỹ〉)dD(y).

Let χ0 = χD,p. Since |nx̃ − nỹ| ≤ (χ0 + o(1))|x̃− ỹ|, it follows that

1− 〈nx̃, nỹ〉 ≤ (χ2
0/2 + o(1))|x̃− ỹ|2.

To estimate 〈nx̃, x̃− ỹ〉, we may assume that p = 0 and ∂D near 0 is given by u1 = f(u′),
where u′ := (u2, . . . , um), for |u

′| < ε0, with f(0) = 0, and ∇f(0) = 0.

For x̃ = (f(x̃′), x̃′), (1,−∇f(x̃′)) =
√

1 + |∇f(x̃′)|2 nx̃ = (1 + o(1))nx̃, so

(3.1) |∇f(u′)−∇f(v′)| ≤ (χ0 + o(1))|u′ − v′|.

Then
√

1 + |∇f(x̃′)|2〈nx̃, x̃− ỹ〉 = f(x̃′)− f(ỹ′)− 〈∇f(x̃′), x̃′ − ỹ′〉.

Writing g(t) := f((1 − t)x̃′ + tỹ′), g ∈ C1,1, and we need to estimate |g(1)− g(0)− g′(0)|;
by Taylor’s formula with integral remainder, it is bounded by

1

2
|x̃′ − ỹ′|2 sup

[0,1]

|g′′| =
1

2
(χ0 + o(1))|x̃′ − ỹ′|2,

by (3.1). Finally

|〈nx̃, x̃− ỹ〉| ≤ (χ0/2 + o(1))|x̃′ − ỹ′|2 ≤ (χ0/2 + o(1))|x̃− ỹ|2,

thus

|dD(x)− dD(y)− 〈nx̃, x− y〉| = |〈nx̃, ỹ − x̃〉 − (1− 〈nx̃, nỹ〉)dD(y)| ≤ (χ0/2+o(1))|x̃−ỹ|2.

It remains to compare |x̃− ỹ|2 with |x− y|2. But

|x− y|2 = |(x̃− ỹ) + (dD(x)− dD(y))nx̃ + dD(y)(nx̃ − nỹ)|
2

= |x̃−ỹ|2+(dD(x)−dD(y))
2+2

[

dD(x)〈nx̃, x̃−ỹ〉+dD(y)〈nỹ, ỹ−x̃〉+dD(x)dD(y)(1−〈nx̃, nỹ〉)
]

= (1 + o(1))|x̃− ỹ|2 + (dD(x)− dD(y))
2.

So

|dD(x)− dD(y)− 〈nx̃, x− y〉| ≤ (χ0/2 + o(1))(|x− y|2 − (dD(x)− dD(y))
2).

Hence dD is C1,1-smooth near p and ∇dD(x) = nx̃. �
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