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Abstract

In the setting of length PI spaces satisfying a suitable deformation property, it is known
that each isoperimetric set has an open representative. In this paper, we construct an exam-
ple of a length PI space (without the deformation property) where an isoperimetric set does
not have any representative whose topological interior is non-empty. Moreover, we provide a
sufficient condition for the validity of the deformation property, consisting in an upper Lapla-
cian bound for the squared distance functions from a point. Our result applies to essentially
non-branching MCP (K, N) spaces, thus in particular to essentially non-branching CD(K, N)
spaces and to many Carnot groups and sub-Riemannian manifolds. As a consequence, every
isoperimetric set in an essentially non-branching MCP (K, N) space has an open representa-
tive, which is also bounded whenever a uniform lower bound on the volumes of unit balls is
assumed.
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1 Introduction

1.1 General overview

Functions of bounded variation and sets of finite perimeter have been studied extensively even
in the non-smooth context of metric measure spaces, starting from [31]. Whereas a solid and
consistent theory of BV functions is available on arbitrary (possibly infinite-dimensional) metric
measure spaces [5], finer results hold on those metric measure spaces that are uniformly locally
doubling and support a weak local (1,1)-Poincaré inequality, which we call PI spaces; see e.g.
[1, 2, 25, 26, 27]. A distinguished class of sets of finite perimeter is the one of isoperimetric sets, i.e.
of minimisers of the perimeter under a volume constraint. In the series of papers [7, 9, 6, 8, 10, 11]
(see also the survey [306]), the isoperimetric problem has been investigated in the framework of
RCD(K, N) spaces, which are finite-dimensional infinitesimally Hilbertian metric measure spaces
satisfying lower synthetic Ricci curvature bounds in the sense of Lott—Sturm—Villani (see [3] and
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the references therein). Topological properties of isoperimetric sets in non-collapsed RCD(K, N)
spaces were a fundamental ingredient for further investigations of the isoperimetric problem.

In [12], the first named author, together with G. Antonelli, M. Pozzetta and I. Y. Violo,
studied isoperimetric sets in the setting of length PI spaces satisfying the so-called deformation
property. The latter is a condition that prescribes a control on the increment of perimeters under
perturbations with balls, see [12, Definition 3.3]. The main result of [12] states that, under the
above assumptions, the essential interior of every isoperimetric set is topologically open. Several
other properties, such as boundary density estimates, were obtained as well. The deformation
property was known to hold on Euclidean spaces [23], Riemannian manifolds and RCD(K, N)
spaces [9, Theorem 1.1]; cf. with [12, Remark 3.4]. The goal of the present paper is twofold:

e To show that no topological regularity can be expected without the deformation property.

e To prove that the deformation property is satisfied in a much larger family of spaces.

1.2 Statement of results

Let (X,d, m) be a metric measure space. We denote by Per(E;-) the perimeter measure of a set
of finite perimeter E C X and we write Per(E) := Per(F;X); see Definition 2.8. Let us consider
the isoperimetric profile I: (0,m(X)) — [0, 4+00] of the space (X, d, m), which is given by

I(v) := inf {Per(E) | E C X of finite perimeter, m(E) = v}  for every 0 < v < m(X).

A set of finite perimeter E C X with 0 < m(E) < oo is said to be an isoperimetric set provided
it satisfies Per(E) = I(m(FE)); cf. with Definition 2.10. In the case where (X, d, m) is a PI space,
we know from [2] that a distinguished m-a.e. representative of a set of finite perimeter E is its
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essential interior EW = {3: e X M = B )

The perimeter measure Per(F; -) is concentrated on the essential boundary 9°E = X\ (EMUE©)
of E, where E(©) := (X\ E)(*) denotes the essential exterior of E. Tt is proved in [12, Theorem 1.1]
that if (X,d, m) is a length PI space satisfying the deformation property [12, Definition 3.3], then
the essential interior E(V) of every isoperimetric set E C X is topologically open. Since length PI
spaces without the deformation property do exist [12, Remarks 3.5 and 3.6], a natural question
arises: are the essential interiors of isoperimetric sets topologically open in every length PI space?
Cf. with [12, Question 1.5]. Our first main result provides a negative answer to this question.

Theorem 1.1. There exist a length PI space (X,d,m) and an isoperimetric set E C X such that

every m-a.e. representative of E has empty topological interior.

Section 3 will be devoted to the proof of Theorem 1.1. We point out that the latter theorem
shows that the topological regularity of isoperimetric sets can fail in a very strong sense when the
deformation property does not hold: it can happen that no representative of an isoperimetric set
contains not even one interior point. Furthermore, as we will see in Theorem 3.1, an example as
in Theorem 1.1 can be required to satisfy several additional assumptions. In fact, the example
we will construct is a 2-dimensional flat torus R? \ Z? equipped with its geodesic distance and a
weighted Hausdorff measure p?, whose density p is bounded away from zero and infinity.

Our second main result gives a sufficient condition for the validity of the deformation property,
which applies to a rather vast class of metric measure spaces of interest. Informally, we show



that an upper Laplacian bound on the squared distance function from a point implies a local
deformation property. This result is valid on metric measure spaces (X,d, m) where the metric
space (X,d) is a length space and proper (i.e. bounded closed subsets are compact), but no PI
assumption is needed. The Laplacian comparison is formulated in a purely variational way: letting

dy =d(z,-): X = [0, +00)

denote the distance function from z € X, we write “Ad2 < Cm on B(z, R)” for some R,C > 0 if

_/ D [(Vd2) dm < C/ Fdm w.hene\'/er f.: X — [0, 4+00) is
B(z,R) B(x,R) Lipschitz with bounded support,

where the auxiliary function D f(Vd2): X — R is defined as

D f(Vel3)(y) = inf lip(d + sf)%gg — lip(d2)%(y)

for every y € X

see Definitions 2.5 and 2.1. Note that we are not defining an actual Laplacian, but only some sort
of upper Laplacian bound, and that no Hilbertianity assumptions are required in our definition.
With this said, we can now give the precise statement of our second main result.

Theorem 1.2. Let (X,d,m) be a metric measure space with (X,d) proper and length. Assume
that Ad?2 < Cm on B(x, R) for some x € X and R,C > 0. Let E C X be a set of finite perimeter
such that m(E) < +o0o0. Then

E N B(z,7))

Per(B(z,r); E) < Cm( o + Per(E; B(z,r))  for a.e. r € (0, R). (1.1)

If in addition (X,d,m) is a PI space, then the following deformation property holds:

m(E N B(z,r))

Per(E \ B(z,r)) < C 5

+ Per(E)  for every r € (0, R). (1.2)
The proof of Theorem 1.2, which we will give in Section 4, relies on a calibration-type argument.

Heuristically, the deformation property follows from the Laplacian bound on d2 by the divergence

theorem: assuming that the space under consideration is a Riemannian manifold, we have that

Cm(E N B(z,r)) > / Ad? dm = divvd? dm
ENB(z,r) ENB(z,r)

= /VEOB(;E,T) ' Vdi dPer(E N B(Ia T); )

= 2/ d, Vd, - Vd, dPer(B(z,r);-) + 2/ dz vg - Vdg dPer(E; )
EM®) B(z,r)

> 2r Per(B(z,r); EY) — 2r Per(E; B(z, 7)) for a.e. r € (0, R),

where vgnp(s,r) and vg denote the outer unit normals to £ N B(x,r) and E, respectively. In [9],
the above strategy has been generalised to the non-smooth setting of RCD(K, N) spaces, relying
on the very refined calculus that is available in that context [22]. Two essential ingredients were
the Laplacian comparison for squared distance functions in RCD(K, N) spaces [21, Theorem 5.14]
and the Gauss—Green integration-by-parts formula obtained in [17, Theorem 2.4]. The proof of
Theorem 1.2 we will present follows along the same lines as in [9, Theorem 1.1], but — due to various



technical simplifications in the arguments — the former is significantly shorter than the latter and
valid in much greater generality. In particular, no refined differential calculus is required.

Finally, by combining Theorem 1.2 with results from [19, 12], we obtain the following.

Theorem 1.3. Let (X,d, m) be an essentially non-branching MCP(K, N) space, for some K € R
and N € (1,00). Let E C X be an isoperimetric set. Then for any given radius R > 0 there exists
C =C(K,N,R) >0 such that (1.2) holds for every x € X. In particular, the following hold:

i) The essential interior EW and the essential exterior E©) of E are topologically open sets.
ii) The essential boundary O°E of E coincides with the topological boundary OE™) of E).

iii) Boundary density estimates. Given any bounded set B C X, there exist two constants
F=7(E,B,K,N)>0 and c=c¢(FE,B,K,N) > 1 such that

r Per(E; B(x,r)) .
m(B(z,r)) T

S <1__7

1 _wm(ENB(z,r) 1 1 <
c m(B(z,r)) ~ c ¢~

hold for every x € 0°E N B and r € (0,7).

iv) Given any K C X compact, there exist constants A,mo > 0 such that E is a (A, ro)-perimeter
minimiser on K, meaning that Per(E; B(z,r)) < Per(F; B(x,r)) + Am(EAF) holds when-
ever F' C X is a set of finite perimeter with EAF C B(z,r) for some x € K and r € (0,r9).

v) Given any K C X compact, there exist constants L,r1 > 0 such that E is (L, r1)-quasi
minimal on K, meaning that Per(E; B(x,r)) < LPer(F; B(z,r)) holds whenever F C X is
a set of finite perimeter with EAF C B(x,r) for some x € K and r € (0,r7).

vi) Boundedness. Assuming in addition that inf,cx m(B(z,1)) > 0, the set B is bounded.

We recall that MCP(K, N) spaces are PI metric measure spaces that satisfy the so-called
measure contraction property (introduced in [34] and [41] independently), while the essential non-
branching condition was introduced by the second named author and K.-T. Sturm in [37]. The
class of essentially non-branching MCP(K, N) spaces includes smooth Finsler manifolds whose
Minkowski norms on the tangent spaces are strongly convex and whose Ricci tensor is bounded
from below [35], essentially non-branching CD(K, N) spaces [41] (thus, RCD(K, N) spaces), and
several sub-Riemannian spaces, such as the Heisenberg groups [24], ideal Carnot groups [38],
corank-1 Carnot groups [39], generalised H-type Carnot groups [14], the Grushin plane and the
Grushin half-plane [40], Sasakian foliations [15], two-step analytic sub-Riemannian structures and
Lipschitz Carnot groups [13]. We will prove Theorem 1.3 in Section 4, by combining Laplacian
comparison results for distance functions on MCP(K, N) spaces [19] with Theorem 1.2 and [12].
Theorem 1.3 vi) can be applied for example to [33, Theorem 5.3], showing that the boundedness
assumption made on F therein can be removed.

We conclude the introduction by pointing out that the isoperimetric problem on MCP(K, N)
spaces has been studied in [18], where a sharp isoperimetric inequality on essentially non-branching
MCP(0, N) spaces with Euclidean volume growth was proved. The topological regularity of isoperi-
metric sets was proved on Carnot groups [29] and on a class of sub-Riemannian manifolds [20].
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2 Preliminaries

2.1 Metric spaces and Lipschitz functions

Let (X,d) be a metric space. Given any z € X and r > 0, we define the open ball, the closed ball
and the sphere of center x and radius r as

B(z,r) = {y € X |d(z,y) <r},
B(x,r) = {y eX ’ d(z,y) < r},
S(z,r) = {y eX | d(z,y) = r},

respectively. Note that B(z,7) contains the topological closure of B(z,), while S(x,r) contains
the topological boundary of B(x,r).

We denote by LIP;,.(X) the set of all real-valued locally Lipschitz functions on X, i.e. of those
functions f: X — R such that for any = € X there exists 7, > 0 for which f|g(,,.,) is Lipschitz.
We then denote by LIP(X) the set of all those functions f € LIP;,.(X) that are globally Lipschitz,
while LIP;s(X) stands for the set of all f € LIP(X) whose support spt(f) = cl({f # 0}) is
bounded. Given any f € LIP;,.(X), we define its slope function lip(f): X — [0, +00) as

lip(f)(z) = lim sup L&) = /W)

for every accumulation point x € X
y—x d(z,y)

and lip(f)(z) := 0 for every isolated point x € X. It can be readily checked that lip(f) is Borel.

Fix any f,g € LIP;,.(X), A € R and ¢ € LIP(R). One can easily verify that the functions Af,
f+g, fg and ¢ o f belong to LIP;,.(X), and that

lip(Af) = |>\|11p( ); (2.1a)
lip(f +g) <lip(f) +1lip(9), (2.1b)
lip(fg) < [f[lip(g) + lgllip(f), (2.1¢)
lip(¢ o f) < (lip(¢) o f)lip(f). (2.1d)
If in addition we assume that ¢ € C*(R), then we also have that
lip(¢ o f) = (|¢'| o Flip(f). (2.2)

Indeed, the inequality lip(¢ o f) < (|¢'| o f)lip(f) follows from (2.1d), as |¢'| = lip(¢). If x € X is

such that |¢'|(f(x)) = 0, then lip(¢ o f)(x) = (|¢[ o f)(@)lip(f)(z) = 0. If [¢'|(f (x)) # O, then we
can find € > 0 and ¢ € C'(R) such that (¢ o ¢)(t) =t for every t € (f(x) — ¢, f(z) + €), so that

lip(£)(z) = lip(tr o (6o F))(x) < Tip(e) (0 F)(@)lip(é o f)(x) = %-

All in all, the identity in (2.2) is proved.

We now give the definition of an object that has a key role in our notion of Laplacian bound.



Definition 2.1. Let (X,d) be a metric space. Let f,g € LIPo.(X) be given. Then we define

D f(Vg)(x) = inf lip(g + Ef)Q(;g —lip(g)*(x)
i £ 2 ) — i 2 T
D f(Vg)(x) = igglp(ﬁ f) (22 lip(g)?(x)

for every x € X,

for every x € X.

The above definition is taken from [32, Definition 2.1], which was in turn inspired by [21,
Definition 3.1], where Sobolev functions and minimal weak upper gradients were used in place of
Lipschitz functions and slope functions. In particular, the above Definition 2.1 agrees with [19,
Definition 2.4]. In the next result, we collect several basic properties of the functions D* f(Vg).

Lemma 2.2. Let (X,d) be a metric space. Let f, f, g € LIP;,(X) and 0 < A € R be given. Then:
i) Given any x € X, the function R > e — lip(g + & f)(x) is convez.

ii) It holds that

_lip(92_ f)2 < D_f(Vg) < D+f(vg) < lip(g; f)2

In particular, the functions D* f(Vg): X — R are locally bounded.

ili) Given any x € X, it holds that

o lip(g +ef)*(2) = lip(g)*(x)
D*f(Vg)(z) = lim 5

_ _ . lip(g +ef)*(2) —lip(g)*(=)
D f(Vg)(x)—Eh;% 5% :

)

In particular, the functions DT f(Vg): X — R are Borel.
iv) DF(Af)(Vg) = ADT f(Vg) and D (=Af)(Vg) = —AD~ f(Vg).

v) DEf(Vf) =lip(f)?, DT1x(Vg) = 0 and DT (f + 1x)(Vg) = D* f(Vyg).

vi) [DEf(Vg)| < lip(f)lip(g).

)

vii) D f(Vg) = Dt f(Vg) in the interior of {f = f}.

Proof.

i). It follows from (2.1a) and (2.1b).

ii), iii). They are direct consequences of i).

iv), v). They easily follow from the definition.

vi). Fix any ¢ € R with ¢ > 0. Applying (2.1a) and (2.1b), we can estimate

1 ef)2—1i 2 i eli 21 2 €

lip(g + f2)€ lip(g)” _ (lin(g) + 1P2(g)) (9" _ i Ftip(e) + Slip(/)”

lip(g — ef)* —lin(9)* _ (lip(g) + e lip(£))* —lip(g)*
—2¢ - —2¢

= —lip(f)lip(g) — glip(f)?

By letting € \, 0 in the above, we obtain Dt f(Vg) < lip(f)lip(g) and D~ f(Vg) > —lip(f)lip(g),
respectively. Taking also ii) into account, we conclude that |D* f(Vg)| < lip(f)lip(g).
vii). Just note that lip(g + ¢f) = lip(g + &f) in the interior of {f = f}. O



In the proof of Theorem 1.2, we will also need the calculus rules for D¥ f(Vg) that we are going
to state and prove below. We point out that lookalike formulas were obtained in [21, Propositions
3.15 and 3.17]. However, in [21] the functions DT f(Vyg) are defined in a different way with respect
to our paper. It also seems that the proof strategies for [21, Propositions 3.15 and 3.17] cannot be
adapted to our setting, thus we will provide new arguments in proving Propositions 2.3 and 2.4.

Proposition 2.3. Let (X,d) be a metric space. Let f,g € LIP;,.(X) with g > 0 be given. Then
DT f(Vg®) = 29DF f(Vg).
Proof. Fix any x € X. First of all, assume that g(z) > 0. Note that for any £ > 0 it holds that

(f = @)y =g(@) (= f(@))?

(= F@N oty ot
o+ 5 -~ een /(@) i T
=lQc =be o
Given that
lip(a.) (@) = s tip(f = (@) - 9())) (=)
v (@) = F@ltipl)@) + 9(o) - o) ip(7) ) =0,
(2.1a) 2 (2.1¢) 2

lip(be,s)(x) "= rglin((f = f@)) (@) < |f(z) = f(@)lip(f)(z) =0,

29(x)?

we deduce that lip(ae ,)(z) = lip(be ) (x) = 0, thus accordingly

lip(<g + WY) (z) = lip(¢> + f)(x) for every e > 0.

Therefore, we can compute

o [ip(g? + £f)*(z) —lip(g*)°(x)

D f(Vg)(z) = i

eN\0 2e
. () 2\ 2 .
~ lip((g + E(J;qi{;)”) ) (z) —lip(g?)*(x)
= lim :
eN\0 2e
. " f(x 2 .
(22) 4g(x)?lip(g + E“‘T(fw()”) (z) — 4g(x)?lip(g)* ()
a0 %2
_lip(g+ 5555) (2) — lin(9)*(x)
= 2g(x) lim e = 29(2) D" [(Vg)(a),
eN0 29(2)

which gives the statement in the case where g(x) > 0. Finally, assume that g(z) = 0. Then

llip(g? + =) () — e lip(f)(z)] "2 |lip(g? + =) () — lip(e £) ()]
C 2 tin(e2) (@) 2 2g(@)tin(g) (@) = o,



whence it follows that lip(¢?)(z) = 0 and lip(¢? + ¢ f)(z) = elip(f)(x), thus accordingly

DJrf(ng)(x) _ i{% hp(g +E.f) (;72 —lip(g ) (I) _ i%w B

All in all, the statement is proved. O

Proposition 2.4. Let (X,d) be a metric space. Fiz any f,g,h € LIP;,.(X) with f,h > 0. Then
D*(fh)(Vg) < fD*h(Vg) +hD*f(Vg).
Proof. Fix xz € X. First of all, assume that s(x) := f(z) + h(xz) > 0. For any ¢ > 0, it holds that

gtef(@h+eh(x)f=(g+efh) —e(f - f(x))(h = h(x)) +ef(z)h(z).

=lGc oz

As lip(a: ¢)(z) = 0 by (2.1a) and (2.1c), we get lip(g + ef(x)h + eh(z) f)(x) = lip(g + efh)(z).
Moreover, we have that

lip(g + ()} + ch(z)f)(x) = np< 9+ as<x>f>> ()

(). h(z)

S lip(g + es(z)h)(z) + 5(2) lip(g +es(z) f)(x)

~

by (2.1a) and (2.1b). Since the function R > ¢ ~— ¢? is convex, we deduce that

h(z)
s(z)
h(z)
s(x)

lip(g + ef(2)h +eh(z) f)*(z) < (z((j))

f(x)
= 5@

2
lip(g + es(x)h)(x) + ——lip(g +es(x) f )(iv)>

lip(g + es(z)h)*(z) + lip(g + es(x) f)*(z).

Therefore, we can compute

g 000 + @) + eh(a))* (@) ~ lip(9)* ()
D* (/h)(Vg)(z) = lim >

. lip(g + es(x)h)* () —lip(g)*(x) . lip(g + es(z) f)*(x) = lip(g)*(x)
< /() 511\1}(1) 2es(x) + h(z) 51{% 2es(x)

= f(x) DT h(Vg)(z) + h(z) DT f(Vg)(2).
Finally, assume that s(z) = 0, so that f(z) = h(z) = 0. Then
lin(g + =)@~ lip@)@)] < lip(fm)(@) 2 elip(h)(@)
(2.1c)

< elf(@)lip(h)(z) + elh(z)[lip(f)(2) = 0,

whence it follows that DY (fh)(Vg)(z) =0 = f(z) DTh(Vg)(z) + h(z) DT f(Vg)(x). O

2.2 Metric measure spaces and upper Laplacian bounds

In this paper, by a metric measure space (X,d, m) we mean a complete and separable metric
space (X, d) equipped with a Borel measure m > 0 that is finite on all bounded Borel sets. Given



finite non-negative Borel measures (g, )nen and p on X, we say that u, weakly converges to p,
and we write p, — u, provided it holds that

/ fdp = lim / fdu,  for every bounded continuous function f: X — R.
n—roo

Let us now introduce our notion of upper Laplacian bound.

Definition 2.5 (Upper Laplacian bound). Let (X,d,m) be a metric measure space. Let Q C X
be an open set and p > 0 a Borel measure on X. Let g € LIP(Q) be given. Then we write

Ag<pu onf

provided it holds that
—/ D f(Vg)dm < / fdu  for every f € LIPps(Q2) with f > 0. (2.3)
Q Q
The support of D f(Vg) is contained in spt(f), so that [DF f(Vg)| < Ly,(s) (Lip(g)*+Lip(f)?)

holds on Q by Lemma 2.2 ii), and thus the integral in the left-hand side of (2.3) is well defined.

Remark 2.6 (Consistency with [19]). Assume (X, d) is proper. Let g € LIP(X) be in the domain
D(A, Q) of the Laplacian of © and let T be a Radon functional over € belonging to AgLg (in the
sense of [19, Definition 2.12]). Assume also that a Borel measure y > 0 on X satisfies T'(h) < [ hdu
for all h € LIPs(X)™. It is then clear that Ag < p on Q (in the sense of Definition 2.5). |

2.3 Sets of finite perimeter
The ensuing discussion on BV functions and sets of finite perimeter is taken from [31] (and [5]).

Definition 2.7 (Function of bounded variation). Let (X,d, m) be a metric measure space. Given
any function f € L}, (m) and any open set Q C X, we define the total variation of f on Q as

IDf[(2) := inf { liminf [ lip(f,)dm ’ (fr)n C LIP1oco(R), fr — f in L}OC(m|Q)}.
Then we say that f is a function of bounded variation provided |D f|(X) < +oo.

When f € L}, .(m) is a function of bounded variation, the set function  — |D f|(£2) introduced
in Definition 2.7 can be uniquely extended to a finite Borel measure, which we still denote by |D f|.
It can be readily checked that every f € LIP,,(X) is a function of bounded variation with

IDf| < lip(f)m. (2.4)

Furthermore, it follows from the equivalence results in [5] that for any function f € L*(m) of
bounded variation it holds that

D716) = nt {Hmint [ i(f)am | (o € LIPW0), £ = m L)} 25)
Definition 2.8 (Set of finite perimeter). Let (X,d, m) be a metric measure space. Let E C X be

Borel. Then we say that E is a set of finite perimeter if 1g is a function of bounded variation.
We call Per(E;-) == |D1g| its perimeter measure and Per(E) = Per(E;X) its perimeter.



We collect below some basic properties of perimeter measures:

e Complementation. If £ C X is a set of finite perimeter, then X \ F is a set of finite
perimeter as well and it holds that Per(X \ E;-) = Per(E;-).

e Invariance under a.e. modifications. If E C X is a set of finite perimeter and F C X is
a Borel set satisfying m(EFAF) = 0, then F is a set of finite perimeter as well and it holds
that Per(F;-) = Per(E};-).

e Lower semicontinuity of perimeters. Let (E,,),cn be a sequence of sets of finite perime-
ter in X such that sup,, oy Per(E,) < +00. Let E C X be a Borel set. Assume that for any
x € X there exists r, > 0 such that m((E,AFE) N B(x,r;)) — 0 as n — co. Then E is a set
of finite perimeter and Per(E; ) < liminf,, Per(E, ;) for every open set 2 C X.

The following Fleming—Rishel coarea formula for metric measure spaces was proved in [31].

Theorem 2.9 (Coarea formula). Let (X,d,m) be a metric measure space. Let f € L}, .(m) be a
function of bounded variation and g: X — [0,400) a Borel function. Then {f < t} is a set of
finite perimeter for a.e. t € R, the a.e. defined function R 3 ¢t — [ gdPer({f < t};-) has a Borel
representative, and it holds that

[sapsi= [ :O/ gdPer({f < t};-)dt. (2.6)

Finally, let us recall the concept of isoperimetric set in a metric measure space.

Definition 2.10 (Isoperimetric set). Let (X,d, m) be a metric measure space. Let E C X be a set
of finite perimeter with 0 < m(F) < 400. Then we say that E is an isoperimetric set provided

Per(FE) = inf {Per(F) ’ F C X of finite perimeter, m(F) = m(E)}

3 Proof of Theorem 1.1

In this section, we prove that Theorem 1.1 holds through an explicit construction of an example.

We take as the metric space the 2-dimensional flat torus X := T = R?/Z?, equipped with its
geodesic distance d. To define the reference measure, we first define a sequence (z;)2; C X. We
start by fixing an arbitrary ;1 € X. Then we define the rest of the sequence of points x; iteratively
as follows. Suppose (:vi)le have been selected. Now, let xi1 be one of the points maximising
the distance to |JF_, B(z;,27772) in X. Let us abbreviate r; := 27"~2, B; == B(x;,r;) and define
U :=J;2, B;. We define the reference measure m in X to be pH? with p = ¢ := 27772 on U
and p =1 on X\ U. Finally, we denote V := X\ U.

Theorem 3.1. The metric measure space (X,d,m) as above is an infinitesimally Hilbertian,
Abhlfors 2-regular PI space with (X,d) compact and geodesic. Moreover, V. C X is an isoperi-
metric set with the property that any m-a.e. representative V of V' has empty topological interior-

We recall that ‘infinitesimally Hilbertian’ means that the 2-Sobolev space W12(X,d,m) is a
Hilbert space [21]. The verification of Theorem 3.1 will be subdivided into several steps. Let us
begin with an observation on the construction.

Lemma 3.2. The following properties hold:
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i) The set U is dense in V.

ii) For any k > 2, we have that

k—1
dist (xk, U Bi> > 27,
i=1

Proof. Suppose the claim i) is not true. Then there exist € X and € > 0 so that B(z,e) C V.
By the construction of the sequence (z;);, this means in particular that for every k > j we have

k—1 k—1
d(zp, x;) > dist (a:k, U BZ-) > dist <:1: U Bl-> > dist(z,U) > e.

=1 =1

This contradicts the fact that (X, d) is compact. So, i) is proven.
Let us then prove ii). We argue by considering the distances d(z1,z;) fori =1,...,k— 1. The
intervals [d(z1, ;) — 74, d(z1,2;) + ;] with ¢ from 1 to k — 1 cover at most length

k—1 k—1 1
ZQ’H = 2271.71 < 5
i=1 i=1

of the interval [0,1]. Thus, the set

k—1

[0, 1]\ U [d(z1,25) — 75, d(@1, 2:) + 74
i=1

contains at least one interval (a,b) of length 5~ > 27 = 4r). Thus, any given point y € X with

d(z1,y) = “E satisfies

k—1
dist <y U BZ-) > 21y
1=1

Consequently, the chosen point xj, also satisfies the desired inequality. O

Let us now start working towards showing that V' is an isoperimetric set. For this, we define a
function ¢: [0,m(U)] — R in the following way. Given any ¢ € (0,m(U)), let k;, € N be the index
for which Y% enr?2 < ¢ < SF T e, Now, set

ke
p(t) = Z 2¢mr; + 2em

i=1

We extend ¢ continuously to the endpoints 0 and m(U), that is ¢(0) := 0 and
m(U)) == 2cmr; = 2em272 = == = Per(U).
plm(u)) =3 2emr = 3 T Per(t)
Lemma 3.3. For every t € (0,m(U)), we have that

pm(U)) < ¢(t) Vm(U) —t.

1
Jr4\/%

11



Proof. Let k; € N be as in the definition of ¢(t). By the definition of ¢, we have

oo
= E 27 = e Rl = 8cmry, +2.
i=ky+1

Since m(U) — t > enry, 5, we have

Pm(U)) = 2(0) < Breri,va < 8y/Fey/m(0) —1 = 7= /(D) .

where the last equality comes from the choice of c. O

Let us now take a set £ C X of finite perimeter to be a competitor for minimising the perimeter
under the constraint m(E) = m(U). Our aim is to now prove that Per(U) < Per(E).

Lemma 3.4. It holds that Per(ENU) > o(m(ENU)).

Proof. T m(ENU) =m(U), then ENU = U up to m-null sets and thus Per(ENU) = p(m(ENU)).
Next, assume that m(E N U) < m(U). We define the open balls E; for i > 1 as

E; =B (:vi, 7m(E i Bl)) .

e
Note that the set E = (J3°, E; satisfies m(E) = m(E N U) and Per(E) < Per(E N U) thanks
to the Euclidean isoperimetric inequality. Since m(E) < m(U), we have that E; # B; for some
i > 1. Denote by k > 1 the smallest such index i. Since Y.°°, m(E;) < 400, we can find m > k
such that >°5° m(E;) < m(By) — m(Ey). Then there exists a (unique) radius # > 0 such that
Ejy C B(xy,7) C By, and m(B(zg, 7)) = m(Ey) + 3.0, m(E;), and the Euclidean isoperimetric
inequality ensures that Per(B(xy, 7)) < Per(Ey) + 3200 Per(E;). Therefore, letting F; := F; for
every i € {1,...,m} \ {k} and F}, := B(x},7), we have that m(Fy U--- U E,) = m(ENU) and
Per(FyU---UF,,) < Per(ENU). For some bijective function o: {1,...,m} — {1,...,m}, it holds

that m(F, 1)) > m(F,2)) > --- > m(Fy(y,)). Since m(By) > m(Bs) > --- > m(B,,), it can be

readily checked that m(Fy;)) < m(B;) for every i = 1,...,m, so that accordingly
F, = B(wi,rad(ﬁg(i))) CB; foreveryi=1,...,m,

where rad(ﬁ'g(i)) > 0 denotes the radius of the ball ﬁ'g(i). Note that m(FyU---UF,,) =m(ENU)
and Per(Fy U---UF,,) < Per(ENU). Letting Pere,. be the Euclidean perimeter in R?, we have

Pereue(B(z, R 4+ t)) 4+ Pereuc(B(y,r — 8)) < Perene(B(z, R)) + Pereue(B(y, r))

whenever x,y € R?, 0 <t < s <7 < R and H?(B(x, R+t)\ B(z,R)) = H*(B(y,7) \ B(y,r — 5)).
By repeatedly making use of this fact, we deduce that for some j € {1,...,m} and 5§ < r; one has

m(B1U---UB;_1UB(x,5) =m(FLU---UF,)=m(ENU),
Per(B; U---UBj_1 UB(zy,5)) < Per(F; U---UFy,) < Per(ENU).

In particular, o(m(ENU)) = Per(ByU---U B;_1 UB(xy,5)) < Per(ENU), as desired. O
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Let us introduce another abbreviation, U, := Ufil B,.

Lemma 3.5. Suppose that Per(E) < Per(U). Then we have
1 1
. > — N = — N .
Per(E\U; X\ U,) > 47TPereuc(E \U;U.) 47TCPer(E \U;U.)

Proof. Up to an m-a.e. modification of the set E, we can assume that diam(E) < 1Per(E). By the
decomposition theorem for sets of finite perimeter into indecomposable sets [4] (see also [16, 28]),
it suffices to prove that

1
Per(F; X\ U.) > 4—Per(F; U.) for every indecomposable component F of E\ U.
e

To this aim, fix an indecomposable component F'. By assumption, Per(£) < Per(U) = <. Thus,

< Per(E) < T o 1
- 2 4 4

diam(F) < diam(E \ U) < diam(FE) (3.1)

Without loss of generality, we may assume that Perey.(F;U.) > 0. Let k¥ € N be the smallest
integer so that Per(F;By) > 0. By (3.1), we have F C B(zy,3). We consider two cases and
suppose first that Per(F;B;) = 0 for all i > k. Let p: B(zk, 1) \ Br — 0B be the radial
projection towards the center xj of By. Since p is 1-Lipschitz, we have

Per (F;U,) = Per(F; By) = ¢H (0°F N OBy,)
< cH' (p(0°F N (B(ax, 1/2) \ 9By)))
< cH'(0°F N (B(wk,1/2) \ 0Bk)) = cPer (F; X\ U.).

Suppose then that Per(F; B;) > 0 for some i > k. We let m € N be the second smallest integer so
that Per(F; B,,) > 0. We divide this second case into two subcases. If Per(F; By,) < 4mcr,,, then

Per(F;U,.) = Per(F; By) + Z Per(F; B;) < 4dmery, + Z 2mer; = 8mery,. (3.2)

i=m i=m

By Lemma 3.2 ii), we have
Per (F; X\ Ue) > 2rp,. (3.3)

The combination of (3.2) and (3.3) then gives the desired bound

8mery, 1
—Per(F; U,).
4me = 4me er(F; Ue)

Per (F; X\ Ue) > 21y, =

Finally, assume the last subcase Per(F; By) > 4mcr,,. Then

Per(F;U.) = Per(F; By) + Z Per(F; B;) < Per(F; By) + Z 2mer;

= Per(F; By,) + 4mery, < 2Per(F; By).

(3.4)

By considering again the radial projection p: B(xy, %) \ Br — OBy, towards xy, we first note that

oo . oo oo 1 .
1 _ )
H <p <U B(xg,1/2) ﬂBi>> < Z 2r; < Zwri =27r,, < %Per(F,Bk).

i=m i=m i=m
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Thus, by using this and (3.4), we get
Per (F; X\ Ue) = H'(0°F N (X\U.)) = H' (p(0°F N (X\ Ue)))

>HY(O°F NOBy) — H* <p (G B(x1,1/2) mE))

i=m

Y

1 = 1 —= 1 -
EPer(F;Bk) - %Per(F;Bk) = %Per(F;Bk)

Y

1 1
—Per(F;U,) > —Per(F: U,).
" er(F,U.) > T er(F;Ue)

The proof is complete. o

Lemma 3.6. We have Per(E\ U; X\ U,) > 42#{71 Vm(E\U).

Proof. By Lemma 3.5 and the Euclidean isoperimetric inequality, we have

2V/TV/M(E\U) < Pereuc(E \ U) = Pereuc(E \ U; Uy) + Pereue(E\ U; X\ U,
< (47 + 1)Per(E\ U; X\ U.),

whence the claim follows. O
We are now ready to complete the proof of Theorem 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Since (X, d, m) differs from the standard flat torus by only the weight p that
is bounded away from zero and bounded from above, (X, d, m) is complete, geodesic, it satisfies a
(1,1)-Poincaré inequality and it is Ahlfors 2-regular. The space (X,d, m) is also easily seen to be
infinitesimally Hilbertian; this follows for instance from [30]. As a consequence of Lemma 3.2 1), we
have that V has no representative with a topological interior point. Finally, for any isoperimetric
competitor F for U, we can estimate

Per(E) =Per(ENU) +Per(E\U) — 2Per(E\ U; U,.)
> Per(ENU) + Per(E\U; X\ U.) — Per(E\ U; U,.)
> om(ENU))+ (1 —4ne) Per(E\U; X\ U,)
1—A4mc
dr+1

> pm(ENU)) +2vm m(E\U)

> G(m(END)) + 7 =V/a(E\D)
> plm(U)) = Per(U),

where the third inequality follows from Lemmata 3.4 and 3.5, the fourth from Lemma 3.6, the
final one from Lemma 3.3. This shows that U is an isoperimetric set. As Per(F') = Per(X\ F) for
any F C X of finite perimeter, and m(V') < 400, we conclude that V is an isoperimetric set. O

4 Proof of Theorems 1.2 and 1.3

Given a metric space (X, d) and z € X, we recall that by d, we denote the 1-Lipschitz function

d.(y) =d(z,y) for every y € X.

14



Before passing to the verification of Theorem 1.2, we need to prove a couple of auxiliary results.
Lemma 4.1. Let (X,d, m) be a metric measure space. Then the following properties hold:

i) Given any x € X, we have that m(S(z,r)) = 0 for all but countably many r > 0.

ii) Given any E C X of finite perimeter, Per(E; S(z,r)) = 0 for all but countably many r > 0.

iii) Given any f € L*(m)™ N L>(m) of bounded variation, there exists (fn)n C LIPys(X) such
that 0 < fr, < |[flloc(m) for everyn € N, f, — f in L'(m) and [lip(f,)dm — D f|(X).

iv) If f € L}, .(m) is a function of bounded variation, and a sequence (fn)n C LIP;0.(X) satisfies
fn— fin Lj, (m) and [lip(f,)dm — |Df|(X), then we have that lip(f,)m — |Df].

loc

v) Let fr,: X = R, forn €N, and f: X — R be given Borel functions such that [ |fn—f]dm — 0
asn — oo. Fiz any x € X. Then there exists a subsequence (ng)y such that

klim /|fnk — f|dPer(B(x,r);-) =0  for a.e. r > 0.
—00

Proof.

i), ii). They follow from a well-known fact in measure theory: if (Y, X, ) is a o-finite measure
space and {E;};c; C X are pairwise disjoint sets, then pu(F;) = 0 for all but countably many i € I.
iii). By (2.5), there is (fn)n C LIPys(X) such that f, — f in L'(m) and [lip(f,) dm — [Df|(X).
Define f, == (fu A [ fllLoe(m)) V 0 € LIPys(X) for every n € N. Since f, — f in L'(m) as n — oo
and lip(f,,) < lip(f,) for every n € N, we can conclude that [lip(f,)dm — [Df|(X).

iv). For any Q C X open, we have [Df|(Q) < liminf, [, lip(f,)dm = liminf, (lip(f,)m)(2). We
also assumed (lip(f,)m)(X) — |Df|(X), thus the Portmanteau theorem yields lip(f,)m — |Df|.
v). Fix any R € N. Take a compactly-supported 1-Lipschitz function ¢: R — [0,1] with ¢ = 1
on [0, R]. Then ¢ od, € LIP4(X) and ¢ od, = d, on B(z, R), thus the coarea formula (2.6) gives

R R
/ /|fn — f|dPer(B(x,r);-)dr = / /]]-B(I,R)|fn — fldPer({¢pod, < r};-)dr
0 0

(2.4) '
< [ 1= F1AD@ed| < [ 1, fllip(wod,) dm
§/|fn—f|dm—>0 as n — 0o.
Therefore, we can extract a subsequence (ny); such that limy, [ |f,, — f|dPer(B(z,7);-) = 0 for
a.e. r € (0, R). Since R € N is arbitrary, the claim follows by a diagonalisation argument. O

Proposition 4.2. Let (X,d,m) be a metric measure space with (X,d) proper. Fiz any x € X.
Given any k € N and r > 0, we define the auziliary k-Lipschitz function ¢},: R — [0,1] as

1 for every t € (—oo, 7],
opt) =< 1—k(t—r1) for every t € (r,r + k=1,
0 for every t € [r + k=1, +00).

Moreover, let us define g, == ¢}, od, € LIPys(X). Then for a.e. v > 0 it holds that g;; — 1p(zr)
in L*(m) as k — oo and that the set {lip(g})m}ren is weakly relatively compact.
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Proof. Define m: (0,+00) — R as m(r) := m(B(z,r)) for every r > 0. For a.e. r > 0 we have that

[ 198~ Lo dm = w(S(w.r) +  gpdm
B(z,r+k—1)\B(z,r)
<m(B(z,r+k )\ B(z,r)) > m(S(z,r)) =0 ask— oo

by Lemma 4.1 i). Moreover, as m is non-decreasing (and thus a.e. differentiable), we have that

(2.1d)
lim sup/lip(gZ) dm < lim sup/(lip(qﬁ};) ody)lip(d;) dm < klim /lip(qﬁ};) od,dm
—00

k— o0 k— o0

= klim km(B(z,r +k™ ")\ B(z,r)) =m'(r) < +oo forae.r >0,
—00
whence it follows that supyey [|lip(g5)]1(m) < +00. Since lip(g})m is concentrated on B(z,r + 1)
for all k € N, Prokhorov’s theorem implies that {lip(g},)m}ren is weakly relatively compact. O
We are now in a position to prove Theorem 1.2.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Using Lemma 4.1 iii), we can find a sequence (f), C LIP,s(X) with
0 < f, <1 such that f, = 1g in L'(m) and [lip(f,)dm — Per(E), whence it follows that
lip(f,)m — Per(F;-) by Lemma 4.1 iv). Taking Lemma 4.1 i), ii), v) and Proposition 4.2 into
account, we can find a negligible set N C (0, R) and a (non-relabelled) subsequence of (fy,), such
that the following conditions are satisfied for every r € (0, R) \ N:

a) m(S(x,r)) =m(S(z,r + k1)) =0 for every k € N.

b) Per(E;S(x,r)) =0, thus in particular lim, fB hp(fn) dm = Per(E; B(z,r)).
¢) fn— 1g in LY(Per(B(x,r);-)) as n — oo.

d) gi = 1p(z,r) in L'(m) as k — oo, where g, is defined as in Proposition 4.2.

e) {lip(gy)m}ren is weakly relatively compact.

Now, fix 7 € (0, R) \ N. Given any n,k € N with k¥ > z=—, Propositions 2.3 and 2.4 ensure that

/ D*(fog}) (Vd2) dm = 2 / d, D* (fg}) (V) dm
B(z,R) B(z,R)
<9 / dy fu D gL(Vd,) dm + 2 / do gi D £(Vd, ) dm
(z,R) B

(=, R)

As lip(gy) = k on B(z,7 + k1) \ B(z,r), by using a) and Lemma 2.2 iv), v), vii) we obtain that

/ dy fu D* gl (Vd,) dm — / dy fu D (—kdy + (1 + kr))(Vd,) dm
B(z,R) z,r+k=)\B(z,r)

_ _k/ dy oD~ dy(Vd,) dm
B(z,r+k=1)\B(z,r)

B(z,r+k=1)\B(z,r)

d; fulip(g}) dm < —r / falip(g]) dm

/B(z,rJrkl)\B(z,r)

16



Moreover, by applying Lemma 2.2 vi) we can estimate

/ dy g D £ (Vd,) dm < (r + 1) / ID* £,(Vd,)| dm
B(z,R) k) JB@rar1)

< (r—i— l)/ lip(fy) dm.
k B(z,r+k~1)

Since we assumed that Ad? < Cm on B(x, R), the above estimates yield
1
2T/fnlip(g£)dm_2(r+ _> / hp(fn) dm < _/ D+(fng£)(Vd920) dm
k B(z,r+k~1) B(z,R)

<C / fngr dm.
B(z,R)

Since {lip(g})m}ren is weakly relatively compact by e), we can extract a subsequence (k;); (de-

(4.1)

pending on r) and a finite Borel measure v, > 0 on X such that lip(gy )m — v, as j — oo. By
virtue of the fact that g — 1p(s,) in L'(m) as j — oo by d), we deduce that Per(B(z,7);-) < v;..
Writing (4.1) for k = k; and letting j — oo, we get that

2r/fn dPer(B(z,r);) _QT/

B(z,r)

lip(fy,)dm < ZT/fndVT —27“/3( )lip(fn) dm
o (4.2)

<C frndm.
B(z,r)

Thanks to ¢) and b), by letting n — oo in (4.2) we conclude that
2rPer(B(x,r); E) — 2rPer(E; B(x,r)) < Cm(E N B(x,r)),

thus obtaining (1.1).

Next, let us assume in addition that (X, d, m) is a PI space. We deduce from Lemma 4.1 ii)
that Per(EW;0°(X\ B(z,7))) < Per(EW; S(z,7)) = 0 for a.e. 7 € (0, R), thus it follows from the
fact that (X \ B(z, 7)) € X\ B(z,r) and from [12, Proposition 2.6] that

Per(E \ B(z,r)) < Per(E; X\ B(z,r)) 4+ Per(B(xz,r); EY)  for a.e. r € (0, R).
Consequently, by applying (1.1) (with E replaced by E(})) we obtain that

Per(E \ B(z,r)) < Per(E; X\ B(zx,r)) + Cm(E(l) QTB(x’T))

m(E N B(z,r))
2r

+ Per(E) for a.e. 7 € (0, R).

+ Per(EW; B(z, 7))

< Per(E; X\ B(z,7)) + C

m(E N B(z,r))
2r

+ Per(E; B(z,r)) (4.3)
=C
Finally, fix an arbitrary radius » € (0, R). Applying (4.3), we can find an increasing sequence of

radii (7, )nen C (0, R) such that r,, /7 and Per(E\B(z,7,)) < C(2r,) *m(ENB(z,ry,))+Per(E)
for every n € N. Given that m(EN (B(z,7)\ B(z,r,))) = [m(ENB(xz,r)) —m(ENB(z, 7)) = 0
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as n — 0o, the lower semicontinuity property of perimeters ensures that

m(EN B(xz,r,))

Per(E \ B(x,r)) < lirginf Per(E \ B(x,r,)) < ILm C 5 + Per(E)
n—o00 n—o00 Tn
::Cfﬂfllfﬁfﬁjl4_pm(E%
2r
thus proving the validity of (1.2). O

Finally, let us conclude by proving Theorem 1.3.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Let (X, d, m) be a given essentially non-branching MCP(K, N) space, where
K eRand N € (1,00). Then (X,d) is a length space, the measure m is uniformly locally doubling
[41] (thus, (X,d) is proper) and (X, d, m) supports a weak local (1,1)-Poincaré inequality [42] (cf.
with [19, Remark 2.6]). Given R > 0 and z € X, we deduce from [19, Corollary 4.17] and Remark
2.6 that Ad2 < C(K, N, R)m on B(z, R), where the constant 0 < C(K, N, R) < +ooc is given by

C(K,N,R) = sup 2(1+(N—1)

r S/K/(N—I)(T))
0<0<R

sk /(N-1)(T)

the function sg/nv_1) being defined as in [19, Eq. (2-10)]. Therefore, by applying Theorem 1.2
we obtain that Per(E \ B(z,r)) < C(K,N,R)(2r)"'m(E N B(z,r)) + Per(E) whenever E C X
is a set of finite perimeter, z € X and r € (0, R). One can easily deduce that (X,d, m) has the
deformation property stated in [12, Definition 3.3]. The rest of the claim then follows from results
of [12]. Fix an isoperimetric set £ C X. The bullet points i) and ii) follow from [12, Theorem
1.1], while iii) is a consequence of [12, Theorem 3.9]. Also, iv) and v) are observed in [12, Remark
3.10], while vi) follows from [12, Corollary 1.3]. Therefore, the statement is achieved. O
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