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LP-SOLVABILITY OF BOUNDARY VALUE PROBLEMS FOR THE
LAPLACIAN IN LOCALLY FLAT UNBOUNDED DOMAINS

IGNASI GUILLEN-MOLA

ABSTRACT. We establish the solvability of the LP-Dirichlet and L”' ‘Neumann problems for the
Laplacian for p € (25 — ¢, %] for some € > 0 in 2-sided chord-arc domains with unbounded

boundary that is sufficiently flat at large scales and outward unit normal vector whose oscillation
fails to be small only at finitely many dyadic boundary balls.
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1. INTRODUCTION AND MAIN RESULTS
Let Q@ C R n > 2 be an ADR domain (see Section 2.2), and denote its surface measure by
0O =0Q = ’H”’ag

For 1 < p < oo, we say that the Dirichlet problem is solvable in L” (denoted as (D)) is solvable)
in € if there is Cp, > 1 such that for any given f € LP(o), there exists u : 2 — R satisfying

Ay =0 in ,
(1.1) Nu € LP(o),

ulp, = f, o-a.e.,
and
(1.2) INullr o) < Co, I fll e (o0)-

Here N is the nontangential operator (see (2.2)) and ul%;, is the nontangential limit (see (2.4)).
We say that the Neumann problem is solvable in LP (denoted as (IN,) is solvable) in €2 if there is
Cn, > 1 such that for any given f € LP(0), there exists u :  — R satisfying

Au=01in €,
(1.3) N(Vu) € LP(0),
Ovou = f, o-ae.,
and
(1.4) IN(V)llze o) < CN I fllo(o)-

Here 0,,, is the interior nontangential derivative (see (2.5)).

We note that the definition of solvability for the Dirichlet and Neumann problems may vary
slightly across the literature. We will not distinguish between these variations in the subsequent
articles mentioned in the introduction. Furthermore, while several of the results below were origi-
nally established for more general divergence-form operators in their respective papers, we restrict
our historical overview to the harmonic case.

In ADR domains, it is well-known that (D)) is solvable for some 1 < p < oo if and only if
the harmonic measure w is locally in weak-A. (o). Specifically, there exist constants C,s > 0
such that for every ball B = B(z,r) with 2 € 9Q and r < diam(9€)/4, there holds wP(E) <
C(o(E)/o(B))*wP(2B) for any p € Q \ 4B and any Borel set E C B. We refer the reader to
[HL18, Hof19]. For ADR domains satisfying the corkscrew condition (see Definition 2.2), (D))
is solvable if and only if the harmonic measure satisfies a weak reverse Holder inequality with
exponent p’ == p/(p — 1) (the Holder conjugate of p), see [MPT23, Proposition 2.20] for instance.
Consequently, if (D)) is solvable for some 1 < p < oo, then Gehring’s lemma guarantees the
existence of ¢ > 0 such that (D) is solvable for all p — e < g < 0.

The solvability of the Dirichlet and Neumann problems is a long-standing and active area of
research. In 1963, Lavrent’ev [Lav63] showed that in bounded planar simply connected chord-
arc domains (see Definition 2.7), the harmonic measure is locally in weak-Ay (o), implying the
solvability of (D)) for some 1 < p < co. However, Jerison [Jer83| later proved in 1983 that for
every 1 < p < oo, there exists a planar chord-arc domain where (D)) fails to be solvable. A
significant breakthrough came in 1977 with Dahlberg [Dah77], who proved that in any bounded
Lipschitz domain 2, its harmonic measure satisfies a reverse Holder inequality with exponent 2.
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Consequently, there exists eq > such that (D)) is solvable for all 2 —eq < p < oco. This result is
sharp: for every € > 0 there is a Lipschitz domain Q. where (Dy_.) is not solvable, see [Ken86,
pp. 153-54]. In 1978, Fabes, Jodeit and Riviére [FJR78| employed double and single layer potentials
(see Sections 3 and 7.1) to establish the solvability of both (D,) and (NNp) for all 1 < p < oo in
bounded C! domains. Notably, Dahlberg [Dah79] had already proven the solvability of (D) for all
1 < p < 00 in bounded C' domains without using layer potentials, though this was published later
in 1979.1 Subsequent work by Jerison and Kenig [JK80, JK81a| simplified the proofs of Dahlberg’s
results through the application of the so-called Rellich identity [Rel40]. Furthermore, in [JK81b],
they resolved (N3) in bounded Lipschitz domains.

Briefly speaking, the layer potential approach relies on the invertibility of the operators %I d+ K
and —%I d+ K* in LP(0) (here K is the double layer potential and K* is its adjoint) and gives an
“explicit” solution to the Dirichlet and Neumann problems, respectively. In C1'® domains, a > 0,
it is not difficult to see that the double layer potential is compact in LP(0) and (by Fredholm
theory) that those operators are invertible, for all 1 < p < co. For a proof of this, see the lecture
notes [DK85, Ken86]. While this argument does not directly extend to C'' domains, Fabes, Jodeit
and Riviére [FJR78] succeeded to show that in bounded C'* domains, the double layer potential K
is compact in LP(0), and both $1d+ K and —4Id + K* are invertible in LP(c) for all 1 < p < cc.
For Lipschitz domains, however, the compactness of the double layer potential generally fails, as
shown by Fabes, Jodeit and Lewis in [FJL77]. Nevertheless, using the Rellich identity mentioned
above, Verchota [Ver84] established in 1984 the invertibility of $/d + K and —1Id + K* in L*(0),
thereby recovering the solvability of (D3) and (N3) for bounded Lipschitz domains, as originally
shown in [Dah77, JK81b] respectively.

In 1987, Dahlberg and Kenig [DK87] established that for every bounded Lipschitz domain £2,
there exists e > 0 such that (V) is solvable for all 1 < p < 24 ¢q, and in fact, they showed that
its solution, as well as the solution of (D,/) in Dahlberg’s result [Dah77|, can be obtained using
the method of layer potentials. As in the Dirichlet problem, this range of solvability is sharp: for
every € > 0, there exists a Lipschitz domain €. for which (Na,.) fails to be solvable, see [Ken86,
pp. 153-54].

Dahlberg’s result [Dah77| was extended to chord-arc domains (see Definition 2.7) independently
by David and Jerison [DJ90]|, and Semmes [Sem90| in 1990. They proved that for any bounded
chord-arc domain, there exists 1 < p < oo such that the harmonic measure satisfies a reverse
Holder inequality with exponent p. A complete geometric characterization came in 2020 when
Azzam, Hofmann, Martell, Mourgoglou, and Tolsa [AHM 20| identified the class of ADR domains
with interior corkscrews where (D)) is solvable for some 1 < p < co. These are precisely domains
having interior big pieces of chord-arc domains (IBPCAD), as defined in [AHM™'20, Definition
2.12].

Let us roughly introduce the regularity boundary value problem for an ADR domain €2. When
well-defined, we say that the regularity problem is solvable in LP (denoted as (R)) is solvable) in
Q if for any given f € C%1(9Q), there is a harmonic function u :  — R such that u[3}, = f holds
o-a.e. on 0Q and [|N(Vu)||rr (o) S IV fllr (o), Where the implicit constant does not depend on f.
The exact definition may vary slightly across literature; see [HS25, Definition 5.35] and [MPT23,
Definition 1.4] for technical formulations.

We observe that the regularity problem is closely connected to the Dirichlet problem: for
bounded domains with the corkscrew condition and having UR boundary (see Definition 2.1),

IFabes, Jodeit and Riviére cite a technical report of [Dah79] in [FJR7S].
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Mourgoglou, Poggi and Tolsa proved in [MPT23, Theorem 1.33] that (R,) <= (D) for all
p € (1,00), see also [MT24a, Theorems 1.2 and 1.6]. One might expect similar results for 2-
sided chord-arc domains with unbounded boundaries. However, to the best of our knowledge,
such results have not been established in the literature. It is quite likely that the arguments in
[MPT23, MT24a] could be extended to domains with unbounded boundaries, but this extension
has not yet been documented.

The question of whether (N,) or (R),) is solvable for some 1 < p < oo in chord-arc domains
was first posed by Kenig [Ken94, Problem 3.2.2] in 1994 and later reintroduced by Toro [Torl0,
Question 2.5] at the ICM 2010. While the regularity part of this question was recently resolved in
2023 by Mourgoglou, Poggi, and Tolsa in [MPT23, Corollary 1.36], the Neumann part remains an
open problem.

Although the solvability of the Neumann problem remains open for chord-arc domains, signifi-
cant progress has been made in understanding its extrapolation properties under the assumption
that (D,/) or/and (R,) is solvable for some 1 < p < co. As noted earlier, in bounded chord-arc
domains (which have UR boundary by Theorem 2.8), the equivalence (R,) <= (D) holds
for any 1 < p < oo. In 1993, Kenig and Pipher [KP93, Theorem 6.3] showed the extrapolation
(D) + (Np) = (Ng) forall 1 < g < p+e¢, for some € > 0, for bounded Lipschitz domains. In
2024, Feneuil and Li [FL24, Corollary 1.22| extended this result to bounded chord-arc domains.
In the same year, Mourgoglou and Tolsa showed in [MT24b, Theorem 1.1] that (IV,) is solvable
for a fixed p € (1,2), whenever Q is a bounded chord-arc domain such that (R,) is solvable for
some q > p, 0f) supports a weak p-Poincaré inequality, and € has very big pieces of chord-arc
superdomains for which (Vy) is solvable, Most recently in 2025, Hofmann and Sparrius proved in
[HS25, Theorem 5.54] that (N,) + (Rp) + (Dy) = (N,) for all 1 < ¢ < p in 2-sided chord-arc
domains with unbounded boundary.

Given the strong connection to the Neumann problem, we briefly address the extrapolation
properties of the regularity problem. The equivalence (R,) <= (D,s) mentioned above, combined
with the well-known extrapolation of solvability for the Dirichlet problem, immediately yields
extrapolation of solvability of the regularity problem. A more subtle endpoint case was resolved
in 2025 by Gallegos, Mourgoglou, and Tolsa, who proved solvability extrapolation for (R1) (even
for (R1—c)) in ADR domains satisfying the interior corkscrew condition, see [GMT25, Theorems
1.3 and 1.6].

Let us now return to our main discussion of the solvability of Dirichlet and Neumann prob-
lems. In 2010, Hofmann, M. Mitrea and Taylor studied the solvability of the Dirichlet and
Neumann problems (among other) in bounded d-regular SKT (Semmes-Kenig-Toro) domains.
Roughly speaking, a domain is d-regular SKT if it is Reifenberg flat (with small enough con-
stant) and its geometric measure theoretic outward unit normal vector v (see Remark 2.3) satisfies
distgymo(e) (¥, VMO(0o)) < 9. The precise definition of é-regular SKT domains can be found in
[HMT10, Definition 4.9]. In [HMT10, Section 5|, the authors proved that for any 1 < p < oo,
both (D,) and (N,) are solvable in d-regular SKT domains when ¢ is small enough. Consequently,
(D) and (N,) are solvable for all 1 < p < oo in regular SKT domains, that is, domains that are
d-regular SKT for all § > 0, see [HMT10, Definition 4.8].

The approach in [HMT10] employs layer potentials. For any 1 < p < oo and a bounded regular
SKT domain, the authors show in [HMT10, Theorem 4.36] that the double layer potential K is
compact. More precisely, for bounded d-regular SKT domains with sufficiently small § = d(p) > 0,
[HMT10, Theorem 4.36] establishes that K is close enough in LP norm to the set of compact
operators (see Definition 2.13). This property nevertheless allows the application of Fredholm
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theory to prove the invertibility of both %Id—l— K and —%Id—l— K* from the injectivity of %Id + K*
in L%(o), see [HMT10, Proposition 5.11].

Recently in 2022, Marin, Martell, D. Mitrea, I. Mitrea and M. Mitrea [MMM™22a, Chapter
6] showed the LP solvability of the Dirichlet and Neumann problems (among others) for 2-sided
chord-arc domains with unbounded boundary, under the BMO smallness condition ||v||. < § where
6 > 0 is sufficiently small depending on 1 < p < co. They proved that the LP norm of K tends
to zero as 6 — 0. This enabled them to see that both %Id + K and —%Id + K* are invertible
via Neumann series, thereby solving the Dirichlet and Neumann problems for any 1 < p < oo.
More specifically, the smallness of § > 0 depends on the dimension, the chord-arc parameters of
the domain and p. We emphasize that the results in [MMM™22a| hold for weighted LP spaces and
systems of divergence form operators with constant coefficient matrices.

Throughout this work, we will work in R™*! with n > 2, although similar results may hold in
the planar case n = 1. We focus on domains defined as follows:

Definition 1.1 (-(s,S; R) domain). A domain  C R"*! is called §-(s, S; R) domain if it is a
2-sided chord-arc domain (see Definition 2.7) with unbounded boundary and there exist § > 0,
scales S > s > 0 and a radius R > 0 such that the outward unit normal vector v (see Remark 2.3)
satisfies

z € 9N\ Bg(0) and r € (0,00), or

- < ided
fo 1) e do(z) < 8, provide {xe Ba0) 0 a2 (5.5,

(here mp(, v = m fB(x r) vdo) and for all x € 0Q and r > S, there holds

dist(y, L
/800769(_8([1}77’)) = lnf Sup M S 5’
n-plane L3z yedONB(x,r) r

where the infimum is taken over all n-planes L C R®! through z.

That is, these are domains whose failure of sufficient flatness is limited to finitely many dyadic
boundary balls. We note that the domains studied in [MMM™22a| satisfy the first condition in

Definition 1.1 for every « € 02 and every scale r € (0, 00), implying B aa(B(z, 7)) < §2n for all
z € 00 and all 7 € (0,00), see [MMM™22a, Theorem 2.2].

In this paper, we study the LP-solvability of the Dirichlet and Neumann problems in 6-(s, S; R)-
domains, and we also provide uniqueness results for (1.1) and (1.3) respectively. In the subsequent
results, D denotes the interior double layer potential (see (3.1)), K the (boundary) double layer
potential (see (3.2)), K* the adjoint of K, and Sp0q the modified interior single layer potential
(see (7.1)).

Theorem 1.2 (LP-Dirichlet problem). Let Q C R™™! be a §-(s,S; R) domain. There is ep =
ep(n, CAD) € (0, 17) such that for every py € (25 —ep, 2] there exists & = Jo(n, po, CAD) > 0

' n—1

such that if § < &y, then £Id+ K is invertible in LP°(c) and given f € LP (o), the function

(1.5) w="D ((%IdJrK)_lf),

is the solution of (Dp,). Furthermore, there exists € > 0 such that (D)) is solvable for all p €
(po — €,00), and the solution of (D,) is the unique solution of the Dirichlet problem (1.1).
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Theorem 1.3 (LP-Neumann problem). Let Q C R™! be a §-(s,S; R) domain. There is ey =
en(n, CAD) > 0 such that for every p € [f—fl,n + en) there exists &g = 0g(n,p, CAD) > 0 such
that if § < &, then —3Id + K* is invertible in LP(c), (N,) is solvable and given f € LP(c), the
function

(1.6) U = Smod ((—%Id%—K*)_l f> ,

is the unique (modulo constants) solution of (Np). Furthermore, it is the unique (modulo constants)
solution of the Neumann problem (1.3).

Theorems 1.2 and 1.3 mainly follow from the invertibility of %I d+K and —%I d+K*, respectively.
We emphasize that the existence of ep > 0 in Theorem 1.2 and £y > 0 in Theorem 1.3 guarantees
the solvability of both (Ds) and (NV2).

Let us briefly address the lack of extrapolation in Theorem 1.3. While for 2-sided chord-arc
domains with unbounded boundary there holds (N,) + (Rp) + (Dp) = (Ng) for all 1 < ¢ < p,
our results for d-(s,S; R) domains in Theorems 1.2 and 1.3 establish (D,/) and (NN,) solvability
for a fixed p € 2n/(n +1),n 4+ ¢) (9 is sufficiently enough), but not the solvability of (R,). Since
we have not yet established the solvability of (R,), we cannot consequently derive that (IVy) is
solvable for all 1 < ¢ < p.

Let us outline the proof strategy for Theorems 1.2 and 1.3. Unlike the approach in [MMM™22a]
discussed above, our setting with 6-(s, S; R)-domains presents a key difference: the double layer
potential K does not a priori have small norm, and thus we cannot directly derive the invertibility
of %Id + K and —%Id + K* via Neumann series. As in [HMT10, Theorem 4.36], in the following
result (one of the main points in this article), we show that K and its adjoint K™* are close to
the set of compact operators (see Definition 2.13). This enables us to employ Fredholm theory to
characterize their invertibility.

Theorem 1.4. Let Q € R*! be a 6-(s,S; R) domain, 1 < p < oo, and let p' = p/(p — 1) be its
Hélder conjugate exponent. For all € > 0 there exists 09 = do(g,p, CAD,n) > 0 such that if § < dp,
then there is a compact operator T : LP(o) — LP(0) such that ||K —T||ppo) = [[K* =T (o) <E

Here, T* : LV (0) — LP (0) is the adjoint of T, which is compact by Schauder’s theorem. To
prove this theorem we truncate the double layer potential K at small, intermediate (“close” and
“far” from Bg(0)) and large scales, see (3.10). The operator on the “close” intermediate scales turns
out to be compact (Lemma 3.2). The operators at small and “far” intermediate scales have small
norm (Lemmas 3.3 and 3.4), by using the already known behavior of the double layer potential at
these scales (Theorem 4.4) via Semmes’ decomposition Theorem 4.3. One of the main difficulties
in this article is establishing the small norm of the operator at large scales (Theorem 3.5), which
we address in Section 5.

Combining Theorem 1.4 with the Fredholm alternative Theorem 2.14, in Corollary 3.6, for
A € R\ {0} we establish several equivalent conditions in order to see that AMd + K (respectively
A d+ K*) is invertible in LP (o) (respectively LP (¢)). Furthermore, the invertibility of AId+ K in
LP(0) and M d + K* in L” (0) is shown to be equivalent to the injectivity of A\Id 4+ K* in L¥ (o).

As previously noted, the solvability of the Dirichlet and Neumann problems mainly relies on the
invertibility of %I d+ K and —%I d + K*. The equivalences discussed in the previous paragraph
allow us to reduce this invertibility problem to showing the injectivity of :I:%I d+ K* in LP(o) for
some range of p. Using the modified single layer potential (see Section 7.1) and Moser estimates
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for harmonic functions with vanishing Dirichlet or Neumann boundary conditions, in Section 7 we
prove that +11d + K* are indeed injective in LP(o) when p € [2n/(n+1),n + €), for some & > 0.

In Section 9, we establish the L? solvability of the Dirichlet and Neumann problems in d-(s, S; R)
domains in Theorems 1.2 and 1.3. This mainly follows from the invertibility explained above, and
also from some already-known properties of the single and double layer potentials. The uniqueness
results for (1.1) and (1.3) are proved in Sections 6 and 8.

2. PRELIMINARIES AND DEFINITIONS

2.1. Notation.

e We use ¢,C' > 1 to denote constants that may depend only on the dimension and the
constants appearing in the hypotheses of the results, and whose values may change at each
occurrence.

We write a < b if there exists a constant C' > 1 such that a < Cb, and a ~ b if C b <
a < Cb.

If we want to stress the dependence of the constant on a parameter 7, we write a <, b or
a =, b meaning that C' = C(n) = C),.

e The ambient space is R"t! with n > 2.

e The diameter of a set £ C R"! is denoted by diam E. We allow diam E = oo if E is
unbounded.

We denote by B,(x) or B(x,r) the open ball with center x and radius » > 0. We denote
B, = B,(0).

Given a domain ), we denote the boundary ball centered at z € 02 with » > 0 by
Az, r) = Ap(x) == B(z,r) N OAN.

Given a ball B, we denote by rp or r(B) its radius, and by cp or ¢(B) its center. Analo-
gously, ra or r(A) and ca or ¢(A) for a boundary ball A.

e Given a ball B and t > 1, tB = B(cp,trg). Analogously, tA = A(ca,tra).

e We denote by Q,(x) or Q(z,r) the open cube with center x and side length 2s, i.e.,
Qr(z) =Q(z,r) ={y e R"™ : |y; —ay| <rforall 1 <i<n-+1}.

Given a cube @, we denote by ¢(Q) its side length, and by cg or ¢(Q) its center. That is,
Q = Qleg. £(Q)/2).

e Given a cube @ and t > 1, tQ = Q(cq, t4(Q)/2), that is, ¢;g = cq and £(tQ) = t4(Q).

e We say that a function f is Holder continuous with exponent a € (0,1] in a set U, or
briefly C%*(U), if there exists a constant C,, > 0 (called the Holder seminorm) such that
|f(z) — f(y)| < Calr —y|® for all z,y € U. For shortness we write C® instead of OO« if
a € (0,1), and when aw = 1 we say “Lipschitz continuous”. In this case we write C, instead
of C1, ie., |f(z) — f(y)| < CL|lx —y| for all z,y € U.

e We say that a function f is k-Lipschitz in U if |f(z) — f(y)| < K|z — y| for all z,y € U.

e We denote the characteristic function of a set E by 1g.

e Denote D(R™!) the standard dyadic grid. That is, D(R"™) = (U, De(R™"!) where
Di(R™*1) is the collection of all cubes of the form

{(z eR"™  m27 % <ay < (my +1)2F fori=1,...,n+1},

where m; € Z.
Given t > 0 and a set £ C R"! we write Uy(E) := {x € R*"*! : dist(x, E) < t} for the
t-neighborhood E.
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e Given a domain  C R"*! for each x € 9Q we define the nontangentially approach cone

with aperture a > 0 as
D(z) =T% ) ={y € Q: |y — x| < (1 + a)dist(y,dQ)}.
For a function u : Q2 — R we define the nontangentially maximal function

Nu(z) = Nau(z) == sup |u(y)], =€ dQ,

y€erg (z)
and the d-nontangential maximal function AN%u of u by

Nou(z) = Nu(z) = sup lu(y)|, =€ onN.

YETE (2)NBas ()

For a fixed o > 0, we introduce the following definitions whenever well-defined. The
nontangential limit is

toala) = ulfh(x) = fm  u(z), w e on

If in addition the outward unit normal vq exists (see Remark 2.3) and v € C*(Q), the
interior normal nontangential derivative is

Ql,rgu(x) = lim (va(z),Vu(z)), z €.

' (z)sz—z

For shortness, we will also write d,,, or 0, instead 8}}3 If u € C*(Q°), the exterior normal
nontangential derivative is

Otu(z) = lim  (vg(x),Vu(z)), =z €.

2 (z)s3z—z

e For 0 < s < 0o, H® denotes the s-dimensional Hausdorff measure.
e /1|5 denotes the restriction of the measure p to aset S C R+ defined as u|s(E) == pu(SNE)

for £ C R"*L,
Given a measure p and a set E, if u(E) # 0 then we denote mp f =y fdp = ﬁ 5 fdp

for f € Ll (u).
Given an H"-measurable set £ C R"™! and 1 < ¢ < 0o, we define the uncentered Hardy-

Littlewood maximal operator My g, for f € LL (H"|g), as

q
Mgpf(z) = sup (][ £ (2)[? dH"IE(Z)) , TEE,

r>0 B(y,r)

yelr

B(y,r)3z

It is well known that it is bounded from LP(H"|g) to LP(H"|g) if ¢ < p < oo, with norm
Cpqn > 0. If the set E is clear from the context we write M, = M, g. We will use the
uncentered Hardy-Littlewood maximal operator with E = 0€), where Q is an ADR domain
(see Section 2.2).
Let £ C R™"! be an ADR closed set (see Section 2.2) and let 1 := H"|g. Given f € L2 (u),

loc
r e E, R>0, we set

1/2
X = Ssu Z)—m 2 y4
1FI(B(z.R) = sup )( £ 15 = ma >> |

BCB(z,R
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where the supremum is taken over all balls B centered at F included in B(z, R), and
mpf = f5fdpu.

e Given an ADR domain € satisfying the 2-sided corkscrew condition (see Section 2.2) with
outward unit normal v (see Remark 2.3), the tangential gradient of a Lipschitz function
fin 09 is

Vif(y) =V fy) — (VIiy),va(y))ra(y) for o-a.e. y € 09,

where f : R"*! — R is any Lipschitz extension of f to R"*1.

2.2. ADR, UR, Uniform, NTA and CAD. We say that a Radon measure x in R**! is (n-
dimensional) Ahlfors-David regular if there exists C' > 1 (called the ADR constant) such that

(2.8) C~ "™ < u(B(z,7)) < Cr™ for all z € supp p and 0 < r < diam(supp p),

where diam(supp i) may be infinite. A closed set E C R"*! is said to be Ahlfors-David regular if
H"| g is Ahlfors-David regular. A domain € C R™*! is said to be an Ahlfors-David regular domain
if 99 is Ahlfors-David regular.

Notation. From now on, the term Ahlfors-David regular may be shortened to AD regular or
ADR. Moreover, given an ADR domain 2 we will denote its surface measure by

o=o0q = H"sq.

Definition 2.1 (UR set). A set £ C R"! is called (n-dimensional) uniformly rectifiable, UR for
short, if it is ADR and there exist €, M € (0,00) (called the UR constants of E) such that for
every v € E and r € (0,diam E), there is a Lipschitz map ¢ = ¢, : {y € R" : |y| < r} — R*!
with Lipschitz constant < M, such that

HY ENB(x,r)Ne({y € R": |y| <r})) >er™.

This is a quantitative version of rectifiability introduced by David and Semmes in [DS91, DS93|.
It is well known that any UR set is rectifiable, for a detailed proof see [HMT10, p. 2629].

Definition 2.2 (Corkscrew ball conditions). We say that a domain £ C R**! satisfies

e the (interior) corkscrew condition if there is a constant M > 1 such that for every z €
0Q and r € (0,diam(09)) there exists a point A,(z) € Q such that B(A,(z), M~ 'r) C
B(xz,r)N Q. A.(z) is called the corkscrew point of the point z at radius r.

e the exterior corkscrew condition if R"T!\ Q satisfies the corkscrew condition.

e the 2-sided corkscrew condition if it satisfies the interior and exterior corkscrew condition.

Remark 2.3 (The geometric measure theoretic outward unit normal vector v). If Q C R**! is
an ADR domain satisfying the 2-sided corkscrew condition, then for o-a.e. x € 0f2 there exists a
unique unit vector v(x) (called the geometric measure theoretic outward unit vector) satisfying for
Qt = Qand Q= R""1\ Q, both

. m(Q*Nn{y € B(z,r) : £{v(z),y —z) > 0})
rli)% pntl

= 0.

We remark that the vector v exists under more general conditions, see for instance [HMT10, Section
2.2] and the references therein.
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Definition 2.4 (Harnack chain condition). We say that a domain 2 C R"*! satisfies the Harnack
chain condition if there is a constant M > 1 such that for every ¢ > 0 and z1,z2 € Q with
dist(z;,0Q) > € (i = 1,2) and |71 — 23] < 27¢ for some integer j > 1, there exists a chain of open
balls { By, }1<k<n inside Q with N < My satisfying that z1 € By, x2 € By, B N By1 # 0 (for
1<k<N-—1)and M~1r(By) < dist(By, 9) < Mr(By) (for 1 <k < N).

Definition 2.5 (Uniform domain). A domain Q C R™™! is called uniform domain if it satisfies
the Harnack chain and interior corkscrew conditions.

Definition 2.6 (NTA domain). A domain  C R™"*! is called nontangentially accessible (NTA
for short) domain if it is a uniform domain and it satisfies the exterior corkscrew condition.

Definition 2.7 (CAD). A domain  C R"*! is called chord-arc domain (1-sided CAD or CAD
for shortness) if it is an NTA domain and 052 is ADR. We say that (2 is a 2-sided chord arc domain
(2-sided CAD) if Q and R**!\  are CAD.

Notation. Given a (2-sided) CAD Q, we will write C' = C(CAD) if the constant C' depends on
the CAD constants of 2.

The following is from [DJ90, Sem90], see also [HMT10, Corollary 3.9].

Theorem 2.8. If Q C R""! is a domain satisfying the 2-sided corkscrew condition and whose
boundary is ADR, then 0) is UR.

Remark 2.9. Most of the results in [HMT10] are presented for 2-sided local John domains with
ADR boundary. However, it was shown in [TT24| that this apparently weaker condition is, in fact,
equivalent to being 2-sided CAD. This allows us to apply the known results in the literature for
2-sided local John domains with ADR boundary when working with 2-sided CAD. For instance,
the Semmes decomposition in [HMT10, Theorem 4.16], restated in Theorem 4.3 below.

2.3. The nontangential maximal operator and boundary dyadic cubes in ADR do-
mains. For ADR domains Q € R"*!, the LP norm (with 1 < p < co) of the nontangential max-
imal function A in (2.2) does “not” depend on the aperture in the sense that, for every «, 8 > 0
and any u : 2 — R there holds

(2.9) [NatllLr (o) a8 INsull Lr(s),

see [HMT10, Proposition 2.2]. For this fact, we will omit the aperture a > 0 in N, and T, from
now on. We may fix a = 1 for instance.

The following two lemmas provide the control of interior integrals by the nontangential maximal
function. The first is for solid interior integrals (see [HMT10, (2.3.25) in Proposition 2.12|) and
the second? is for interior sets with n-growth (see [MT24c, Lemma 5.1]).

Lemma 2.10. Let Q C R"! be an ADR domain, and fit « > 0. Then there exists C =
C(n,a, ADR) > 0 such that for any measurable function u : @ — R there holds
1

—/ lu(z)|dm(z) < CHNa‘squ(J), 0 <0 < diam(2).
0 Jus(o0)

2This statement and its proof is written in [MT24c, Lemma 5.1], the first version of its more general version
(under more general assumptions) in [MT24b, Lemma 5.1].
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Lemma 2.11. Let Q C R™"! be an ADR domain, By a ball centered at 99, and E C ByN$Q such
that

H"(B(z,7)NE) < Cor™ for allx € E and r > 0.

Then, for any Borel function u: Q — R such that u € L. _(H"|g),

loc
u(z "(z 2r(Bo)yy (1) do (=
[ @@ 5 [ AR do),

assuming the aperture B > 0 to be large enough (depending only onn). The implicit constant above
depends only on n, Cy, and the ADR constants of 9€2.

For the construction of the Lipschitz graph in Section 5.5 we will follow [DS91, Section §|. So,
given an ADR domain 2 with surface measure o of 9€), we consider dyadic lattice D, of “cubes”
built by David and Semmes, see [DS93, Chapter 3 of Part I| with codimension 1.

Lemma 2.12 (Boundary dyadic cubes). Given an ADR domain Q with surface measure o, for
each j € 7 there exists a family D, ; of Borel subsets of suppo = 0§, called the dyadic cubes of
the j-th generation, with the following properties:

(1) each D, j is a partition of 0L, i.e., O = UQGDM Q with QNQ" = 0 whenever Q,Q" € Dy ;
with Q # @',

(2) if Q € Dy and Q' € D, for some i < j, then either QN Q' =0 or Q C Q',

(3) for all j € Z and all Q € Dy j, we have that 29 < diam Q < Cp2? and C~127" < o(Q) <
C29™, and

(4) forallj € Z, Q € Dyj and 0 < 7 < 1, we have the so-called “thin boundary condition”

o({z € Q: dist(z, 00\ Q) < 72}) + o({x € 9N\ Q : dist(z, Q) < 727}) < Cpr'/CP2",

We set D, = UjeZ D, j. The constants Cp,C > 1 in (3) and (4) above do not depend on j, Q or
T.

2.4. Compact operators. Let us briefly recall the definition of compact operators and the Fred-
holm alternative.

Definition 2.13. Given Banach spaces (X, || - ||x) and (Y, |- ||y), a bounded linear operator T :
X — Y is called compact if for every bounded sequence {z}r>1 C X, the sequence {Tz;}r>1 CY
has a convergent subsequence.

Theorem 2.14 (Fredholm alternative). Let (X,| - |x) be a Banach space, T : X — X be a
compact operator, and A € C\ {0}. Then exactly one of the following holds:

e the equation Tv — Av = 0 has a non-zero solution v € X, or
e for every u € X, the equation Tv — v = u has a unique solution v € X. In this case, the
solution v depends continuously on u.

Remark 2.15. Since the composition T o B of a compact operator T" with a bounded operator
B is again compact, the same holds when replacing Av by Zv for an invertible bounded operator
T:X—X.
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2.5. Calderon-Zygmund operators and the Riesz transform. We say that k& : {(x,y) €
R x R 2 #£ ¢y} — C is a Calderén-Zygmund kernel if there exist constants C' > 1 and
0 < 7 < 1 such that for all z,2/,y € R""! with « # y, 2’ # y, there holds

|k($7y)| S Cﬁv and
x_x/T ]
a9) K )]+ ) = k()| < it o =) < o 2

Given a Radon measure i and a Calderén-Zygmund kernel k, we define

TFp(x) = /k(rc,y) dp(y), =€ R\ suppp,

and as this may not converge for x € supp u, for € > 0 we define the truncated operator
Thue) = [ Kwp)duty), we R
ly—z|>e

Given a Radon measure p and f € Li (), we define

k . k n+1
T, f(x) =T"(fu)(z), forz € R 1\ supp u,
T/]zaf(x) = Tak(fﬂ)(lﬁ), fore >0and x € R”H,

and the maximal operator

k — k
(2.10) T, .f(z) = sup T, f(x)], =« €suppp.

We say that T[f is bounded in LP(u), 1 < p < oo, if the trucanted operators T;’f,e are bounded in

LP(p) uniformly on € > 0. In this case, we write Tl]f : LP(p) — LP(p) is bounded. We remark
that, if 4 has growth of degree n (i.e., u satisfies the upper bound in (2.8)), then the boundedness
of Tl]f in LP(u) is equivalent to the boundedness of the maximal operator TZZ* in LP(u), by [Toll4,

Theorem 2.16]* and Cotlar’s inequality (take s = 1 in [Tol14, (2.26)] for instance).

Definition 2.16 (Riesz transform). The (n-dimensional) Riesz kernel is the Calderon-Zygmund
vector-valued kernel (with 7 =1)

X

kr(z) = FE for z € R™™\ {0}.

The (n-dimensional) Riesz transform R is defined as
R :=T* with k(z,y) = %’R(JE —y) for x # y.

By [Dav88, Proposition 4 bis|, if @ c R"*! is an ADR domain with the 2-sided corkscrew
condition (in particular 992 is UR by Theorem 2.8), then

RoxfllLro) Sp.ur (| fllzr(o) for all f € LP(a),

see also [HMT10, Proposition 3.18] for instance.

3A quick inspection of its proof reveals that the same holds if L*(u) is replaced by LP(u) for any 1 < p < oo.
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3. THE DOUBLE LAYER POTENTIAL

Let Q ¢ R™! be an ADR domain with the 2-sided corkscrew condition (in particular 92 is
UR by Theorem 2.8), let v := vq be the geometric measure theoretic outward unit vector of 2
(see Remark 2.3), and let f € L! <1df|(m“’c|)n). The interior double layer potential operator associated
with € is

1 (v(y),y — =) 1

3.1 Df(x) = Dq a:::—/ e do(y), = cR"\o0.
(31) f@)=Paf(@) = - [ LI ) o) \

Here w,, is the surface area of the unit sphere in R"*!. The double layer potential satisfies

A(Df) =0 in R*1\ 99,

Remark 3.1. Note that LP(o) C L! <1df|(§|)n> for all p > 1, as 99 is ADR.

The boundary double layer potential, that is, the principal value version of the interior double
layer potential, is defined as

(3.2) Kf(x)=Kqof(z) = li]r(r]1+ K.f(xz), ze€0Q,
where
1 (v(y),y —x)
3.3 K, = RERLAGA. S do(y), of.
(33) f@) wnA%mwﬂ»d|x_mwdf@) W), ve

Also, the maximal operator of the boundary double layer potential is defined as

K, f(x) =sup|K.f(z)|, xe€ .
e>0
We also define

* 1 (v(z),z —y)
K Tr) = — —_ do T € o0
€f( ) /{‘yea :‘y w‘>€} +1 f(y) (y)7 )

W, |$ - y|n
and the maximal operator
! f(x) = sup | K2 f(2)], @ € O%.
e>0
A quick computation shows that the operator K* defined as
(3.4) K*f(z) = lim Kf(x), z€09,
e—0t

is the adjoint operator of K.
The interior double layer potential satisfies the jump relation

(3.5) (Df) |55 (x) = (%Id—l— K> f(zx), for o-a.e. x € 01,

see [MMM™22a, (3.31)]. If in addition f € LP(¢) with 1 < p < oo, then the boundary and interior
double layer potentials satisfy

(3.6a) 1K fllzr(o) Sp.ur [1f1l2e o)

(3.6b) INDH) e o) Spur 1f11Lr(0)s

see [HMT10, (3.3.5) and (3.3.6)] respectively. Here UR denotes that the constant depends on the
UR constants of 9€2. The second estimate also depends on the aperture of N.
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3.1. Proof of Theorem 1.4 and consequences. In order to study the boundary double layer
potential K in Theorem 1.4, for 0 < t <T' < oo we define its truncations by

1 (v(y),y —x)

S _ £ o
B Kjlo)= lm, W /{yeaa:a<y—x<t} |z — y[ fw) doty), v e o
() e b W@y =2) oy o
38 Kifle):= Wn Jyeoou<ly—zl<ry T =y fw) doty), v e o
(39  Kifr)= L WY =) ) o), v e o0,

Wn J{yed:|y—z|>T} |z —y|"
where s, m and [ stand for small, intermediate and large scales respectively. If we want to stress
the scales we will write Ky, K1) and Ky respectively. We define K:(t), K:(t,T) and K l*(T)
analogously from the definition of K*.
For R > 0 we also break the intermediate scales operator as K; = 1B§(0)Ki + 1B§(0)0Ki- So,
for f € LP(0) and z € 992 we will decompose the double layer potential as

(3.10) Kf(z) = Ksf (x) + K1 f(x) + 1p0) (@) Ki f () + 15 (0)c () K f (z).

Next, we present a series of results to summarize the relevant properties of the operators in the
decomposition (3.10).

Lemma 3.2. Let Q) C ]1%’“’1 be an ADR domain with the 2-sided corkscrew condition. For any
0 <t<T< o and R > 0, the operator 1B§(0)Ki(t7T) : LP(0) — LP(0) is compact for all
p e (1,00). |

We write the proof in Section 3.2. The compact operator in Theorem 1.4 will be in fact T =
1 Bﬁ(O)Ki(t,T)v for some choice of parameters.

The following two results control the LP norm of the boundary double layer potential on small
scales and scales far from the “bad” balls in Definition 1.1 respectively.

Lemma 3.3. Let Q C R™ be q 2-sided CAD. Assume also that there is § > 0 and s > 0 such
that

x€02
0<r<s

Given p € (1,00), there exists ty = to(s, 0, p, CAD,n) > 0 such that for every 0 < t <ty there holds

sup ][ |V —mpv|do < 0.
B(z,r)

Hl{g(ﬂ“LP(U) :S 51/47

where the involved constant depends on n, the CAD constants of Q and p.
Lemma 3.4. Let 2 C iR"H be a 0-(s,S; R) domain (see Definition 1.1). Given p € (1,00) and
t >0, there exists R = R(R,0,t,p, CAD,n) such that there holds
15,0 Keo) lLr0) S 3%,
where the involved constant depends on n, the CAD constants of Q and p.

We prove the preceding two lemmas in Section 4. Note that, to obtain the claimed bound, the
first lemma gives a sufficiently small parameter ¢ > 0, while the second one provides the truncation
parameter R given a scale parameter ¢ > 0, which is not assumed to be small in this case.
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The next result is the main work in this article, and provides the small norm of the large scales
double layer potential maximal operator, defined for f € LP(o) as

K. f(x) =sup |K. f(z)], « €09,
e>T

assuming flatness conditions on large scales. The proof is deferred to Section 5.
Theorem 3.5. Let Q C R be a 2-sided CAD with unbounded boundary. Assume also that there
are 63,0, > 0 and S > 0 such that the following two conditions hold:

o Small Jones’ B 00 coefficient on large scales: for x € 02 and r > S,

(3.11) Boc.00(B(,7)) < 0.
e Small BMO norm of v on large scales: for x € 0Q2 and r > S,
(3.12) ][ [v(2) — mp(gmv|do(z) < 6.
B(z,r)

Denote 6 = max{dg,0,}. Given 1 < p < oo, there exists 8 = 6(n,p) > 0 (see (5.4)) and
T =T(p,6,S, CAD,n) > 100S such that

(313) HKI(T),*HLP(U) 5 597
where the involved constant depends on n, the CAD constants of  and p.

Despite the truncated operators appearing in (3.10) and their properties in Lemmas 3.2 to 3.4
and Theorem 3.5 have not yet been studied and proved, we now turn to the proof of Theorem 1.4.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. Given € > 0, by Lemmas 3.3 and 3.4 and Theorem 3.5 there exists dp =
0o(e,p,CAD,n) and 0 < t €« 1 < T < R such that if § < dg, then for all f € LP(o) there holds

1K f =150 Ki,1) fllLe(o) 29 1Ks@.f + Kir)f + 1.0 Kier) fllLeo) <€
where we used that |K;q 1) f| < [Ksq) f| + [Kgr)f| o-a.e. on 9. By Lemma 3.2, the operator
T = lgﬁ(O)Ki(uT) is compact (with abuse of notation using 7" for both the compact operator and
the scale). Finally, since T is compact, its adjoint 7% is also compact by Schauder’s theorem and
moreover

HK* - T*”Ll"(g) = HK - T”Lp(cr) <g,
as claimed. O

As a consequence of Theorem 1.4, in the following result we obtain that injectivity implies
invertibility for %I d+ K and —%I d + K*, under the assumption of enough flatness.

Corollary 3.6. Let Q C R™"! be a 6-(s,S; R) domain (see Definition 1.1), \g > 0, 1 < p < o0
and p' = p/(p — 1) its Holder conjugate exponent. There exists g = do(No,p, CAD,n) such that if
0 < dg and X € C with |\ > Ao, then the following are equivalent:

(1) Md+ K is invertible in LP (o),

(2) Md+ K is injective in LP(c),

(3) Md+ K is surjective in LP(0),

(4) Md+ K* is invertible in L (),

(5) \d + K* is injective in LV (o),

(6) Md+ K* is surjective in LV ().
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Proof. By Theorem 1.4 there is g = dp(Ao, p, CAD,n) such that if § < §p then there is a compact
operator 1" such that [|K — T'|| ey = [[K* = T*[| 1 () < Ao < |Al.

By Neumann series, the operator Z := AId + K — T is invertible. By the Fredholm alternative
Theorem 2.14 and Remark 2.15, if either AId + K is injective or surjective in LP(o) we get that it
is bijective, and by the bounded inverse theorem we conclude that (A d+ K)™* : LP(¢) — LP(0)
is a linear bounded operator. This concludes the equivalence between items (1), (2) and (3).

The same argument holds mutatis mutandis with Ald + K* in Lpl(o'), whence we get the
equivalences between (4), (5) and (6).

Now, since (any arbitrary) an operator U is injective if its adjoint U* is surjective, in particular
(6) implies (2), and (3) implies (5). O

3.2. The compact operator: Proof of Lemma 3.2. We conclude this section by seeing that

1B§(0)Ki is compact.

Proof of Lemma 3.2. First note that the kernels of 1Bﬁ(0)Ki(t,T) and (1B§(O)Ki(t,T))* are

(v(y),y —x)
jz —y[m+t

(v(x), = —y)
|$ _ y|n+l ’

15.(0) () L{yeonit<|y—ai<} () and

LyeB(0)no:t<ly—z|<T} (Y)

respectively. In particular, both satisfy the so-called Hilbert-Schmidt condition, see the line be-
fore [Fol95, Theorem 0.45] for instance. Hence, by [Fol95, Theorem 0.45] we have that both
1p_(0)Kiq,r) and (1B§(0)Ki(t7T))* are bounded and compact from L?(c) to L?(c). This concludes
the proof for the case p = 2.

For p € (1,2), fix any pp € (1,p). Since the boundary is UR, we have that both 15_(0) K,y and
(15,0 K;@1))* are bounded from LP° (o) to LP°(c). By the interpolation theorem in [Kra60| (see
also [KZPS76, Theorem 3.10]) between compact operators and bounded operators, we conclude
that both 1B§(0)Ki(t,T) and (1B§(0)Ki(t,T))* are compact from LP(o) to LP (o). This gives the case
p € (1,2).

The case p € (2,00) follows from the result obtained in the previous paragraph and Schauder’s
theorem, which states that a bounded linear operator between Banach spaces is compact if and
only if its adjoint is compact. This concludes the proof of the lemma. O

4. THE DOUBLE LAYER POTENTIAL IN SMALL SCALES. PROOF OF LEMMAS 3.3 AND 3.4

In this section we study the domain and the double layer potential for a fixed scale. We conclude
the section by proving Lemmas 3.3 and 3.4.

Theorem 4.1 ([TT24, Theorem 1.3]). Let Q C R"*! be a 2-sided CAD. Then the following weak
1-Poincaré inequality for Lipschitz functions on O holds: there exist constants* Cp > 1 and A > 1
such that for every Lipschitz function f on 092, every x € 02 and every r > 0, for A = A(x,r)
we have

f11G) =maflao(e) < Cor | [Wisa)lasta)
where V, is the tangential gradient of f.

4The notation Cp is to specify the constant appearing in the Poincaré inequality.
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This is a no-tail version of [HMT10, Proposition 4.13| for Lipschitz functions, which is enough
for our applications.

By the same proof in [HMT10, Theorem 4.14], but using the refined Poincaré inequality above,
we obtain the following estimate for the theoretical unit normal vector v. For the sake of com-
pleteness, we provide the proof below.

Theorem 4.2. Let Q C R™! be a 2-sided CAD. Then there exist C, = C(Cp) > 0 such that for
every o € (0,1), every x € 0Q and every r > 0, for A := A(x,r) there holds

11—«

sup r_l\(a; —y,mav)| < Cp <][ lv(z) — mAI/\ﬁ da(z)> ! ,
yE2A AA

with A > 1 as in the weak 1-Poincaré inequality in Theorem 4.1.

Note that the term on the right-hand side can be controlled by

11—« 1—

<]{\A v(2) — mav|Te da(z)> o <A (%\A v(2) — maav|Ts da(;;)) D
+ ]{m [v(2) — maav|do(z).

From this we conclude two things. First, by the John-Nirenberg inequality, we have

(4.1) sup r_1|<3: — Y, MA@V Sancp [V[(B(x,2Ar)), for any 7 > 0,
yeA(x,2r)

and second, under the assumption (3.12), if Ar > S then

l—«
(4.2) sup r_l\(a; — y,mA(W,)VH SACp 0™ .
yeA(x,2r)

Proof of Theorem /.2. Define the Lipschitz function g,(z) = (x — z,mav) for z € R"*!. As in
[HMT10, (4.2.25)], the claim follows from the particular case ' = z of

11—«

(43) 192 (0) — g2(4")] < Clor =2y — /| ( £ ) = mavi do<z>) i

for all y,y’ € 2A and each a € (0,1).
Let us see this. Fixed o € (0,1), let p = n/(1 — a) > 1, equivalently « = 1 — n/p. For o-a.c.
z € 0f) we have

Viga(2)| = [mav — (mav, v(2))v(2)| = [mav —v(z) = (mav — v(2),v(2))v(2)] < 2|v(z) — mav|.

Now, for any arbitrary boundary ball Ay C A (centered at 0f2) of radius s, by the 1-Poincaré
inequality in Theorem 4.1 we have

1
! ][A 190(2) — mags| do(2) < Cp ][A | IV (2)ldo() < 20 ][A | V) —mavldo)

S

E]

1/p re 1/p
<20p <][ v (z) — mM\Pda(z)> <ol <][ v (z) — mM\Pda(z)> .
AA; AA

sp



18 IGNASI GUILLEN-MOLA

By the choice of p in terms of «, for all A; C A we get

11—«
1 n o
+ 0@ = mssgildo(e) < bt (o) - mar( do(o))
57 J A AA
This implies the Holder regularity in (4.3) by Meyer’s criterion in [Mey64]. O

For completeness, we state the Semmes decomposition, as in [HMT10, Theorem 4.16].

Theorem 4.3. Let Q C R"! be a 2-sided CAD. Then there exist Cy > 1 and C1,C,Cs,Cyq > 0
(depending on the CAD constants of Q0 and n) with the property that if for every compact set
I C R*L there exists Ry > 0 for which

sup v« (A (2, R)) < 0 < 1/C,
zEXNON

then for every compact set I C R™1 and T > 1, setting

Kr = {y e R"* : dist(y,K) < T},
and
(4.4) R.71x = min{éRﬁT/C*, diam(09Q)/Cy, T},
forz e KNOQ and 0 < r < R, 1 x the following holds:

(1) There exists a unit vector iy, and a Lipschitz function
h:H(x,r) = ()" = R with | VA~ < C3V/3,
and whose graph
G={y=a+4+(+th,:¢cH(zx,r)t=h()}

(in the coordinate system y = ((,t) <=y =+ +tiiy,, ( € H(z,r), t € R) is a good
approximation of 0S) in the cylinder

Clz,r) ={x+(+tiy,: (€ H(x,r),|C| <rlt| <r}
in the sense
o (Clz,r) N (92 \ G) U (G 09)) < Crur™ exp (~C2/V3).
(2) There exist two disjoint sets G(x,r) (“good”) and E(z,r) (“evil”) such that
C(z,r) NN = G(x,r)UE(z,r) with G(z,r) C G,
o(E(z,r)) < Crw,r"™ exp (—02/\/5> ,

and moreover, if I1 : R*™ — H(x,r) is defined by I(y) = ¢ if y = x +  + ti,, € R*H!
with ¢ € H(x,r) and t € R, then

ly — (2 + T(y) + h(II(y))fis,)| < C3Vedist(II(y), TG (z,7))) for ally € B(z,7),
and

Clx,r)NoQ C {x +CHtitg, |t < CsVor, ¢ € H(x,r)}
II(C(z,r) NON) ={¢ € H(x,r): |¢| <r}.
(3) (1= CoV8) war™ < o(A(w,7)) < (14 Cav/5) wpr™.
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A few comments are in order. The case T' > 1 follows from the case T' = 1 by scaling. For the
case T' = 1, a careful inspection of [HMT10, Proof of Theorem 4.16| reveals the following:

(1) The constants Cy > 1 and C1,C5, C3,Cy > 0 in [HMT10, Theorem 4.16] do not depend on
the compact set K.
(2) In [HMT10, p. 2703, 1. 6] the authors define

R* = min{éRﬁl /(8C), Rlzl /8, R0/100, 1},

where Ry is the constant used in the statement of [HMT10, Theorem 4.14] and C' > 0 is the
geometrical constant appearing in [HMT10, (4.2.20)], i.e., C = C(CAD). It turns out that
Ry ~cap diam(99) since  is a 2-sided CAD, by Definition 2.7 and the fact that being a
2-sided local John domain (see [HMT10, Definition 3.12] with R = diam(9f2)) with ADR
boundary is equivalent to being 2-sided CAD, see [TT24, Theorem 1.2 and Corollary 1.5].

All in all, reusing the same notation for the constants, there exists constant C, > 1 such that the
conclusions of the theorem hold with the choice of R, 7 x in (4.4).

Given a 2-sided CAD Q C R"*!, for a boundary ball Ay = A(£, ), ie., £ € 9Q and ry > 0,
let kg € Z the minimal index satisfying ro < 2¥ and we define

(4.5) I(Ag) = |J @, where Qo(Ag) :={Q € Do, : QN 240 # 0},
Q€Q0(Ao)

recall Dy 1, is the family of dyadic cubes of 92 in Lemma 2.12.
Here we state the localized LP norm of the double layer potential. This is proved in [HMT10,
Theorem 4.36], though it is not explicitly stated as a separate theorem.

Theorem 4.4. Let Q C R™! be a 2-sided CAD, p € (1,00), & € 0 and ro > 0. There exists
Co = Co(ADR,p,n) > 1 such that if the conclusions in the Semmes decomposition Theorem /.3
are valid with 6 > 0 for all x € Io(A(&o,7r0)) and all 0 < r < Cyrg, and

(4.6) sup  [lv][«(A(z, Coro)) <6,
z€lo(A(éo,m0))

then
(A7) / K. f|Pdo < 5P/4/ fIP do for any f € IP(A(&,70)),
Io(A(&o,m0)) A(&o,70)

where the involved constant depends on the CAD constants of Q, p and n.

Remark 4.5. When invoking Theorem 4.4, we may suppose that Cy = Cy(ADR, p, n) is sufficiently
large so that Io(A(x,r)) C A(x,Cor) for all x € 9 and all r > 0.

Using Theorem 4.4, we are now ready to prove Lemmas 3.3 and 3.4.
Proof of Lemma 3.3. By the John-Nirenberg inequality, let C; > 1 be the constant satisfying
sup ||v||«(A(z, s/2)) < C19.
€00

Let Cyx and Cj be the constants in Theorems 4.3 and 4.4 respectively. We assume ¢ < 1/(C1C\),
otherwise, for any t > 0, we have

(3.6a) 14
IKsllire) < 2K ey S 1S4
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We fix

to = % min{s/2,0s/(2Cy), diam(92)/Ci, 1},
0

(recall R, ;. from (4.4)) so that for all 0 < ¢t < ¢y we have
sup ||v]|«(B(z,2Cot)) < C19,
€00
and the conclusions in the Semmes decomposition Theorem 4.3 hold (with C16) for all z € 9Q and
all 0 < r < 2Cpt. For a fixed 0 < t < tg and any x € 02, applying Theorem 4.4 we obtain
(4.8)
170 (a 200 K sy (FLage20) |20 (0) < 201 10ag.20) Kx (FLa@2e) [ 1o(0) S 6 1 f 1A @20 | o)
with Ip(-) as in (4.5).

By the 5R-covering theorem, let {A;}ieny be a subfamily of {A(z,t)}scaq such that 09 C
Uien Qi and {A;/5}ien is pairwise disjoint. Since {A;/5}ien is pairwise disjoint and all balls have
the same radius, we have that the family {2A,;};en has finite overlapping, with constant depending
only on the dimension. For any f € LP(o) we have

1K s o) < D 11aK s fll o = D 118K (floa) e

1€EN €N
For each i € N, let I; := Iy(24;) D 4A;. Applying (4.8), we obtain

H]“AiKS(t)(f12Ai)”I[)/P(O- < Hlfl s(t) (f12A )”Lp(g S 5p/4Hf12AiHI£p( )

By the finite overlapping of the family {2A;};cn, we conclude
1Koy f ooy S 07 Fll Lo o)

as claimed. O

The proof of Lemma 3.4 follows a similar approach to the proof of Lemma 3.3. However, in the
previous proof, we chose the small truncation parameter to ensure that Theorem 4.4 is satisfied.
In contrast, here, given a truncation parameter for the “small” scales, we must choose a sufficiently
large radius R so that Theorem 4.4 holds in the complementary of the ball Bz(0).

Proof of Lemma 3.4. By the John-Nirenberg inequality, let C7 > 1 be the constant such that for
any x € 0€) and any s > 0 there holds

B s/2) O sup  f (z) v dotc),
BCB(x,s)
0}3669
where the supremum is taken over all balls B centered on 02 and contained in B(z, s).
Let Cy and Cp be the constants in Theorems 4.3 and 4.4 respectively. As in the proof of
Lemma 3.3, we may assume ¢ < 1/(C1Cy) and the lemma will follow by finding R = R(t, R) such
that for all §o € 0Q \ Bj(0) there holds

1 76(a (0,200 Bx (F (o201 1o (o) S 01 F LA (o200 | £2(0)

with Io(-) as in (4.5). By Theorem 4.4, to see this it suffices to find R such that for all & €
00\ B(0), we have

sup l|lv]|«(A(z, 2Cot)) < C19,
x€lo(A(£0,2t))
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and the conclusions of the Semmes decomposition Theorem 4.3 hold (with C16) for all z €
Io(A(go, Qt)) and all 0 < r < 2Cyt.

We now determine R to ensure these two conditions hold. By the John-Nirenberg inequality, the
0-(s,S; R) domain € satisfies the assumption of the Semmes decomposition Theorem 4.3. Recall
that for every = € 002\ Bgr(0) we have

][ [v(2) — mp(zmv|do(z) <6, for all 7 € (0, 00).
B(z,r)

In particular, by the John-Nirenberg inequality, we have

(4.9) sup [[v[[«(A(z,T)) < C19,
z€0Q\BRr+1(0)

This implies that for any compact set I C 9Q\ Bry+7(0), we can take Rg =T with C10 < 1/C.
in Theorem 4.3. Consequently, the value in (4.4) is R, 7 x = 0T /C, since diam(02) = oo.
We fix T' = max{2C.Cypt/d,2Cyt} and we take any
R > R+T +2Cot.
With this choice, for any §o € 9Q \ B(0), we have
In(A(&,2t)) € A(&o,2C0t) C 0\ Bryr(0),

and therefore,

(4.9)
sup lv]|«(A(z,2Cht)) < sup l]«(A(z,T)) < Cyé,
2€lo(A(0,21)) z€INBRr+71(0)
and the conclusions in the Semmes decomposition Theorem 4.3 hold (with C14) for all x € 9Q \
Br+7(0) D In(A(&,2t)) and all 0 < r < 2Cyt. This concludes the proof. O

5. THE DOUBLE LAYER POTENTIAL IN LARGE SCALES. PROOF OF THEOREM 3.5: [|Kj | 1r (o)
IS SMALL

This section is dedicated to the proof of Theorem 3.5. During this section we assume Q C R**!
as in the statement of Theorem 3.5. Briefly, Q is a 2-sided CAD with unbounded boundary
satisfying the small Jones’ (o pn coefficient and small BMO norm of v conditions (3.11) and
(3.12) on large scales.

We allow the constants to depend on n, 1 < p < oo and the CAD constants of 2, and this will
not be specified in the computations from now in this section.

5.1. Relation between unit normal vectors from [, sn and BMO oscillation. Given by
(3.11), for each x € 9Q and r > S, we fix an n-plane Lp(,,y > = such that

dist(y, L

(5.1) sup M < 248,

yedQNB(x,r) T
and we denote its orthogonal unit vectors as =Np(,,). The orientation of Np(, ) is fixed below
in (5.3).
Lemma 5.1. Let x € 9Q and r > S. For all y € B(x,r) N 0L,

(1) |<3§‘ - y7NB(x,7‘)>| < 255T; and
1

(2) |<x_y7mB(m,r)V> 55*277‘
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Proof. The second item is proved in (4.2). For the first item, write B = B(z,r) and let N and
Lp >z as in (5.1). Hence dist(y, L) < 20gr for all y € B(x,7) NdQ. For each y € B(x,r) let
ay = Z(N,y — x) denote the angle between N and y — x. Therefore, |cos oy| = [sin(7/2 — ay)| =
dist(y, Lp)/|x —y| < 26gr/|x —y|, and so |(x — y, NB)| = |z — y||cos ay| < 2957 O

Under the conditions of the lemma above, as in [DS91, Lemma 5.8|, if A is big enough only
depending only on the dimension and the ADR constant, then there exists {y; ToCB (z,7) NN
with yo = 2 and dist(y;, Lj—1) > A~ where L, is the k-plane passing through the points

Y0, - -, Y- In particular | — y;| ~4 r and by Lemma 5.1 we have

:E—yj
N
'<\x—yj\’ B<x“>>

_ . 1
1<§ - Zj-\’mBW)”» S A7
J

Therefore, (recall 0 = max{dg, d,})

< 2Adg, and

1
(5.2) ’<mB(:c,r)V7 NB(SCJ“)H >1-Cy ma‘x{657 e CAéﬁ?

meaning that Np(, ) and vp(, ) are almost parallel provided both d¢’s are small enough. By (5.2),
choosing appropriately the orientation of N, ), we assume that

(53) |mB(:c,r)V - NB(x,T’)|2 5 5%

5.2. Notation and parameters for the proof. Here we write the notation we use in the fol-
lowing sections.

e S > 0: the first (large) scale where we have the smallness condition on the Jones’ S 50
coefficient (bound given by dg) in (3.11) and the BMO norm of the unitari normal vector
v (bound given by d,) in (3.12).

T > 100S": scale where we truncate the kernel on the large scales.

L, Lp, Lj, etc: planes, depending on the situation.

Np or similar: unitari normal vector in the Jones’ S s coefficient in (5.1).

N: big parameter in the proof of (5.8a).

«: the stopping condition in the construction of the Lipschitz graph, to obtain the Lipschitz
graph with norm < «.

e We fix

1 1
= Zmind1,p—1 0.
7 2mm{’p ’2n—1}>

In particular, v/(1 4+ v) < 1/2n. We will use 735 < 777 when 7 € (0,1) repeatedly.
o Let M1y, = M4, pq denote the uncentered Hardy-Littlewood maximal function defined
in (2.7). Recall it is bounded from LP (o) to LP(o) with norm Cp, since 1+ < p < oo and
v > 0 is already fixed depending on p.
Given S > 0 and 6 = max{dg, 6.} we take

i
2(n+3)(1+7)’

N = AH%H, o = 650 and T = SA? > 100S. With this choice, we claim that, as § — 0, there
holds:

(5.4) A =06 with § =
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5% <aP<a—0,
aA? = 0, and
(C6) AS/T — 0.

Indeed, (C1), (C2), (C4) and (C6) are clear, for (C3) we have

(C1)

(C2) o

(C3) 77 A < 517 VIR) A2 < 5T N A 5 0,
(C4)

(C5)

Y

and for (C5),

v 11y v
ad? = 53 Y = sGam) e

5.3. Reduction to a good lambda inequality. In order to estimate the L norm of Kj, =
K1)« in (3.13), it suffices to prove the following good lambda inquality

(5.5) o({x € 00 : Kpf(x) > 101N, M1y f(x) < AX}) < cso({x € 000 : K. f(x) > A}),

for the parameters fixed above in (5.4) with ¢ small enough, and ¢5 — 0 as 6 — 0. A standard and
routinary computation using Fubini’s theorem (see [Mat95, Theorem 1.15| for instance), the LP
bound of the maximal operator M1, (see (2.7)) and the good lambda inequality (5.5) provides
that there exists d, > 0 such that if 5 < ¢, then

1
(5.6) 11 fll o (o) Spin 5 1F 120 (o)-

By the choice of A = 6~ in (5.4), we obtain (3.13) with constants depending only on the dimension
and p. In the other case, ie., if § > §,, then (3.13) follows directly from (3.6a), with constants
depending also on the CAD constants of €.

5.4. Localization of the good lambda inequality (5.5). First, let us see the classical Whitney
decomposition.

Lemma 5.2 (Whitney decomposition). If U C R*"! is open, U # R, then U can be covered

as
U= U Qi7
el
where Q;, i € I, are (classical) dyadic cubes in D(R™Y) with disjoint interiors such that the
following holds:
(1) 5Q; C U for each i € I.
(2) 11Q; NUC # O for each i € I.

(3) If 3Q; N3Q; # 0, 4,5 € I, then 1/(Tv/n+ 1) < £(Q;)/4(Q;) < Tv/n+ 1.
(4) The family {3Q;}icr has finite overlapping with constant depending only on the dimension.

Proof. The family F = {Q;}icr of maximal dyadic cubes Q € D(R"*!) such that 5Q C U satisfies
the above properties by standard arguments. O
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For A > 0, let W) be the family of dyadic cubes given by Lemma 5.2 of the open set 2y =
RN\ {z € 00 : K .f(z) < A}. We will refer to W), as the Whitney decomposition of . So, we
can write

Vi=00nQ ={zedQ: K .f(x) >\ = ] Qno.
QeEW)

Note that 11Q N (92 \ Vi) # 0 for all Q € W) and {3Q}gew, has finite overlapping.
Notation. We will sometimes use @ instead of QQ N OS2 when it is clear from the context.
Lemma 5.3. For Q € Wy, there holds

(5.7) {z € QNN : K f(x) > 10IA, M4y f(z) < AN} C {2z € QN ON : K. (f13g)(x) > 50A}.

We note that if A were small, the proof of (5.7) would be standard. However, its dependence
on 0 makes the proof more involved, relying on the flatness assumptions (3.11) and (3.12).

Proof of Lemma 5.3. Let x € Q N 0N satisfy K. f(xz) > 101X and M4 f(x) < AN, and let
2€11QN (9N \ Vi) # 0 so that K .f(2) < X\. We have z,z € 11Q C B(z,11(n+1)"/2((Q)) = B,
and so 7(B) = £(Q).

The lemma will follow from

(5.8a) K. (f1pe)(x) < 41X, and
because

K+ (f13) () > Kiuf () — Kix(f1pe)(7) — Ki«(f1p\3g)(z) > 50A.

We first prove (5.8a). For N > 0 big enough (auxiliary parameter only used in this proof,
already defined depending on A, see (C2) and (C3)) write

Kix(f1pe)(x) = K« (f1pe)(2) + Kiu(f1e)(2) — Kix(f1Be)(2)
< Ki(f1Be)(2) + | K (flno\s) (@) — K1 (f1ng\B)(2)]
+ | K« (Flng)e) (@) — Ko (Fling)e) (2))]
=: 4]+ [4i] + [4i].
Since B is centered at z and by the choice of z we have
[i] < Ki.f(z) <A
Let us bound the term . We simply have

[ii] <
For £ =z or £ = z, we have

[ lww.y -9l < [
NQ\B B(¢/ATINL(Q))

1
- ( /N |y =N dot) + /N CORERIT) do<y>> .

mn
B

(), — I W) doly) = [iig |
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Set Be == B(§,vn + 1IN{(Q)). By the triangle inequality (after adding £mp,v), Hélder’s inequal-
ity, (4.2) and My, f(x) < AX we have

</ ) =iy =Sl dot) + | Ny = 115w doty

3
1

sm%cz)"“( I |u<y>—mB§u|”T”da<y>> ( I If(y)l“”’da(y)) 7
¢ 3

+ /B My = ©l1F )] o)

(4.2) a2 n
< NTHQY ST My f(a) + NTHQHSE My f ()

5 Nn+1€(Q)n+15*17%/A)\.

Note that even though we are studying the term , in any case we controlled fBg |f|do

and ( fB& |f117 do)Y(F) by My f(z) and My, f(z) respectively, and so we finally used that
Mty f(z) < AN Hence,

S %HN"—HE(Q)TL—H(S)&%A)\ ~ Nn—l—l(s*l%vA)\.
"B
Let us bound [#ii]. For e > T, we have

K (fL(ng)e) (@) — Ke(flingye)(2)| S[A]+ B+ [C]

where

(A= [y (700 ). iy = ) dot).

z—yrtl |z =yl

ly—z|>e

[B:= /y—w>e%f(y)l(m)c(y) do(y)|, and
ly—z|<e

€)= /y—2>e%f(y)1w@)c(y) do(y)| .
ly—z|<e

We first study the term . Using the cancellation property of the Calderon-Zygmund kernel first
(this is just the mean value theorem), and B(z, N¢(Q)/2) C NQ and |z — z| < £(Q) second, we
|z — 2|

have
</ QIO dot) £ 46 EAC)) s

veB( Q) [o = y"
Note that the later integral does not depend on z. Breaking the later integral in annulus and by
the AD regularity of o, using standard estimates we get

1
S NMl'i"Yf(x) < oA

2l
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We now turn to the terms and . First we note that we can assume that ¢ > wK(Q) >
Z0(Q), otherwise B(z,e) C NQ and so = 0. For £ > §4(Q) we have B(z,£) C B(x,2¢), and
we get

[rly) v — o) () < L o) — ”
Bl<f WO wiew st f ey nliwleo

<2 F ) =Mz y @) oty

1
2 ]2 o [BGa2078 = 2)1£0)] do )

1

14y B 1 B
< ][ () — mpaor) S doy) ][ F@) do(y)
B(xz,2¢) B(xz,2¢)

1
|<$_y7mB x,2 V>| T
- ( sup w2 1wl et
y€INNB(x,2¢) € B(z,2¢)

(4.2) o 1 o o
<617 + 7)Mo f(2) S 617 Mug, fl) < 557 AN,

By symmetry, but using that B(z,e) C B(z,2¢) (recall we can assume ¢ > %E(Q)) before applying
the bound of the maximal operator M;,, we have the same bound for , that is, <

5*1%7 My f(z) < 5*1%7 AM. Therefore, the term m is controlled by
] < (A + [B]+[€] 5 (5 +574) &
From the bound of , z'z' and , and conditions (C2) and (C3) we conclude
Ki(flp)(z) < A+ C (N"Hé*ll”A + % + 5:%4) A< 41,
as claimed in (5.8a).
It remains to prove (5.8b). For e > T, we may assume {y : |y — z| > ¢} N B # (), otherwise

K:(f1p\3g)(x) = 0. Thus, r(B) 2 € > T, allowing us to apply (4.2). Using that ¢(Q) ~ r(B) and
that |y — x| 2 £(Q) if y & 3Q, and arguing in the last inequality as in the bound for , we get

K (flp3g)(r) =

/| | %JC (W) 1p\3q(y) do(y)
Yy—x|>€

< g (100 = mavay = a5l dot) + f [mavey = 5] o))

< a5 AN,
uniformly on & > T. Then (5.8b) follows by condition (C3). O

By (5.7), in order to prove (5.5) we claim that it suffices to see
(5.9) o({z € Q: Kix(fl3q) > 50\, Miy, f < AN}) < ¢;0(3Q),
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for all @) € W). Indeed,
o({Kiuf > 100 My f AN < ) o({z € Q1 Ky f > 1010, My, f < AX})

QEW,
(5.7)
< Y olfr € Q: Kpu(flsg) > 50M, My, f < AX})
QeW,
(5.9
< s Y, 0(3Q) S csa() = cso(V),
QEWH

where in the last step we used the finite overlapping of the family {3Q}gew,-

Remark 5.4. From now on we can assume without loss of generality that ¢(Q) > W,
otherwise, if z € @ then {y € 3Q : |y — z| > T} = () and hence

K +(f130)(x) = sup

][ 44447ﬁz£gb}i;;§2f1y)13Q(y)da(y) —0.
e2T | Jye3Q\B(x,e)

’x _ y‘n—i-l

5.5. Construction of a Lipschitz graph. During this section, let Q C R"*! be an ADR domain
with unbounded boundary, and let D, denote its dyadic lattice in Lemma 2.12. For ¢ > 1 and
Q € D, we set

(5.10) tQ = {x € 9Q : dist(z, Q) < (t — 1)diam Q}.

Notation (Dependence of parameters). Fixed m > 1, we choose kg = ko(m) > m and k =
k(ko) > ko. We consider e,a¢ < 1 such that ¢ < « and ¢ < 1/ky. Throughout this section,
we allow the constant C' to depend on the ADR constant, but not on the parameters mentioned
above.

Following [DS91, Section 8|, in this section we construct a Lipschitz approximating graph on
large scales (see Proposition 5.9), which only uses the following flatness assumption of large scales:
We assume that for each cube @) € D, with diam @ > S, there exists an n-plane Lg such that

(5.11) dist(z, Lg) < ediam @ for all z € kQ.
We will see in Remark 5.16 in Section 5.6 below that this is guaranteed under the assumption
(3.11).

We recall that the n-plane in (5.11) is almost unique in the following sense.

Lemma 5.5 (See [DS91, Lemma 5.13]). Let Q € D, and assume that Ly and Ly are two n-planes
such that dist(x, L;) < e/diam Q for all x € Q, i = 1,2. Then Z(Ly, Ls) < C¢'.

Let us fix R € D, j, with jo € Z so that 2J0 > §: in particular diam @Q > S for all Q € Dy jy-
Fixed m > 1, we define the “m-neighborhood cubes” of R as the collection of cubes in Dy j,
touching mR. That is,

Un(R) ={Q € Dy j, : QN mR # 0}.
So, for every Q € U, (R) there holds dist(Q, R) < (m — 1)diam R. For any two cubes Q1,Q2 €
Un(R), if x € Q1 then dist(z, Q2) < diam Q1 +dist(Q1, R)+diam R+dist(R, Q2) < Cp2mdiam Q2
and therefore

Q1 C (Cp2m +1)Qs.
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Fix a constant k > m (at least k > Cp2m + 1), so that the inclusion above implies
Ql C kQQ for any Ql,QQ S Um(R)

As a consequence of this, (5.11) and Lemma 5.5, we have
(5.12) Z(Lg,, Lq,) S € for any Q1,Q2 € Un(R).

Definition 5.6. We say that Q € Ujgjo D, ; is a stopping cube with respect to R, and we write
Q € Stop(R), if Q C UQ'eUm(R) Q' and @ is maximal such that either
(1) diam@ < S, or
2) diam @ > S and Z(Lg,Lg) > «, recall Lg and Ly as in (5.11).
Q Q

Definition 5.7. We define the set Tree(R) as the collection of cubes P € J i<jo Do,j such that

(1) P C UQIEUm(R) Q/, and
(2) P ¢ Q for any Q € Stop(R).

In particular, every @) € Tree(R) satisfies diam ) > S and Z(Lg, Lg) < a.

Remark 5.8. In contrast to the construction in [DS91, Section 8], where only dyadic subcubes
of R are considered, here we take dyadic subcubes of U, (R) in the construction of Tree(R). In
our situation, since ¢ < a and diam @ > S for all @ € U,,(R), we note that (5.12) ensures that
Q ¢ Stop(R) for all Q € U,,(R). Consequently, given a cube in Stop(R), its parent is in Tree(R).

Consider

(5.13) d(z) =dp(z) = inf {dist(z,Q)+ diamQ}, =z e R
Q€< Tree(R)

Since #Tree(R) < oo, the infimum is in fact a minimum. Note that d(-) > S and is 1-Lipschitz,

as it is the infimum of 1-Lipschitz functions. Clearly, if x € Q € Tree(R) then d(z) < diam Q.

In this section, we prove the following result, which is the analog of [DS91, Proposition 8.2]. In
this lemma and throughout this section, Lﬁ denotes the orthogonal line to the n-plane Lp (see
(5.11)), IT = Iy denotes the orthogonal projection onto L, and IT+ = Hf{ denotes the orthogonal
projection onto Lﬁ.

Proposition 5.9. For R € D, ;, with jo € Z so that 270 > S (in particular diam R > S), there
exists A: Lp — Lﬁ Lipschitz graph with norm < Ca such that

(5.14) dist (z, (Ig(x), A(Ilg(x)))) < Cedgr(zx) for all x € kyR.
We define in Ly the 1-Lipschitz function
(5.15) D(p) = Dr(p) = inf dg(x), p€ L,
x€ll—1(p)

which can be rewritten as

D(p)= inf inf {dist(z,Q) +diam@Q} = inf {dist(p, Il + diam Q}.
(p) z€Ill~1(p) QGTree(R){ ( Q) Q} QETree(R){ (p R(Q)) Q}
As d > S in R"*! in particular D > S in Ly. As before, since #Tree(R) < oo, the latter infimum
is in fact a minimum.
Arguing as in the proof of [DS91, Lemma 8.4], we obtain the following, as the proof relies only
on the fact that every @ € Tree(R) satisfies Z(Lg,Lg) < .
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Lemma 5.10 ([DS91, Lemma 8.4]). If x,y € 10kyR satisfy |x —y| > 1073 min{d(z), d(y)}, then
I () — I (y)| < 20|TI(2) — I(y)|-

Now we decompose Ly in classical dyadic cubes using the function Dg. First, we shall identify
Lr with R", and in particular we equip Lgr with classical dyadic cubes D, := Dgn. For each
x € Lg (recall Dp > S > 0 in Lg), let R, € Dy, be the largest dyadic cube containing = and
satisfying
(5.16) diam R, < 207! inf D(u).

uER,
We relabel them without repetition as {R;};c;. Thus, the family {R;};cs is pairwise disjoint and
covers Lp. (As in [DS91, Section 8|, we use the convention that dyadic cubes are closed but are
called disjoint if their interiors are disjoint.)

Recall that the definition of ¢Q) is slightly different depending on whether Q) € D, or @ € Dy, =
Dgn, see (5.10) and Section 2.1 respectively.

From the definition of the family {R;};c; using (5.16) and that D is 1-Lipschitz in Lg, by the
same proof of [DS91, Lemma 8.7] we have:

Lemma 5.11 ([DS91, Lemma 8.7]). For ally € 10R;, i € I,

(5.17) 10diam R; < D(y) < 60diam R;,
and in particular, if 10R; N10R; # 0, i,j € I, then
(5.18) 6~ 'diam R; < diam R; < 6diam R;.

Let Uy = Lg N B(Il(xR), 2kpdiam R), where zp is any fixed point in R, and Iy := {i € I :
R;NUy # 0}. We fix ko > m so that Ugiep,, (r) II(Q") C Up. For each i € Iy, let Q(i) € Tree(R)
such that®

1
(5.19a) C_lk—diam R; < diam Q(i) < Cdiam R;, and
0
(5.19b) dist(TI(Q(7)), R;) < Cdiam R;.
Such cubes Q(i) exist, because if p € R;, then there exist @) € Tree(R) such that
(5.17)
(5.20) dist(p, 11(Q)) + diam Q < 2D(p) < 120diam R;,

and we can take Q(i) to be the maximal cube in Tree(R) with @ C Q(i) and diam Q(i) <
120diam R;.

Definition 5.12. For i € Iy, let A; : L — LJPE denote the afine function whose graph is the
n-plane Lg ;). By the stopping condition, the Lispchitz norm is < 2a.

We consider a partition of the unity for V= (J;c; 2R;. That is, a family {¢; }ie1, satisfying for
all i € Iy that ¢; > 0, ¢; € C}(3R;) (hence {supp ¢; }ics, has finite overlapping, by (5.18)) and

1
21 il < .
(5:21) Vel 5 diam R;
Finally we define A on V by
(5.22) Alp) =>_ ¢i(p)Ai(p) for p e V.

i€lp

5The correspondence Iy 3 i — Q(i) may not be injective.
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By the same proof in [DS91, Lemma 8.17] we have:

Lemma 5.13 ([DS91, Lemma 8.17]). If 10R; N 10R; # 0, then dist(Q(i), Q(j)) < Cdiam R; and
(5.23) |4i(q) — Aj(q)| < Cediam R; for all q € 100R;.

Using the previous lemma, the same proof in [DS91, Section 8, p. 46| applies to see that the
restriction of A in 2R;, j € Iy, is 3a-Lipschitz.

Lemma 5.14 (|DS91, (8.19)]). If p,q € 2R;, j € Iy, then
(5.24) [A(p) — A(g)] < 3alp — ql.

We now aim to show that A is Ca-Lipschitz in Uy. We remark that this is the analog of
[DS91, (8.20)], with the difference that in our case, we have D(-) > S > 0 in Lg. For the sake of
completeness, we provide the full details of the proof.

Lemma 5.15. If p,q € Uy, then |A(p) — A(q)| < Calp — q|.

Proof. Since D > S > 0, all points in Uy belong to some (unique) Ry, where k € Iy. Let 4,5 € Iy
be such that p € R; and ¢ € R;. If p,q € 2R; or p,q € 2R;, then |A(p) — A(q)| < 3alp — ¢| by
Lemma 5.14, and we are done. Hence, from now on, we may assume that ¢ ¢ 2R; and p ¢ 2R;.
In particular, this implies

(5.25) |p — ¢| > max{diam R;, diam R;}.
Let y € Q(i) and z € Q(j) be such that |y — 2| = sup,cq(i)peq(j) l@ — bl, which in particular
implies
1
(5.26) ly — 2| > §min{diamQ(i),diamQ(j)}.
We have
[A(p) — A(g)] <[A(p) — Ai(p)] + |Ai(p) — Ai(TL(y))] + |Ai(L(y)) — I+ (y)]
+ [ (y) — T (2)|
+1A(a) — Aj(@)] + 4;(a) — A;(T(2))] + [4;(IL(2)) — TI-(2)].
Let us see that all the terms are bounded by < a. We bound the first four terms, and the last
three follow by symmetry.
Term |A(p) — Ai(p)|: Using the partition of unity in the second equality, and by (5.23) in
Lemma 5.13 (since p € R;, the fact that ¢;(p) # 0 implies that supp ¢; N R; # (), and in particular

3R; N R; # () and since the last sum runs over the index j € Iy around R; (in particular a finite
number of candidates), we have

[A(p) = Ai(p)l = [ | D_ 050 A;(p) | — Ailp)| = | D ¢5(0)(45(p) — Ailp))
(5.27) j€lo j€lo
(5.23) (5.25)
< CediamR; < Celp—q| <alp—q|
Term |A;(p) — Ai(Il(y))|: First, |A;(p) — A;(I1(y))| < 2a|p —II(y)| since A; is 2a-Lipschitz, and
second |p—II(y)| < diam R; +dist(R;, I1(Q(7))) +diam Q(7), which by the choice of Q(7) in (5.19a)
and (5.19b) the last two term are controlled by < diam R;. We conclude this term by using (5.25).
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Term |A;(TI(y)) — I+ (y)|: Since Z(Lgy, Lr) < a is small and by (5.11), we have [A;(I(y)) —
I+ (y)| < 2dist(y, Lgg)) < 2ediam Q(i). By the choice of Q(i) in (5.19a) this is controlled by
< Cediam R;, and by (5.25) the last term is controlled by < Celp — q| < a|p — q|.

Term [T+ (y) — I+ (2)|: First, y € Q(i) implies that d(y) < diam Q(i), and z € Q(j) implies
d(z) < diam Q(j). Thus, from (5.26) and this we have |y — z| > 1 min{diam Q(¢), diam Q(j)} >
$min{d(y),d(z)}. Using Lemma 5.10 in the first inequality we get

T (y) — I (2)| < 20|T1(y) — I(2)| < 20 (T(y) — pl + [p — gl + |¢ — TI(2)]).-

As in the bound of the second term (that is, |A;(p) — A;(II(y))|), the first term inside the brackets
is bounded by < C'diam R;. By symmetry, the third term is controlled by < Cdiam R;. This term
follows by (5.25) as well. O

Now we can use the Whitney extension theorem to extend A from Uy to a C'a-Lipschitz function
on all L. This gives the existence of the C'a-Lipschitz graph in Proposition 5.9. It remains to see
now that this C'a-Lipschitz graph approximates koR in the (5.14) sense.

Proof of (5.14). Let x € koR and set p = II(x). Recall D(p) > S > 0, and let R;, i € Iy, so that
p € R;. We first break

dist(z, (I(x), A(I(2)))) < [I*(2) — 4;(1I(2))] + |A(IL(x)) — A;(TL(z))].
Applying [DS91, Lemma 8.21] with » = D(p) and @ = Q(i), we get that x € C,Q(i) for some

Ck, depending on ko, so taking k > C}, we have x € kQ(i). Using that Z(Lg, L)) < a is small,
the flatness condition in (5.11) and the choice of Q(7) in (5.19a) respectively, we have

T+ (z) — A;(TI(2))| < 2dist(z, L) < 2ediam Q(i) < ediam R;.

The term |A(II(x)) — A;(II(z))| is simply the first term in the proof of Lemma 5.15, whence we
obtain directly from (5.27) that

|A(II(z)) — A;(II(2))| < Cediam R;.
)

(
All in all, dist(z, (II(x), AII(x)))) < Cediam R;. From the definition of the family {R;};cs in
(5.16), we have diam R; < 207'D(p). Just from the definition D in (5.15), D(p) < d(z). This
concludes the proof of (5.14). O

5.6. Proof of the localized good lambda inequality (5.9). Let Q be as in the statement of
Theorem 3.5. To apply the notation of the section of the Lipschitz graph construction, for A > 0
we write Ry € W) for the cube from the Whitney covering of Q) (the letters @, R are reserved
for boundary dyadic cubes D, ), and we rewrite the good lambda inequality (5.9) as

(5.28) O'({x € Ry : Kl7*(f13RW)(x) > 50)\,M1+Vf(x) < A)\}) < C50’(3Rw).

We will use with no mention that we assume that there exists zg € Ry with My, f(z) < A,
otherwise the left-hand side in (5.28) is zero and we are done. Recall also from Remark 5.4 that
we have ((Ry) 2T > S.

The thin boundary condition (4) in Lemma 2.12 implies, for each @ € D, the existence of a
point cg € @, called the center of @, such that dist(cg, 0\ Q) ZADR,» diam Q, see [DS93, Lemma
3.5 of Part I|. We denote

(5.29) B(Q) :== B(cg,c1diam @), Bg = B(cg,diamQ) D Q,
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where ¢; € (0,1] is chosen so that B(Q') N 9Q C Q' for all Q' € D, satisfying also that B(Q1) N
B(Q2) = 0 for all disjoint @1, Q2 € D,. Indeed, assuming without loss of generality that diam Qo <
diam Q1, if B(Q1) N B(Q2) # 0, then

diam Q1 SApR,n dist(cg,, 00\ Q1) < |cg, — cg,| < ci(diam Q1 + diam Q2) < 2¢;diam @y,

which is not possible if ¢; is chosen to be sufficiently small, depending only on the ADR character
of 09).

We begin the proof of (5.28). Given Ry € Wy, let j € Z be so that ¢(Ry) = 27 (recall
Ry € DR™1)), fix any # € Ry N 09 (if such point does not exist then the left-hand side of
(5.28) is zero), and let R € D, ; be the cube with € R. We fix m = 3 so that 002 N 3Ry C mR.
Indeed, since diam R > 27, for all y € Ry we have |y — z| < 2diam Ry = 2 -2/ < 2diam R, thus
dist(y, R) < |y — x| < 2diam R, see (5.10).

For every @ € U,,(R) and every z € Q,

|z — cgr| < diam @ + (m — 1)diam R + diam R < Cp(m + 1)diam R,
where Cp is the constant in (3) in the boundary dyadic lattice Lemma 2.12. Also, if z € Bg D B(Q)
(not necessarily in @), then
|z — cr| < |z —cg|+|cg — cr| < diam @ + Cp(m + 1)diam R < Cp(m + 2)diam R.
This implies that Ugey,,(r) Be 2 Ugeu,.(r) B(Q) and Ugeyp,, (r) @ are subsets of
(5.30) Bp = Cp(m+ 2)Bg,
with Bp as in (5.29).
Since ¢ is ADR, we will use that

o(3Rw) ~ o(R) ~m o(Br)~mo [ | @
QEUm(R)

Remark 5.16. Under the choice in (5.1), the estimate (5.11) holds with ¢ = 2kdg and Lg = Ly,
Indeed, as kQ C kBg we have

(5.1)
sup dist(z,Lg) < sup dist(y,Lg) < 20gkdiam Q.
€kQ 2€d0NkBg
Recall in Section 5.5 we needed € = 2kdg < «, which is granted by (C4).
We define the following subfamilies of Stop(R) (see Definition 5.6) of big and small angle re-
spectively as

BA(R) = {Q € Stop(R) : Z(Lg, Lg) > a}, and
SA(R) == {Q € Stop(R) : (L, Lg) < al,

so that Stop(R) = BA(R) U SA(R) and the union is disjoint. By the stopping conditions in
Definition 5.6 in the construction of the Lipschitz graph, we have

BA(R) D {Q € Stop(R) : diam @ > S}, and
SA(R) C {Q € Stop(R) : diam @ < S}.

Remark 5.17. If Q € SA(R), then diam Q < S but its parent Qe Tree(R) satisfies diam Q > S
as @ ¢ Stop(R), and therefore diam @ ~ S.
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Let us define
Ggr = U Q.
QESA(R)
The notation G stands for “good” in the following sense:

Lemma 5.18. We have o (UQeUm(R) Q\ GR) = 0(Ugesar) @) = 535 (3Ry).

Proof. For each @ € BA(R), let Lg as in (5.11) (with € = 2kdg) and Lp, as in (5.1). By the same
computations in Remark 5.16, both Lg and Lp,, satisfy the assumptions of Lemma 5.5 with € =
2kdg, and hence we conclude that Z(Lq, Lp,) S kdg. By the same argument, Z(Lg, Les,,) < kdg,
where B is the ball in (5.30) so that Ugpep,, gy @ C Br-

From /(Lq,Lp,) S kép, Z(Lr, Lsy,) < kdg, and the stopping condition Z(Lg, Lg) > a, we get
(L, Lp,) > a/2 provided 65 < a/k, see (C4). From this and (5.2) we have Z(msg v, mp,v) >
a/3 provided 57 < , which is granted by (C4). In particular [mey,v — mpyv| 2, 1 — cosa by
the law of cosines.

Therefore, by Chebysheff’s inequality we have

o U Q| = Z (Q)’Sl—cosa Z /|mBQ — myp V| do

QEBA(R) QEBA(R) QEBA(R
< /\ do v [ a
P E— vV—m v|iao V—m v|iao
~ 1—cosa Bq Br
QEBA(R QEBA(R)

1
< — s Z /B mBQV|d0—|—/% lv —mg,v|do |,
QeBA(R R

where we simply used in the last step that @ C Bg and UQEB/—\(R) Q C UQeUm(R) Q C Br. The
first term is controlled by

(3.12)
Z /B|l/—mBQl/|d0 dgu O Z o(Bg) ~ d« Z o(Q)

QEBA(R QEBA(R) QEBA(R)

=do| |J Q) <éo U @] <d0(Ba).
QEBA(R) QeUn(R)
The other term is controlled by

(3.12)
/ v —mg,v|do < 0,0(BR).
Br

All in all, from the last three inline equations, and using d, < §, § < a3 (see (C4)) and

#(51/3) < 361/3 for small enough J, we have

O
<7 1/3
o | Q N pp— o(BRr) S 6720 (BR).
QEBA(R)

The lemma follows as o0(3Rw ) ~, 0(BR). O
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Using the set G defined above, we decompose
o{x € Ry : Kio(flamy (@) > 400, My, f(2) < AN} < [1]+[2]+[3],

where

=o(Rw \ Gr),

=oc({x € Gp: K1.(fl3ryncy)(x) > 20\, My, f(z) < AN}), and

=o({z € 00 : Ki«(f13ry\ap)(x) > 20A}).

Using the control of the measure of UQeUm( R) Q@ \ G in Lemma 5.18, we estimate and :

Lemma 5.19. We have|1| < C§'/30(3Ry).
Proof. This is just by the inclusion 9Q N 3Ry C mR C UQeUm( R) Q@ and Lemma 5.18. O
Lemma 5.20. We have |3] E < AVTFgss 1+W)a(3RW) In particular < ¢50(3Rw) with
cs > 0asd—0, by (C3).
Proof. By Chebysheff’s inequality and the fact that K ,g < K.,g for any g € LP(0), we have

1 T 1
s W/ Kis (Flapyaa) |V do < /aQ [Ke(flsry\cp) [V do

Since LP(c) € LY () (as we are assuming that 0 < y < p—1), by (3.6a) (since 0 is uniformly

loc

rectifiable) and Holder’s inequality respectively, the right-hand side term is bounded by

| I+y d0'< )\\/ﬁ/ |f 3Rw\GR| 1+A{d0_

_1
o(3Rw \ Gr)'~ VI I do VIt
)\\/1+’y 3Ry

)\\/ﬁ/ «(fL3py\Gr)

AN

o(3Rw \ Gr)'~ V17 o (3R ) e e o \ VT
= |lfI"™7 do .
)\\/1+’y 3Ry

1
Using that ( Far, [F1M7 da) VI < My f(@0) VI, Mgy f(20) < AX and 3Ry C Up(R) in
the latter term, we conclude

1——L

< AVI+HY
~4 o(3Rw)

o(3Rw),

and the lemma follows by applying Lemma 5.18 in the last term. O
It remains to study the term . As in the terms and , we want to see:
Lemma 5.21. We have < ¢50(3Rw ), with cs — 0 as 6 — 0.

The rest of the section is devoted to the proof of Lemma 5.21. By Proposition 5.9 we have that
there exists a Lipschitz graph I'p given by A: Lp — LJPE with norm < Ca such that

dist(z, (IHr(x), A(Ilr(x)))) < Ckiogdr(x) for all x € kgR D mR O 3Rw.
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In particular, for z € @ € SA(R), if @ D @ > x is the parent of @@ then @ € Tree(R) and hence
dr(7) = inf getree(r) {dist(7, Q) + diam Q} < diam @ ~ diam Q ~ S and

dist(x, (HR(a;),A(HR(a;)))) < Ck;55dR(a:) 5 k(SﬁS
So, if 45 < 1/k is small enough we have

1
recall B(Q) defined in (5.29). This in particular implies
H'r(B(Q)) = o(Q).

Given flsg,ngy € LP(0), let us define an auxiliar function fr, in I'p. First, for each @ €
SA(R), let

530 (@ = gy /O reeos) o) = | 10,0 dow),

and we define the function fr, in I'r as

(5-32) fral@) = ﬁR )1p)(2), = €Tk
QESA(R

Note that frp is a piecewise constant function, since {B(Q)}qgesa(r) is pairwise disjoint family.
This follows from the fact that {Q}gesa(r) is a pairwise disjoint family and the choice of ¢; in
(5.29). By definition of fr, and (5.30), we have

(5.33) supp fr, C () B(Q) C B
QESA(R)

From the definition of fr, from flsp,nqg, in (5.32) we have that both flsgr,ngdo and
frrlp) dH"|r, have the same mass for each @ € SA(R). That is,

(5.34) /1—\ fI‘RlB(Q) den = Hn(PR M B(Q))fFR(Q) = /Qf13RWﬁQ dO’.

Before seeing some properties of fr,, let us define the subfamily Ir of SA(R) as
Ir ={Q € SA(R) : 3z € Q with K .(f13rynar)(x) > 5X and My, f(z) < AX}.
For each @ € IR, we fix zg € @ (do not confuse with cg, the “center” of @) such that
(5.35) Mty f(zg) < AN

In the following lemma we see that the function fr, inherits the maximal function properties
from f for cubes Q € Ig.

Lemma 5.22. For each QQ € Ip we have

1

T+ ==
][ | frp|tTY dH < AN and < ][ | frptT7 d?-[") < AN
I'rNB(Q) ' TrNBR '
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Proof. Let zg denote the point in @ such that M4 f(2g) < A, see (5.35). The first inequality
follows from the definition of fr,, (5.31) and @ € Ir. That is,

<][ o) dH"(l/)) = |fre(@) S ][ |f()ldo(y) S My f(zq) < AN
I'rNB(Q) Q

Similarly, the second inequality is obtained as

14+~
1
Y gy L s
Fop, P 76 )N%wrm%m Lo, 2 @ew)
D / !er Q)| dH" (y)
QESA
(5.31) qn 1+
51 IR <][|f ) do(y > !
( QeSA(R
(Jensen) 1 (5.30)
S F@doty) S £ f@)Ido(y)
(R eSA(R/ ][%R

S Migq f(2)'H7 < (AN,
where we took any zg with @) € I in the last inequality. d
For shortness on the notation, for € > 0 we denote

(I)a(z) = 1{| |>e} for z € Rn+l \ {O}

’ ‘n—i—l
We present two lemmas that we will need in the proof of Lemma 5.21.

Lemma 5.23. For allz € Q € IR, all 2’ € B(Q)NTg and every e > T,

A

N =

[ 2= smercu o)~ [ @~ ) fenw d%"<y>' <
Iy} 'r

Proof. We write

= | [ @ca = ) ramyn o) = @ele’ = ) 1)

<

[ @) =2’ =) Aamran da<y>\
o0

+

/CI)a(x, - y)fl?»RWﬁGR dO'(y) - /CI)a(x/ - y)fFR d,Hn‘FR(y)‘
=[]+ 2]

Let us bound the term . Since x € @ and 2’ € B(Q) satisfy |x — 2/| < 2diam Q < 25, and
®. is the truncated kernel of big scales ¢ > T > 100S, in particular |z —y| > T > 100S, we have
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|z—2a'|/|x—y| < S/T < 1/2. Thus, we can use the cancellation property of the Calderén-Zygmund
kernel (or just the mean value theorem) to obtain
| — 2| S
|e(r —y) — P (l’ —y)| 3 WlB(m g/2)° (y) S WlB(;p,T/mc(y),
where we used in the last step that ¢ > T and that x € Q and 2/ € B(Q) satisfy |z — 2/| < 25.
From this we get

< [ 10ule =9 - 2 = DI F @) 6x W) o) £ 5 )
90 B(z,T/2)¢ |z —yl
- |f(y)] Sy ][ 639 5
=5 / — — fldo < AN,
,;) B(a, 2T\ B(x,25-17) |T — l/|”Jrl T kz B(2,25T) Fldo(y) T
where we used in the last step that Q € Ip.
It remains to bound the term . We have
= /‘Pa(x/ — ) fl3ryncr do(y) — /(I)a(x/ —y)frg d%n’rR(?J)‘
D R X SR Sl | (' = 9) frn AH" | (v)
Jesa(r) ¢ Gesar) ’ T RNB (Q
= ) /<I>e(:v’ — W), ~gHY) do(y) — / (2’ — y) fra(W)1pG) (Y) dH 0, (y)
QESA(R)
< > (2" —y) f(Y)135,, W) do(y) — / Cc(z' = y)fre (W) p5) (W) dH" |, (y)] -
QESA(R)

To shorten the notation, we write m < Z@€SA(R) M2(Q) | where

M@= | [ 806"~ ) (70D o) d000) = Fen0) Ly () 400 (1)) |-

Let us study | M2(Q)| for each Q € SA(R). Since we have that fW g, g dol(y) —
pr(y)lB@)(y) dH"|r,(y) has zero mass for each Q € SA(R), see (5.34), we can add ®.(z' — 5)

inside the integral sign in the last term, where 5 is the “center” of @,6 and therefore

M2AQ)| = \ @ =0 = 0~ )Wy da(y)—er<y>1B@<y>d%"rrﬁ,(y))'.
With this we have
2@ < [ 10" ) = Bl — cQFW) Ly W) o)

+ [ 10— ) = e’ = )l ra0) L) (6) A )

6Any point in @ would do the job.
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Fory € Qory € B(@), note first that |y—c©| < diam Q < S, and second, |2’ —y| > e >T > 1005
by the truncation of the kernel ®.. Hence, |y — c@| /ly — 2’| < 1/2. Therefore, by the cancellation
of the Calderén-Zygmund kernel ®. we have

|Q|<5

/ /
|q)e(l' _y) _(I)€($ - )| ~ |33‘ |n+1 — |:E/_y|n+1'

Thus, defining

M2AQ), | /Q 5 f() do(y). and

|f
On{ly—='|>T/2} 17— y[" T+

9) S
M2(Q)y |: / S e
( )H B(Q)QFRH{|y—m’|ZT/2} ’{L‘l — y‘n'f‘l ’ FR( )’ ( )

we have

M2(Q) | S| M2(Q)s | +| M2(Q)nn |

Summing | M2(Q), | over Q € SA(R), as we did in the bound of we have

(5.35)

3 = |f(y)] ) Z ( S
M2(0 < < <
2( )J S/ ’T/2 |ZE —y|n+1 ~ T 2k /QkT ’f’da T )\7

QESA(R)

where we used in the last step that Q € Ig.

We obtain the same bound for Z@€SA(R) M2(Q)yn | Indeed, denoting the open annulus
A2, 281T, 28T == B(a/,2FT) \ B(a',2k-1T), k > 0, we first have

(5.36)
5 1 Jgf1do .
> |M2AQun [<S D /~ T F@ i )
OeSA(R) Jesa(r)” B@NTR\B(@".T/2) TrNB(Q))

g Z Z/ 1 Jg1f1do 1),

oo B @ty W =0T (T 0 B(@)

For k > 0 let SAL(R) := {Q € SA(R) : Q N A(2/, 25717, 2T + 0}, and note that as diam Q < S
if @ € SA(R), every cube in SA(R) belongs to at most two consecutive subfamilies SA;(R). Thus,
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we can interchange the sums and we have

(5.37)

— [e'e] ~ dO’
oM@ (<S> D /~ ! Jgl7! dH"(y)

B(Q)NT rNA(a! 28— 1T,25T) |2/ — y[n 1 H*(TrN B(@))

QESA(R) k=0 QeSAL(R)

ST 1 / J5f|do

S % - N — dH" (y)
T kzzo 2k (28T) @ESEAE(R) B(@)NTrnA(x 2k-17,2¢7) H™(Tr N B(Q))
Se1 1

<2\ L

ST gmry L Wl

k=0 QEeSAL(R)

where we used in the last step that Q C B(z/,2¥1T) if Q € SAL(R). Using now that Q € Iy, by
(5.35) we conclude

= s
n| <2
(5.38) NE M2(Q)nn | S 7 AN,
QESA(R)

as claimed.
All in all, we conclude

S
T
where we use (C6) in the last step. O

[34] <[]+ [312] < 02 4x <

From now on, we write the double layer potential in T'p as KT2, replacing 02 and its surface
measure o by I'g and H"|r,, in (3.3).

The second lemma for the proof of Lemma 5.21 is about a continuity-type result for the large
scale double layer potential in I'g.

Lemma 5.24. If there is © € Q € Ig with K, "(fr,)(x) > 2X\ then K, *(fr,)(z) > A for all
S B(Q) NIg.

Proof. We have to see that |Klrf(pr)(3:) - Klrf(pr)(zﬂ < Aforall z€ B(Q)NTg. Fore >T,

since z,z € B(Q)NTg, diamQ < S and € > T > S, we have |z —y| ~ |z —y| if |y — x| > €. So,
using the cancellation of the Calderén-Zygmund kernel, we have

|K2 7 (fra)(@) — K2R (frp)(2)| = '/(‘PE(:U —y) = ®=(z = y), vrp (Y)) frp dH" [Py (y)

r—z n
</ '—ywmwdﬂ en ()
Y

—z|>T/2 |z —

1 n
<S5 | >T/2 |x_y|n+1|fFR(y)|dH |FR(y)
Yy—xi=z
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Note that the last element is in fact Z@eSA(R) M2(Q)3r |in the proof of Lemma 5.23, replacing 2/

by z € Q. Thus, by the same computations in (5.36), (5.37) and (5.38), we have |K1®(fr,)(z) —
KIr(fr.)(2)] < ZAX. By the condition (C6), we conclude that this is bounded by < . O

For the proof of Lemma 5.21, we will compare the double layer potential in 9€2 with the double
layer potential in the Lipschitz graph I'r, so that we can use Lemmas 5.23 and 5.24, and known
properties of K'®. The following is a simplified version of [HMT10, Theorem 4.34], see also
[HMT10, (4.4.9)].

Theorem 5.25. Let ¢ : R™ — R be a Lipschitz function, T' = {(z, p(x)) : © € R"} its graph, and
1<p<oo. Then

(5.39) 1K Loy < Crpll Vol oo ey (1 + 1Vl oo @)Y
for some N = N(n).

Let us see the proof of Lemma 5.21. During the proof, R = R and R'® denote the Riesz
transform in OS2 and I'g respectively, see Definition 2.16, and R, and RLE their respective maximal
operators as in (2.10).

Proof of Lemma 5.21. For each @ € IR, let us study first
o{r € Q: K1 +(f13rynag) (@) > 20\, My, f(x) < AX}).
For any z € Q € Ip and any 2’ € B(Q) NT'g, we have

Kiu(Flsryncs) (@) <K E(frp) (@) + Ru(flsryncs (voa() — Nisg)) ()
+ RER(fFR (VFR(') - N‘BR))($/)

/a X [ e’ =g an.

Tr

+ sup
e>T

where Ng,, is the orthogonal unit vector to Leg, in (5.1) for the ball Bg defined in (5.30). There-
fore, if we take 2/ € B(Q) N ' satisfying

RER(fI‘R(VFR(') - N‘BR))(x,) < zeBi(IngﬂI‘R RER(JCFR(VFR(') - N‘BR))(Z) + %7
then we have that
o({z € Q: Ki.(f1lay)(w) > 6A}) <o({z € Q: K F(fr,)(2') > 2\})
+o({z € Q@ Ru(flsrynar(von() — Nug))(x) > A})

tolfreQ: int  RIF(frymy() ~ Nug))(z) > A)

to({zeQ:sup /a (e~ )0 Lamynia ) o)

e>T

—/F D (' —y) frp(y) dH" (y)| > \}).
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By Lemma 5.23, the last term drops out as the corresponding set is empty, and Lemma 5.24 implies
that the first is controlled by o({z € Q : inf.cp@)r, Klpf(pr)(z) > A}). That is,

o({r € Qi Kinl(flop)(@) > 50 Sofw € Qi K1 (fr)() > A))

+o({r € Q@ Ru(flsrwnor(vaal-) — Nsy))(z) > A})

tolreQ: it RIF(fry () ~ Nug)(z) > A)

—I-‘ 2Q,ii

+ ‘ 20,4 |

:2‘ 2Q,i

Using the infimum property, is treated as

14+ n 14+
o] < T (_jint | KIrGre)) ~ BN (e kTR o)

2€B(Q)NT'r z€B(Q)NT'r

< — KL® Y an (y),
<305 g, RO )

in the last step we removed the restriction on large scales. By the same computations above,

1 n
S 5t / RER(frn (v () = Nang)) ()7 dH* ().
B(Q)NT'r

Using Chebysheff’s inequality, the term is controlled directly by
1
< /Q (Rl fLamrGr (Vo) — N ))(0)Y ™ do(y).
All in all,

1
O'({.’L' S Q : Kl,*(flGR)(x) > 6)\}) S ALy /B(Q)OI‘R ’KfR(fFR)(y)’LF\/ d?—[n(y)

* % /Q IR (fLl3ry nen (Vo) — N ) ()Y do(y)

1 T'r D) 1 n
+W/B(Q)er [RLE (frp(wrp(-) — Ny p)) ()| dH" (y).
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Summing over all @ € Ir C SA(R) and using the above inequality in the last step, we have
—o({r € Gr: Ki([Tsmyrag) () > 200, My, f(z) < AN})
=Y oz € Q: Kiu(fl3pyncy) (@) > 200, My, f(z) < AN})

QE€lR
<Y olfr € Q: Kpu(fl3ryynag)(z) > 6A})
QElR
1
Sy /FR [KLR(fra) ()7 dH™ (y)

+ A\/L—fy /m R (F L3Ry nar (Vo (y) — Na ) @)V do(y)

+ ﬁ /F . IRLE(frn(vrg(y) — Nos,p)) ()7 dH™ (y)

The smallness of the term will come from the LP norm of KL? in the Lipschitz graph with

small constant < «, while we will bound the terms and using the smallness assumption

on the unit normal vectors, after using that the Riesz transform is bounded in LP (with constant
depending in p). We do this in the rest of the proof.
Let us bound the terms above. Using that the Lipschitz norm of I'g is < a small, by Theo-

rem 5.25 we have that the L? norm (in every 1 < ¢ < 00) of KL is Sq @, and hence we get

L T ann () ~ S o Y gy
Sy a4 ) = o) U@ ),

where we used in the last step that supp fr, C Br, see (5.33), and we allow the implicit constant
to depend on 7. By Lemma 5.22, the last averaged integral is controlled by < (AX)!*7 and hence

<A™ G (BR) < aA?0(BRr) ~ aA’o(3Rw),

where the last second inequality is simply because 0 < v < 1.
Using that the Riesz transform is bounded in UR sets, Holder’s inequality, and that there exists
some point z € 3Ry C B g such that My, f(z) < AN, we have

1
S5 | (W lons) — Nagl) T doty)

< serszeo ( f, o ao) " (f, - vadaot)

>1—1/¢m

S o CRANTT (£ vanly) - Nayl o)

R
Using the smallness assumption of the oscillation of the unit normal vector in (3.12) and that
Mo V00 — Nl S Sn by (5.3), we have

1
£, ontw) = Nyl do(u) < f. oaty) = mam,vonl do(u) + lmamgrin — N, S 6.
R R
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We conclude then that
1-1/VT97
<Cs. ™ A’0(3Rw).

The term is treated similarly, using the L° bound of the oscillation of the unit vector

as ['g is a Lipschitz graph of norm < a. That is, since I'p is the Lipschitz of A : Ly — Lﬁ in
Proposition 5.9 with norm S «, then Z(vr,(y), Nr) S o for all y € I'p, where Ngr L Lg, and on
the other hand, since dist(x, Lr) < 2kdgdiam R for all x € kR O R by (5.11) and Remark 5.16, and
dist(z, Ly ,,) < 20g73,, for all z € 90N Br D R by (5.1), by Lemma 5.5 we have Z(Ng,,, Ng) =
Z(Lg,,Lr) S kég < a, provided 63 < a/k. So, Z(vr,(y), Ns,) S « for all y € T'g, and by the
law of cosines we conclude

|VFR(y) - N%R|2 =2- 2|COS(4(VFR(:U)7N‘BR))| <2- 2COS(CO‘) ~ O‘2'

Using that the Riesz transform is bounded in Lipschitz sets, supp fr, C B g and |vr,(y) — Ny, | S
«, and Lemma 5.22 respectively we have
1
S [ (fra@lvrg(y) — Nag )7 dH™ (y)
A ey

1 ][ 1+
~ S dH" (y
T ar%R‘ Tr ()] (y)

< a7 A6 (3Ry) < aA?0(3Rw ).

< o H |, (BR)

All in all,
-1/ VTHy
< C ([2]+[2a] + [2u]) < Clad® + 6.7 7 Ao (3Rw),
and we conclude the proof by applying the conditions (C3) and (C5). O

With this we have that Lemmas 5.19 to 5.21 are proved. Recall that this implies the good
lambda (5.28), a rewrite of the good lambda (5.9). As we already saw below (5.9), it implies the
good lambda (5.5), and in particular (5.6) and (3.13). This concludes the proof of Theorem 3.5. [

6. UNIQUENESS OF THE SOLUTION OF THE NEUMANN PROBLEM

In this section we prove the uniqueness (modulo constant) for the Neumann problem in terms of
weak derivatives in unbounded 1-sided CAD with unbounded boundary for the range of 2n/(n +
1)<p<n+e;.

Proposition 6.1. Let Q C R"! be an unbounded 1-sided CAD with unbounded boundary. Then
there exists e1 = e1(n, CAD) > 0 such that if u : Q@ — R satisfies N(Vu) € LP(o) with p €
2n/(n+1),n+e1) and

/ Vu(2)V(z) dm(z) = 0, for all p € C®(R™M1),
Q

then u 1s constant.

Before its proof, let us state some fundamental properties that will be useful in this section. By
[HMT10, Proposition 3.24], if © is an ADR domain which is either bounded or has an unbounded
boundary and p € (0,00), then

(6.1) [l Lrnsvm) S INUlle(o),
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where the involved constant depends on the ADR parameter. If Q is a 1-sided CAD, by [MMM*22a,
(2.609)], there exists a sufficiently large C' > 1 such that if N(Vu) € LV (o) for some p € (0, o0]
and some € > 0, then

(6.2) NCueIP (o).

loc

In particular, for p € (0,00) and a 1-sided CAD Q that is either bounded or has unbounded
boundary, we claim

(6.3) N(Vu) € LP(6) = ue WP/ 0 B) for any ball B centered at 9.

Indeed, directly from (6.1) we obtain Vu € LP(*+1)/"(Q). For a ball B centered at 99, again by
(6.1) we have [|ull om+1)/m0np) S N2 (ulp)| Le(o)- We note that supp(N"2(ulg)) C (2 + @)B,
whence we get [|N"2(ulp)l| ooy < [IN"Bull e which is bounded using that we can take
any € > 0in (6.2).

For the type of domains in Proposition 6.1, the following lemma relates the nontangential and
weak derivative.

U|(2+Q)B) )

Lemma 6.2. Let Q C R be an ADR domain with the 2-sided corkscrew condition, and let
u: Q — R be harmonic. If N(Vu) € LP(0) for some p € (1,00) and the pointwise nontangential
limit (Vu)|sq exists o-a.e. on 02, then

/ Vu(z)Ve(z)dm(z) = / ©(2)d,u(z) do(z), for all p € C(R™).
Q o0

Proof. If Q is bounded or has unbounded boundary, we define D = 2, and if  is unbounded
and has bounded boundary, then we take a ball B so that 92 C B/2 and we define D = QN B.
Note that D is ADR, and we denote op = H"|9p. During the proof N and Np denote the
nontangentially maximal operators in  and D respectively. We claim

(6.4) Np(Vu) € LP(op).

This is by assumption when D = Q. If Q is unbounded with bounded boundary, we have Np(Vu) <
Na(Vu) on 99, and since u is harmonic in © (in particular u € C*°(2)) and for z € 9B we
have that I'p () is uniformly far from 02 (depending on rp and o > 0), we therefore get
Np(Vu) < +00 on 9B. This gives (6.4).

Fixing ¢ € C®(R"*!) and assuming also B D supp ¢, this is an almost direct consequence of
the divergence theorem in [HMT10, Theorem 2.8] for the domain D and the vector field ¢Vu.”
Let us check its hypothesis. Indeed, 0D is ADR, [HMT10, (2.3.1)] for D is satisfied by the 2-sided
corkscrew condition of 2, ¢Vu € C°(D) since u is harmonic (and hence smooth) in Q, Np(oVu) €
LP(o) since Np(¢Vu) < C,Np(Vu) and Np(Vu) € LP(op) by (6.4), the pointwise nontangential
limit (¢Vu)|sp exists op-a.e. since by assumption (Vu)|pq exists o-a.e., and div(pVu) € L'(D)
because

/ |div(eVu)|dm = / IVuVp + oAu|dm < C¢/ |Vu| dm < oo,
D D DNB

where we used Au = 0 in D and that Vu € LPO+D/7(D) by (6.4) and (6.1).

"As noted in [HMT10, lines 1-6 in proof of Theorem 3.25], the divergence theorem in [HMT10, Theorem 2.8]
continues to hold for unbounded domains with unbounded boundary and vector fields with bounded support in the
domain.
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Having checked these conditions, as Au = 0 in  and by the divergence theorem in [HMT10,
Theorem 2.8| for the domain D and the vector field ¢Vu (with bounded support in D), we have

/Vqupdm:/ div(ngu)dm:/ poyudo,
D D o0

as claimed. O

As a consequence of Proposition 6.1 and Lemma 6.2, we get the uniqueness of the Neumann
problem with zero nontangential derivative.

Corollary 6.3. Let Q C R" and &1 > 0 be as in Proposition 6.1. If p € 2n/(n+1),n + €1),
then constant functions in Q are the unique solutions of the Neumann boundary value problem
Au =0 in Q,
(6.5) N(Vu) € LP(o),
o,u=0, o-a.e. on OS.
The rest of the section is devoted to the proof of Proposition 6.1. The proof will use the

extra regularity in (6.3) for functions satisfying N'(Vu) € LP(o), the Holder regularity (up to

the boundary) of W' 2-solutions of the Neumann problem in terms of weak derivatives, and the

well-known Poincaré inequality for uniform domains®.

Theorem 6.4 ([HS25, Corollary 4.49]). Let Q C R™*! be as in Proposition 6.1 and let B .= B(&, R)
be a ball of radius R > 0 centered at & € Q. There exist K = K(CAD,n) > 1, C = C(CAD,n) <
o and a = a(CAD,n) > 0 such that if u € WH2(Q N Brr(€)) satisfies

(6.6) /QVu(z)Vgo(z) dm(z) =0, for all ¢ € WH(Bgr(€)),

then for all 0 < r < R/2 there holds

o 1/2
lu(z) —u(y)] < C <M> <]{sz © u(z)? dm(z)) for all z,y € QN B,(§).

r

Lemma 6.5 (Poincaré inequality). Let Q@ C R™! be a uniform domain and let B be a ball
centered at 0S). There exists K > 2, depending only on the uniformity constants of Q, such that if
u€WWW(KBNQ), for1 <p<n+1, then withp+ ¢, =p(n+1)/(n+ 1 — p) there holds’

60 ([ )~ mamupter dnz)) g (£ 1vuep ) "

We now turn to the proof of Proposition 6.1.

Proof of Proposition 6.1. Let K > 2 be a constant such that both Theorem 6.4 and the Poincaré
inequality in Lemma 6.5 hold. Fixed £ € 09, we write Bg := Bgr(§) for R > 0. By (6.3) we have
u € WHPrHD/m(QN K Bigg) € WHP(QNK Biggr), in particular v € WH2(QN K Bygg) since we are

8For a detailed proof of Lemma 6.5 see [MT24b, Theorem 4.1] for instance.
9A quick inspection of the proof reveals that p + ¢, = p(n+1)/(n + 1 — p), see [MT24b, p. 25, L. 5.
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assuming p > 2n/(n + 1). By assumption (and a density argument since v € WH2(Q N K Biog)),
it follows that we can apply Theorem 6.4 and therefore, for any z,y € B(£, R/2) we have

(65) )~ £ (B ) (L o ot am)

with a = a(n, CAD) > 0.
If p > 2, then by the Poincaré inequality (6.7) and Holder’s inequality we have

1/2 1/2 1/p
<][ lu — monpyul® dm> SR <][ |Vul|? dm) <R <][ |Vul? dm) .
QNBgr QNBiorKk QNBiorKk

If 2n/(n + 1) < p < 2, then by Holder’s inequality and the Poincaré inequality (6.7) (with
p+ep=(n+1)p/(n+1—p) whichis > 2since p > 2n/(n+1) >2(n+1)/(n+ 3)),

1/2
<][ |u—QOBR(5)u|2dm> < <][ lu — monprulP TP dm
QNBRr QNBRr

1/p
SR <][ |VulP dm> .
QNBiork

That is, in any case we obtain the same bound. From this, Holder’s inequality and (6.1) we have

1/2 1/p
<][ lu — manpul? dm) SR <][ |Vul? dm)
(6.9) QNBr QNBiork

R —n
N WHWIIWHWQ) <SR! /p||N(VU)HLp(o)-

>1/(P+5p)

From (6.8) and (6.9) we get
[u(@) = u(y)] S |z = y|* RPN (V) | 1o o)

Having fixed z,y € Q and £ € 09, this bound holds as long as R > 0 is big enough so that
x,y € B(&, R/2). Taking R — oo, we obtain that u is constant in  provided p < n/(1 — «), i.e.,
p <n+e with 1 =e1(a,n) =1 (CAD,n) > 0. O

7. INJECTIVITY OF +1Id+ K* IN LP(0) FOR p € [2n/(n+ 1),n +¢)

Recall that for Theorems 1.2 and 1.3, we are interested in the invertibility of the operators
1I1d+ K in L¥ (o) and —1Id+ K* in LP(0). By Corollary 3.6, it suffices to show that 1/d + K*
and —1Id + K* are injective in LP (o).

More precisely, in this section we see the injectivity of £3Id + K* in LP(o) with 2n/(n + 1) <
p < n + e3, for 2-sided CAD’s with unbounded boundary. This is stated in Corollary 7.2, and
follows from the injectivity of —%I d+ K* for unbounded 1-sided CAD with unbounded boundary.

Proposition 7.1. Let Q C R"*! and €1 > 0 be as in Proposition 6.1. Then there exists 0 < €9 =
ea(n, CAD) < &1 such that —3Id + K* is injective in LP(c) for all p € [2n/(n+1),n + &3).

Proposition 7.1 is proved in Section 7.2. Applying this result to ©° we deduce the following
corollary.
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Corollary 7.2. Assume that R\ Q is an unbounded 1-sided CAD with unbounded boundary,
and let e9 > 0 be as in Proposition 7.1 for the domain R"*1\ Q. Then %Id + K* is injective in
LP(o) for allp € 2n/(n+1),n + e2).

Proof. A quick computation reveals K¢, = —K%c. Hence, %ICZ—I—KE‘2 = %Id_K%c, which is injective

in LP(o) for all p € [2n/(n + 1),n + €2) by Proposition 7.1. O

Corollary 7.3. If Q C R is an unbounded 2-sided CAD with unbounded boundary, then there
exists €3 = e3(n, CAD) > 0 such that both £31d + K* are injective in LP(c) for all p € [2n/(n +
1)7 n + 63)'

Proof. Take e3 = min{_&g,gg}, with €9 and &5 as in Proposition 7.1 and Corollary 7.2 for the
domains € and R"*1\ Q respectively. O

By Corollary 3.6, this immediatelly implies that the four operators (j:)% + K™ are invertible
under small enough flatness assumption of the 4-(s,S; R) domain €2, see Definition 1.1.

Remark 7.4. For bounded 2-sided corkscrew ADR domains, the injectivity of %I d+ K* in LP(0)
for p € 2n/(n+1),00) is proved in [MMM23b, Theorem 1.7.2 (4)]. Since the domain is bounded,
the injectivity for the full range [2n/(n + 1), 00) follows from the particular case p = 2n/(n + 1)
and Holder’s inequality. The case p = 2 was already proved in [HMT10, Proposition 5.11]. Both
proofs are based on the divergence theorem. In fact, for the so-called regular SKT domains (see
[HMT10, Definition 4.8]), the injectivity in L?(c) of $Id + K* is enough to show that all four

operator (+)3Id+ K®) are invertible in LP(c), for all 1 < p < oo, see [HMT10, Proposition 5.12].
7.1. The single layer potential. Let Q C R"™! be an ADR domain with the 2-sided corkscrew

condition (in particular 92 is UR by Theorem 2.8) and f € L* (f:c_r&)n). The modified single layer
potential operator associated with € is

(7.1)
1 1 1p (0)c(y)> 1

Simodf () = Smo x) = / < S do(y), x€R"M\0Q,

df( ) d7Qf( ) wn(l — n) 20 ‘Z’ — y\"‘l \y!"‘l f(y) (y) \
and its boundary version is defined as

1 1 1p (o)c(y)>
Smodf () = Simo x:zi/ < —— do(y), =€ oN.
i (8) = S (@)= s | (e~ T ) 1) doty)

Remark 7.5. The classical single layer potential S as well as its boundary version S are defined as
Sinod and Spq but replacing their kernel by W However, this only makes sense for domains
with bounded boundary, and in this case, the difference between the classical and the modified
single layer potential is constant.

The single layer potential satisfies
1 T—y 1
VSmod f( =—/ —Z _f(y)do(y), xecR"T\0Q,
(z) wn oo o=y (y) do(y) \

see [MMM™22a, (3.39)]. Note that this is (modulo a multiplicative constant) the Riesz transform
Rof. Moreover, it satisfies A(Spoaf) = 0 in R\ 9Q, see [MMM*22a, (3.40)], and Syodf is
continuous through the boundary 92 in the nontangential sense

(7.2) (Smod )50 (2) = Smodf(z), for o-a.e. x € 9,
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see [IMMM™22a, (3.47)].
Recall the interior and exterior normal nontangential derivatives in (2.5) and (2.6). There is a
jump formula for the interior derivative, see [MMM™22a, (3.67)|, which is

(7.3) AN Smoa f (x) = <—%Id + K*> f(z), for o-a.e. x € ON.

A quick computation reveals that K%c = — K¢, and using this in the last equality, for o-a.e. x € 9Q
we have the jump formula for the exterior derivative:

aﬁ)g;t‘smodf(x) = ;I_I{}C <I/(ﬂj‘), vSmodf(z» = - ;I_I{}C <V§c ($)7 V‘Smo(Lﬁcf(z»

2eIY () 2eIY ()

3 (1 . _ (! *

= ( 2Id+KQc> flx) = <2Id—|—K>f(:1:).
Given any £ > 0, by [MMM™*22a, (3.41)] we have

0<p<

(7.4)

n’zl
Arguing as in the proof of (6.3) (using (7.5) with p = 1 instead of (6.2)) we obtain Spoaf €

LO+D/7(QN B) for any ball B centered at Q. Note that the same holds for Q° (as it satisfies the
same assumptions as ), and therefore we have

(76) Smodf € Ll(::_l)/n(Rn—i_l)'
For f € LP(o) with 1 < p < oo, the single layer potential satisfies
(7.7) [NV (VSmod ) zr (o) Spursa 1l 2r (o)

see [MMM™22a,; (3.127)]. By (7.7) (and arguing as in (6.4) if € is unbounded with bounded
boundary) and (6.1), the single layer potential satisfies

(7.8) V(Smodaf) € LPMH/™(Q1 N B) for any ball B centered at 052.

In fact, if € is bounded or has unbounded boundary, a direct application of (7.7) and (6.1)
gives V(Smoaf) € LPHD/(Q). As before, the same holds for Q°. Arguing as in the proof
of Lemma 6.2'°, weak derivatives of the single layer potential in R**! exist and its gradient is
1gn+1\90 VSmod f, whence we get from (7.8) (with both domains {2 and Q°) that in the weak sense
there holds

(7'9) v(Smodf) € Lp(n+1)/n(Rn+1)7

loc

and in fact V(Spoaf) € LPUHD/7(R?1) if 9Q is unbounded, i.e., both  and Q° are unbounded.

7.2. Proof of Proposition 7.1. The proof of Proposition 7.1 is presented in several steps. In
Step 0 we define the notation during the entire proof, in Step 1 we show that the single layer
potential is constant in 2 and c-a.e. on 9, in Step 2 we find a submean value property for
modulo of the single layer potential minus the constant found in Step 1, and from this we deduce
in Step 3 that the single layer potential is also constant in the complementary of 2, with the same
value. From this, in Step 4 we conclude the proof of the injectivity.

10By the divergence theorem in [HMT10, Theorem 2.8] using now (7.2), (7.5), (7.6) and (7.8).
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Step 0: Let & € (0,&1], with €1 > 0 as in Corollary 6.3. During the proof we write Q% := Q and
Q™ =R""\ Q. Let f € LP(0) satisfy (—3Id + K*)f =0 in LP(0), equivalently,

(7.10) (—%Id + K*> f =0 oc-a.e. on 0.

We want to show that f = 0 o-a.e. in 0€2. To this end, we consider the modified single layer
potential

U = Smod [,
which is harmonic in R"*1\ 9Q.
Step 1: In this step we prove
(7.11) u = ¢p constant in Q and o-a.e. on IS

By (7.3) and (7.10) we have 0, u = (—%Id + K*)f = 0 o-a.e. on 0. Recall that v : Q@ — R is
harmonic and N (Vu) € LP(o) by (7.7). All in all, the assumptions of Corollary 6.3 are satisfied,
and therefore we conclude that u is constant in Q. By (7.2), we conclude the proof of (7.11).

Step 2: In this step we prove the following submean value property

(7.12) lu(z) — co| < ][ lu(x) — co| dm(zx) for all z € R"™1\ 9Q and r > 0,
Br(2)

where cg is the constant in (7.11). Note that if u were a continuous function in R"*! this would
immediately follow from the fact that A is harmonic in Q° and h = 0 in Q. However, due to the
lack of continuity, a more careful argument is required.

We define h(-) := u(-) — ¢y to shorten the notation. To prove (7.12), we first see that it satisfies

(7.13) V|h|Vedm <0 for all ¢ € C°(R™) with ¢ > 0,
RnJrl

called weak subharmonic condition.
Note that, by (7.9) and since |V|h|| = |[Vu| m-a.e. in R"*! we have

(7.14) V|h| € LPOD/m ety

loc

Let us fix B D supp ¢ (not necessarily centered at 02), and write Q5 := Q™ N B from now on. By
suppyp C Band h =u — ¢y =0 in 2 and o-a.e. in 0f), we have

(7.15) / VW[V din = / V[h[ Ve dm.
Rr+1 05
As in [HMT10, (2.3.37)| for the domain Q, for § > 0 we define
1 if 2 € Q5 \ Us(095),
Xs(x) = 25_1dist(x,8U5/2(aQ§)) if v € QN (Us(05) \ Us/2(023)),
0 if © € Us/o(09Q5) U (R™1\ Q).
Moreover, we fix ¢ € C°(B1(0)) satisfying ¢ > 0 and fBl(O) Y¥dm = 1, and define

(7.16) V() = En—1+1¢ (g) , for £ > 0.
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Since by Holder’s inequality and (7.14) we have

_\w1-1 _15
/Q (1= x5) VIRV o] dm S VIRl ooy (U5 (O25)' 7 S V1AL 1o (mp)0 7 =20,
B
we get
(7.17) / V|h|Vedm = lim/ xsV|h|Vodm.
Q5 6—0 Q5
Also, since V|h| € L'(m|pg) by (7.14), for every § > 0 we have
(7.18) / xsVIh|Vedm = lim/ XsV(|h| * )V dm

For every 0 > 0 and every 0 < £ < §/2, by V(xs¢) = ©Vxs + xs Ve and div(xseV(|h| x 1:)) =
Vixsp)V(h| * ) + x50 A(|h| * 1), we have

/ XV (A * ) Vo dm = /  divxseV (] * ) dm
93 Q5

- / XsA(|h| * 1) dm — / oV (|h] * ) Vxsdm
Qp Qp

The first term on the right-hand side is zero by the classical divergence theorem. Also, we have

that —A(|h]| * 1) < 0in Q7 \ Us(99) for € < /2, because |h| * 1) is smooth and (|h| * :)(z) <

mp(zr (|| * ) for all 2 € Q7 \ Us(9Q) and 0 < r < §/2, which follows from the fact that

|h|(2) < mp(. |k for all z € Q7 and 0 < r < dist(z,09) (since Ah =0 in Q7). Hence, we get

(7.19) | s (blvTedm <~ | o9 (bl v 9x dm.

QB QB
From (7.17), (7.18), (7.19), and that the latter integral in (7.19) converges to — fﬂfg ©V|h|Vxsdm
as ¢ — 0 because V|h| € L!(m|p), we get

(7.20) / VIh| Vi dm < lim—/ Vs (@V|h]) dm.
5 6—0 Q5

Rewriting the latter integral using the notation vs(z) == —V/(dist(z, 0Us /2 (02))) and [75(89;) =
Q5N (Us(9925) \ Us/2(093)), we now claim (and prove below) that

2
7.21 lim—/ vs, pV|h dm:/ Vo, (pV|h —)YdH".
(7.21) B35 g (00 m = [ (V1R
Before its proof, let us conclude the proof of (7.13). Using that ¢ = 0 on 0B and the fact that
Oy, |h| <0 because |h| > 0 converges to zero nontangentially o-a.e. at 9Q (by (7.11) in Step 1),
we have

| e o) i = [ g, hldo <0,
o0 B B BNonN

B

This, together with (7.15), (7.20) and (7.21), concludes the proof of (7.13), in the absence of the
justification of (7.21).
Let us see the claim in (7.21). We first need to check that

(7.22) N(V|h]) € LP(0) and (V]|h|)|aq exists o-a.e. on OQ.
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The first condition is satisfied by |V|h|| = |Vu| m-a.e. in Q7 and (7.7). Regarding the second
condition, we want to see that for g-a.e. x € 9 there exists a vector v, such that, for all € > 0
there is 6 > 0 satisfying that

zE ng(m) N Bs(z) = |V|h| —v,| <e.

By the jump formula (7.4) and the assumption (—%Id + K*)f =0, see (7.10), we have 9,, h = f
for o-a.e., in particular the pointwise nontangential limit (Vh)|sq exists o-a.e., which we denote
by w; for such x € 9. If w, = 0, then v, = w, does the job as |V|h|| = |Vh]|. Since h =0 o-a.e.,
if w, # 0, then for § > 0 small enough we have that either » > 0 or h < 0 in I'?" (z) N Bs(x). If
+h > 0, then we take v, = tw,, and hence we have

IVIh| — tw,| = | £ Vu Fw,| = |Vu —w,| <e,

where we used that V|h| = |—Z‘Vu = +Vu in T (z) N Bs(z) (since we are in the case +h > 0

there) and the fact that the pointwise nontangential limit exists o-a.e. and is (Vu)|gq = wy.
As argued in [HI\EIO, p. 2596, lines 68|, the equality (7.21) directly holds if one replaces

@V|h| by v € C%1(Q5). We adapt the end of Step I in the proof of [MMM22b, Theorem 1.3.1]
to our situation. By the density of C2°(R™™1) functions in L!(o|pngq), for any n > 0 there exists
w € C°(R™1) such that

[(VIR])]ae — w”Ll(Jlsmaﬁ) <1
First,

/aQ (v pw = (@VI[R])]aa)| dH" S [(VIR)]oe = WLt (o)pnea) < 15
B

second, as we already noted, since pw is in particular Lipschitz in Q_]_B, the equality in (7.21) holds
in this case and so we have
2

lim—/ Vs, (pw dm:/ Vo—, ow) dH™,
609 ﬁé(aﬂg)< > an;< g )

and third, by Lemma 2.10, for small enough 6 > 0 so that ¢ = 0in B\ (1 — §)B we have

(olBnaq)’

2
5[ s eVIhl = ow)ldm S AP (V] - )]
Us(0Q5)

recall the definition of A in (2.3). Note that the second condition in (7.22) implies that N°(V|h|—
w)(z) = (V|h|)|sa(r) — w(z) as § — 0 for o-a.e. x € 9. From this and N (V|h|) € L' (o|rsn),

see (7.22), by the dominated convergence theorem we have
lim IN(V[A] = 0l L2 (o1 5000) = I (VIRD]00 — Wl L1 (0] gape) < 7

All in all, we have

2 .
im2 [ (s VAl dm — / e, (0¥ [ o) dH"| <,

with uniform constant, and as n > 0 is arbitrary, we conclude the claim in (7.21), and therefore
the proof of (7.13) is now complete.
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Let us see now how (7.13) implies the submean value property (7.12). With ¢, as in (7.16), the
function |h| * . is smooth and for z € R"*! there holds

n+1
—A([h] ¥ 1) (2) = Z —(Op; |h] * Op;be)(2) = —/V|h|(y)v¢€(z —y)dm(y)
(7.23) i=1 _

- / VIV (e (= — ) dm(y) < 0,

whence we get that |h| * 1. is subharmonic in R"*! and in particular we get the submean value
property
(|h] %) (2) < ][ (|h] % be) () dm(z) for all z € R™™! and 7 > 0.
Br(2)
For z € R"*1\ 99, the left-hand side converges to |h(z)| because h € CO(R"*1\ 9€2). On the other
hand, since |||h| * ¥, — ’h‘HLl(m‘Br(z)) — 0 as ¢ — 0 by (7.6), the right-hand side term converges to
fBT(z) |h(z)] dm(x) as € — 0. This concludes the proof of the submean value property (7.12). O

Step 3: In this step we prove
(7.24) u = ¢p constant in Q.

For a fixed z € Q7 taking r > 2dist(z,09) and & € 9 so that |z — &| = dist(z, 92), we have
B(z,r) C B(&,2r) and therefore

(7.12)
u(z) — ol < ][ () — col dm(a) < ][ () — col dm(a).
B(z,r) B(&,2r)

Note that co is the mean of u over any ball inside . So, taking B the interior corkscrew ball of
B(§,2r), we have that B C B(£,2r) N Q with r5 ~ r, and therefore we get that the last term
above is
][ |u(z) — col dm(z) = ][ lu(z) — mzul dm(z).
B(&,2r) B(&,2r)
Adding +mp¢ 9yu, by the classical Poincaré inequality since u € VV&)’C1 (R"*1) (see (7.6) and
(7.14)), Holder’s inequality and the estimates (6.1) and (7.7), the latter term is controlled by

][ fu(z) — mzul dm() < ][ |u<:v>—m3<g,2T>u|dm<:c>5rf Vu(z)] dim().
B(&,2r) B(&,2r) B(&,2r)

1 (6.1),(7.7) .
STVl poiomey S T T e

All in all, for any z € Q7 and any r > 2dist(z,9Q) we get
(7.25) u(z) = col ST P f Lo (o)

In the case 2n/(n +1) < p < n, letting r — oo we deduce that u(z) = ¢, as claimed. For
n < p < n-+ ey, we will use the following lemma to see that (7.25) implies a slightly better bound,
as in (6.8).

Lemma 7.6. Let D C R™! be a domain satisfying the exterior corkscrew condition with constant
M > 1. There are a« = a(M,n) >0 and C = C(M,n) > 1 such that for every nonnegative smooth
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subharmonic function u in R"1, all € € O and all ¥ > 0, if u = 0 in R*T1\ U r/(AM) ko( ) for
some integer ko > 1, then

(7.26) u(x) < C <|x - |> gu(% w, for allx € B(&,r)\ B(€,r/(AM)Fo+1),

This is well-known for harmonic functions vanishing continuously on 952, even for more general
domains. However, to keep track of the parameters, the proof is written in full detail at the end
of this section. Assume the lemma to be true for the moment.

Let us fix z € Q7, and take r > 2dist(z, 92) and £ € 0N so that dist(z,00) = |z — &|. With v,
as in (7.16) for e > 0, as we already saw in (7.23), |h|*. is nonnegative, smooth and subharmonic
in R™*! and identically zero in R"*1\ U.(Q27). So, by Lemma 7.6 there is as > 0 such that if

0 <e < r, then
02 (|2 g
v < (5 s ol
B(&r)

Also, for z € B(&,r) we have

(7.25)
(1] % ) () = / B @) —y)dm(y) < ) fl e,

T,

aslong ase < r. Allin all, and as (|h]*1.)(z) — |h(2)| = |u(z) —co| as € — 0 because h € CO(Q7),
we conclude

1—n_
u(z) — ol S|z = &1°r 2| fllLo(o)-

This goes to zero as r — oo if 1 < p < n/(1 — ag). The parameter e > 0 is taken so that
n+eg = min{n +e1,n/(1 — az)}. We conclude that u = ¢y in Q. O

Step 4: Let us finish the proof by seeing that f = 0 in LP(0). By (7.4) and since u = ¢y in
Q™ (see (7.24) in Step 3), we have (3Id + K*)f = Oygew = 0. On the other hand, recall that
(—3Id+ K*)f = 0 by assumption, see (7.10). We conclude that

f= <%Id-|-K*> f— <—%Id—|—K*> f=0 o-a.e. on 012,

as claimed. O

We conclude this section with the proof of Lemma 7.6. We adapt the standard argument to
show the Holder continuity of harmonic functions that vanish continuously on the boundary of a
domain satisfying the exterior corkscrew condition.

Proof of Lemma 7.6. We first claim that there is ¢; = ¢1(M,n) € (0, 1) such that for a fixed £ € 99
and s > 0, there holds

7.27 sup u<(l—e¢) sup u, aslong as u =0 in R"™\ Uy 001 (D).
(7.27) ( ) /(2M)
B(¢,s/(4M)) B(¢s)

Indeed, by the exterior corkscrew condition there is B(A(€),s/M) C B(&,s) \ D, and therefore
there exists p € (s/(2M), s) such that

(7.28) H"(0B(&, p) \ D) =2 H"(OB(, p) N B(As(£),5/(2M))) Znrn p"
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We are using 2M > 2 to ensure that u = 0 in B(A(£),s/(2M)) C R\ Uy o) (D). Let H,
be harmonic extension in B(&, p) of u|pp(e ). For x € B(E, p), using the Poisson kernel and that
=0 in B(As(§),s/(2M)) C R\ U jorpy (D), we write H, as

2 2
Hy(z) = w/ L)qu_[n(z)
Wy P oB(e,p) 1T — 2["
_ _ )2
Wnp OB(E.)\B(As (€),5/(2M)) [T — Z|

where w,, = H"(0B(0,1)). We bound H,(x) for x € B(, p/2). Bounding u by its supremum in
B(£,5)  B(£, p), we have

p? — |z —¢? /
Wnp OB(E.p)\B(As(6).5/(2M))

2 _|x— &2 su &) U
:M/ SUPB(ES) Y o)
0B(&.p

SUPB(g,s) U

Hy(z) < =BG
(‘T) —= ‘.’L’ _ Z’"J’_l

dH"(2)

Wpp ) ‘LZ' _ Z’n-i—l
2 _ _ 2 su s
=z =¢ / 1°B(§n>+1 A" (2)
Wnp OB(EP)NB(AS(€),5/@M)) [T = 2]

2 2
— (1= w/ %ﬂd%n(z) sup 1,
Wnp OB(E,p)NB(As(€),5/(2M)) [T — 2] B(£,5)

where we used in the last equality that the harmonic extension (using the Poisson kernel) of a
constant function is the constant itself. Now, using that |z — & < p/2 and |z — z| < 3p/2 if
x € B(§,p/2) and z € OB(&, p), we get

2 2
P — |l‘ - £| 1 n
el e
Wnp OB(E.p)NB(AL(€),5/(2M)) 1T — 2]
n—1 (7.28)
> S ~H"(0B(§, p) N B(As(§),8/(2M))) > e1 € (0,1),

for some ¢; = ¢;(M,n) € (0,1). All in all, by the inclusion, the maximum principle, and the
estimates above, we get

sup u< sup u< sup H, <(l—c¢) sup u,
B(&,s/(4M)) B(&p/2) B(&p/2) B(&,s)

provided that u = 0 in R+ \ Us@an) (D), as claimed in (7.27).
As we are assuming u = 0 in R?F1\ U, janryko (D), iterating (7.27) we get

(7.29) sup u< (1—¢)* sup wforall 0<k < k.
B(&r/(4M)F) B(&r)

This readily proves the lemma. O
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8. UNIQUENESS OF THE SOLUTION OF THE DIRICHLET PROBLEM

Given a Wiener regular'’ domain Q (not necessarily bounded) and 2 € Q, we denote by g, = g%
(w* = w§ respectively) the harmonic Green function (harmonic measure respectively) of Q with
pole at x. If the domain Q is ADR and w” is absolutely continuous with respect to o (w* < o for
shortness) for some (and hence for all) € Q, then there exists a function, which we denote by
dw” /do and it is referred to as the Radon-Nikodym derivative (also known as the Poisson kernel),
such that

wi(E) = / (ZL do, for any Borel set F C R"*1
E a0

see [Mat95, Theorem 2.17] for instance.
This section is dedicated to the uniqueness of the solution of the LP Dirichlet problem in (1.1)
under the assumption that the harmonic measure satisfies the p’-reverse Holder inequality.

Proposition 8.1. Let Q C R"! be a CAD, x € Q, p € (1,00), and let p' so that 1/p +1/p' = 1.
Assume wh < o and that there exists v > 0 such that

/ 1/p
P w*(B(&, 7))
(8.1) (é(ﬁﬂ da) <

dw§
do

~ o(B(&r)

for every £ € 02 and 0 < r < ~. Then the zero function is the unique solution of the homogeneous
Dirichlet problem

Au =0 in
(8.2) Nu e LP(o)
ulB, =0 o-a.e. on ON.

This is well-known when the domain is assumed to be bounded, see for instance [MMM23a,
Theorem 5.7.7]. For completeness, we provide a detailed proof in the general case, where ) is
not necessarily bounded. Its proof is a direct combination of Lemmas 8.3 and 8.4 below. A quick
inspection of the proof of Lemma 8.3 below reveals that the NTA condition is only used for balls
with sufficiently small radii.

We state the extrapolation of the solvability of (D)) with uniqueness of (1.1).

Corollary 8.2. Let Q C R" be a CAD. If (D,,) is solvable for some 1 < py < oo, then there
exists € > 0 such that (D) is solvable for all p € (po —€,00) and the solution of (Dy) is the unique
solution of (1.1).

Proof. Using that the harmonic measure is doubling in NTA domains (see [JK82, Lemma 4.9]'?),
this follows by the well-known equivalence between the solvability of the Dirichlet problem and the
reverse Holder for the harmonic measure (see [MPT23, Proposition 2.20]' for instance), Gehring’s
lemma (see [GM12, Theorem 6.38| for instance), and Proposition 8.1. O

HThis ensures that the Green function is well-defined. For instance, domains with the exterior corkscrew
condition or whose boundary is ADR are Wiener regular. In fact, satisfying one of these conditions at small scales
is sufficient.

127his is originally for bounded domains, but the same continues to hold for unbounded domains.

13The solvability of the Dirichlet problem in [MPT23, Definition 1.4] is stated for C.(99) functions, instead of
LP(o). However, it is well-known that this is equivalent to the L? solvability definition of (Dy) in (1.1) and (1.2),
by a density argument.
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We now turn to the first step in the proof of Proposition 8.1.

Lemma 8.3. Let Q € R" be a CAD domain, x € Q, p € (1,00), and let p' so that 1/p+1/p’ = 1.
Assume that there exists v > 0 such that (8.1) holds for every & € 9Q and 0 < r < ~. Then for
any 6 < min{diam(99Q), dist(z, 9Q)}/100 there holds

HN(Sg:?HLP/ (o) N V_H/p&
HN(S(VQ:?)”L#(U) N ’Y_n/pa

where the involved constant depends on p, the CAD character of ), the constant in (8.1) (and the
aperture on the definition of N° in (2.3)).

Proof. We define the Hardy-Littlewood maximal function

SO, [

Myw*(€) == sup ————2> = sup do, &€ 09.
( ) r>0 U(Br(f)) r>0 J B, () do

Let us fix £ € 9. For any y € T'(§) N Bys(€), in particular, |y — & < (1 + a)dist(y, 0Q), we

have that y is essentially a corkscrew point at scale 2|y — &| in the sense that both y, Ag‘y_ﬂ(ﬁ ) €

Byjy—¢(§) and are uniformly far from the boundary with distance 2 2|y — ¢|. Thus, by Harnack

]12

inequality and the relation in [JK82, Lemma 4.8]™ between the Green function and the harmonic

measure in NTA domains, we have
w?(B(¢, 2|y — &)

gx(y) ~ g:c(A2|y—§|(§)) SJ ’y — f’"_l

Therefore, from this and the definition of M,w®, we have

Négx(f) = sup 92(y) < sup |y_£|wx(B(£’2|y—f|))

- S OMyw*(§).
y€eT (§)NBas (€) y€eL(£)NBas (€) ly — ¢

So, from this and the L?'-bound of the Hardy-Littlewood maximal function M,w® we have

/ / ! / d z
/ NP gl dor < o7 / Moo P do <, 6 / w
o0 o0 o) do

Given by the 5R-covering theorem, let {Bj}>1 be a subfamily of {B(§,7)}¢con such that 0Q C
Ug>1 Br and {Bj/5},>1 is pairwise disjoint. So, (8.1) applies for each By, since r(By) = 7. Also,
since {By/5}k>1 is a pairwise disjoint family and each ball has the same radius, we also have that
the family {By},>1 has finite overlapping. Thus, we have

p/
do.

dw:c P’ dwx p’ dwx P’ " wx B P’
LEDY L =7 Z<o<(Bk>)>
i>1" Bk >1 k>1 k
~ y1P) wa(Bk)p < Vn(l—p ) wa(Bk) < yn1=p),
k>1 k>1

All in all, NOge| o oy S 776

The LP' -norm of the nontangential maximal operator of Vg, follows from the same computations
above, using that |Vgz(-)| < gz(-)/dist(-,09) far from the pole. Indeed, we now have

N°(Vg) (€)= sup  |Vg)|S  sup %5 sup 9:(9)
el ()N Bas (€) yer(€)NBas (6) SNYs

yef‘( ﬁBQ& |y £|
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and the other computations that are needed have already been done. O
We now proceed to the second step in the proof of Proposition 8.1.

Lemma 8.4. Let Q C R""! an ADR domain and let u be a solution of (8.2) with 1 < p < o0o.
Take p' so that 1/p+1/p' =1, and fix 2 € Q and g, = g5t. If H./\f‘sngLp/(U) < 6 for small enough
0>0, thenu=0 in €.

Proof. First note that [|NV?g,|| L7 (o) < 6 holds for every x € 2 with constant depending on x € §2
and provided 4 is small enough also depending on x € €2, because by the symmetry of the harmonic
Green function we have

92 (Y) = gy (%) Rz 2 gy(2) = g:(y).

Let us fix x € Q and R > 2dist(x,01), and define Qp = QN Br(z). We remark that the
auxiliary domain Qi and its Green function are only necessary if the domain is unbounded, either
with bounded or unbounded boundary. If the domain €2 is bounded, one can directly remove the
dependence on R by taking R = 2diam(f2) on the computations below.

We will make use of three Green’s functions: ¢S}, g5® and gf #(*) are the Green functions with

pole at z of Q, Qg and Bg(z) respectively. Moreover, it holds that g% < ¢ and g% < ng(m)

in Qg \ {z}.

Let us fix a dimensional constant C; > 1. For § < dist(x,00g)/(4C1), as in [HMT10, (7.1.10)
and (7.1.11)], let ¢§f € C°°(2) such that 0 < ¥ < 1, ¢ = 1 in Q\ Ug,s(99), ¥ = 0 in
Ucys/2(092)NE2, and 10°¢$| <o (C16)719 for all multi-indices ov. Similarly for Bg(z) (with § instead
of C19), define wfR(x) € C°(Bpr(x)) such that 0 < wfR(x) <1, 1/}(;33(96) = 1in Br(x)\Us(0Br(x)),
qpr(m) = 0 in Us/2(0Bg(x)) N Br(r), and |80‘¢33R(w)| <4 07121 for all multi-indices o. Finally, we
define

vs = vl € O (),
which in particular satisfies 0 < 95 < 1, [0%¢;5] Sa,0: 6~1ol for all multi-indices «, and moreover

dist(y, 0Qr) > /2 for all y € supp Vs.
As in [HMT10, (7.1.12)], we have

<V9¥R=V1/15>udm+/ GERuNYs dm.
Qr

= = Ve v dm =2
u(z) = ulz)s(z) jQR< g%V (s ) dm /QR
Using that [Vg7 ()] S g7 (-)/dist(-, 0Qr) S g7 (-)/d in supp Vs, and

supp Vips C (Uc,5(02) N Br(z)) U ((Br(z) \ Br-s(z)) \ Uc,5(092)),

we have
1
@ S5 [ gl dml
supp Vs
(8.3) 1

1
= T 2% ul dml
Uc,5(0Q)NBE(z) (Br(®)\Br—-s(®))\Uc, 5(0%)

=I5 + II;.
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Let us study the term Is. Using that ¢©*% < ¢* in Qg \ {2}, Lemma 2.10 and Hoélder’s inequality
respectively, we have

(8.4)
1 1 1
< & Fluldmlo < 5 [ NG ul)do < NG 1IN
Uc,6(00)NBR(z)

We now turn to the term IIs, which is directly zero if the domain is bounded and R > 2diam(2).

Before, recall that
1 1 1
Br(z) — —
) mn<n—1><|y—x|"—1 R>

where #,, is the surface area of the unit sphere S* C R"*1. So, for y € Br(z) \ Br_s(z) we get

1 1 )
B

Hence, using that ¢?# < ¢B% in Qg \ {z} and this, we have

11

R0 J(Ba(a)\Br_s@)\Uc, s(09)

For shortness we write Fy = (Bgr(z)\ Br—s(z)) \ Uc,s(092). Let Wq denote the family of Whitney
cubes of €2, as in Lemma 5.2, and

W ={Q e Wq:Qn F5 #0}.

IL;N——/ lul dmlo, = Z/ (| dm.

Q W6 mFJ
Since m(Q N Fy) < -5-m(Q) = 64(Q)" for each Q € WQ, we have

“Q)
Ilggﬁ— Z / lu| dm < — R" Z 0Q sup\u]
QEWQ

Q W6 QﬁF(;

|u| dm|q.

Then we have

Note that having fixed C7 > 1 big enough depending on the dimension, then every Q € Wg
satisfies £(Q)) > 1004, and therefore 3Q N OBRr(x ) # () with H"(3Q NdBRr(x)) =~ £(Q)™. So, we get

(8.5) II5 < ﬁ Z 0(Q Sup|u| < — Z H"(3Q NOBg(x)) sup |ul,
Qew} " gewa Q

uniformly on § > 0, where we also used in the last step that Wg C Wq.
Let us bound the sum on the right-hand side. Defining

f(y) = E 13QﬂaBR(x) (y) sSup ’u‘v Yy € Q,
QeWq Q
we have

Z H"(3Q NOBR(x) sup\u] Z / sup\u!d?—["

(8.6)
Z/ de",s/ pan
QeWq QﬁaBR(Z‘ 8BR(Z‘)
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where we used the finite overlapping of {3Q}gew,, in the last step. Applying Lemma 2.11 to f
(with &, € 9 such that dist(x, Q) = |z — &, |, C2 > 1 is a fixed big enough dimensional constant
so that supp f C B(§,C2R), and with aperture 1), the latter term is bounded by

(8.7) / FdH" < / N, f do.
OBp(w) 2B(¢4,Ca R)NIQ

Given & € 09, let

Wo(€) = {Q € Wq :3Q NTs,(€) # 0}.
Using this definition, for any y € I'g, (§), the sum in the definition of f(y) runs over the cubes in
Wq(€) (instead of Wgq), which in particular implies

(8:8) Nof(&) = suwp fly)= suwp > 130n08u) Y)sup|ul.
y€lp, © y€lg, € QEWG(€) Q

By the relation £(Q) ~ dist(Q,99Q) for any Q € W, it is clear that there exists an aperture
B2 > 1 (depending on B; and the dimension) such that

U 30cTs(©.
QeEWq(E)
From (8.8), this and the finite overlapping of {3Q}gecw,,, we get

Nﬁ1f(£) 5 Nﬁzuv
Therefore, from (8.6), (8.7) and this, we conclude
(8.9) S H(3Q 1 0Ba(x))suplul S / Nos,udo.

QeWq Q 2B(£x,C2R)NON

All in all, we have

(8.5) 89 1

1 n
s £ 4o D H'(B3QNOBax)suplul < o

/ Np,udo,
QEWq Q@ 2B(£,,C2 R)NON

and by Hoélder’s inequality (and (2.9)) we get
(8.10) 5 S RPN ull o),

and we conclude the control of the term II;.
Collecting estimates (8.4) and (8.10) in (8.3), we obtain, for all R > 2dist(x,092) and all § <
dist(z, 00QR)/(4C1),

1 —-n
u(@)| £ NGl Nl o) + RPN oo
First, for § > 0 small enough (depending on x), by Lemma 8.3 we have

1
SN2 o) IVl o) S TNl

Since u[3%, = 0 o-a.e. on 9§ implies N %u(z) — 0 as § — 0 for o-a.e. € 99, and Nu € LP(0),
by the dominated convergence theorem we have ||N016UHLP(O-) — 0 as 0 — 0. Second, as we are

assuming [N ul|z»(s) < 0o we have R™™P|Nu|[rs(p) — 0 as R — oco. That is, u(z) = 0. Since the
point z € € is arbitrary, we conclude that u is identically zero in €. U
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9. THE DIRICHLET AND NEUMANN PROBLEMS

In this section we solve the Dirichlet and Neumann problems, stated in Theorems 1.2 and 1.3
respectively.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Let ep > 0 be so that n/(n — 1) — ep is the Holder conjugate exponent
of n + e, with g > 0 as in Corollary 7.2. Fix n/(n — 1) —ep < po < 2n/(n + 1), and let
0o = do(po,n, CAD) > 0 be given by Corollary 3.6.

By Corollaries 3.6 and 7.2 we have that (31d + K)_l : LP(g) — LPo(o) is a bounded linear op-
erator, as claimed in the theorem. Hence, ($1d + K)_l f € Lro(o) with || (§1d + K)_l fllrroo) S

~

| 1l zro (), Where the involved constant does not depend on f € LP°(c). It is clear then that the
function v = D ((%Id + K)_l f) in (1.5) is harmonic in 2. Moreover, by the jump formula (3.5),
we have

ulih(x) = f(z), for o-a.e. x € O,
whence we conclude that it solves the Dirichlet problem in (1.1) with py instead of p. Finally, by
(3.6b) and as (1d + K)_l is bounded in LP°(c), we conclude

1 -1
<§Id + K) f

as claimed in (1.2). That is, (D,,) is solvable with solution w.
By Corollary 8.2, there is € > 0 such that (D)) is solvable for all p € (py — €,00), and the
solution of (D)) is the unique solution of (1.1). O

[Nl £ro (o) S S llzeo (o)

LPo(o)

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Let ey = €3 with 9 > 0 as in Proposition 7.1. We fix 2n/(n +1) < p <
n+ ey, and let 69 = dp(p, n, CAD) be given by Corollary 3.6.

By Corollary 3.6 and Proposition 7.1 we have that (—%Id—i—K*)_l : LP(0) — LP(o) is a
bounded linear operator. Hence, (—%Id—I—K*)_lf € LP(o) with || (—%Id—l—K*)_lfHLp(U) <

~

£l (o), where the involved constant does not depend on f € LP(o). It is clear then that the
function u = Spoq ((—%Id + K*)_l f) in (1.6) is harmonic in Q. Moreover, by the jump formula
(7.3) we have

Ov,u(x) = f(x), for o-a.e. x € 09,
whence we conclude that it solves the Neumann problem in (1.3). Finally, by (7.7) and as
(—%Id + K*)_l is bounded in LP(0), we conclude

1 —1
<—§Id+ K > f

as claimed in (1.4). That is, (N,) is solvable with solution u, and by Corollary 6.3, it is the unique
(modulo constant) solution of (1.3). O

IN (V)| r o) S S llze(o)s

Lp(o)

Remark 9.1. It is straightforward to verify that any solution u of the Dirichlet problem (1.1) (re-
spectively, Neumann problem (1.3)) satisfies [|Nul| ooy > [|f|lzr (o) (respectively, |N(Vu)|| e () >

£l Lr(o))-
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