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UNIQUENESS OF CERTAIN CYLINDRICAL TANGENT CONES

GABOR SZEKELYHIDI

ABSTRACT. We show that the cylindrical tangent cone C' x R for an area-
minimizing hypersurface is unique, where C' is the Simons cone Cs = C(S3 x
S3). Previously Simon [22] proved a uniqueness result for cylindrical tangent
cones that applies to a large class of cones C, however not to the Simons
cone. The main new difficulty is that the cylindrical cone Cs x R is not
integrable, and we need to develop a suitable replacement for Simon’s infinite
dimensional Lojasiewicz inequality [19] in the setting of tangent cones with
non-isolated singularities.

CONTENTS

Introduction

Jacobi fields on C' x R
Construction of the smoothings s
The comparison surfaces T
Non-concentration

The main argument

The case of C' x RF

References

NSOt N

EEEEElmm=

1. INTRODUCTION

Let M be an area-minimizing hypersurface in R"*!, with 0 € M. Given any
sequence \; — 00, it is well known that a subsequence of the blown up surfaces \; M
converges to a minimal cone C|, called a tangent cone to M at 0. A basic question
is whether this tangent cone is unique, or if different sequences of rescalings can
lead to different cones. Two landmark results, due to Allard-Almgren [3] and
Simon [19], show that uniqueness holds if at least one tangent cone C' is smooth
and multiplicity one away from the vertex 0. In particular since the singular set
of an area-minimizing hypersurface has codimension at least 7 by Simons [26], it
follows that for n < 7 tangent cones are unique.

Beyond this, there is a large literature on uniqueness of tangent cones in various
circumstances. For two dimensional area minimizing currents, and related objects,
in arbitrary codimension see for instance [28| 30, [8, 5, [10]. For results on uniqueness
of the tangent cone at almost every point, for the appropriate dimensional Hausdorff
measure, see e.g. [23][24] [I8| [I7]. The most relevant result for us on the uniqueness
of specific tangent cones of minimal hypersurfaces is due to Simon [22]. It is shown
there that multiplicity one tangent cones of the form C' x R are unique for minimal
cones C' which are smooth away from the vertex and satisfy certain conditions on
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their space of Jacobi fields (see Conditions () in Section [7). This covers many
interesting cases, such as the cones C'(SP x S9) over a product of two spheres when
p +q > 7, but unfortunately the only known 7-dimensional examples, C'(S® x %)
and C(S?% x §4), are not covered and the uniqueness of the corresponding cylindrical
tangent cones has remained open. Our main result is the following.

Theorem 1.1. Let M be an area-minimizing hypersurface in a neighborhood of
0 € R, that admits C x R as a multiplicity one tangent cone at the origin, where
C = C(83 x S3) is the Simons cone. Then C x R is the unique tangent cone at 0.

Most of the ideas used in the proof can also be applied to more general cones
C such as C(S? x S%). The missing piece in proving the corresponding uniqueness
result is a refined asymptotic expansion as in Proposition[3.3]for the smooth minimal
surface asymptotic to C(S? x §*) constructed by Hardt-Simon [13]. See Remark 3.2l

The basic tool in both [3] and [19] is that if C' is a tangent cone of M at 0,
then on an annulus, say B \ B;/, around 0, sufficiently large rescalings \; M are
perturbations of the corresponding smooth annulus in C. The decay of M towards
C can then be analyzed by linearizing the minimal surface equation. The main
difficulty when dealing with tangent cones such as C' x R, with non-isolated singular
sets, is that near the singular set the linearization is no longer a good model for
the original problem, and one must show that this effect is negligible. That is,
we need to show that M cannot “concentrate” near the singular set. Such a non-
concentration result, in the sense of L?-distance, is at the heart of Simon’s works [22,
21] and others.

In this paper we introduce a different kind of non-concentration result for an
L*>—distance adapted to the geometry of the smooth minimal hypersurface H
asymptotic to C(S® x S?) constructed by Bombieri-De Giorgi-Giusti [4] in this
case, and Hardt-Simon [I3] for more general cones. The basic idea is that if a
hypersurface M is sufficiently close to the cone C' x R in the unit ball B; C R® xR,
then it must be contained between the surfaces +e¢H x R for some € > 0, and we
define the distance Doxr(M; By) between M and C' x R to be € for the smallest
such e. The reason for the power 3 is that eH is asymptotically the graph of
e3r=2 over C. The idea of “trapping” a minimal hypersurface between leaves of the
Hardt-Simon foliation has appeared in previous works, such as [25] [I1], to control
the decay/growth of a minimal surface near a cone C.

Our non-concentration result is the following, stated informally. Let r denote the
distance from the singular ray {0} x R, and suppose that on a region of the form
r > 1o the surface M is much closer to C'x R than the distance d = Doxr(M; B1),
i.e. M is concentrating near the singular ray. Then when we pass to a smaller ball
By /5 the distance must drop significantly: Doxr(M; By)2) < 7d for a small y > 0.
By adjusting r¢ and how close M is to the cone on the region r > ry, the constant
~ can be taken as small as we like. See Proposition [[.4] for a precise statement.
Using this we give a new proof of the following result due to Simon [22], illustrating
some of the ideas in this simpler setting.

Theorem 1.2. Let C' be a minimal cone satisfying Conditions (1) in Section[] If
k> 1 and C x RF is a multiplicity one tangent cone to a minimal hypersurface at
0, then this tangent cone is unique, and M converges to it at a polynomial rate.

Condition (tc) does not hold for the Simons cone C' = C(S? x $3), since in this
case the cone C' x R admits a degree one homogeneous Jacobi field ¢ that does not
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arise from symmetries of R® x R. Let us denote by X¢ the link of C x R, i.e. the
spherical suspension of $% x S3, which has two singular points modeled on C. It
is natural to try constructing minimal deformations of ¥y modeled on d¢ for small
0, smoothing out its singularities by gluing in scaled down copies of the surface H.
It turns out that this is not possible, so the cone C' x R is not “integrable” in this
sense (see Lemma [61).

In the work of Simon [I9], the key ingredient for showing the uniqueness of the
tangent cone in such a non-integrable situation is an infinite dimensional Lojasiewicz
inequality for the area functional, for surfaces near to the link. This idea has
since been used in numerous other related uniqueness problems, see e.g. [23| [7]
[I2], and the examples of harmonic maps with non-unique tangent maps due to
White [29] show that in non-analytic situations, where the Lojasiewicz inequality
fails, uniqueness may fail too. Since our link X is singular, it seems difficult
to prove such a Lojasiewicz-Simon inequality for nearby surfaces, and we are not
aware of successful attempts to do so. Instead we show that we can construct
minimal deformations T of the cone C'x R modeled on §¢, and that the information
usually deduced from the Lojasiewicz inequality is encoded in properties of Ty (see
Proposition 7). These T are logarithmic perturbations of cones, defined on large
annuli, and are closely related to the logarithmically decaying surfaces constructed
by Adams-Simon [I] in non-integrable situations.

The broad strategy to prove Theorem [ I]is then somewhat standard, going back
to Allard-Almgren’s and Simon’s works [3 [19]. At a scale where our surface M
is very close to C' x R we view it as a perturbation of the best fit surface out of
the family of Ts and their rotations. Using a more elaborate version of the non-
concentration result, Proposition 5.6l we see that relative to Ts the surface M is
modeled on a Jacobi field over C' x R that has no degree one component. Therefore
the three annulus lemma of Simon [I9] can be used to show that one of the following
holds:

(i) at a smaller scale M is much further from Ty,
(ii) at a smaller scale M is much closer to Tj.

If T5 were a cone, then in case (i) the three annulus lemma would imply that M
diverges from T at all subsequent scales too, eventually reaching a point where
M cannot be close to any cone, which is a contradiction (see also Cheeger-Tian [6]
for this approach to the uniqueness problem in the setting of Einstein manifolds).
Thus we must be in case (ii), and iterating this leads to polynomial convergence of
M to its tangent cone, which must then be unique. This is what happens in the
proof of Theorem

In the setting of Theorem [[.1] there are two subtleties: Ty is only defined on an
annulus, and so in case (i) the three annulus lemma can only be applied on a finite
number of scales, potentially stopping short of getting a contradiction. In addition
Ts is not a cone, so decaying towards Ty in case (ii) may not mean that M is
becoming more “cone-like” sufficiently quickly to deduce the uniqueness. The main
new ingredient is that these two issues only arise if M is very close to T relative
to d, and this implies a certain decay rate for the area of M (see Proposition
and case (ii) in Proposition [G.6)). This decay, together with the monotonicity of
area eventually leads to uniqueness of the tangent cone. It is worth noting that,
even in the setting of non-integrable tangent cones with an isolated singularity, this
gives an alternative approach to uniqueness, relying on properties of logarithmically
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decaying minimal surfaces modeled by the degree one Jacobi fields, in place of a
Lojasiewicz-Simon inequality for all surfaces near to the cross section of the cone.

We conclude this introduction by outlining the contents of the rest of the paper.
In the next section we will list some of the notation that we use. Sections [2to[Glare
devoted to the proof of Theorem [T, and in particular C' will denote the Simons
cone C(S? x C3) in these sections. In Section B we will describe the space of degree
one Jacobi fields on C' x R, and some of their properties such as Simon’s L? three
annulus lemma. In Section B] we construct smoothings of the link ¥y of C' x R,
modeled on the Jacobi field ¢. We will use these in Section [ to construct minimal
perturbations Ty of the cone C' x R on large annular regions, modeled on ¢. In
Section Bl we will define the distance Dy, (M) for minimal surfaces M near T5 and
prove the corresponding non-concentration result. An important application will be
a three annulus lemma for Dy, , which we use in Section[dto put the pieces together
and prove Theorem [Tl Finally in Section [7 we will turn to the case of tangent
cones C' x RF for C satisfying Conditions (1), thus excluding the Simons cone, and
we will reprove Simon’s Theorem A portion of the proof is the same as the
proof of Theorem [[LI] but since these cones are integrable, there are substantial
simplifications.

Acknowledgements. I am indebted to Nick Edelen for introducing me to this
problem, and I am also grateful to him and Luca Spolaor for many insightful dis-
cussions. This work was supported in part by NSF grant DMS-190348.

1.1. Notation and conventions. We let M denote the set of oriented boundaries
of least area in the ball Bo(0) C R"**. In particular M is a multiplicity one class of
codimension-one minimal submanifolds in the terminology of Simon [211 [22]. Note
that the area minimizing property is only used in Proposition 5.3l In particular it
is not needed in the proof of Theorem [[.2] which therefore holds for more general
multiplicity one classes as in [22]. We refer to [20] for general background material
on area minimizing currents.
The following is some of the notation that we will use in Sections [2] to

C denotes the Simons cone C(S® x $%) and V5 = C x R.

e On R® x R we use the notation € R® and y € R. The distance from the
y-subspace is r = ||, while the distance from the origin is p = (r? +y?)/2.
We write B, to denote balls in R® x R.

e We wite Ly, for the Jacobi operator on a minimal hypersurface M C R"**,
ie. Lyf = Af+ |Ay|*f in terms of the second fundamental form Apy;.

e H is the Hardt-Simon smoothing of C, normalized so that asymptotically
H is the graph of r=2 + br=3 4+ O(r=) over C for some b € R.

e Y is the link of Vp, i.e. the spherical suspension of S? x S3. We will view
Y as sitting in the unit sphere of R® x R.

e ¢ = y?>r~2 — y denotes a particular Jacobi field, either on V; or on Xg.

e ( is a function defined on 3, supported in a neighborhood of y = 0, so
that ¢ — ¢ is L?-orthogonal to ¢ on ¥g. See Definition 211

e Y5 for small § is a smoothing of ¥y modeled on the Jacobi field d¢ on 3.
Its mean curvature satisfies m(X;) = h(6)¢ for a function h(5) ~ §*/3. See
Proposition Bl In Section Bl we will let € = §'/3.

o V5 = C(Xs) is the cone over Xs.
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e T5 denotes a minimal surface in an annulus By \ By-1 for In A = |0] 7",
where xk > 0 is small, to be chosen below. T}y is constructed as a perturba-
tion of the cone Vjy, see Proposition The cones Ws are perturbations
of V5 that are closer to T}, see Remark .6l

e W.T are the families of surfaces Wy, Ts and their rotations.

e Dg(S';U) measures the distance of the surface S’ from S, on the set U.
The definition of the distance is adapted to the geometry of the surface
H. See Definition 5.4l If the set U is not specified, it is understood to be
By \ B, for the py in Lemma 23]

2. JACOBI FIELDS ON C' x R

In this section we collect some results about Jacobi fields on the cone C' x R,
where C' = C(S% x $3). On C the Jacobi fields of degrees in the interval (—3,1] are
spanned by: r~2; degree 0 Jacobi fields induced by translations; degree 1 Jacobi
fields induced by rotations; see [25] §2]. The cross section of C' x R is singular and
we will only be interested in Jacobi fields u for which r2'w is locally bounded away
from the origin. Recall that r = |z| is the distance from the singular ray and note
that the power 72! ensures that we only allow Jacobi fields that blow up slightly
faster than the Jacobi field r—2 corresponding to the Hardt-Simon smoothing H
of the cone C at infinity. Since there are no Jacobi fields on C' with degrees in
(—3,—2), it will follow that actually r?u is locally bounded. Note that these are
also the Jacobi fields that are in V[/lif away from the origin.

We first characterize the homogeneous degree one Jacobi fields as well as func-
tions satisfying a slightly more general equation.

Definition 2.1. Let ¢ denote an O(4) x O(4)-invariant function on ¢, which is
an odd function of y, supported in a small neighborhood of the cross section y = 0,

and such that
[co=[ &
3o Yo

For example we can let { = cy¢, where x = x(y) is an even cutoff function sup-
ported in a neighborhood of y = 0, while ¢ is a suitable constant chosen to satisfy
the integral normalization. We extend ( to the cone Vy over Xy as a homogeneous
degree one function.

We have the following.

Lemma 2.2. Let u be a homogeneous degree one function on C x R such that r?'u
1s locally bounded away from the origin, and away from the singular ray u satisfies
the equation

(2.1) Loxru+alp 2 =0
for a constant a € R. Then u can be decomposed as
w=fEN )

where f corresponds to a rotation of R® x R and A\ € R. More precisely, write
zi =x; fori=1,...,8 and z9 = y. Then [ is of the form f(z) = Az -v(2) for
z € CxR, where A € 50(9) is a skew-symmetric matriz and v(z) is the unit normal
to C x R at z. We then say that f corresponds to the rotation exp(A).
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Proof. We first show that a = 0, which implies that u is a Jacobi field. For this we
work on the link ¥y, given by the unit sphere in C' x R. Since u has degree one,
Equation ([ZT) is equivalent to

Ly,u+a¢ = 0.

We multiply by ¢ = y3r~2 — y, and integrate by parts using that Ly,¢ = 0. The
integration by parts can be justified using that r?>'wu is locally bounded, which
together with (Z)) also implies that 73-1|Vul| is locally bounded. We then conclude
that on a¢¢ = 0, which by the choice of ¢ implies that a = 0.

We now have Loxru = 0. We can follow Simon [22, Appendix 1, see also
Equation (13) on p. 24] to see that « must have an expansion of the form

u= Zr“j Z ai)lr%quﬁj(w),
j k>0

where p1; + 2k + 1 = 1 for j,k,[ such that aiJ # 0. Here ¢;(w) denotes the ;"

eigenfunction of —Lgsy g3 with eigenvalue A; (the link of C being S* x S3), and

5 25 3
My = —5 + I + e
The possible values for pu; < 1 are: 1, corresponding to rotations of C' in R,
0, corresponding to translations of C' in R®; —2, corresponding to the constant
eigenfunction on S3 x §2. The values 1, 0 give rise to the term of the form Az -v(z)
in u for a skew symmetric matrix A (see [22, Equation (17), p. 25]). It remains to
consider Jacobi fields v of the form

v=rt Y el = e+ od )
2k+1=3
Substituting this into the equation Loxrv = 0, we find that v is a multiple of ¢.
It follows that u is of the required form u = Az - v(z) + . 0

Next we have the following L? three annulus lemma, due to Simon [19]. This
holds on the singular cone C' x R as well, since it is a consequence of spectral
decomposition on the link and our assumption that r2u is locally bounded ensures
that w is in L? on the link. For a given p > 0 let us use ||u||; to denote the following
L?-norm on an annulus:
71u|27“7m

r ,

Juli? = |
(CXR)Q(BPI' \Bpi+1)

in terms of m = dim C' x R = 8. Note that for a homogeneous degree one function
u the norm ||u||; is independent of i.

Lemma 2.3. There are small 0 < a1 < o and pg > 0 satisfying the following.
Let u be a Jacobi field on the cone C' x R, defined in the annulus By \ B,s, such
that r?u € L™ and let p < 2py. Then we have:

() If llulls = p=* [[ullo, then |lull2 = p=*2[ull1.

(i) If lull = p= lullz, then [lullo = p~**lull1.
If in addition u has no degree one component then the conclusion of either (i) or

(i) must hold.

Finally we need an L? to L* estimate for Jacobi fields on the singular cone.
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Lemma 2.4. Let u be a Jacobi field on C x R, such that r’u is in L> on Bi(0).
Then we have the estimate
sup |r?u| < Cllull 2B, )-
By,2(0
Proof. Since |u| = r=2|r?u| and r=2 € L?(B;), we have that v € L?(B;). In
addition under the decomposition of u into homogeneous terms, there can be no
terms of degree less than —2. Any two homogeneous Jacobi fields on C' x R with
distinct degrees that are at least —2 are L? orthogonal on balls centered at the
origin. From this it follows that u satisfies a stronger form of the 3-annulus lemma,

namely that the function
m(t) =In / |u|?
Bet

is convex for t € (—00,0). The assumption that |r?u| < A on B; for some constant
A implies that

m(t) <In A%~ < At 4 Ca,
Bct

for a constant C'4 depending on A. In particular m/(t) > 4 for all ¢ < 0, since if
m/(ty) < ¢ < 4, then by convexity m/(t) < ¢ for all ¢t < ty eventually contradicting
the inequality above. It follows that m(t) < m(0) + 4¢ for all ¢ < 0 and so for any

a < 1 we have
[ wp<at [ e,
a Bl

We can use this to estimate the values of 72u along C' x {0}, i.e. the set where

p = r. Indeed, consider a point z = (2,0) € C x R, with |z| = a/2. From the
inequality above we get

1

E WP <at [l
A% JB,/a(2) By

Since after scaling by a~"' the ball B, /4(z) in C x R has uniformly bounded geom-
etry, we can apply elliptic estimates to get

u(2)|? < Ca~® / Jul?,
Baja(2)

for a uniform C. Combining the inequalities, using that r = a/2 at z, we have
r2u(z)? < c/ luf2.
B,

To estimate 72u(z) at other points z € B /2(0) we can apply the same argument to
translations of u. O

3. CONSTRUCTION OF THE SMOOTHINGS Xg

Let ¥y C S® denote the link of the cone Vi = C x R, so that X is the spherical
suspension of the link S3 x S2 of the Simons cone C'. Our goal in this section is to
construct smoothings 5 of ¥ for sufficiently small 6 # 0. The construction will be
invariant under the action of the group O(4) x O(4) acting on S® through its action
on the cross section S7, and so Y5 can be thought of as a surface of revolution.
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The function ¢ = y3r=2 —y on V; is a linear growth Jacobi field and it induces an
0O(4) x O(4) invariant Jacobi field, also denoted by ¢, on Xy. In fact up to scaling
¢ is the only O(4) x O(4) invariant Jacobi field on ¥y which is O(r~2) near the
singularities, by Lemma([2.2] Since the linearization of the minimal surface equation
is self-adjoint, the presence of ¢ in the kernel suggests that we cannot expect to find
minimal perturbations ¥s, or in other words the cone V[ may not be integrable.
Instead, using Lyapunov-Schmidt reduction, we will construct smoothings ¥s that
are minimal modulo the one dimensional space spanned by ¢. This is similar to
what is also done in the proof of [I9, Theorem 3], however the singularities of 3
mean that we need to use a singular perturbation technique.

The main result of this section is the following. Recall the function ¢ from
Definition 2.1

Proposition 3.1. There are smoothings X5 of X¢ for sufficiently small 0, with the
following properties.

(i) m(Xs5) = h(d)¢, where

h(8) = 6% + O(|6[*/***),
3.1
( ) hl(é) _ §051/3 + O(|5|1/3+n)7

for some ¢ < 0 and k > 0. In particular h(d) <0 for small § # 0.

(ii) Let Vs denote the cone over 5. On the set where y = 1 and r < 1,
the hypersurface Vs is the graph of a function f over 6'/3H, where |f] <
C|§|r=2%* for some C,x > 0 independent of §.

(iii) The regularity scale of X5 at each point is bounded below by C~1r for C
independent of 6. Recall that at p € X5 the reqularity scale is defined to be
the supremum of the radii R > 0 such that the second fundamental form of
Y5 is bounded by R~ on Bgr(p).

To construct X5 we first construct an approximate solution s by gluing together
the graph of §¢ with scaled down copies +6'/3H of the Hardt-Simon smoothing
of C. We then construct Y5 as a graph over 5. The construction of ¥ with
m(Xs) = h(d)¢ for sufficiently small § is given in Sections to B4l and we will
give the proofs of part (ii) and (iii) of Proposition Bl at the end of Section B4l
Sections Bl and are concerned with finding the expansion 1)) of h(d), which
we will prove in Corollary 3.1}

Remark 3.2. The same strategy would apply to more general cones C' as well,
such as C(S? x S%), but to obtain the leading order behavior of the function h(J)
we need to know the second term in the expansion of H as a graph over C, as
in Proposition B3] Without this, in general we would still have an asymptotic
expansion for h(d) in terms of powers of 6 and Ind. If either this expansion has
a non-zero term, or if h is identically zero, then the rest of the arguments in this
paper can be applied. Without more information, however, it cannot be ruled out
that h vanishes to infinite order at 6 = 0, although h is non-zero, and in this case
the methods in this paper do not apply. Note that in the setting of Simon [19]
this is ruled out by using the analyticity of the area functional, but this does not
apply in our singular setting. It is an interesting question whether this situation
can really arise, and if it does, whether uniqueness of the tangent cone still holds.
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3.1. Refined asymptotics of the smoothing H. In this section we study the
smooth minimal hypersurface H C R® asymptotic to C' = C(S% x $3). The main
result is the following.

Proposition 3.3. Outside of a compact set H is the graph of a function rf(r) over
C satisfying
fr) =7+ b+ 0077,

where b < 0.

Proof. We will use the approach of Davini [9] to describe the surface H, which
leads to a significantly simpler analysis than the original approach of Bombieri-De
Giorgi-Giusti [4]. Let us write (z/,2”) € R* x R*, and u = |2’|,v = |2”|. Then the
cone C'is given by the equation u = v. According to [9], the surface H (on the side
of C where u > v) can be described by the parametric equations

u=e*® cost
v=e*®sgint,
where t € [0,7/4), where w(t) = £(t) satisfies the ODE
6 cos(2t)
2w,
sin(2t)
with the initial condition w(0) = 0. For this see [9, Equation (13)] and note that in

terms of the notation there we have k = h =4, d = 0 and t, = 7/4. Let us change
variables to £ = tan(2t) € [0,00). The function w(&) satisfies the equation

W = (1+w?) [7—

dw 1+ w?
g 2(1+¢&?)
Near £ = 0 we can expand w as a power series in £, by writing the equation in the
form

(3.2) ¢ (7€ — 6w).

dw 7

— =-3 £+ G

T = gt e ),

where G is an analytic function at least quadratic in £, w. According to Horn [14]
there is a unique analytic solution w near £ = 0, whose power series can be obtained

by formally substituting the series
w(€) = mé +azt® + ...

into the equation. We find that a; = 7/8.

Our goal is to analyze the behavior of w as £ — oo, using a subsolution as in [9].
We claim that for sufficiently small € > 0 the function g(§) = %5 + € is a subsolution
of Equation (2 for £ > ¢'/2. To see this let us denote by R(g) the right hand side

of the equation, so
14 ¢? 163 4 2e£? — 5% + 3¢ — 663 — 6e
R(g) = 57— 557 (T€ = 6g) = 22— 5 -
2(1+&2) 2+2¢

The left hand side of the equation is £¢'(§) = %{ , and we have

B(©) = (R(g) ~ 2/36)(2 + 26%) = 5e€ — 56 + 26 — 66> — e
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The function g is a subsolution where £¢'(£) < R(g), i.e. where E(£) > 0. We have
E'(€) = 3 + 2 — 5¢? > 0 for sufficiently small e. At the same time

E(e'/?) = 261/2 +0(e) >0

for sufficiently small e. So g is a subsolution for £ > €/2 if € is sufficiently small.

Since our solution w satisfies w(¢) = ¢+ 0(¢?) for small £, and £ > 2, it follows
that for sufficiently small ¢ we have w(e!/?) > g(€!/?), and so by the subsolution
property of g, for this choice of € we have w(£) > g(§) = 2 + € for all large .

It remains to relate this asymptotic behavior of w(§) to the expansion of the
function f(r). On the cone C the graph of rf(r) is minimal if

r? (1) + 8rf'(r) + 12f(r) + Q(f, rf',r? f) = 0,
were Q) collects the quadratic and higher order terms. Because of the symmetry
between the regions v > v and u < v on the two sides of the cone C, the mean
curvature of the graph of f is an odd function of f, and so @ is at least cubic.
The solutions of the linearized operator are f = r=3 and f = r=%. Since C is a
strictly minimizing cone (see Hardt-Simon [13]), we know that H is asymptotically
the graph of rf(r) over C with f(r) = 73 +O(r~*) as r — oco. Since the nonlinear
terms are cubic, it follows that we have f(r) = =3 +br=* + O(r~?) for a constant
b € R, and it remains to determine b.
Let us first see that we cannot have b = 0. For this we suppose that

fr) =17+ 0(?),

and compute the expansion of w(§) for large & under this assumption. The unit
normal vector of C' at the point (2, 2z"), pointing into the region where u > v, is

n=r"1(z',-2"),
where r = (|2/|24|2"|?)/?, so |2'| = |2"| = r/+/2. Tt follows that the graph of ()

is given by the set of points of the form (z/,2") + f(r)(2’, —2") for (2/,2") € C.
At these points we have

u=e"Weost = (1+ f(r))2'| = r(1 + f(r))/V2,
v=e"Bsint = (1= f(r)z"| =r(1 - f(7°))/\/5
It follows that
2(t) = %ln(rz(l + f(1)?)

=lInr+ %hl(l + f(r)?)

=Inr+0(r %),
and tant = };;E:g We have ¢ = tan(2t) = 282L | from which we get
1—f% 1, _
=7 == o@(r™3
§=—g5 =3 toU,

and so
- 21/351/3 + 0(5_5/3)7

z = %1n§+ %ln2+0(§72).
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Finally we have
dz  dzd§  dz

2

= GE HOE) (@ +2)

20 o
= 36+0).

This contradicts our earlier result that for some € > 0 we have w(§) > 2£ + € for
all sufficiently large &.
It follows that we have

fir)y=r—3+ br=* 4+ O(r=?)

for some b # 0. To determine the sign of b we can proceed as above, and compute the
asymptotics of w(&) under this assumption. As above we have z(t) = Inr + O(r~9)
and

1 b
£= 51"3 - 51"2 +0(r ).
It follows that
r= 21/351/3 + g + 0(571/3),

and so

z:%ln{—l—%ln?—l— V3 L o(e723),

3-21/3
As above this implies that

dz 2 223
= (24263 =S¢ — ——be¥3 + 0(eV/3).
w=F@+2%) = 26— w4 0(e)
Since we know that w(§) > %5 + € for sufficiently large &, we must have b < 0 as
claimed. (]

3.2. The approximate solutions. In this section we build approximately min-
imal smoothings f](; of ¥g. In the next section we show that these 25 can be
perturbed to the ;5 that we are trying to find.

By symmetry we can assume that § > 0, and to simplify the notation we will let
e = 6/3. We construct Xs by gluing the scaled down surfaces eH near the two
singular points of ¥y to the graph of €3¢. Using the symmetry that maps y — —y
and interchanges ', z”, it will be enough to focus on one of the singular points.

The surface g C S® is given by the set

{(@,a",y) 1o = a"], WP+ " +y? =1} C $* CRE x R,
We will work near the singular point where y = 1 and 2/, 2" = 0, and we use the

unit normal that points into the region where |z/| > |2”|. Near this singular point
we use the chart on S® given by

(3.3) F:(22") = (22" /1= |22 =27 ]?),

so that F*Xg is the cone given by |2/| = |z”|. At the same time the pullback of the
spherical metric is

F*ggs = gpuc + O(T2),
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for small 7, where r? = |2/|? + [2”|?. We let r. = €, where a < 1 will be chosen
very close to 1. We define the surface X5 to be the graph of €3¢ over ¥y on the
region where r > 2r¢, and to be the surface eH in the region r < r. using our chart
to identify a neighborhood of the singular point with a ball in R®. In the gluing
region r € (r,2r.) we use a cutoff function to interpolate between the two pieces
(recall that the construction will be symmetric across the equator y = 0, so that
near the other singular point we will glue in —eH).

To understand how to interpolate between the two pieces on the gluing region,
we need to view eH as a graph over X in the region r € (r.,2r.). It will be
convenient to scale this up by r_ !, so we are considering the surface r_'eH in
the region 7 € (1,2) in terms of # = r_!r. In R® the surface H is the graph of
r=2+br=3+0(r=9) over the cone C outside of a compact set, and so r_teH is the
graph of

r3e3F —i—br +O( =9 9)

€

over C. We are considering graphs in terms of the Euclidean normal vector to C,
whereas we would like to use the normal vector with respect to the metric -2 F*ggs,
which satisfies r72F*ggs = gpue + O(r?) on the region 7 € (1,2). It follows that
with respect to the spherical normal vector - *eH is the graph of

(3.4) BEF LT L O(rT e 0%,
We are gluing this to the graph of €3¢ (scaled up by a factor of 7-1), where
3 _2)3/2
Y (1—7%) 2\1/2
=L =) _q_
(3.5) ¢ 2 Y r2 (1=r7)
=r2+0(1).

Scaling up by 7. ! we find that the other piece of our surface is the graph of
(3.6) r 2EF? 1 O(r 1)

over Xy on the region 7 € (1,2). Let x denote a cutoff function such that x(s) =1
for s <1 and x(s) = 0 for s > 2. Using x to interpolate between the expressions
(B4) and ([B8) we define 135 on the region 7 € (1,2) to be the graph of a function
of the form

(3.7) r€_3e3f_2 + x(f)bre_4e4f_3 + O(ré_le?’ + T€_9€9)

over 9. We next estimate the mean curvature of the surface Y5 in a suitable
weighted space. For a function u on ¥5 we define the weighted norm |[ul|cx to be
the smallest constant ¢ such that

Tl 4+ TVl R VR < e

See (B9) below for a definition of corresponding weighted Holder spaces. In terms
of the weighted spaces we have the following estimate.

Proposition 3.4. For a small k > 0, if a is chosen sufficiently close to 1, the
mean curvature m(Xs) satisfies

3 3+k
(3.8) ImEs)lor, < e

for sufficiently small €.
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Proof. We will work in regions r € (R, 2R) for various R, scaling up by a factor of
R~!. The required estimate is equivalent to saying that the scaled up surface has
mean curvature of order R - 37" R~*. We examine three cases separately:

e R > 2r.. On this region X4 is the graph of €3¢. Scaled up by R™!, in terms
of the rescaled variable # = R™1r it is the graph of R™1e3¢(RF), which is
of order O(R™3¢%) if 7 € (1,2). Note that ¢ is a Jacobi field on ¥y and
R~'Y4 has bounded geometry in our region, so the mean curvature of the
graph is at least quadratic, i.e. O(R~%¢%). We need

R76€6 S R7563+I€,

ie. R > e>". Since R > 2r. = 2¢“ for a close to 1, this estimate holds.
e 7. < R < 2r.. This is the gluing region, and after scaling by r ! (which is
essentially equivalent to scaling by R~1), the surface r_ 13 is the graph of

3 372 ~1.3 4.4
r e S+ O(r e’ +r "€)

according to ([B.7), where we absorbed the 73 term into the error. The
function 72 is a Jacobi field with respect to the Euclidean metric, which
after our scaling differs from the spherical metric by O(r?). It follows that
the contribution of the first term to the mean curvature is O(r_te3+7_5¢%).
The contribution of the remaining terms is O(r- e +r-%¢*), and so in sum
the mean curvature is O(r;1e® + r-%e*). For the estimate ([3.8) we need
roted + r;464 <r7dedtE,

This follows if 72 < €® and €' =" < r.. These hold for small x > 0 when «
is sufficiently close to 1.

e R < r./2. Here the surface is eH. Scaled up by R~! we are considering
R™'¢H in the region 7 € (1,2) in terms of # = R~'r. These surfaces have
uniformly bounded geometry, and zero mean curvature with respect to the
Euclidean metric. The spherical metric (scaled up) differs by O(R?) from
the Euclidean metric, so with respect to R~2F*ggs the mean curvature of
R~ eH is O(R?). To satisfy [@3.8) we need R? < R73e3t% ie. 12 < 317,
This follows if £ < 2 and « is sufficiently close to 1.

O

3.3. Inverting the linearized operator. We will construct the desired surface
Y5 as the graph of a function u over g, for w in a suitable weighted space. We
can define the weighted C*® norms for functions on s as follows. Let us denote
by ¢ the induced metric on ¥, and for any R > 0 let Ar denote the region where
r € (R,2R). We define the weighted norm of u as follows:

(3.9) [ull gra = sup R ull gra (55045, R-2)-

We take the supremum over all R such that the level set » = 3R/2 intersects s
Note that for such R the surface X5 N Ag, equipped with the scaled up metric
R~2g has uniformly bounded geometry and this definition of the norm is uniformly
equivalent to the one we used in Proposition [3.4]

We can consider the graph of u over X5 if ||U||Cf,o¢ is sufficiently small (indepen-

dently of ), but we will also need to work with weights other than 1. Since ¥ is
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given by +eH near the singular points, we have r > c1€ on Y for a uniform ¢; > 0.
This allows us to compare the norms for different weights: for 7 < 7/ we have

!
T—T
(3.10) [ullgra S lullgre S €7 lullgra-

The Jacobi operator on X4 defines a bounded linear operator
Ls:C2* — )2,

with bound independent of §. We only work with functions invariant under G =
0O(4)xO(4), and write C**C for the corresponding spaces. In addition for technical
reasons we fix a small oy > 0, and denote by C**:0 the G-invariant functions with
also vanish along the set {r = ro,y > 0}. The main result in this section is the
following.

Proposition 3.5. Let Ls denote the linear operator
Ls: C24G0 x R — C02%%,
defined by
(3.11) Ls(u, \) = Ls(u) + AC.
Then for 7 € (—3,—2) the operator Ls is invertible for sufficiently small &, with

inverse bounded independently of 5. We view { as a function on s using that X5
is a graph over Xg on the support of (.

Proof. The proof is by a standard argument by contradiction. Our goal is to prove
that we have the estimate

lullgze + Al < CllLsu+ A o

for all u € C?*E0 with C independent of d, for sufficiently small §. Suppose that
this estimate does not hold, so that for a sequence §; — 0 we have corresponding
functions u; and \; € R such that

(3.12) [uillgz.e + |Xil =1,
but
(3.13) [ Lsui + Aill oo — 0.

The uniform C%“ bounds imply that up to choosing a subsequence we can extract
a limit u; — v in C?()”?/Q, where u is defined on X3. We can also assume \; — A, and
we find that Ly, u+ A{ = 0 on Xy. From Lemma 2] using that u is G-invariant,
and that u vanishes on the set {r = rg,y > 0}, we must have u = 0, A = 0. From

B13) it then follows that
Lol = 0

By the definition of the weighted spaces, using that the surfaces Ag N Y5 scaled
up by R~! have uniformly bounded geometry, we have the weighted Schauder
estimates

uill 2o < C(l|Lsuill co.e, + lluallco),
so in order to contradict ([3.12) it is enough to show [[u;[|co — 0. Note that [[u;[|co

is uniformly equivalent to sup r~7|u;|. Arguing by contradiction suppose that we
have supr~7|u;| > ¢ > 0 for a constant c¢o independent of i, and let x; € 35, be
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the points where this supremum is realized. We already know that r(z;) — 0, since
the u; converge to zero on .

There are two possibilities: either r(xi)5;1/3 — 00, or r(mi)éfl/?’ remains
bounded. In the first case we can extract a non-zero limit u on the cone C satisfying
Leu =0, and |u] < 7. Since 7 € (—3, —2) and there are no non-zero Jacobi fields
on C with growth rate in this range, this is a contradiction. In the second case
we can extract a non-zero limit u on the surface H, with Lyu = 0 and |u| < 7.
Since H is strictly stable, the Jacobi field v on H generated by homothetic scalings
is asymptotically »—2. Replacing u with —u if necessary, we can assume that u is
positive somewhere. Since v is positive and u decays faster than v at infinity, we
can find a constant ¢ > 0 such that cu < v, but cu(q) = v(q) for some ¢ € H. By
the strong maximum principle cu = v which contradicts that v decays faster than
. (]

3.4. The nonlinear problem. In this section we construct the surface X5 as a
graph of u over 3, for u sufficiently small in C2“. The main result it the following.

Proposition 3.6. There is a small K > 0 such that if T € (=3,—2) is chosen
sufficiently close to —2 then we have the following. For sufficiently small § = €
there is a unique G-invariant function u on X5 such that u = 0 on the set {r =
ro,y > 0} for a fized small ro > 0,

lullgze < €37,
and the surface X5 given by the graph of u over Y has mean curvature m(Xs) =
h(9)¢. We view ¢ as a function on 35 using that 35 is a graph over Xs.

Note that the only purpose of introducing the condition that w vanishes on
{r = ro,y > 0} is to make the solution unique, and ry just needs to satisfy that
@(ro) # 0. This leads to the linearized operator in Proposition Bl being invertible,
since by Lemma the only G-invariant elements in the kernel of the linearized
operator on Xy are multiples of ¢.

For a function u € C>* on 3 let us denote by m(u) the mean curvature of the
graph of u. We have

m(u) = m(Ss) + Ls(u) + Qs(u),

where Q5 collects the higher order terms in the mean curvature operator. We can
analyze the behavior of this operator in weighted spaces using that the surface
ArNYs scaled up by R~ has uniformly bounded geometry for all R, 8 (recall that
Ap is the region r € (R,2R)). The following can be shown by rescaling, and using
that @ only has quadratic and higher order terms.

Proposition 3.7. Let 7 € R. There is a small c3 > 0 such that if ||U7;Hcf,oc <ec3
fori=1,2, then we have

1Qs(u1) = Qs(uz)ll o < Clllurllcze + lluzllgz.e)llur —uall g2,
for C independent of 6.
Our goal is to find (u, \) for sufficiently small § satisfying m(u) + A\{ = 0, i.e.
Ls(u) + X = —m(E5) — Qs(u).
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We work with G-invariant functions u, so we can use the inverse given by Proposi-
tion to write the equation in the equivalent form

(u,A) = Ly (=m(Z5) — Qs ().

In other words we are trying to find a fixed point of the operator

N:C2G0 xR = C2¥9O xR
defined by

N (u, 2) = —Ls " (m(s) + Qs(w)).
The existence and uniqueness follows from the following.
Proposition 3.8. Define the set

E={(u\) : [ulcze+ A <Y C 02900 xR,

There is a k' > 0 such that for 7 € (=3, —2) sufficiently close to —2, and § = €3
sufficiently small, the map N is a contraction on E, and so has a fized point.

Proof. Using the uniform bound for Lj*, the estimate [B8) and (I0), we have
IN(,0)] < Cllm(Es) o,
< Cm(Zs)ll o
< Ctn,
If (u,\) € E, then we have
lull gz < Ceul gz < CETHE

Given £’ > 0, as long as 7 is sufficiently close to —2, we have that ||U||Cf,o¢ < ¢3 for
the ¢3 in Proposition B.7, for sufficiently small e. It follows that

||Q5(u)||02f‘2 < O+ 2T

and so using the bound on [~/5_1 we have
N (u, \)|| < C(3H + e3+*”“+2+7+”') <

for sufficiently small €, as long as we choose ' < k, and 7 is sufficiently close to
—2. Tt follows that A" maps E to itself.
To see that A is a contraction, we have that for (u;, \;) € F

IV (u1, A1) = N(uz, Ao) || < Cl|@s(ur) — Qs(uz)l coe
< O |y, — Uuz|| p2.0

S CET+2+H/H(U1 — U, )\1 — /\2)”
1
< 5l =2, A = o))
for sufficiently small €, if ¥ > 0 and 7 is sufficiently close to —2. 1

Proof of parts (ii) and (iii) of Proposition[31l The previous Proposition says that
for sufficiently small § the graph of u over X5 satisfies m(u) = h(6)(, for a suitable
function h(d). In addition there is a ' > 0 such that w satisfies the estimate
ullgz.a < e given 7 € (—3,—2) and € = §'/3 sufficiently small. If we choose

—24K

7 sufficiently close to —2, then this implies |u| < C|d|r for some k > 0. In
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particular it is enough to show that the claim (i) holds for the cone Vj over the
surface 25.

Recall that to construct X5, we used the chart F in B3) to identify a neighbor-
hood of the singular point (the one with y = 1) in ¥ with a neighborhood of the
origin in R®. Under this identification on the set r < r, the surface 25 is eH, while
on {r > r.} it is the graph of a function f; over C satisfying f; = €3r=2 + O(e?)
onr >2r. and f1 = e3r=2 + O(e*r=3) on r € (¢, 2r.). Since eH itself is the graph
of €172 4+ O(e*r=3) over C on the set r > r, it follows that S5 is the graph of fo
over eH with |fa| < C(€® + e*r=3) on the set r > r.. Since r, = €* with o < 1, it
follows that |fa] < Ce3r=2T* for some k > 0.

Consider the cone ‘75 over 25, where we view 25 as a subset of the unit sphere
in R® x R. Then Vs N {y = 1} consists of the set of points A(p)p where p runs over
Y5, and the scaling factors A(p) are given by

1 1 9 4
Alp) = Ve L+ 5r(p)” +0(r(p)").
In particular we have r(A(p)p) ~ r(p), as long as r(p) is small.

We saw above that p € 3 sits in the graph of a function fo over eH in our
chart, with |f2| < Ce3r(p)=2T*. If ¢ € eH in our chart, then \(¢)qg € \(q)eH,
and from Lemma [5.1] below we know that A(¢)eH is the graph of an O(e*(\(q) —
1)7~2) function over eH. Since A(q) — 1 ~ 7(q)?, it follows that for p € 5, the
corresponding point A(p)p € Vs is in the graph of a function fs over eH with
|fs] < C(e3 + e3r(p)~2T%), i.e. |f3| < C|6|r=2T" as claimed in property (ii).

From the construction of s, and the proof of Proposition B4} it is clear that
the regularity scale of Y5 at each point is comparable to r. From Proposition
it follows that the same holds for ¥5 once § is sufficiently small. This shows claim
(iil) in Proposition Bl O

3.5. Computation of h(d). So far we have constructed a surface X5 satisfying
m(Xs) = h(6)¢. In this section we show that h(d) = 40643 + O(6*/3+%") for some
k" > 0, where ¢y > 0 and b < 0 is the coefficient of »~2 in the asymptotics of H
as a graph over C' from Proposition The first step is to compute the integral
of m(Xs)$ over 5. Here we are considering ¢ as the function y3r~2 — 3 on S8
restricted to X5. We have the following.

Proposition 3.9. We have the estimate

(3.14) / m(Ss)pdA = csbd™? + O (543"
b))

for some c5, k" > 0.

Proof. We first show that the leading order contribution in the integral comes from
the gluing region where r € (r¢, 2r.). To see this let us consider a region of the form
r € (R,2R), where R > 2r.. As in the proof of Proposition B4l the mean curvature
on this region is of order R~7¢% (we have to scale down the result in that proof by
a factor of R). At the same time on this region ¢ = O(R~?2), while the volume
is O(R"). The contribution of this region to the integral is therefore O(R~2¢").
We can sum this up for R = 2r¢,4r, ..., and find that the total contribution is
O(r72¢%). Since r. = € with « close to 1, we have 1720 < et = §%/3 as e — 0.
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Similarly, on the region r € (R,2R) for R < r¢/2 the mean curvature is O(R),
so the contribution to the integral is O(RS). We sum this up for R = r./2,r./4,...
to get a total contribution of O(r%), and we have 76 < €.

It remains to study the integral on the region where r € (r., 2r.). Here we need
a more careful analysis of the mean curvature than what we used in the proof of
Proposition B4 Recall that, according to Equation ([B1), after scaling up by r_ !,
Y5 is the graph of

v=r33F2 4 x(Fr e T3 L O(r e + %)
over the cone C on our region, in terms of # = 7. 1r. The cutoff function x satisfies
x(s) =1 for s <1 and x(s) =0 for s > 2. If we write g. for the metric induced on
C by the scaled spherical metric 772 F*ggs, then we have g. = go + O(r?), where
go is the Euclidean metric restricted to C. The mean curvature of the graph of v
over C'is
m = Lg,(v) + O(r7°¢%)
(3.15) = Ly (v) + O(r7 e 4+ 17565
= bre et Ly, (x(F)F %) + O(rT e + 7%,
since Lg,7~2 = 0. Note that for a function of 7 we have

6 6
Lgy(w) =w" + ;w’ + E

and we also have L, (772) = 0. It follows that
Ly, (x(F)F~%) = X" (7)7 .

The main contribution to the integral in (I4]) comes from the integral of x” ()7

772 over the annulus 7 € (1,2) in C, using the Euclidean metric:

2
/ X' (F)F P dA = cs / X" (r)yr=°r%dr
Cn{l<r<2} 1

S / X () dr = —e5(x(2) — x(1)) = es,

where ¢5 > 0 is the volume of the link of C. After scaling, this gives the leading
term in (BI4).

It remains to account for all the errors relating (314 to (BI6). Note first that
in 8Id), on the region r € (re,2r.) we have m(X;) = O(r-2e? + r-5¢*) from the
proof of Proposition B4l (we must scale the result there down by r.); the volume of
the region is O(r7); and ¢ = O(r-?). We can now consider the errors from different
sources.

e The error in m given in (B.I5). After scaling down this is O(r;2e3 47 7¢€F).
After integrating, this leads to an error of order

(3.16)

(ro2e +r T 2T = 363 4 r 268,

e The error in replacing ¢ by 7= 2. Note that by [B.5) we have ¢ = r=2+0(1),
and in addition V¢ = O(r=3). Also X5 is the graph of an O(r_2¢®) function
over C if r ~ r.. Tt follows that the error in B3] resulting from replacing
¢ with r=2 is of order

(1+ T€_3T;2€3)(T€_263 + T€_5€4)TZ = 0(66 + T€_3€7).
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e The error in using the area form of C' instead of that of ¥s. We again use
that Y is the graph of an O(r 2€®) function over C. Scaling up by a factor

€
of =1 so that the surfaces have bounded geometry we see that the area
dAs
forms are related by — Aif =1+ 0(r73€*) on our annulus (in fact since C

is minimal we have a better estimate but we do not need it). Thus, using
the area form of C' in the integral (8.I3]) leads to an error of order
(r22 2N r 2 (r3E )T = € 4736
If re = €™ with a < 1 sufficiently close to 1, then all of the errors are of lower order
than e, i.e. they are O(6%/37%") for some x” > 0 as required. O

Next we compute the integral of m(Xs)¢. We perform this integral on s,
viewing m(Xs) as a function on s, using that X5 is a graph over ;.

Proposition 3.10. We have
s

for the same cs,b as in Proposition [T.9.

Proof. We know that s is the graph of a function u over 5, where [ull g2 < et

for sufficiently small e. Here x > 0, and we can take 7 < —2 as close to —2 as we

like (if 7 is chosen closer to —2, € will need to also be smaller for the estimate to
hold). We have

m(s) = m(s) + Ls(u) + Qs(u),
and so in view of (BI4) our goal is to show that

/i (Lsu + Qs(u))pdA = 0(644”41)

for some x” > 0. The main point is that on Yo the image of Ly is L2-orthogonal to
¢ since Lo¢ = 0, and we can show that all the remaining error terms are O(e4+"‘”).

Let us first consider the integral of Qs(u)¢. In the annular region Ar where
r € (R,2R) we have

HUHCIQ,a < CRT_1HuHcg,a < COR7T1e3Tx,
Applying Proposition 3.7 in this annular region we have
1Qs(w)ll 2o < CRET2e542,
i.e. on all of 25 we have the estimate
|Q6(U)| < CT2T_2€6+2N7'_1.

Using also that ¢ = O(r~2) it follows that

1
] Q(s(u)(bdA‘ S O/ T2773€6+2n,’4727ﬁ6 dr S 0627+8+2I{.
25 €

If 7 is sufficiently close to —2, then this is O(¢*%).

To deal with the Ls(u) term let us write u = u1 + ug where uy = x(r-'r)u
for our cutoff function y. So u; is supported on the region r < 2r., while us is
supported on 7 > re. Note that [lu;[|2. < Cedtr,
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We have |Lsui| < Ce3trr™=2 50 we can estimate

/ (Lsuy)o dA‘ < C/ ST 207206 g < 063+“r2+3.
s €

If 7 is sufficiently close to —2 and r. = €* for « sufficiently close to 1, then this
error is O(e*™%") for some k" > 0.
It remains to consider the Lgsus term. The function us is supported on the

region where r > r., and here X5 is the graph of a function f over ¥, satisfying
the estimates | f| < €32 and |V f| < €3r~3. We use this to identify ¥y with 35 on
this region. Let us write dAg, dAs for the corresponding volume forms on ¥y, and
95 for the function ¢ pulled back to ¥y under this identification. Note that

(3.17) /E Lo(u2)pdAo =0,

since Lo¢ = 0. We need to compare this integral to

(3.18) /E Ls(u2)ps dAs.

Note that we have |Louz| < Ce3T%r7=2|¢| < Cr=2 and dAg < Crbdr for O(4) x
O(4) invariant functions. We have the following estimates for the difference between

B17) and B.I8):
e Comparing Lo to Ls we have |(Lo — Ls)uz| < Ce3r=3e3+t5r7=2. This leads
to a difference of order

1
/ Er 33T 27200 g = O(T79T)
T

€

between the two integrals. 3
e Using that Vo = O(r~?), we find that on 35 we have [¢p—¢,| < Ce’r=2r=3,
This leads to an error of

1
/ STrpT=23p 756 g = O(eGJr“rZ)
T

€

between the integrals.
e The area forms satisfy Z—ﬁf} = 1+ O(e3r=3) (we are not using that X is
minimal). This leads to the error

1
/ ETrpT2p 237300 g = O (5179 T).
T

€

As long as r. = €* with « sufficiently close to 1 and 7 is chosen close to —2, this
error is less than €™ for some " > 0, as required. O

We can now compute h(d), where m(Xs) = h(d)C.
Corollary 3.11. The function h(d) satisfies
h(8) = ceb6*® + O(84/3+%")

for some cg, k" >0, where b < 0 is the r—3 coefficient of the asymptotics of H.
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Proof. Note that in constructing the surface X5 we treated m(3s5) = h(0)¢ as an
equation on ¥s5. The mean curvature m(E(;) is pulled back using that Y5 is a graph
over 25, while ( is viewed as a function on s using that near the support of ¢ the
surface Y is itself a graph over Xy. By definition ¢ satisfies

(pdAg = | ¢°dAo.

3o 3o

Pulling back m(Xs) to Xp, and denoting the pullback of ¢ by ¢, and pulled back
area form by dAs, by the previous Proposition we have

/ h(‘”(ﬂ; dAs = c5bd*® + 0(54/3+n”)'
3o
We have |¢ — 95| = 0(9) and Z—ﬁi =1+ O(0). This implies
h(9) ( ¢* dA + 0(5)) — e5b0%/3 1 O(§Y/3+"),
3o

from which the claim follows. O

3.6. The functions ¢; and &s. In this section we construct functions ¢s and &5
on the surfaces X5 that we will need later. The ¢; are the functions generating the
family Y5, while &5 satisfy the equation Ly, &5 = ( — c5¢s for suitable constants cs
with the additional constraint that (¢s,&s)r2 = 0 on Xs. Since m(3s) = h(6)¢, we
expect that ¢s satisfies Ly, ¢ps = h'(9)(. In addition recall that both Y5 and Xs are
the graph of d¢ on the set {r = o,y > 0} over Xy. Using this we see that ¢5 = ¢
along {r = ro,y > 0}. These properties uniquely characterize the function ¢s on
Ys:

Proposition 3.12. For sufficiently small 0 there is a unique function ¢s5 on s
with uniformly bounded 0320‘ norm, satisfying Lx,¢s = h'(0)C and ¢s = ¢ along
{r =ro,y > 0}. In addition we have
e There is an ry > 0 and C > 0 such that on the set where r < ry and y >0
we have C71r=2 < ¢ps < Cr—2
e On the support of ( we have ¢s = ¢ + O(6"%) for k > 0.

Proof. On the surface H there is a unique positive Jacobi field ® = =2 + O(r~—3),
arising from homothetic scalings. As a ﬁrst approximation we construct ¢s by
gluing together €3¢ and the function e®(e~!-) on €H (recall that § = €*). More
precisely consider the function ¢s on s constructed as follows: on the region where
r > 2r. we let gb(; = d¢; on the region r < r¢ in our chart Y5 is the surface eH, and
we let ¢s(r) = e®(e~1r) here. On the gluing region r € (r¢, 2r) the surface X; is a
graph over X, or over C in our chart, and using this we define

$s(r) = (1= x(re 'r)eldr) + x(re ' r)ed(e'r)
in terms of our cutoff function y. Using the rescaled variable 7 = r_
rigs(rer) = 7% + O(EH).

It follows, using a similar analysis in different annular regions to that in Proposi-
tion B4 that | Lg, ¢sllc2.0 < Ce3t*, and so if 7 is sufficiently close to —2, we have
—4

HL§5¢~55H02§2 < O3+ for some k' > 0.

Ly we have
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3+k

Recall that Y is the graph of a function u over X5 with [ullpze < €T, and so

lull g2.0 < " if 7 is close to —2. This allows us to compare the operators Ly, to
1

0,
Ly, as maps C2 — C%:

(3.19) |ILs, — LESHCE’Q*CE’,@Q < Ce”.

It follows that || Ly, (;35Hco,a < Ce*'. Using (BI9) and the invertibility result Propo-
T—2

sition B3l it follows that the corresponding “augmented” operator is also invertible
on Ys, i.e. we can find functions vs and A5 € R such that

Ly, (vs) + AsC = Ly, b5,
the function vs vanishes along {r = ro,y > 0} and
(3.20) [vsll gz +[As] < Ce"'.

We can finally define ¢5 = ¢5 — vs. The estimates Clr2 < ¢s <Cr2 and ¢5 =
¢+ O(0") follow from the construction of ¢s, together with the bound HUgHCE,g <

Cer" for some £”. This in turn follows from (F20) if 7 is sufficiently close to —2.
By construction we have Ly, ¢s = A\s¢, and we need to show that A\s = h/(9).
To see this, fix a small § > 0. For sufficiently small a # 0 the surface 354, is the
graph of a function u, over ¥5. Using the invertibility of the operator Ls on s
defined in the same way as (3II) on %5, we can find u, € C2* for sufficiently small
a using the implicit function theorem. We find that there is some k > 0 such that
for any 7 < —2 sufficiently close to —2 we have [lug — ags|| 2o < a'*™ once § is
sufficiently small (as 7 approaches —2 we will need to take smaller ¢, since the norm
of the inverse of the linearized operator may blow up). In particular this shows that
¢s generates the family of surfaces X5, which also implies that Lyx;¢s = h/(0)( as
required. 1

An immediate consequence is the behavior of the areas of the surfaces Xs.
Namely, for small § > 0 we have

iArea(Els) =— | m(Zs)psdA=—h(8) [ CosdA = —cs5b6*/> + O(64/3+7),
d5 ES 25

In particular since csb < 0, the surfaces X5 have strictly larger area than X, for
sufficiently small 6. We record the following consequence that we will use:

(3.21) Area(Xs) < Area(Xo) + C|0]|h(9)],

for a constant C' > 0.
We next construct the functions &s.
Proposition 3.13. For sufficiently small § there are functions & on X satisfying
o [[&llgze < Cr for any T € (=3,-2), with Cr depending on T but not on é.
o Ly,&s =C( —csds, with cs =14 O(6") for some k > 0.
o (&5, 05)12(s,) = 0.

Proof. The functions ¢s are uniformly bounded in C2<, therefore also in C’ff‘Q by
(BI0). Let us define us to be the unique solution of

Lssus + AsC = ¢s,
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with us vanishing along {r = ro,y > 0}, for some constant A\s. The us are uniformly
bounded in C%<. It follows that we can find constants as, bounded independently
of ¢ such that

U5 = us + asps
is L% orthogonal to ¢s. The s are also uniformly bounded in C2%, and satisfy
Ly tis + AsC = ash'(6)¢ + 5.

Multiplying by ¢s, and then integrating by parts we get

/ h/((S)QL; + AspsCdA = agh/(5)<¢5 + (25(2; dA.

5 3

Since h'(§) = O(d"%), it follows from this that A\s = 1 + O(6%). We now define
&=(=Xs+ alsh/((S))_lﬁ(s. 0

4. THE COMPARISON SURFACES T}

Let Vs = C(35) € R® x R denote the cone over the surface Y5 provided by
Proposition Bl The cones Vs have mean curvature m(Vs) = h(3){p~2, where we
extend ¢ from X5 to Vs as a homogeneous degree one function. Since for small § # 0
we have h(J) # 0, these cones are not minimal unless § = 0. In this section we
construct small minimal perturbations of them on annuli of the form |In p| < |§]~*
for sufficiently small £ > 0. Here p = (|z|? +|y|?)!/? is the distance from the origin
in R® x R.

On the linearized level we are trying to find a function w over Vs so that Ly,u =
—h(8)¢p~? since then the graph of u over Vs will be minimal to leading order. In
the limit § — 0 this is roughly equivalent to solving the equation Ly,u = ¢p~2.
Since ¢ is in the cokernel of the Jacobi operator Ly, on the link, this equation has
no homogeneous degree one solution u, but we do have

Ly, (C¢ In p) = ¢p_2

for a suitable constant c¢. This suggests that we can try to find minimal perturba-
tions Ty of Vy given to leading order by the graph of the function u = —ch(8)¢s In p.
This is only well defined as long as |h(d)In p| does not get too large, which leads
to us considering annuli where |Inp| < [6]7". This construction is closely related
to that of Adams-Simon [I], where minimal surfaces were constructed with loga-
rithmic decay to their tangent cones. With additional work we expect that one
could construct a minimal surface with an isolated singularity at the origin, having
tangent cone Vy = C' x R there, such that the surface converges at a logarithmic
rate to this tangent cone. Such a surface would be modeled on different T5 with
0 — 0 as p — 0. For our purposes here, however, the simpler construction of the
Ts defined on annuli suffices.

We construct Ts as the graph of a function u over Vj, where u is in a suitable
doubly weighted space C’g:?_‘. The weight 7 accounts for the singular ray of Vj, just
like in the weighted spaces C%“ on ¥s used in the previous section. The new weight
v is related to the cone structure of Vj.

Definition 4.1. Let v, 7 € R and let f be a function over a subset U C Vj, locally
in C*. We define the weighted norm Hf”c’i‘;‘ as follows. For @, R > 0 let us define
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the annular region Ag r to be the set where /2 < p < 2Q and R/2 < r < 2R.
We then define

o T—Y P—T
”f”ijS(U) = QSJ%EOQ R HfHCZ’fQQ(AQ,RﬁU)'

Here g denotes the metric on Vs and on the right hand side we are measuring the
C*“-norm with respect to the rescaled metric R~2g.

Note that by construction, the rescaled metric R~2¢ has bounded geometry on
the annulus Ag,g. To see this, note that the regularity scale of X5 at each point
(viewed as sitting in the unit sphere of R?) is uniformly equivalent to r, and so by
scaling the regularity scale of Vj is proportional to p(r/p) = r, since this is a degree
one homogeneous function equal to 7 on the unit sphere. As in the previous section,
our construction will be invariant under the symmetry group G := O(4) x O(4) and
we denote the corresponding function spaces by Cﬁ;ﬁ"G. We will have 7 € (—3,—2)
as before.

We have the following basic comparison result between norms with different
weights.

Lemma 4.2. There is a constant C' > 0 such that given f in Clzo:;l we have

1flgze < CIBIT™02 fll gz

Proof. This follows directly from the definition of the norms using that on V5 we
have r/p > C~1|§|'/3. To see this recall that near the singular points of ¥y the
surface s is given as an O(|6]r~21*) graph over +6/3H. O

The following result, analogous to Proposition 3.5 is the main ingredient in
constructing the minimal perturbations Ts of V5. Note that in contrast with the
linearized operator on X5, here we do not compensate for the function ¢ in the
cokernel of Ly, using the function ¢. The price of this is that we only invert the
operator on an annular region, and the norm of the inverse blows up as the size of
the annulus goes to infinity.

Proposition 4.3. Suppose that T € (—3,—2) is sufficiently close to —2, and k > 0
is sufficiently small. Let Us C Vs denote the subset where |Inp| < [0|7%. There is
a C > 0 such that for all § sufficiently small the Jacobi operator

(4.1) Ly, : CY2%(Us) — €% ,(Us)

on the cone Vs has a right inverse Ps with norm bounded by C|6|~".

Proof. This result can be proven similarly to [27, Proposition 22]. We break the
argument into several steps.

Step 1. We first need a result analogous to [27, Proposition 23], on invertibility
of Ly; between suitable weighted spaces. The main difference is that we want to
work with a weight which does not avoid the indicial roots, and because of this we
need to work orthogonal to the corresponding Jacobi field. More precisely, let us
denote by CF2%+(Vs) C CF2(V5) the subspace of G-invariant functions that are
L2-orthogonal to ¢ on every level set of p (i.e. all the cross sections of the cone).
We then claim that

(4.2) Ly, : C729H(Vg) = OV %5 (Vo)



UNIQUENESS OF CERTAIN CYLINDRICAL TANGENT CONES 25

is invertible for 7 € (—3,—2). This can be shown exactly as [27, Proposition 24].
The main ingredient is that, analogously to [27, Proposition 13], the map

Ly, : C2*%H(S0) — C2%%(20)

is invertible for 7 € (—3,—2). As the notation suggests, we are restricting our-
selves to G-invariant functions on ¥ that are L%-orthogonal to ¢. In turn the
invertibility of this map follows from standard Fredholm theory in weighted spaces
on manifolds with conical singularities using that Ly, is self-adjoint and the only
G-invariant elements in the kernel are multiples of ¢ (see Lockhart-McOwen [15]
or Marshall [I6]). The rest of the proof of the invertibility of (@2 is exactly as in

7.
Step 2. We need a result analogous to |27, Proposition 21], namely that the operator
(4.3) Lixr : C**(H x R) = CY%(H x R)

is invertible for 7 € (=3, —2), with the weighted spaces defined analogously to ([3.9).
The key ingredient for this is the following, analogous to [27], Proposition 18]: for
7€ (=3,-2), A > 0, and u having compact support on H, we can find f such that

LHf - )\f = u,
and r77|f[ < Cllullco_, for a constant C' depending on 7. Note first that the

existence of the positive Jacobi field ® on H with ® = r=2 4+ O(r~3) as r — oo
implies that Ly has trivial kernel in C>“ for 7 € (—3,—2). The Fredholm theory
in weighted spaces then implies that Ly : C>% — C’Sf‘Q is invertible, which settles
the A = 0 case of our claim. When A > 0 then we can argue as in the proof of [27]
Proposition 18].

Step 3. We can now prove the invertibility of (@Il by constructing an approximate
inverse for sufficiently small ¢, similarly to the proof of [27) Proposition 22]. As a
preliminary step, given a function @ € Cg’fifiQ(U(;) with ||a]| < 1, we write

(4.4) U= u + ug,

where u € Cgfﬁfﬁé(%) and ug = ug(p)psp " for a function ug € C*(0, 00). Here

. . 1
we are extending ¢s to Vs as a degree one homogeneous function and Cg’fi ;%2

denotes those functions that are orthogonal to ¢s on each cross section of V. We
can construct the approximate inverse on the function u following [27, Proposition
22] closely, and then we will deal with the piece ug.

To construct the approximate inverse on u we first write u = u; + w2, where
uz = x(A"trp~16|71/3). Here x is the cutoff function we used before (y(s) = 1 for
s < 1,and x(s) =0 for s > 2), and A is a large constant to be chosen. Then u; is
supported on the set where 7/p > A[§|*/3. By Proposition B1] the cone Vj is the
graph of a function fo over §'/3H on the slice y = 1 with |fo| < C|§|r—2*. In turn
on the region r > A|6|'/3, the surface 6'/3 H itself is an O(|6|r~2)-graph over C. In
sum on the slice ¥ = 1 on the region r > A|§|'/3, Vj is the graph of a function rf;
over C, where |f1| < CA~. Tt follows that if A is sufficiently large and § is small,
we can approximate Vs using Vj on the support of u;. Using this we think of u; as
being defined on Vj.

Similarly us is supported on the region r/p < A|§|'/3. Fix a large B > 0
and let yo € R. Consider the interval I of radius 2B|yo||§|'/? around yo, and
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rescale the region {r < 2A|yed*/3|,y € I} in Vs by a factor of |yod'/?|~1. By
the construction this rescaled surface can be seen as a perturbation of the region
{|7'] < 2A,]y’| < 2B} in the product H x R, if for given A, B we choose § sufficiently
small. We further decompose ug = Y us ; into pieces supported in regions of this
type.

Arguing as in the proof of [27] Proposition 22] we now want to use the invertibility
of (@2) and ([@3) to invert the operator on the pieces u1, ug j, and then reassemble
them to produce an approximate inverse for Ly,. The only new feature is that
to use ([L2) we first need to write u; = w10 + u1,1, where uq, | € CB’fﬁ’TG_’é‘ and
U1 = u10(p)pp~" for a function uy o € CV¥(0,00). Since we have ensured that
on Vs the function wu is orthogonal in each cross section to ¢g, it is not hard to see
that we have

K:,
lurollgos, | <191

for some «’ > 0 for sufficiently small §. This piece can be discarded when building
the approximate inverse since it does not affect the estimate (£3) below. Applying
the inverses of [.2)) and (@3] to the remaining pieces, and then reassembling them
using further cutoff functions as in [27] Proposition 22] we end up with a function
Pu on the annular region Uy, satisfying

1Pullgzs < €.

(4.5) .
v Pu= e, < Ol

for some &’ > 0.

Step 4. Tt remains to deal with the piece ug = ug(p)psp~! in the decomposition
([#A). Note that for any f(p) we have

Ly, (pfosp™) = ((pf)" + T (pf) = Tp~ F)osp™" + p~ fLxs(¢sp7")
=p (1) ¢s + 7 R (0)Cp T,
noting that ¢sp~"' is homogeneous with degree zero, and Ly,¢s = h'(6)(. As with

¢5, we are extending ¢ to Vs to have degree one. Given ug(p) € C¥(0,00), we can
find f € C%“ satisfying

1

p () = uop™?

1= [ [ woto)stas

From this we see that |f(p)] < C’|lnp|||u0||cg,f. It follows that Pug = pfosp~"
satisfies

by the formula

(4 6) ||Pu0||0f”f(U5) < C|5|7K||U0||cg’ﬁ7_72([j5)7
[Lvs Puo = wollgoe ;) < ClOI7" IR ()]

Recall that |[h'(d)| < C|d]"* for some k1 > 0, and so we choose £ = min{k;/2, x'}
for the £’ in ([EI).
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For any @ € C’g’f‘ﬂ_fz(U(;) we can now define Pi = Pug + Pu in terms of the
decomposition (@A), and the estimates [@H) and 6] imply

1Pl 2.0y < ClOI " lallgoe 0y

—2

1Ly P — il gos iy < ClOITllallcon .

—2
Once ¢ is sufficiently small, the second estimate implies that (Ly, P) is invertible

with uniformly bounded inverse, and then Ps = P(Ly, P)~! is a right inverse of
Ly, with norm bounded by C|§|~". O

Given the invertibility of the linearized operator, the construction of Ts as a
graph over Vj is very similar to what we did in Section[Bl For a function f over Vj
let my;(f) denote the mean curvature of the graph of f and define the nonlinear
operator Qy, by

mys (f) = My; (O) + LV&(f) + QVa(f)'
This satisfies the following estimate, just like in Proposition 3.7

Proposition 4.4. Suppose that f1, fo are in Cfo’g on an open subset U of V5. There
is a C > 0 independent of §,U such that if || fil| c2.o < C~F, then
1,1

1Qv; (f1) = Qus (follgog, < C(Hfl”cf;g + Hf2|\cf;;’<) If1 = Fall 2o
In particular since Qv,(0) = 0 we have ||QVa(f1)||CS~fF2 < C”fl”Cf*f”fl”cff'
The main existence result is the following.

Proposition 4.5. Suppose that T € (—3,—2) is sufficiently close to —2, and k > 0
is sufficiently small. Let Us denote the annular region |Inp| < |§|7%. There is an
€ > 0 with the following property. For sufficiently small § there is a function f on
Vs in the annulus Us such that the surface Ts defined as the graph of

—h(9) [771% Inp+&|+ f

over Vs is minimal, and f satisfies the estimate HfHCf,a < |h(d)||d|¢. The function

&s used here was defined in Proposition [3.13, and juét like ¢5, we extend it as a
degree one function to V.

In particular for |InA| < |0]7" the surface ATs N {y = 1} is the graph of a
function fi over 6'/3H, with |fi| < C|§|r—2*%.

Proof. Let us write
fo=—=h(8) [T ¢slnp + &).
Our goal is to find an f over Us satisfying the required estimate and the equation
mv; (fo+ f) =0.
We have
mys (fo + f) = mv; (0) + Lv; (fo + f) + Qu; (fo + f),

so using the right inverse from Proposition 3] it is enough to solve the fixed point
problem N (f) = f, where

N(f) = =Ps(mv; (0) + Ly, (fo) + Qv (fo + f))-
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By construction we have my; (0) = h(§)(p~2 (recall that we extend ¢ as a degree
one function to V), and

Ly, fo = =h(8)Cp™% + h(8)R'(6)¢p ™2 In p.
It follows that
N(f) = Ps( = h(&)h'(6)¢p™* Inp — Qu; (fo + f))-
Let us define the set
B={f€C2Us) « |Flcze < )],

for € > 0 to be chosen. We will show that if € is chosen small, then A is a contraction
on F for sufficiently small §.
Let f € E. On the annulus Us we have

I follze < ClR(B)] 617,
SO |
1fo+ fllcze < ClR(3)II6]™"
for a larger C. By Lemma [£.2] we have
[follezs < CIR(E] |8/,

By the properties of h there is an €; > 0 such that |h(8)| < |6|1T<t and |R/(8)] < |§]
for sufficiently small §. It then follows from the estimate for the inverse Ps in
Proposition [£:3] and the estimate in Proposition 4] that
IN() ez < CL81" (1R8] 18] + [R(8)[*]3]717/272%)
< [h(d)[I0]°

for sufficiently small § if €, x are sufficiently small and 7 is sufficiently close to —2.
Therefore N maps E into E.
To see that N is a contraction, note that for fi, fo € E we have, as above, that

Ifo+ fill 2.0 < CIR(S) 18] =/3=",
and so using Proposition .4 we have

V() = N(2)lleze < CIOT RIS fy — foll oz

1
< 5lfr = felloze

for small ¢, if k is sufficiently small, and 7 is sufficiently close to —2.

By choosing 7 sufficiently close to —2, and x > 0 sufficiently small, we find that
in the annulus By \ By, the surface ATj is the graph of a function I over Vi
satisfying |F| < C|6|r=2%%,if |In A| < |§|~*. Using property (ii) in Proposition[B.1]
this implies the final claim in the proposition. 0

Remark 4.6. Let W5 be the graph of —h(0)&s over Vs = C'(X5). Proposition A1
then implies that for [In A| < |6|~", AT} is the graph of a function F’ over W5 where
HF/”Cf’SZ(Bl\Bl/z) < C(1 + [InA])|A(0)| on the annulus By \ Bj/y. This estimate

(applied for bounded |In A]) will be used in Section [ in particular in Lemma [G.11

Note that if we view T as the graph of F' over Vjy, instead of over Wy, then from

Proposition B3] the bound we get is ”FHCQ*"‘(Bl\Bl/z) < C|h(0)] for any 7 < —2
1,7
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(with C' depending on 7), which in turn would lead to ||F|| 2.« < Clh(6)]|6|7€ for
1,—-2
any € > 0, with C' depending on e.

We will need an estimate for the integral appearing in the monotonicity formula
over Ts. For this we have the following.

Proposition 4.7. For sufficiently small § we have
Exls —1 2
(4.7) 5 > C ()],
TsN(B1/2\B1/4) ||

for a uniform C > 0, where z*+ denotes the component of the position vector z € Ty
normal to Ty.

Proof. We use that Ty is the graph of F' over the cone Vj, given by
F = —h(3) [T ¢slnp+ &) + f,

and ”f”Cf]f < |h(9)]|d]¢. In particular, choosing 7 sufficiently close to —2, we have
|r = F| + |VF| < C|h(5)|r—31,
[ 1+ IV F] < ClR@)|lo]er >

Let us write ny,ny for the normal vectors to Vg, Ty, thinking of both as vector
fields along V5. We can apply Lemma [£.]] after scaling, to find that

nr = ny — VF + O(h(8)Pr=2),
while the positions vectors satisfy zp = zy + Fny. It follows that
srnr = (3v + Fry) - (ny = VF + O(|h(9) *r™*2))
=—zv - VF+ F+ O(|h(5)’r°?).

Since Vi is a cone, we have I’ — zy - VF = F — p0d,F, which vanishes on the degree
one part of F'. In particular we have

F — p0,F = h(6)7_1¢5 +f—p-Vf
= h(6)7 25 + O(|h(8)]|8]r~31).
Since |h(8)| < C|6]*/3, and on V5 we have r > C~!|§|'/3, we have
(48) 27 -y = h(8)T 5 + O(|h(8)||8|r~>2).
It follows that
222 > C7R(8)[*63 — C|h(8)[?|]r—>2,

and by integrating we get (7)) for sufficiently small §.

We used the following lemma whose proof is by direct calculation.

Lemma 4.8. Let S be a hypersurface with second fundamental form Ag satisfying
|As| < 1. There are ¢,C > 0 with the following properties. Suppose that f is a
function on S satisfying |f|,|Vf] < €, and let Sy denote the graph of f over S.
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The normal vectors n,ny, and area forms dA,dAy of S, Sy satisfies the following,
under the natural identification of Sy with S:
ng=n—Vf+E,
dAy

where |E1|,|Ea| < Ce?, and m(S) is the mean curvature of S.

5. NON-CONCENTRATION

The goal of this section is to prove the key non-concentration result, Proposi-
tion below, and as a consequence to prove a three annulus lemma, Proposi-
tion We will need to consider minimal surfaces M very close to one of the
comparison surfaces Ty on different annuli. Instead of varying the annulus, it is
convenient to consider scalings AT inside a fixed annulus, say By \ By /2 C R2 x R.
Note that as long as |InA| < [§]7", for a slightly smaller x than that in Propo-
sition L0l the surface ATy is defined in any fixed annulus for sufficiently small
0.

To define the distance, we first note the following.

Lemma 5.1. There are ¢y, C > 0 with the following properties:

o If |\ < co, then (1 + N\)H is the graph of a function @ over H satisfying
C~lr2 < A1y < Cr—2 and we have

2
”‘1’)\ - /\‘I)”cﬁv; < CON,

where ® is the corresponding Jacobi field.
e For any a € R and X > 0, the surface (a + \)/3H is on the positive side
of the graph of comin{\r—2,r} over a'/>H.

Proof. The estimates for @, follow from the fact that H lies on the positive side
of C and is the graph of 7=2 + O(r~?) outside of a compact set. To see the second
claim we can consider three cases separately.

e If \ < ¢la| for a sufficiently small € > 0, then after scaling by |a|~'/3 the
claim is equivalent to saying that (|a|™*a + |a|~*\)Y/3H is on the positive
side of the graph of comin{|a|~*X\r=2,7} over (la|~'a)/3H. If € is suffi-
ciently small, this follows from the previous claim, replacing ¢y by a smaller
constant if necessary.

e If A > ¢ ! a| for sufficiently small ¢, then we rescale by A~1/3. The claim
is equivalent to asking for (A\~'a + 1)/3H to be on the positive side of the
graph of ¢o min{r—2,7} over (\~'a)'/3H. If ¢ is sufficiently small, then this
holds (reducing the value of ¢ if necessary), using that H is the graph of
=2+ O(r=3) over C outside of a compact set.

e For the € > 0 obtained in the previous two cases, suppose that e|a] < X\ <
¢ a|. We have that (a+ \)'/3H lies on the positive side of (a+¢|a|)'/*H,
and applying the first case (setting A\ = €|a|) we have that (a + €|a|)'/*H
lies on the positive side of the graph of co min{e|a|r=2,r} over a'/3H. Since
we have A < e '|al, it then follows that (a 4+ \)'/®H lies on the positive
side of the graph of e2co min{\r=2,r}. Replacing co by €?cy we are done.

O
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It also follows by rescaling that 6%/3(1 4+ \)H is the graph of f = §'/3®,(5-1/3.)
over 83 H, and so C~Hd|r=2 < A"Lf < C||r—2.

We will define the distance D, (M; U) of the surface M from ATs (and similarly
from V5, W;s) over a set U C By \ Byj. Recall from Proposition that ATy is
the graph of a function f over (y36)'/3H, with |f| < C|§|r—2t*. We first define
neighborhoods of such surfaces in each y-slice, depending on an additional small
parameter 3 > 0. At several points below we will reduce the value of 3, and its
final value will be fixed in Proposition [5.6

Definition 5.2. Let 5 > 0. Suppose that S is a hypersurface in the unit ball of
R?® given as that graph of a function f over §'/3H with |f| < C|§|r—2T*. Given
d > 0, the d-neighborhood Np 4(S) is defined as follows.

(a) If d > pJ0] then Ng4(S) is the region bounded between the surfaces
+(B72d)'/3H.
(b) If d < B|d], then Ng 4(S) is the region bounded between the graphs of

+ min{(B|6| + d)r2,dr 2}
over S.

This definition is motivated by the dichotomy between surfaces that are very
close to S, which we view as graphs over S, and surfaces that are relatively far from
S, at which scale we do not distinguish between S and the cone C. The reason for
the somewhat awkward expression in (b) is that when we construct barrier surfaces
with negative mean curvature as graphs over ATy in Proposition [.11], then it helps
to allow slightly faster blowup as r — 0 than r=2 (see Step 1 in the proof). Note
that when viewing S as a graph over §'/3H the value of § is not uniquely defined,
but in our applications S will always be Vs, W5 or ATs, which in the y-slice we view
as graphs over 6%/3yH. We have the following.

Lemma 5.3. If 3 is sufficiently small, then in the setting of the previous definition
we have Ng q,(S) C Ng.q,(S) whenever di < ds, as long as ¢ is sufficiently small.
In addition Ng>oNg,a(S) = S.

Proof. To see that Ng4,(S) C Ng.g,(S), it is enough to show that the region
between the graphs of & min{23|d|r=2, 3|§|r~2-1} over S is contained between the
surfaces +(323|6|)'/3 H.

To see this, note that by Lemma [l the region between +(371|§|)'/3 H contains
the region between the graphs of

+comin{ (86| — &)r~2,r}

over §'/3H. On the other hand S is the graph of an O(|§|r—2**) function over
§'/3H, and so the region between the graphs of +min{23|5|r~2, 3|§|r=2'} over S
is contained between the graphs of

+(2B8|8|r 2 + C|6|r—21F)

over 6'/3H. We therefore just need to show that if 3, are sufficiently small, then
on the unit ball, over §'/3H, we have

1
o min{§ﬂ71|5|r72, r} > 2B|6|r—2 + C|§|r— 2",
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This follows, since on 6"/ H, in the unit ball, we have C~'[§|'/3 < r < 1 for a
uniform C. In particular we have S C Ng4(S5) for all d > 0, and it follows from
this that ﬁd>0N37d(S) =S. O

We now define neighborhoods of ATy, Vs, Ws, and the distance D. Note that the
rescalings AT are defined in the annulus By \ By /5 for [In A| < [§|7" once ¢ is small
enough.

Definition 5.4. We define Ng 4(AT5) to be the union of the neighborhoods Ng 4(ATsN
{y = yo,r < 1}) for 3 < yo < 1. The neighborhoods of Vs, Ws are defined in the
same way. In order to define the distance over a set U C By \ By, let S" = Vi, W
or 8" = AT;. We define the distance Dg g/(S;U) to be the infimum of all d for
which SNU C Ngq(5").

In this definition we used the annulus By \ By /5 for convenience, but the definition
clearly extends to larger annuli, we just need to take § smaller to ensure that AT}
is still defined. From now on we will omit the 8 from the notation, but note that
the distance depends on the choice of 8. The final choice will be determined in
Proposition below.

We will frequently use the following, analogous to [22] Lemma 1.4]. Recall that
our minimal surfaces M are in a given multiplicity one class M as in [22].

Lemma 5.5. There is a C = C(8) > 0 such that for any ¢ > 0 there are dy, oy >
0 with the following property. Suppose that on the set U C By \ By, we have
Dy, (M;U) < dy for some 8| < dy, and M € M. Then on the subset U N {r > c}
the surface M can be written as the graph of u over Vs, with SUP{pc} |r?tu| <
CDy,(M;U). The same result also holds for ATs with |A| < |§]7F.

Proof. Suppose that given ¢ > 0 we have a sequence M;, and d;,d; — 0 such that
Dy;, (M;;U) < d;. We show that the required conclusion holds for sufficiently large
1. It follows that on U the M; converge to C' x R in the sense of currents, and
in particular by Allard’s regularity theorem [2] we can write M; as the graph of
a function v; over C' x R on the set U N {r > ¢/2} for large i. For sufficiently
small §; the M, will then also be the graph of a function u; over Vj;, on the region
Un{r>c}.

If d; > B|6;| in terms of Definition 2] then M; lies between the surfaces
+(872d;)'/3H. Given ¢ > 0, this means that on the region {r > c}, M; lies
between the graphs of 237 2d;r=2 over C x R, once i is sufficiently large. At the
same time, Vj, lies between the graphs of +C|d;|r~2 over C' x R on the same region,
for a uniform C. It follows that

lug| < C|6;|r~2 + 28 2dir ™2 < (CB™H 4287 2)dir 2.

If on the other hand d; < f3|6;|, then by definition we must have |u;| < d;7=2'1, and
so the result follows. O

The following is the key non-concentration result.

Proposition 5.6. Suppose that 5 > 0 is sufficiently small. There is a constant C =

C(ﬂ)) such that given any v > 07 Zf ro < To(ﬁ,”y), § < 5(B7FY)T0)) d < d(ﬂvVaTO)
then we have the following.

Suppose that M € M is a minimal surface with Dar;(M; By \ By)2) = d, where
[In A < [6]7", that on the region {r > ro} we can write as the graph of a function
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u over ATs. Then we have

(5 1) DAT5 (M, B4/5 \ B3/5) < C sup |T2U| + O")/d

' (B1\B1/2)N{r>ro}
The same conclusion also holds if M is only assumed to be minimal in the region
{r <mr} for some ry > ry, and with Vs replacing ATs.

The constant S will be fixed after this result, and the crucial point is that the
constant C' does not depend on . While we stated the result for specific annuli
Ay = B1 \ Byjy and Ay = Bys \ Byys, it is clear that the result can be applied to
any annuli Ay C Aj, with appropriate changes in the constants.

To prove this result we first construct suitable barrier surfaces, in order to apply
the maximum principle later. A preliminary step is the following.

Lemma 5.7. For any a > —2 there is a constant C, > 0 and a function F, on H
satisfying the following. Outside of a compact set F, = r* and at the same time
LyF, > C; %2 on H. We extend F, to R®\ {0} to be homogeneous with degree
a. Then we have LygF, > C;'r%"2 and |F,| < C,r® on any rescaling of H, and
F, =1 on a neighborhood of C' N dB1(0).

Proof. Note first that on the cone C' we have Lor® = cqr® 2 for some ¢, > 0
if a > —2. Using that H is the graph of an O(r=2) function over C, we have
Lyr® = cqr® 2 + O(r*=?) as r — oo. In particular Lyr® > Sr® 2 — ), for a
compactly supported function 7, > 0. The operator Ly : C* — CSf‘Q is invertible
for 7 € (=3, -2), so we can find f, = O(r=5/2) such that Ly f, = 1,. Finally let
Xr be a cutoff function such that xr(s) =0 for s > 2R, and xg(s) =1 for s < R.
Define

Fa =7r"+ XR(T)fa-

For large R, on the support of Vxr we have Ly F, > Lyr®—cr for ¢ depending
on f,, but not on R. Away from the support of Vxg we have Ly F, = Ly (r®+ fa),
if R is so large that Ly f, = 0 wherever xr # 1. It follows that Ly F, > %r“” if
R is chosen sufficiently large, and by construction F, = r® outside of the support
of xg. O

—9/2

Proposition 5.8. Let f : (a,b) — R be a C? function. There is a large Cy > 0
and small 79,9 > 0 depending on an upper bound for the C*-norm of f, with
the following property. For 0 < € < ¢y define the surface X to be the graph of
—Crelf(y)|PFo—eFy over €'/3 f(y)3H in the {y} xR? slice, forr < ry andy € (a,b).
Here Fy, 1 are the functions in Lemmal[5.7]

The surface X has negative mean curvature, except at points {y = yo,r = 0}
where f(yo) = 0. At these points the tangent cone of X is the graph of —er over
R x C. In particular, if a minimal hypersurface lies on the negative side of X, then
it cannot touch X at an interior point.

Proof. By translation we can assume that 0 € (a,b) and we study X in the slice {y =
0}. Consider the region —R < y < R, R/2 < r < 2R for small R and scale it up by
a factor of R™1. The scaled up surface R~'X is the graph of —R™'C/e| f(Ry)|*Fo —
el over R™'e'/3 f(Ry)>H, in the y-slice. Let us write

E=R"''f(Ry)’,

B = —R™'Cre|f(Ry)|"Fo — e,
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so that we are taking the graph of B(r,y) over E(y) - H. After the scaling we have
y € (=1,1) and r € (1/2,2). We estimate the mean curvature at y = 0,7 = 1, in
two separate cases. Let Cy > 0 be large, to be chosen, depending on the C? bound
for f.

e Suppose that |f(0)| > CoR. In this case we will view the surface R71X
as a graph over F(0) - H. Note that if Cy is sufficiently large, then on
our region we have F(0)"'E(y) — 1 = O(R|f(0)|~!) = O(Cy"). Therefore
using Lemma [5.0] we can view E(y) - H as the graph of the function

A= E(O)(I)E(O)*lE(y)fl(E(O)il')
over E(0) - H, where ®. : H — R is defined so that (1 + ¢)H is the
graph of ®, over H. We have ®.(z) = e®(z) + O(e?|x|~2), where ® is the
corresponding Jacobi field on H. We thus have

A= B©)(E©0) " Ely) - 1)(E©0) ") + O(E0)* (B0) ' Ely) - 1)*),

This means that R~1X in our region, in the y-slice, is the graph of B over
the graph of A over the surface E(0) - H. We have the following estimates
for A, B:

A VIASIEO)PRIF(0)]7 = R f(0)°

B,V'B <R 'Cre|f(0))® +e.
Here we use the notation a < b for |a] < Cb with a constant C' that depends
on the C? norm of f. Note also that we must have R~1e'/3|f(0)]* < 1,
otherwise there is no point with 4 = 0, = 1 in the surface R~'X. It follows
that A < €/3, and B < €2/3C}, which we can make small by choosing ey
small depending on CY.

According to Lemma B9 below, up to an error of order AB, we can view

R7'X as the graph of A+ B over E(0) - H x R. In particular we can
estimate the mean curvature as

m = Lp).axr(A+ B) + O(A* + B?).
We work at y = 0, so we have
Lp)nxrA =E"(0)2(E(0)™") + O(E(0)°R?|f(0)|7?)
< E(0)*E"(0) + E(0)°R?| f(0)] >
SR f(O),
using that
E(0) S R'eP|f(0))°
E"(0) S RVPI(£2)"(0)] S R £(0)].

The useful negative terms will come from LB, in particular the terms LFj
and LFy. At y =0 we have

Li©)nxrB = —R"'Cre|f(0)|*Lpo).nFo — RCre(|f]*)"(0)Fo — €Lp o). F1
< —R7'Cre| f(0)Perr™? — ecor™ + O(RCyel £(0))),
1 1
< —5R‘10f6|f(0)|‘°’cl g2 O(RCye|f(0)]),

where we used the estimates for Ly F, in Lemma [5.7]
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Adding the quadratic terms as well, we then have
1 1
(5.2) m < —§clR_1C’fe|f(O)|3 — 5C2€ + K,
where
K S Rl f(O)" + RCpe| f(0)] + RTE[F(0)['° + RTCE|f(0)|° + €
= Ryl fO)P (CHF O + B2 £(0)] 2
+ RO FO)] + R*lcfe|f(o)|3) b
< R—lcfe|f(0)|3(cjf1 +Cy% + Cfe2/3) + €2,
using that R|f(0)|7' < Cy' and R™'e'/3|£(0)]* < 1. If we first choose C
sufficiently large, then for e sufficiently small and Cj sufficiently large we
have m < 0 by (5.2). At this point Cy, Cy are fixed.
e Suppose that [f(0)] < CoR. Then we have |E(0)| < R%¢'/3 < 1 and the

derivatives of E are of order R?¢'/3, so in our region |E(y)| < R%e'/3. We
can view E(y) - H as the graph over C' x R of the function

A=E@y)¥(E(y)"),

where H is the graph of ¥ over C outside of a compact set. Since ¥(x) =
=2+ O(r=3), we have
A=EB(y)’r? +O0(E@y)") Se
The surface X is the graph of
B =—R™'Crelf(Ry)|’Fo — eF1 S e

over E(y) - H and so, similarly to the previous case, the mean curvature
satisfies

m = Loxr(A+ B) + O(A? + B?).
Using that r~2 is a Jacobi field on C, at y = 0 we have
LexrA = (E*)"(0)r—2 + O(|E(0)[*) < R%.
We also have
LoxrB = —RCre(|fI*)"(0)Fo — R™'Cre| f(0)LeFo — eLe I,

and LoFy > c1772, LcFy > cir~! for some ¢; > 0. Since r € (1/2,2), we
get

1
LowrB < —5016 + RECfC,

for C' depending on the C? norm of f. We already fixed Cy,Cy, and R is
small, so A% + B? < €2, It follows that

1
m < —gcie + C(R% + Re + €2),

for C' depending on Cy, Cy. If R, e are small, then we have m < 0.
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This shows that the mean curvature of X is negative at all points where 0 < r < rg
and it remains to deal with the points (0,yp) € X. This point can only be in X if
f(yo) = 0, and we assume yo = 0. Let A > 0 be small and rescale X by A~!. The
new surface A~'X is the graph of

“A"'Cre| f(Ay) P Fo — eFy

over A\~ /3 f(\y)3H in the y-slice. In the limit A\ — 0 we get (using that f is a
C? function and f(0) = 0) the graph of —er over C' x R.

Suppose that a minimal surface M lies on the negative side of X, and touches
X at a point xg. If 2 is a smooth point of X, then this is a contradiction since X
has negative mean curvature. Note that in this case M is necessarily smooth at xg
since its tangent cone must be a hyperplane. If (x¢) = 0, then the tangent cone of
M at xo would lie of the negative side of the graph of —er over the minimal cone
C x R, which is also a contradiction. O

We used the following lemma in the calculation above whose prove we omit.

Lemma 5.9. Let S be a surface in R™, and let f, g be two (small) functions defined
on R™. If the second fundamental form of S and its derivatives are bounded, then
the graph of g over the graph of f over S can be written as the graph of h over S,
where

h=f+g+0(flIVgl + gV fI* +1glIV IV g]).

In particular if |flcx < a and |g|lce < b are sufficiently small (depending on the
geometry of S), then we have

|h = (f +9)ler-1 < Cab,
for C depending on the bounds for S.

The following result shows that geometrically the surface constructed in Propo-
sition [5.8] can be thought of as the surface given in each y-slice by €'/ f(y)>H, at
least in the region r < 7y for sufficiently small rg.

Proposition 5.10. In the setting of Proposition[5.8, given any small ¢ > 0, there
is an vy < ro depending on the C*-norm of f and on c, such that on the region
r < 1} the surface X lies between the surfaces given by (ef(y)° + ce)'/>H in each
y-slice.

Proof. By Lemma 5.1 the surface (ef(y)? + ce)'/*H lies on the positive side of the
graph of

co min{cer 2,7}
over €'/3 f(y)>H. Tt remains to check that on the region r < r{

Celf(y)|PFo + eFy | < comin{ecr™2,7}

if 7 is chosen small enough. This follows using that on the surface €'/3f(y)*H
we have r > ¢'/3|f(y)|?, and Fy < ri2r=2 if < ). The argument to see that X
lies on the positive side of (ef(y)? — ce)'/3H is similar, applying Lemma 5.1 to the
opposite orientation. 1
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Choosing suitable functions f we can use this to construct surfaces that are
barriers at “distance” e around the AT}, at least when € is not much smaller than §
(as long as we restrict to 7 < 7, for smaller r{, we can allow €|5| ™! to be smaller).
When € is much smaller than § then the construction of X above is too coarse, and
we will use graphs over AT}y as barriers, based on the following.

Proposition 5.11. Suppose that 8 > 0 is sufficiently small. Let g : (a,b) — (0, 00)
be a C? function, where (a,b) C (1/2,1). There are C > 0 independent of g, and
70,00,€0 > 0 depending on the C*-norms of g,g~ ', such that for |6| < & and
[log A| < [6]7" we have the following. There is a function G on ATy in the region
{r <ro}, y € (a,b), satisfying

(1) Chg(y)r==! <G < Cy(y)r=",
(2) The mean curvature of the graph of €G over ATy is negative for € < ey, on
the region defined by the conditions {r < ro,y € (a,b)} and G < B|5|r~=2.

Proof. We break the construction up into several steps.

Step 1. First we argue similarly to Lemma [5.7 to construct a function F_ 51 > 0
on H satisfying the conditions that F_51 = r~2'! outside of a ball and Ly F o1 <
—cyr~*! for a ¢; > 0. For this note that on the cone C we have Lor=21 = —¢jr—4!
for some ¢] > 0. It follows that we must have F"_51 > 0 on all of H, since if F_5;
were negative at a point, then for a suitable A > 0 we would have F_5; > —\®,
with equality at some point (® being the positive Jacobi field on H). At the contact
point we would have Ly F_o1 > 0, which is a contradiction.

Using F_51 and the construction of Y5 we can define functions F 51 on X
satisfying C—'r—21 < F o1 < Or~21 and LESF_Q 1 < —cir~*! on the region
{r < 7o} for sufficiently small ro (independent of ). We then extend F_o; as a
degree one function on the cone Vs = C(Xs). This will satisfy the same estimates

as F_o1 on s on the region y € (1/2,1).

Step 2. The surface ATy is the graph of a function F over Vs where ||FH012,0< <

C16]7"1h(9)]. Tt follows from Lemma 2 that if  is sufficiently small and 7 is close
to —2, then HfHCz o < |6|¢ for some € > 0 and sufficiently small §. This allows us
to estimate the dlﬁerence between the linear operators Ly; and Lar, and we get

_ 01 —
LATaF,Q 1< —C1r —4.1 —|—C'|(Y5|6 4.1 < — 4.1

on the region {r < ro}, after decreasing r( if necessary.
Step 3. Let us now consider the function

G=g(y)F_a1,

defined on ATs. Note that on ATs we have |[Vy| < 1 and |V?y| < Cr~! for some
C > 0 (for the latter we use that the regularity scale of ATy is comparable to r at
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each point). We have

c B ~ -
Lar,G < —Elg(y)r 14 2Vg-VF o1+ AgF 24

C1 _ _
< =59r 4 Cllglear™
C1 _
S _Zg(y)’r 4.15

if {r < 7o} for ro depending on ||g||c2 and a lower bound for g.
We also have the estimates

C71g7°72'1 <G< Cgrfz'l,
VG| < Cgr—3t + C'||g||c27"_2'1 < 2Cgr—31,
V2G| < Cgr— 3.1 41
< Cgr= " + Cllgllcar™" <2Cgr—,

if < ro for small ro depending on ||g||c2 and a lower bound for g. Consider
the graph of eG over ATs. Let us estimate the mean curvature at a point where
€G < B|§|r=2, and r < ro. At such a point we have egr=2!1 < C|p|6r=2, and so it
follows that

rHeG| + |VeG| + r|VZeG| < Cegr™1 < CBls|r 2 < CB,

for a larger C, using that r > ¢|6|'/? for a uniform ¢, > 0. We find that if /3 is
chosen sufficiently small, then the mean curvature of the graph of eG satisfies

m(eG) < Lar, (eG) + CPegr—**
< —64—1697”_4'1 + CBegr=!

4.1

)

< C1 —
——e€gr
=-g9
as required. 0

We can now give the proof of Proposition using a barrier argument. When
we are considering a surface M at a distance from Ty that is large compared to
~vB34d, then we can use the barrier surfaces constructed in Proposition 5.8 since at
such scales Ts can be well approximated by the surface with cross sections yd'/3H
on a region {r < ro} with 7o depending on +, 3. At scales smaller than this we do
not have such a precise picture of Ty, however if M is closer to T than this, then
it is actually a graph, and we can instead use the graphical barriers constructed in
Proposition 51T}

Proof of Proposition[5.8 Let us fix v > 0. We write d = Dar, (M; By \ By2), and
for any ro > 0 we let D(rg) = sup,~,, |[r?ul, where M is the graph of u over AT}
on the region {r > ro}. Note that for any given ry > 0, once d, ¢ are sufficiently
small, M is a graph on this region by Lemma [5.5l Define

d = max{p|d|,d + ’y*lD(TO)}.

Using the definition of the distance, if ¢ is sufficiently small (depending on rg), we
have

Dary (M5 (B1\ Byj2) N {r >r0}) < D(ro).
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It follows that to prove the required estimate (BI]) we only need to estimate the
distance on the region {r < ro}. We can also restrict ourselves to y > 0, the
corresponding estimates for y < 0 are completely analogous.

We will first use the barrier surfaces constructed in Proposition 5.8 to show that
if ro is sufficiently small (depending on v and ), then

Dty (M Byj1o \ Biijao) < C'vd

for a constant C’ depending on 3, but not on ~.
We apply Proposition 5.8 to the function

Fl) = /)"y P+ (y—1/2)7 4+ (1—y) "
We will assume that e > vf3|d|, and that y € (1/2+,1 — ). Under these assump-
tions we have a +, f-dependent bound for the C?-norm of f, and so according to
Proposition there are €g,r9 > 0 depending on ~, 3, such that we can build a
hypersurface X, for € < ey with negative mean curvature, modeled on €'/3 f(y)3H,
on the region U defined by r < 79 and y € (1/2+ 7,1 —~). Given any ¢ > 0, and

replacing r¢ by a smaller constant, we can assume that, over U, X, lies between
the surfaces (ef(y)° + ce)'/>H by Proposition 510 Note that

9
ef(y)’ = [0/ + /2y~ 1/2) 7+ 21—y

In particular there is a constant C', independent of -y, such that for sufficiently small
0, € the function f satisfies the inequalities

ef(y)? > 0y3 +C e, fory € (1/2+7,1—7)
ef()? 20y’ +C ey fory=1/2+yory=1-1,
ef(y)? < 8y + Ce, for y € (11/20,9/10).

Choosing a suitably small ¢, and then letting ro be small, we can then assume that
on the region U the surface X, lies on the positive side of (6y> + C~'e/2)'/3H,
while in the slices y = 1/24 v and y = 1 — ~ the surface X, lies on the positive
side of (0y° + C~ 'y~ 'e/2)V/?H.

Claim: There is a ¢’ > 0 depending on 8 (independent of v) such that if 7o is
sufficiently small (depending on (3,~) we have the following. If d, |0| are sufficiently
small (depending on 3, ,r¢), then along the boundary of U the minimal surface M
lies on the negative side of the surface Xc’(»yE 4 D(ro))? while on all of U the surface
M lies on the negative side of X, .

Proof of Claim: Since d > B]6| and Dy, (M; By \ Byjs) < d, by definition we
have that M is on the negative side of (372d)'/H. At the same time X, lies
on the positive side of (§y* + C~'eq/2)Y/3H over U, which for sufficiently small §
(depending on €, i.e. on v, () is on the positive side of (C~tey/4)/3H. If d, 6 is
sufficiently small, depending on 3, €y, then 372d < C~'¢y/4, and this implies that
M is on the negative side of X, .

On the boundary pieces y = 1/2 4~ and y = 1 — v of U we have that M is on
the negative side of (872d)'/?>H as above. At the same time along these boundary
pieces XG4 p(r,)) 18 o1 the positive side of (6y>+C~1C"d/2)'/3H. Since d > pd],
it follows that for sufficiently large C’ (depending on 3), M is on the negative side

of Xo1(ya+D(ro)):
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On the boundary piece {r = ro} of U, we have that M is the graph of a function
u over ATs with |u| < D(rg)r~2, and so M is the graph of v over (y30)'/3H with

(5.3) |v| < D(ro)r=2 + C||r—2*", along r = ry.

We used here that ATy is an O(|§|r—2%) graph over (y>8)'/3H by Proposition &5l
At the same time X 7, p(,) lies on the positive side of (3y® + C~'C"(vd +

D(r))/2)"/3H, which by Lemma [F1lis on the positive side of the graph of
1 _
co min{iC_lC’(wd + D(ro))r—2,r}

over (y38)'/3H. Recall that we are only interested in the set where {r = r}. For
fixed C’,rg > 0, once d, ¢ are sufficiently small (depending on ), the minimum is
achieved by 1¢oC~'C’(vd+ D(ro))r~2. Comparing this with ([G.3), we just need to
pick C" sufficiently large so that

1 —
D(ro)ry? + C|o|ry >t < 5000_10'(761 + D(ro))ry 2.

Using that d > 3|§|, this inequality holds for sufficiently large C’ independent of -,
once rq is chosen sufficiently small (depending on ~, 8). This completes the proof
of the Claim.

Interpolating between ¢ = ¢y and ¢ = C’(yd + D(rg)) we find that M lies
on the negative side of all the corresponding X, since otherwise there would be
some value €, such that M touches X, at an interior point, which contradicts
Proposition (.8 We now use that on the region y € (11/20,9/10), {r < ro} the
surface Xc,(ﬂ +D(ro))? and so also M, lies on the negative side of

(6y* + CC'(vd+ D(ro))/2)"/*H.
We can repeat the same argument, reversing orientations, to find that on the same
region M is also on the positive side of

(0y* — CC’(yd + D(ro))/2)"/*H.

Let us write A = CC’(yd + D(r0))/2, so M is between the surfaces (03> + A)Y/3H.
We claim that this implies that

(5.4) D (M, (Bg/10 \ Bi1/20) N{r < 7"0}) <44,

if 8 is sufficiently small (independent of ) and rg is sufficiently small (depending
on (3,7). To see this, by definition we need to look at two cases:
o If 4A > S0, then (BA) follows if on the relevant region M is between the
surfaces (+3724A)Y/3H. This follows since in this case |6y + A| < 7244
for sufficiently small S.
o If 4A < |4}, and S is sufficiently small, then the fact that M lies between
(6y* £ A)Y/2H implies that M is the graph of a function u over ATs with

lu| < 24r=2 + Clo|r—2t".
By definition, for the bound (&4]) we need to ensure that
(55) 24r™% + Clofr > < min{(818] + 44)r 2, 44r 1),
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Note that A > vd > ||, so
min{(B|0] +4A4)r=2, 4Ar~ 21} > 24r72 + 2yp|0r 2.

On the region {r < r¢} for sufficiently small ry (depending on v, §) we then
have (&.3) as required.
Ifd = d+~~"D(ro), then ([B.4) implies the required estimate (B1]). Tt remains to
deal with the case d > d+~y71D(rg), i.e. d = B|§|. It follows that d +~y~1D(rg) <
20|d], and so the constant A above satisfies

A< CC'yBI8|.

We still have that on the region Byg/1g \ Bi1/20, where {r < 1o}, M is between
the surfaces (6y° £ A)Y/3H. Without loss of generality we can assume that 7 <
(4CC'Cs.1)~ 1, where Cs 1 is the constant appearing in Lemmal[5.1] since C, C’, Cs 4
are independent of 4. It follows from this that M is between (6y> £ 1C5 1 8|6])Y/ 3 H
on the region U’ defined by {r < ro} N (Bg 10 \ Bi1/20). If B is sufficiently small,
and we replace 1o with a smaller constant (depending on f3), then it follows that
M is the graph of a function u over ATs on U’, with

(5.6) jul < 561512,

We now use the graphical barrier surfaces constructed in Proposition .11} with the

function g given by
) = 11\ (9 -
gy)=1Yy 20 10 Y .

We work on the interval y € (;—(1) + 7, 19—0 — ), where we have C? bounds for g, g~
depending on ~. Further decreasing rg, ¢g from before, we can use the graph of eG
as a barrier surface wherever eG < (3|6|r~2. Let us define

G = min{B|0]r2,eG}.

For a constant C3 (depending on the constant C' in Proposition [L.11] and a lower

bound for g), the surface M is on the negative side of Gcgﬂ\é\ on U’. At the same

time we claim that on the boundary of U’ the surface M is on the negative side of

écg( D(ro)+~d)- To see this, we examine the two kinds of boundary components of
r.

1

e On the set {r = ro} we have that M is the graph of u over ATs with
|u| < D(ro)r=2, so M is on the negative side of the graph of éch(To) for
suitable Cs.

e On the boundary components where y = % +yory = % — 7y, we use
that Dag, (M; By \ By/2) = d, and we have d < 3|9|, so M lies between the
graphs of

+ min{(5]d] + d)riQ, driQ'l}.

In particular M lies on the negative side of the graph of dr=21 ie. M lies
on the negative side of the graph of G¢,~q for suitable C'3. Note that on

these boundary components g(y) > v~ 1.

Letting e vary between C33|d| and C3(D(rg) + vd) we find that M is on the
negative side of the graphs of the corresponding Ge, since otherwise for some value
€ = €1 the graph of G, would touch M from the positive side. By (5.6]) this contact
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point must happen where G, < 8]d|r~2, and by Proposition .11 at these points
the graph of C:’El has negative mean curvature. This is a contradiction.

It follows that M lies on the negative side of the graph of éc3( D(ro)+~d) OVer
ATs on the region U’. Restricting to y € (3/5,4/5) we have a uniform upper bound
for g (independent of +), and so we find that on this region M lies on the negative
side of the graph of Cy(D(ro) + vd)r=2! over ATs. Because of (E.6) we have that
M is on the negative side of the graph of

min{5|6]r =2, C4(D(ro) +~vd)r~>1},
which implies that
Dty (M5 (Byys \ Bsys) N {r < ro}) < Ca(D(ro) +~d),

as required.
It is clear from the arguments that we only require M to be minimal in a neigh-
borhood {r < 71}, and in addition the result holds with ATy replaced by V;. O

From this point on the number § > 0 in the definition of the distance Dar; is
fixed so that (5.1 holds. Next we derive a three annulus lemma for the distance
D for minimal surfaces close to one of our minimal comparison surfaces AT}y, from
the L? three annulus lemma on the cone C' x R given in Lemma To ease the
notation, unless otherwise specified, we will always measure the distance in the
annulus By \ B,,, where py is as in the L? three annulus lemma. The number L > 0
given by the following result will remain fixed afterwards.

Proposition 5.12. There is an L > 0 such that if |6|,d are sufficiently small,
then we have the following. Let T = ATs, where |InA| < [0]7". Suppose that
Dp(M) < d for M € M, and « € (a1, az2) for the a; appearing in Lemma 23 We
have

(i) If Dpp(LM) > L*Dp(M), then Dy2qp(L2M) > L*Dyp(LM).

(i) If Dy-1p(L" M) > LDy (M), then Dy —2p(L~2M) > LDy 1p(L~1M).

Proof. We prove (i), since the other statement is completely analogous. Suppose
for contradiction that we have ; — 0,d; — 0, and surfaces M; € M satisfying
D1, (LM;) — 0, violating the statement. Let us write T; = A;Ts,. So

(57) Drr, (LMZ) > LDy, (Ml), and Dier, (L2Mi) < L*Dypr, (LMZ)
We write d; = Drr, (LMl)

Step 1. We first show that there is a constant D such that for sufficiently large ¢
and any A € [1, L?] we have

D)\Ti ()\Ml) < Ddi,

i.e. M; is within distance Dd; from T; on the annulus B, \Bszpo. To see this
suppose that there is no such D, and let us denote by \; the value of A maximizing
D1, (AM;) for each i. Let us also write D; = Dy, T, (\; M;), so that up to choosing a
subsequence we have D;/d; — oo. In addition we have D; — 0, since by assumption
M; and T; both converge to C' x R on the annulus p € [L™2pg,1] as i — oo. It
follows from Lemma [5.5] that for a sequence r; — 0 we can write M; as graphs of u;
over T; on the region {r > r;} in this annulus, and we have an estimate |r?1u;| <
CD;. The rescaled functions D; Lu; then converge, after choosing a subsequence,
to a Jacobi field U on C' x R (on the same annulus), satisfying |[r*1U| < C. At
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the same time by (5.7) on the annuli p € [pg, 1] and p € [L™?pg, L™2] we have
better estimates |r?1u;| < CL™%d; and |r?1u;| < CL™2td; respectively, so the
rescaled limit U vanishes on these two annuli. It follows that U is identically
zero. Using the non-concentration result with a sufficiently small v, this contradicts
D; = Dy, 1, (A\iM) for sufficiently large i. More precisely, by the assumption that
A; maximizes Dyr, (AM;) we have

D1, (NiM;; By \ By j2) < CD;

for a uniform C. Note that we may modify the \; slightly if necessary to ensure
that \;M; is defined on this slightly larger annulus, since by (B.7) the maximal
distance does not occur at the ends of the annulus By \ By -z2,,. Proposition
(applied to the annuli B/, \ B,, /2 and By \ B,,) implies that given > 0 there is
an g > 0 such that for sufficiently large ¢ we have
D; = Dy,r;(\iM; By \ B,,) <C sup |r?u;| +yCD;,
{r>ro}

Since the D; Lu; converge to zero uniformly away from the singular set, this is a
contradiction for sufficiently large i if + is chosen small enough.

Step 2. As above we still write M; as the graph of u; over T; on the set where r > r;
for a sequence r; — 0. Using Step 1 we have |[r?1u;| < Dd; on this set (note that D
may depend on L). Choosing a subsequence, the rescaled functions d;- Lu; converge
to a Jacobi field U with [r?1U| < D. As above this limit cannot be identically
zero, since then the non-concentration result would contradict d; = Dpp, (LM,;) for
sufficiently large 7.

By (B7) we have the estimates

[r*'U| < CL™*, on By \ Bp,,
L*|r*'U| < CL®, on Bp-2\ By-2,,.
Let us assume that L is of the form L = po_]C for some k£ > 0. In the notation of
Lemma 23] this implies (using p = po) that
1Ullo < C'p6%, 1Tl < C'pg ™,
for a constant C’ (independent of L).
Let &€ = —1,0, or 1. Suppose that |Ullxse > pg " 9 |U]lo. Then for some
i < k we have [|U|li+1 > po “*|U|l: and so by Lemma 23] ||U||j+1 > py “*||U]||; for
all j >k + 1. We would then have ||Ul|ox > pg " V| U |kse, ie.

—k k—1
U [se < C'pg FotmDe,

If instead ||U||kye < anﬁLE)O”HUHO7 then
ka—(k
1Ulkre < Cpg™ 519,

Either way, for any € > 0 we have ||U||x+¢ < €, if k is sufficiently large (depending
on €, ).
Using the L estimate, Lemma [2Z4] we then have

k.2
po " |r°U| < Ce, on the annulus Bp;(k—l)/z \ B2p;(k+2),
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for a uniform constant C. For any v > 0 we can apply the non-concentration result
(choosing 1y appropriately and i sufficiently large), and we obtain

di = DLTi (LMZ) S Odzé + ")/Ddi.

First we choose € < 1/4C~!. This determines a large choice of k, and therefore L
(note that the constant D may depend on L). We can then choose v < 1/4D~, so
that in sum we get d; < %di for sufficiently large i, giving a contradiction. 0

6. THE MAIN ARGUMENT

In this section we will give the proof of our main result, Theorem [T We first
need some preliminary definitions and results. Let us denote by 7 the set of all
comparison surfaces Ts and their rotations, i.e.

T = {RT;s : 0| < 6y, and R is a rotation of R"}.
Similarly we let
W = {RWjs : |6| <y, and R is a rotation of R},

where Wy are the graphs of —h(0)&s over Vs = C(X5) as in Remark[L.0l Here 9 > 0
is a fixed constant so that the Ts, Ws are defined for |6| < dg. We let a1 < 4/3 < as
be constants so that for sufficiently small § we have

16]%2 < [h(d)] < 6]

We extend our notion of distance to such rotated reference surfaces by letting
Dprw,(M) = Dy, (R"*M) and Drr,(M) = Dr,(R~'M). We will need the follow-
ing results analogous to the triangle inequality for our distance.

Lemma 6.1. There is a constant C' > 0 satisfying the following. Suppose that
16],16'|, |R — 1d|, Dw; (M) < C~. Then

(6.1) Drw,, (M) < C(Dw, (M) + |5 — & + |R — 1d]).

The same inequality holds with ATs, ATy instead of Ws, Ws:. For relating the dis-
tance from Ws to the distance from Ts we have

(6.2) Dz, (M) < C(Duw, (M) + (1+ [In AJ) A(9)])
where |InA| < |6|7". The same holds with Ts and Ws interchanged.

Proof. To prove ([6.1), let d = Dyy, (M), so that by definition M C Naq(Ws). Recall
that in each y-slice Wy is an O(|§|r—2+*)-graph over /3y H, and our convention
is that Dy, is measuring the distance on the annulus B; \ B),. Let us define

K=d+16-¥¢|+|R-1d|.

We need to show that for a sufficiently large C, if |§|, K < C~!, then R~*M C
Neox (W), using that R~'M C R™1Nyq(Ws). In other words our goal is to show
that

(6.3) R Nog(W5) € Nex(We).

Similarly to the proof of Lemma 5.1l we split into three cases depending on whether
K is much smaller than |6’|, much larger, or in between.
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e Suppose K < ¢€|0’| for a small € > 0. It then follows that d < ||, and so
N2y (Wy) is between the graphs of

+min{ (3|6 + 2d)r—2,2dr %'}

over Ws. Since also |R — Id| < ||, and rotations are generated by linear
growth Jacobi fields on C' x R that are bounded along the ray {0} x R (i.e.
have milder singularities than r—2), it follows that if € and K are sufficiently
small, then R~ Ny4(W5) is contained between the graphs of

+ min{ (B[] + C1 K)r~2,Cy Kr~— %'}

over W, for a suitable C independent of the other choices. Since |6 —§'| <

€|6’| we have that Wy is bounded between the graphs of £CyKr~2 over

Ws, and so R~'Noy(W;s) is bounded between the graphs of

+min{(8|¢'| + C'K)r—2,C'Kr~*'}

over W, for suitable C”. If € is sufficiently small, this implies R~ Nog(Ws) C
e Suppose that K > ¢~ 1]§’| for small € > 0. Since §' < K, it follows that

for any ¢’ > 1 the neighborhood N¢ g (Ws) contains the region between

the surfaces +(82C"K)Y/?H in each y-slice. At the same time Nog(W;s) C

Naqy5/(Ws), and by assumption

2d+ 16| < 2K + || < 3K,

s0 Nag(Ws) C N3i(Ws). Using that 0] < 3K, this region is contained
between the surfaces +(3723K)Y/3H. Since |R—1d| < K, we then also have
that R~ N3 (W) is contained between the surfaces 4+(52C4K)Y/3H, for
suitable C4. If we increase the C’ from the previous case so that also
C’ > Cy, then this implies R~ Nog(Ws) C Norg (Wsr).
e Suppose that for the ¢ found above we have €|§'| < K < e 1|§’|. Then
applying the previous case
RilNQd(W(s) - R71N2d+€71‘5/|(W5)
C NC’(K+5*1\6’\)(W5’)
C N(C’-‘,—e*?)K(Wé’)-
Setting C' = " + €2 we get ([6.3).
For ([G2) we can argue similarly, letting K = d + (1 + |In A|)|h(d)], with d =
Dy, (M). We need to show that
Ngd(W(;) C NCK(AT5)

for sufficiently large C'
e When K < ¢|d] for sufficiently small €, then Naq(Ws) is contained between
the graphs of
+ min{(B|0] + 2K)r—2,2Kr>1}
over Ws. By Proposition and Remark we have that ATy is the
graph of a function f over Vs, with ||f||cf~ﬁ2 S (14 [1InA|)|A(5)|. Therefore
Nog(Ws) is contained between the graphé of

+min{(B|6] + C'K)r~2, C'Kr~%'}
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over ATy for some C”. If ¢ is sufficiently small, this implies that Nog(W5) C
NC/K(AT(;).

e When K > € !§| for small ¢, then Nox(ATs) is the region between
+(B72CK)Y3H. We also have Nag(Ws) C Nogyi5/(Ws) and so Naa(Ws) C
Nix (Ws). The latter neighborhood in turn is the region between 4+ (323K )'/3 H.
Therefore Noy(Ws) C Nevi (ATs) for C' > 3.

e €|§| < K < e71d], then we can argue as above, setting C = C’ + ¢~ 2 for
the C’ that works in the two previous cases.

O

For a surface M defined in the annulus B; \ B, let us write
A(M) = Area(M N By /) — Area((C x R) N By /3)

for the area excess. By monotonicity if M € M has the same density as C' x R at
the origin, then A(M) > 0 and also A(LM) < A(M) for any L > 1. Given B > 0
we define

(6.4) Ep(M) = inf{Dw (M) + Dw (LPM) : W € W}.

The purpose of this will be to compare M to LZM using that the W are cones.
Note that it is not clear how to define a distance similar to D between M and LZ M
directly, since we do not have precise enough information about M near the singular
set of the tangent cone. However Ep (M) can be used to control other weaker types
of distances between M and LP M, such as the flat distance dz(M, LB M) over the
annulus By \ B,,.

Lemma 6.2. Suppose that M € M is a minimal surface in the ball By, with
Area(M) < 2Area(B2 N (C' x R)). There is a constant C' > 0 independent of M
such that over the annulus By \ B,, we have dx(M,LPM) < CEg(M).

Proof. Suppose that W € W. Up to a rotation we can assume that W = Wj for
some [0] < dg. We will show that for a uniform constant C' we have dz(Ws, M) <
CDw, (M) over the annulus By \ B,,. The required result will follow easily from
this and the corresponding bound for LZ M, since then

dr(M,LBM) < dr(Ws, M) + dr(Ws, L M)
< C(Dw (M) + Dw (L M)),

and we can minimize over all W € V.

Let us write d = Dy, (M). Then M C Naq(Ws), and from the definition of the
distance it is not hard to see that for some Cy > 0 (independent of §), on the set
where 7 > C1d'/3, the surface M is a graph over Wy of a function u such that

lu| < min{(B|6] + C1d)r—2,Cydr~21} < Crdr—2*.

Since we have a bound for the densities of W, M at each point we also know that,
for any s > 0, on the region where s/2 < r < s the areas of W5, M are both
bounded by Cys” for some Cy > 0. Using this we have

1
dr(Ws, M) < C(d*/*)7 +/ Cids *1Cys% ds
Cld1/3

< [d,

as required. O
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Recall that the distance between W and Tj is of order |h(0)|. When the distance
from M to Ty is much smaller than this, then we can obtain more information by
comparing M to the minimal surface Ts rather than to the (non-minimal) cone
Ws. The following result shows that in this case we can control the change in area
excess of M in terms of the corresponding change for Ty.

Proposition 6.3. Suppose that M € M is area minimizing in By. There are
C,e,00 > 0 with the following property. Suppose that D, (M) < €|h(§)|, where
|0] < dg. Then
(6.5) A(M) — A(2M) > CHh(8)[2.
It follows that for sufficiently small 6 > 0 we have
(6.6) AM)? — A2M)? > C7Hh(6)].
Proof. Using the monotonicity formula (see [20]), we have
]2
A - Aczan) = | T
MN(By/2\B1/4) |Z|
From Proposition .7 we have an estimate for the corresponding integral over Tj:
|Zl|2 071 h(s 2
(6.7) g > C RO
TsN(B1/2\B1/4) |Z|

To compare the two integrals, let us work on Ty, and write zpr, nas, dAps (resp.
zr,ny, dAr) for the position vector, normal vector and area form of M (resp. Tj).

Since |h(6)| < [0]* with o’ > 1, for sufficiently small § we have D, (M) <
e|lh(0)] < B|d]. It follows that M is the graph of a function f over Ts on the annulus
By \ B, which satisfies

(6.8) |fI < min{(B]] + e[A(&))r =2, elA()|r "} < e[n(8)|r .

Since the regularity scale of Ts at each point in the annulus is of order r, and M is
minimal, we deduce that on a smaller annulus we have |V f| < Cr=31e|h(d)|. We
have zp; = zr + fnr, and using Lemma (.8 we have

ny = np — Vf + O(E[h(6)]*r=02).
It follows that
onrmar = zr o+ f - 2 V4 O(@[h(8) P02
= 27 - nr + O(e|h(8)[r32),

where we used that |h(8)[r=2 < C on Ts. From (@) we also have zr - np =
O(|h(8)|r=2), and so the previous formula implies

ZM MM = O(|h(5)|r‘3'2).
It follows that
l2azl? = |27 [ = O(e|n(8) Pr=4).

We also have |zp/| 710 — |27 710 = O(e|h(d)|r~21) and CfiATJT‘/’ —1=O0(e|h(d)|r21).
Combining these estimates we have

|22 |2+ [? 2
=P _ EE o).
MN(B1/2\B1/4) |Z| TsN(B1/2\B1/4) |Z|
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Together with (67), we obtain (G5) once e is sufficiently small.
To see Inequality (6.6 we first use that M is area minimizing to bound Area(M N
Bi/2) in terms of the cone over M N OBy /5:

Area(M n Bl/?) S %Area(M n 8B1/2)

To estimate the area of M N 9B/, note that, by the construction of Ts together
with (G8), this cross section is the graph of a function F over 3%, satisfying

|r Y F| 4 |[VF| < C|h(8) 3.
Using Lemma .8 and (2I)) we then have
Area(M N OBy )3) < Area((C' x R) N OBy /2) + C|6]|h(5)] + O(|n(8)?).
It follows that
Area(M N By 3) < Area((C x R) N By 3) + C|6]|h(5)],
and so
A(2M) < A(M) < C[6][h(5)]-
It now follows from the mean value theorem that for 6 € (0, 1)
A(M)? = A@M)® > OA(M)P = (A(M) — A(2M))
> co0]”H[R(8)H R () [?
> c9|0]°71[6]2°|h(8)],
for a ¢y > 0 depending on 6. The required result follows since § — 1 + a6 < 0 for

sufficiently small 8 > 0. O

We will need the following extension lemma.

Lemma 6.4. Given any ¢, K > 0 we have ¢ > 0 with the following property.
Suppose that M € M is a minimal surface in By with density equal to that of
C x R at the origin, and such that Dy, (M) < ¢ with || < ¢,|InA| < K. Then
DKAT(;(KM) < €.

Proof. We can argue by contradiction. Suppose that M; € M is a sequence of
minimal surfaces with density equal to that of C' x R at the origin, and such
that Da,1; (M;) — 0 for a sequence |InA;| < K and §; — 0. After choosing a
subsequence we can assume that the M; converge to a minimal cone M. Since
A Ts, — C x R, we must have M., = C' x R. Since we also have KA;T5, - C xR
and KM; — C x R, it follows that Dgar;, (KM;) < e for sufficiently large i. O

We also have the following, characterizing minimal cones near C' x R.. In partic-
ular this result says that C' x R is not integrable, since there is no family of minimal
cones near C' X R modeled on the Jacobi field ¢.

Proposition 6.5. There is an € > 0 with the following property. Suppose that
M is a minimal cone in R®, such that on the unit ball the Hausdorff distance
dg(M,C x R) <e. Then M is a rotation of Vy = C x R.
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Proof. We will argue by contradiction. Let M; be a sequence of minimal cones
converging to C' x R on the unit ball, such that the M; are not rotations of V5. For
any 1, if

inf{Dpy,(M;) : R is a rotation and || < do} = 0,

then we must have M; = RVj for some rotation R and §, but the Vs are not
minimal for § # 0, so M; = RVj. Therefore we can assume that the infimum above
is positive for all . We choose a sequence of rotations R; and §; — 0 such that

(6.9) D; := DR'LVS,L (MZ) < 2inf{DRV6 (Ml)}

We have D; — 0 and by applying rotations to the M; we can assume that R; = Id.
Note also that since the mean curvature of Vs, is h(8;)(p~2, we must have D; >
C~1|n(8;)] for a uniform constant C. We can write M; as the graph of u; over Vj,
on the annulus B; \ By, , where r > r; for some r; — 0. Choosing a subsequence we
can assume that D; 'u; — U locally uniformly, where |r>1U| < C and U satisfies
the equation

LoxrU +alp™' =0

for a constant a € R. Indeed, away from the support of (p~! both Vs, and M; are
minimal, so in the limit U is a Jacobi field. On the support of (p~' the functions
u; satisfy non-linear equations of the form

(6.10) h(8:)Cp~? + Ly, ui + Qi(ui) = 0,

where @Q; collects the higher order terms in the mean curvature operator for a graph
over Vs,. Dividing through by D; we have

D h(8:)¢p 2 + Lv;, (Dy 'ug) = O(Dy).

Using that |D; 'h(d;)| < C, we have uniform derivative bounds for D; 'u; and can
pass to a limit U along a subsequence, satisfying ([GI0). In addition since the M;
and the V5, are cones, the function U is homogeneous of degree one.

Using Lemma B2 we can write U = f + A(y3r=2 —y), where f is the Jacobi field
corresponding to a rotation and A € R. Let R denote the rotation corresponding
to the Jacobi field D;f, and let 0, = 6; + D; . We can also view the M; as
graphs of functions u; over RVj/, over sets r > r{. By Lemma we still have
Driv,, (M;) < CD; and in addition by construction we have Di_lu’i — 0. We can
applylthe non-concentration estimate Proposition[5.6since the M; are minimal near
the singular set (note also that since M; is a cone the estimate is much simpler in
this case). It follows that for any € > 0 we have Dy, (M;; Byys \ Bsys) < eD; for

sufficiently large 7. Since M; and R;V(;g are cones, this contradicts the definition of
D;, i.e. Equation (6.9). O

The main result leading to uniqueness of the tangent cone is the following.

Proposition 6.6. There are 8,C, B > 0 with the following property. Let M € M
be a minimal surface in Bi, with density equal to that of the cone C' x R at the
origin. If the Hausdor[f distance from M to C' x R on By is sufficiently small, then
one of the following holds for the quantity Ep defined in ([G.4):

(i) Ep(LPM) < 3Ep(M).

(i) Ep(LPM) < C(A(LBM)" - A(2LBM)9).



50 GABOR SZEKELYHIDI

Proof. Suppose that we have a sequence M; — C' x R on B; in the Hausdorff sense
where each M; € M has the same density as C' x R at the origin. Let B > 0 be
a large integer. We will show that if B is chosen sufficiently large, then there are
constants C, 6 so that along a subsequence of the M; either (i) or (ii) will hold.

Step 1. Let o}, a5 be such that oy < o) < oy < ag, where oy, a are the constants
from Proposition 5121 We first show that if B is large, then along a subsequence
we can find §; — 0 and rotations R, converging to the identity such that one of the
following two possibilities holds:

(2) Dyespr,, (L*PM;) > LB Dy g, g, (LP M),

(b) Dr.r;, (M;) > L2P Do g, (LPM).
This essentially follows from the fact that the family of surfaces RTs accounts for
all the linear growth Jacobi fields on C' x R, and so by comparing M; to the correct
surface of this type, we are in the setting of the 3-annulus lemma for a Jacobi field

with no degree one component.
In more detail, let us first choose sequences R;, d; such that

Dpspop, (LPM;) < 2inf{Dpsp(LEM;) : T = RTs},

where the infimum is over all rotations R and ¢ for which Ty is defined. lL.e. R;T5,
is approximately a best fit surface to M; among the family of comparison surfaces
RTj5 on the annulus By -5\ By-5,,. By applying rotations to the M; we can assume
that R; = Id. Suppose that (a) and (b) both fail for the sequence §; and R; = Id.
Let us write 7; = Ty,. Letting d; = Dy s, (LPM;), we have d; — 0 and since (a)
and (b) fail, we have

Dposy (L*PM;) < LB d;,

(6.11) ,
Dr,(M;) < L*28d,.

On the annulus B \ Bp-28,, we can write M; as the graph of u; over T; on the
set where r > r;, for a sequence r; — 0. Arguing as in Step 1 of the proof of
Proposition [[12 there is a constant D (which depends on B) such that |r?tu;| <
Dd; on the set where r > r;. Choosing a subsequence we can assume that d;lui
converges to a Jacobi field U on C' x R, defined in By \ By -28,,, such that [r* U] <
D. The inequalities (€.I1]) imply that in the notation of Lemma 23] with L = pg k
as in Proposition [5.12] we have

(6.12) |Ulo < C'L2B, ||U|lapr < C'L*B

for a constant C’ independent of B.

Let U; be the degree one homogeneous Jacobi field, such that U — U; has no
degree one piece. By Lemma 22 we can write Uy = f + A(y>r~2 — y), where f is
the Jacobi field corresponding to a rotation. Let ¢; = d; +d; A and let R denote the
rotation corresponding to the Jacobi field d; f. Let T] = R;Ts;. By construction the
M, are graphs of new functions u} over T} over the set where r > rf, for a sequence
ri — 0. In addition by Lemma we have a bound Dxr/(AM;) < D'd; for any
A € [L725 1] and the functions d; '/ converge to U’ = U — Uj.

Since U has degree one, the function U’ also satisfies the inequalities (G.12]), for
a possibly larger constant C” (still independent of B). As U’ has no degree one
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component, Lemma 2.3 implies that either we have

— ka
10" 255 = po P50 | Bt

or
—(Bk+1
107l > o5 ** DU |t
Either way, we have ||U’| < C'L~B(@2=92) using also that o/, < ab. Lemma 24
then implies that

LB sup |r2U’| < O'[(e2=2)B

BL73+1\BL,B,1PO

for a larger ', still independent of B. After rescaling this estimate to the annulus
Br\Bp-1,,, we can apply Proposition[5.6} keeping in mind that we have the bound
Dt (AM;) < D'd;. This implies that for any v > 0, once i is sufficiently large, we
will have

Dpsq/(LPM;) < C'Lamed By, 4D,

Here D’ depends on B, but given B we can choose v small so that for sufficiently
large ¢ we end up with

Dysr/(LPM;) < 20" L0 B,

with C” independent of B. By our choice of T; we have

Dpsr (LPM;) > %DLBTi(LBMi) = %,
and so d; < 4C’L(O‘/2_O‘2)Bdi. Since o)y < a, this is a contradiction if B is chosen
to be sufficiently large. We now assume that B is chosen large enough, although
we may need to choose B even larger below. Replacing the original sequence with
a subsequence we will also assume that either condition (a) or (b) holds for all i.
Finally, we can apply rotations to the sequence so that we can assume R; = Id.

Step 2. Let us suppose that condition (a) holds for all 4, so
Dyesg, (L*PM;) > LY Dpsq, (LPM;),

for a sequence §; — 0. We want to apply Proposition (.12 repeatedly to estimate
Drrsry, (L*BM;) for k = 2,3,.... We can do this as long as Drrsry, (L*B M) re-
mains sufficiently small and in addition we also need kB < [§;|~" for the scaled sur-
faces L*BT;, to be defined. More precisely, we use a x that is slightly smaller than
the k511 appearing in Proposition 5121 Then for any given B, L, if kB < [0;]7",
it follows that |In(L*+2B)| < |§;|~*s:11 for sufficiently large i, and so L*+2BTy,
is defined, and Proposition [5.12] can be applied.

Using the extension result LemmalG.4] we can choose dy(B), d; (B) > 0 depending
on B such that if Dpssg, (LFPM;) < do(B) then Dporong, (LFF2PM;) < di(B).
We choose dy(B),d;(B) small enough for Proposition to be applied to T" =
LEHOBTs and M = LE+OB )M, with € = 0, 1,2, for sufficiently large i, as long as
also kB < |6;|~". There are two possibilities.
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(al)

(6.13)

(a2)

(6.14)
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Suppose that as long as kB < |6;| =~ we have Dyreq, (LFPM;) < do(B) for
all large i. Then we can apply the three-annulus lemma B~![§;|~" times
to find that

Dpsg, (LPM;), Dpang, (L*PM;) < L=5 71007 By (B).
Recall that |h(d)| > |6|*2. For any € > 0, it follows that for sufficiently large

i (depending on €, B) we have Dysr, (LPM;) < €|h(4;)|. From Proposi-
tion we get

A(LEM,)? — AL M;)? > O~ h(6)).
In addition from Equations (613) and (62) we have
Dy, (LP M;), Dy, (L*" M;) < CBJh(5;)].
Combining these inequalities we get
Ep(LPM) < CB (A(LBMi)e - A(2LBMZ-)9).
Along a subsequence there are k; with k; < B~!(6;| ™% such that
Dypwng, (LPM;) > do(B),

and k; is the smallest such choice for each i. By the three-annulus result
we still have

Dyoivsg, (LFTVEM) > LB D sy (LRBM;) > LB dy(B).

By area monotonicity, after choosing a subsequence we can assume that
L(]“_l)BMi7 L*B ), LFADB 1 a1l converge to a minimal cone M.,. Us-
ing that Dy, —veq, (LF~DBM;) < do(B), and that L*=DBT; converges
to Vo = C xR, Prg)position implies that M., = RV} for a rotation R
and in addition |R — Id| < Cdy(B) for a C independent of B.

Using the fact that LF+DBTs — v, and L+DE M, — RV;, we deduce
using Lemma that

Dycenng, (LEFVEML) < C( Dy, (EEHDP M) + (1 + ki) [(5) )
c

Step 3.

IN

(CDRvy(LEHDE ML) + J63] + R~ 1d)])
+(1+ kB ().

As i — oo we have Dpgy, (L*HDBEM;) [6;] — 0, and also since k; <
B~Y6;| 7% we have k;|h(;)| — 0. It follows that
Dywneg, (LFFDPM;) < C(1 + do(B))

for sufficiently large 4, for C' independent of B. Comparing this with (G.14)
we have

C(1+do(B)) > L*Bdy(B),

which is a contradiction if B is chosen sufficiently large.

Finally we suppose that condition (b) holds for all i, while condition (a)

fails. We assume that R; = Id and we let d; = Dror,, (LBM;). Again there are
two possibilities.
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(b1) Let € > 0 be the constant from Proposition and suppose that d; <
€|h(d;)|. Then arguing similarly to case (al) above, we find that

Ep(LBM) < Cp(ALPM;)? — A(2LBM;)?),

for a constant C'p depending on B.
(b2) We have d; > €|h(d;)], and in addition

Dz, (M;) > L*Pd;,
(6:15) Dyesy, (L*PM;) < L*3Pd;.
We can estimate Eg(LPM) from above, using Lemma 6.1}
Eg(LPM) < Dw, (L”M;) + D, (L*" M;)
(6.16) < C(d; + CB|h(6:)]) + C(L*1Pd; + CBh(5:)])
< COdi(1+ Be™')(1+ L*P).
We claim that for sufficiently large B we have Eg(M;) > 2Eg(LPM,),

once i is large enough. Suppose that this were not the case, i.e. Eg(M;) <
2E (LB M;) for all i. By definition there are rotations R;, and 4/, such that

(6.17) Dr,w,, (M;) + Dr,w,, (LP M;) < 2Ep(L”M;).

In particular LZ M; is contained in the neighborhood Nopg e ) (RiWs:),
while by the definition of d; it is also contained in the neighborhood Nag, (L2 Ts5,).
Recall that on a fixed region away from the singular ray, say {r > 1/10},
these neighborhoods are uniformly equivalent to neighborhoods defined in
terms of the Hausdorff distance. In addition on such a neighborhood the
Hausdorff distance from LBTj, to Wy, is at most CB|h(d;)|. It follows from
this that we must have (after multiplying R; by an element of the symmetry
group O(4) x O(4))

(6.18)  |R; —1d| + |6; — 0}| < C(Ep(LPM;) + d; + B|R(8;)|) < Cd; BL“P,

where we absorbed various factors (including e~1) into C using (6.I6) and
|h(6;)| < e 'd;, and we assumed that Be™ ', L*1B > 1.
We now use the other part of @I7), i.e. Dg,w, (M;) < 2Eg(LEM;).

This implies, using also (6I8) and Lemma [6.1] that for large enough i
Dw,, (M;) < C(Ep(LPM;) + d; BL*P)
< Od;BL™ B,
increasing C further. Then by Lemma
Dz, (M;) < Cd;BLP + CB|h(5;))|
< Cd;BL™'",

using |h(8;)| < e~td; again, absorbing further factors into C. At the same
time by ([6.I5) we have Dr, (M;) > L*2Bd;, so we obtain L*B < CBL*1B
for sufficiently large ¢. Since o > o, this is a contradiction if B is suffi-
ciently large.

This completes the proof of the Proposition. O



54 GABOR SZEKELYHIDI

The proposition implies our main result, Theorem [T which we restate here.

Theorem 6.7. Let M € M be a minimal surface in By, with CxR as a multiplicity
one tangent cone at the origin. Then the tangent cone at the origin is unique.

Proof. We apply Proposition repeatedly. Let us suppose that LFBM is suffi-
ciently close to C' x R on Bj to apply the proposition for £ = 0,1,..., N. Define
e, = Ep (LkBM) and let k1, ko, ..., k., denote the values of k for which alternative
(ii) holds, so that alternative (i) holds for the remaining values. We then have

eot+er+...+env=(eo+...+tex-1)+ (e, +...+€pp-1)+...+(ex, +...+en)
< 2eq + 26k, + ...+ 2ep,,

< 2e0+2C Y (ALFPM)? — ALY M)
j=1

< 2eq + 2C(A(LMBM)? — A(2LFB M%)

< 2e +2CAM)?

using the monotonicity of the area.
Using Lemma [6.2] we find that

dr(M, LN+VBENY) < dp(M,LM) + ...dr(LNBM, LN B+ M)
(6.19) <Cleg+e1+...+en)
< Cleg + A(M)?).

If M is sufficiently close to C' x R on By, then this implies that LV+DE M is also
close enough to C x R to keep applying Proposition [6.6] We can therefore take N
above to be arbitrarily large. Since C' x R is a tangent cone, we know that for a
sequence N; — oo we have dx(LYN:®M,C x R) — 0 and by applying the argument
above to LY¢B M instead of M, we then find that d=(L¥PM,C xR) — 0 as k — oo.
Therefore C' x R is the unique tangent cone at the origin. O

7. THE CASE OF C x R¥

In this section we reprove Simon’s uniqueness result, Theorem [[L2] for tangent
cones of the form C' x R, where C C R" satisfies the following conditions (see

Simon [22])

Conditions (})

(a) C is strictly stable and strictly minimizing in the sense of Hardt-Simon [13].

(b) All homogeneous degree 0 and degree 1 Jacobi fields on C' are generated by
rotations and translations in R™.

(¢) There are no homogeneous Jacobi fields on C' with degree d € ZN (252,0).

The cones C(S% x S*) and C(S® x S%) in R® do not satisfy this, because they have
the Jacobi field r~2. However many other minimal cones do, such as C(SP x S9)
with p + ¢ > 6, as discussed in [22].

The strategy to prove Theorem is very similar to what we used for C'(S? x
S3) x R, but there are significant simplifications. The cones C' x R* we consider
here are integrable, and in fact all degree one Jacobi fields arise from rotations in
R"*. As a consequence we do not need to construct surfaces similar to T, which
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also means that it is enough to show non-concentration relative to the cones C' x R*.
This simplifies both the definition of the distance and the construction of barrier
surfaces.

According to Hardt-Simon [I3], there are smooth minimal hypersurfaces Hy in
the two connected components of R\ C', asymptotic to the graphs of +r*¢(w) over
C. Here ¢ is the eigenfunction of —Ly. on the link ¥ with the smallest eigenvalue,
and r#¢(w) is the corresponding Jacobi field on C. We have p € (3_7", 0). The role
of Condition (}c) is the following, analogous to Lemma

Proposition 7.1. Let u be a homogeneous degree one function on C x R¥ such
that r—*u is locally bounded away from the origin, and Loygru = 0. Then u
corresponds to a rotation in R™ x R¥. More precisely, writing z; = x; for i < n
and z; = yi—n forn < i < n+k, we have u(z) = Az -v(z) for A € so(n + k) and
v(z) the unit normal to C x RE.

Proof. We follow Simon [22] Appendix 1]. We have

u= Zr“f Z aiﬁlr%yl@ (w).
j k,1>0
Here ¢; is the j'" eigenfunction of —Ly; on the link of C, and r#i¢;(w) are the
corresponding homogeneous Jacobi fields on C. We have g = p. In addition
1 € (Z>0)* denotes a multiindex, and we write ' = y"! yfj, N =0h+...+1.
Since u has degree one, we must have p; +2k+ 1| = 1. Since 2k, |1 > 0 are integers,
by Condition (fc) the only possibilities are
(i) pj =0,k =0, 1] = 1: the corresponding functions u are spanned by v;(z)y;
where j=1,...,nandi=1,...,k (note that v; = 0 for j > n).
(i) uj = 1,k = 0,]1] = 0: the corresponding functions u are spanned by
vix; — vy, fori,5=1,...,n.
The functions u spanned by these can be written as u = Az-v(z), for A € so(n+k).
Note that since v; = 0 for j > n, the coefficients A;; for ¢ > n do not affect u. O

For A € R we will let AH = |A\|Hy, using H; or H_ depending on the sign of
. Note that A\H is asymptotic to the graph of A =#r#. We let w = 1 — 1, so in
our earlier setting of C' = C(S3 x %) we have u = —2,w = 3. As before we will
write (z,7) € R" x R* and r = |z|, p = (Jz|? + |y|?)!/2. For a function f(y) we will
denote by f(y)H C R™ x R* the hypersurface given for each y € R* by f(y)H in
the slice R” x {y}. We will also write V = C x R*.

Definition 7.2. For d > 0 let us define the neighborhood Ng(V') to be the region
between the surfaces +d'/*H. For an open set U C R"™ x R* and a hypersurface
M we define the distance Dy (M;U) to be the infimum of all d > 0 such that
MNU C Nyg(V).

In analogy with Lemma [5.7] we can define functions F, on +=H for a > p, sat-
isfying F, = r® for sufficiently large » and L. gF, > C’glr“’z. We extend F,
to R™ \ {0} to be homogeneous of degree a. Then on all scalings of H we have
LxgF, > C;'r%2 and |F,| < C,r®2. Using this F, we construct barrier sur-
faces analogous to those in Proposition The construction is simpler since our
surfaces will remain on one side of the cone C| i.e. the function f is positive. In
particular we do not have to deal with the case |f(0)| < CyR that appears in the
proof of Proposition £.8
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Proposition 7.3. Let f : Q — (0,00) be a C? function on Q@ C R*. There is a
large Cy > 0 and small 1o, €0 > 0 depending on upper bounds for the C*-norms of
f, £~ satisfying the following. For € € (0,¢q) define the surface X to be the graph
of —Cref(y)Fura over e/ f(y)H, in the slices R™ x {y} for y € Q, and r < ro.
Then X has negative mean curvature.

Proof. The proof is essentially identical to that of Proposition[5.8 We work around
the point y = 0, in the region defined —R <y < R and R/2 < r < 2R, for R < ry.
The scaled up surface R=!1X is the graph of the function B over E(y) - H, where
E(y) = R™'e'/" f(Ry),
B(x,y) = —R""'Cyef(Ry)Fura.
By taking 7o small (depending on the lower bound for f), we can arrange that
|f(0)] > CoR for any large Cp, so we are in the setting analogous to the first case
studied in Proposition[5.8l In the same way as in that proof, we find that R~'X can

be viewed as the graph of B over the graph of A over the surface £(0)-H C R"xRF,
where

A= E0)®pg)-1p)-1(E0)7").
Here ®; is the function on H such that (14¢)H is the graph of ®; over H for small ¢.
In terms of the corresponding Jacobi field ® we have ®;(z) = t®(x) +O(t?|z|*) and
®(x) = O(|z|*). Since E(0)"*E(y) = f(0)~! f(Ry), we have that E(0) ' E(y)—1 =
O(R), and so

AS (RN F(0)"R = Rief(0)".
The same estimate holds for the derivatives of A, and so
A V'A< eRF
B,V'B < eCyR*

where a < b means |a| < Cb for C' depending on the C? norms of f, f~*. The mean
curvature of X is

At y = 0 we have
Lio)axrrA = AB0)®(E(0) 1) + O(R™ )
< Ritre,
using that AF(0) < Re'/* and ®(E(0)~!.) < RFe #/*. As for LB we have
L) uxrrB < —CT'RFICref(0) + CR*PPCreAf(0),
for some C > 0. It follows that
m < —CT'RFFICref(0) + CR¥TPCre + CR' e + € R + ECFRMT?
< Ry = CTU(0) + OR? 4+ COFt 4+ O eRM ! 4 eCr R,

Note that a point on X withy = 0,7 € (R/2,2R) can only exist if R > C~'/* £(0)
for a uniform C' > 0. In particular R*~'e < 1. We first choose Cf large (depending
on the lower bound for f), to ensure that CC'J?1 —i—CJ?leR”_l < $C71f(0). Then we
choose R sufficiently small (depending on Cy), to ensure CreRF1R? < 1O~ f(0).
It follows that we will then have m < 0 as required. (I



UNIQUENESS OF CERTAIN CYLINDRICAL TANGENT CONES 57

Given these barrier surfaces, we can prove a non-concentration result analogous
to Proposition 5.6l The statement is identical, except we only need to consider the
distance to the cone V.

Proposition 7.4. There is a C > 0, such that given any v > 0, there are ro =
ro(y) > 0,do = d(vy,ro0) satisfying the following. Suppose that M € M is a minimal
surface with Dy (M; B1\ By 2) = d < do, that on the region {r > ro} in the annulus
B1\ Byjs can be written as the graph of a function u over V.. Then

(7.1) Dy (M;Byys\ Bgjs) < C sup [r~Hu| + Cvd.

(B1\Bi1/2){r>70}

Proof. The proof is essentially the same as the first part of the proof of Proposi-
tion[5.6l Fix v > 0. Let ©, C R* denote the annulus  +~ < |y| < 1 —~. Define
the function

F) =yl =1/2)7 + (1 = [yh~"
for y € Q,. We then have C? bounds for f on €2,, depending on . By Propo-
sition we have the surfaces X, defined in the region {r < ro} x Q, for suf-
ficiently small rg. By a result similar to Proposition (.10, given a small ¢ > 0
and replacing o by a smaller constant, we can assume that X, lies between the
surfaces (ef(y)" 4 ce)'/ H. We can choose ¢ small enough (independent of 7) so
that 2f(y)” + ¢ < f(y)* < 2f(y)* — ¢, and X, lies between (% f(y)"e)'/*H and
(2f(y)“e)Y/" H. In particular if we denote by U, the region {r < ro} x ., then
we have (using w > 1):
(i) On the boundary pieces {r < ro} x 9, the surface X lies on the positive
side of (37~ 'e)V/“H.
(ii) On all of U, the surface X, lies on the positive side of (C~'e)'/* H for C
depending only on f.
(iii) On the smaller region {r < ro} x {3/5 < |y| < 4/5} the surface X, lies on
the negative side of (Ce)'/* H for C' depending on f.

Let us define D(rg) = supy,~,, [ ~#ul, and
€y = CID(T‘()) + Cl’yd,
€1 = Cld

For a suitable C’. If C’ > 2 then we have the following. Since (v~ teg)t/* > d'/v,
on {r < ro} x 99, the surface M lies on the negative side of X,,. For fixed ro,
if d is sufficiently small, and if M is the graph of u on the region {r > 7o}, then
|u| < D(rg)r#. In particular along {r = r¢} the surface M is on the negative side
of (CD(ro))"/"H for a fixed C' > 0 once D(rg) is sufficiently small. Tt follows
that on 0{r < 1o} x Q, the surface M lies on the negative side of X, if C” is
sufficiently large. At the same time, M lies on the negative side of X, on all of
2. Considering the family of surfaces X. ranging between ¢y and €; we find that
M must lie on the negative side of X, as well.

By property (iii) above, on the region {r < ro} x {3/5 < |y| < 4/5} the surface
X,, lies on the negative side of (Cep)'/* H, and therefore so does M. Reversing
the orientations we find that on the same region M lies on the positive side of
—(Ceo)Y/"H. 1f d is small enough, then M lies between +(Cep)'/® H on the region
{r > 7o} as well, and so Dy (M; Bys \ Bs/s5) < Cep, which is the required bound

@I. 0
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The three annulus Lemma 3] holds for the cone C' x R¥, and we obtain corre-
sponding a1 < ag and pg. The L? to L™ estimate (Lemma [2:4) also holds, in the
form

sup |T7‘uu| < OHUHL2(B1)7
By,2(0)

for any Jacobi field u on C'x R* such that r~#u € L°(B;). Proposition[Z4]together
with these two results implies the following, with essentially the same proof as
Proposition G121 As before, we use the notation Dy (M) = Dy (M;B; \ B,,).

Proposition 7.5. There is an L > 0 such that for sufficiently small d > 0 we have
the following. Suppose that M € M is a minimal hypersurface in By. Suppose that
Dy (M) <d and o € (o1, 2). Then

(i) If Dy(LM) > L*Dy (M), then Dy (L*M) > L*Dy (LM).

(i) If Dv(LM) > LDy (L?>M), then Dy (M) > L*Dy (LM).

To prove the uniqueness, we let V denote the cone V' and all of its rotations. In
analogy with Proposition [6.5], all minimal cones sufficiently close to V' must be in
the family V. For B > 0 we define

Egp(M) = inf{Dy (M) + Dy(LPM) : V € V},
as in ([GA4]).

The uniqueness of the tangent cone is implied by the following decay estimate,
whose proof is essentially identical to that of Proposition [6.0] except case (ii) of

that proposition does not appear here.

Proposition 7.6. There is a B > 0 with the following property. Suppose that
M € M is a minimal surface in By with density equal to that of the cone C' x RF
at the origin. If the Hausdorff distance from M to C x R¥ on By is sufficiently
small, then we have

Ep(LBM) < %EB(M).

Proof. We can follow the proof of Proposition closely, but the situation now
is much simpler. Cases (al) and (bl) that appeared in the earlier proof can not
happen here, since our comparison surfaces RV € V are all cones (we can think
of setting § = 0 in the earlier proof). In particular option (ii) in the statement of
Proposition [6.6] does not happen. 0

The uniqueness of the tangent cone follows as before, although in this case poly-
nomial convergence to the tangent cone follows.

Proof of Theorem[L.4. We can use the same argument as in the proof of Theo-
rem to prove that LFBM — C x RF on the unit ball. In addition, since case
(ii) of Proposition [6:6 does not appear in Proposition [[.G] the inequality analogous
to ([GI9) implies (replacing M by L*BM and letting N — oc)

dr(L*PM,C x R¥) < CEg(L*B M) < C27*Ep(M),

for all £ > 0if M is already sufficiently close to the cone. This is enough to conclude
the polynomial convergence. O
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Remark 7.7. Tt is natural to ask whether Theorem [[LT] can be extended to the case
CsxR¥ for k > 1, where Cs = C(S% x S3). In this case there are many more degree
one Jacobi fields, namely for any homogeneous degree 3 polynomial P(y) we have
the Jacobi field ¢p = P(y)r=2 — $AP(y). The method of proof of Theorem 1]
would require us to construct corresponding perturbations of the cone Cs x R¥, and
the fact that the link of C's x R¥ has non-isolated singular set for £ > 1 introduces
substantial new difficulties.
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