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UNIQUENESS OF CERTAIN CYLINDRICAL TANGENT CONES

GÁBOR SZÉKELYHIDI

Abstract. We show that the cylindrical tangent cone C × R for an area-
minimizing hypersurface is unique, where C is the Simons cone CS = C(S3

×

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 × 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.
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1. Introduction

Let M be an area-minimizing hypersurface in Rn+1, with 0 ∈ M . Given any
sequence λi → ∞, it is well known that a subsequence of the blown up surfaces λiM
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, 18, 17]. 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×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 ×Sq) over a product of two spheres when
p + q ≥ 7, but unfortunately the only known 7-dimensional examples, C(S3 × S3)
and C(S2×S4), 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 ∈ R9, that admits C ×R as a multiplicity one tangent cone at the origin, where
C = C(S3 × S3) is the Simons cone. Then C ×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(S2 × S4). 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(S2×S4) constructed by Hardt-Simon [13]. See Remark 3.2.

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 B1 \ B1/2 around 0, sufficiently large rescalings λiM 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×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 L2-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(S3 × S3) constructed by Bombieri-De Giorgi-Giusti [4] in this
case, and Hardt-Simon [13] for more general cones. The basic idea is that if a
hypersurface M is sufficiently close to the cone C×R in the unit ball B1 ⊂ R8×R,
then it must be contained between the surfaces ±ǫH ×R for some ǫ > 0, and we
define the distance DC×R(M ;B1) between M and C ×R to be ǫ3 for the smallest
such ǫ. The reason for the power 3 is that ǫH is asymptotically the graph of
ǫ3r−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, 11], 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} ×R, and suppose that on a region of the form
r > r0 the surface M is much closer to C×R than the distance d = DC×R(M ;B1),
i.e. M is concentrating near the singular ray. Then when we pass to a smaller ball
B1/2 the distance must drop significantly: DC×R(M ;B1/2) < γd for a small γ > 0.
By adjusting r0 and how close M is to the cone on the region r > r0, the constant
γ can be taken as small as we like. See Proposition 7.4 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 (‡) in Section 7. If
k ≥ 1 and C ×Rk 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 (‡c) does not hold for the Simons cone C = C(S3 × S3), since in this
case the cone C ×R admits a degree one homogeneous Jacobi field φ that does not
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arise from symmetries of R8 ×R. Let us denote by Σ0 the link of C ×R, i.e. the
spherical suspension of S3 × S3, which has two singular points modeled on C. It
is natural to try constructing minimal deformations of Σ0 modeled on δφ for small
δ, 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 ×R is not “integrable” in this
sense (see Lemma 6.5).

In the work of Simon [19], 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,
12], 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 Σ0 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 Tδ of the cone C×R modeled on δφ, and that the information
usually deduced from the  Lojasiewicz inequality is encoded in properties of Tδ (see
Proposition 4.7). These Tδ are logarithmic perturbations of cones, defined on large
annuli, and are closely related to the logarithmically decaying surfaces constructed
by Adams-Simon [1] in non-integrable situations.

The broad strategy to prove Theorem 1.1 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 × R we view it as a perturbation of the best fit surface out of
the family of Tδ and their rotations. Using a more elaborate version of the non-
concentration result, Proposition 5.6, we see that relative to Tδ the surface M is
modeled on a Jacobi field over C×R that has no degree one component. Therefore
the three annulus lemma of Simon [19] can be used to show that one of the following
holds:

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

If Tδ were a cone, then in case (i) the three annulus lemma would imply that M
diverges from Tδ 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 1.2.

In the setting of Theorem 1.1 there are two subtleties: Tδ 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
Tδ is not a cone, so decaying towards Tδ 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 Tδ relative
to δ, and this implies a certain decay rate for the area of M (see Proposition 6.3
and case (ii) in Proposition 6.6). 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 2 to 6 are
devoted to the proof of Theorem 1.1, and in particular C will denote the Simons
cone C(S3×C3) in these sections. In Section 2 we will describe the space of degree
one Jacobi fields on C ×R, and some of their properties such as Simon’s L2 three
annulus lemma. In Section 3 we construct smoothings of the link Σ0 of C × R,
modeled on the Jacobi field φ. We will use these in Section 4 to construct minimal
perturbations Tδ of the cone C × R on large annular regions, modeled on φ. In
Section 5 we will define the distance DTδ

(M) for minimal surfaces M near Tδ and
prove the corresponding non-concentration result. An important application will be
a three annulus lemma for DTδ

, which we use in Section 6 to put the pieces together
and prove Theorem 1.1. Finally in Section 7 we will turn to the case of tangent
cones C ×Rk for C satisfying Conditions (‡), thus excluding the Simons cone, and
we will reprove Simon’s Theorem 1.2. A portion of the proof is the same as the
proof of Theorem 1.1, 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 B2(0) ⊂ Rn+k. In particular M is a multiplicity one class of
codimension-one minimal submanifolds in the terminology of Simon [21, 22]. Note
that the area minimizing property is only used in Proposition 6.3. In particular it
is not needed in the proof of Theorem 1.2, 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 6.

• C denotes the Simons cone C(S3 × S3) and V0 = C ×R.
• On R8 ×R we use the notation x ∈ R8 and y ∈ R. The distance from the
y-subspace is r = |x|, while the distance from the origin is ρ = (r2 + y2)1/2.
We write Bρ to denote balls in R8 ×R.

• We wite LM for the Jacobi operator on a minimal hypersurface M ⊂ Rn+k,
i.e. LMf = ∆f + |AM |2f in terms of the second fundamental form AM .

• H is the Hardt-Simon smoothing of C, normalized so that asymptotically
H is the graph of r−2 + br−3 + O(r−5) over C for some b ∈ R.

• Σ0 is the link of V0, i.e. the spherical suspension of S3 × S3. We will view
Σ0 as sitting in the unit sphere of R8 ×R.

• φ = y3r−2 − y denotes a particular Jacobi field, either on V0 or on Σ0.
• ζ is a function defined on Σ0, supported in a neighborhood of y = 0, so

that ζ − φ is L2-orthogonal to φ on Σ0. See Definition 2.1.
• Σδ for small δ is a smoothing of Σ0 modeled on the Jacobi field δφ on Σ0.

Its mean curvature satisfies m(Σδ) = h(δ)ζ for a function h(δ) ∼ δ4/3. See
Proposition 3.1. In Section 3 we will let ǫ = δ1/3.

• Vδ = C(Σδ) is the cone over Σδ.
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• Tδ denotes a minimal surface in an annulus BA \ BA−1 for lnA = |δ|−κ,
where κ > 0 is small, to be chosen below. Tδ is constructed as a perturba-
tion of the cone Vδ, see Proposition 4.5. The cones Wδ are perturbations
of Vδ that are closer to Tδ, see Remark 4.6.

• W , T are the families of surfaces Wδ, Tδ and their rotations.
• DS(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 5.4. If the set U is not specified, it is understood to be
B1 \Bρ0 for the ρ0 in Lemma 2.3.

2. Jacobi fields on C ×R

In this section we collect some results about Jacobi fields on the cone C × R,
where C = C(S3×S3). 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 ×R is singular and
we will only be interested in Jacobi fields u for which r2.1u is locally bounded away
from the origin. Recall that r = |x| is the distance from the singular ray and note
that the power r2.1 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 r2u is locally bounded. Note that these are

also the Jacobi fields that are in W 1,2
loc 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 ζ denote an O(4) × O(4)-invariant function on Σ0, which is
an odd function of y, supported in a small neighborhood of the cross section y = 0,
and such that

∫

Σ0

ζφ =

∫

Σ0

φ2.

For example we can let ζ = cχφ, where χ = χ(y) is an even cutoff function sup-
ported in a neighborhood of y = 0, while c is a suitable constant chosen to satisfy
the integral normalization. We extend ζ to the cone V0 over Σ0 as a homogeneous
degree one function.

We have the following.

Lemma 2.2. Let u be a homogeneous degree one function on C×R such that r2.1u
is locally bounded away from the origin, and away from the singular ray u satisfies
the equation

(2.1) LC×Ru + aζρ−2 = 0

for a constant a ∈ R. Then u can be decomposed as

u = f + λ(y3r−2 − y)

where f corresponds to a rotation of R8 × R and λ ∈ R. More precisely, write
zi = xi for i = 1, . . . , 8 and z9 = y. Then f is of the form f(z) = Az · ν(z) for
z ∈ C×R, where A ∈ so(9) is a skew-symmetric matrix and ν(z) is the unit normal
to C ×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 Σ0, given by the unit sphere in C ×R. Since u has degree one,
Equation (2.1) is equivalent to

LΣ0u + aζ = 0.

We multiply by φ = y3r−2 − y, and integrate by parts using that LΣ0φ = 0. The
integration by parts can be justified using that r2.1u is locally bounded, which
together with (2.1) also implies that r3.1|∇u| is locally bounded. We then conclude
that

∫

Σ0
aφζ = 0, which by the choice of ζ implies that a = 0.

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

u =
∑

j

rµj

∑

k,l≥0

ajk,lr
2kylφj(ω),

where µj + 2k + l = 1 for j, k, l such that ajk,l 6= 0. Here φj(ω) denotes the jth

eigenfunction of −LS3×S3 with eigenvalue λj (the link of C being S3 × S3), and

µj = −5

2
+

√

25

4
+ λj .

The possible values for µi ≤ 1 are: 1, corresponding to rotations of C in R8;
0, corresponding to translations of C in R8; −2, corresponding to the constant
eigenfunction on S3×S3. The values 1, 0 give rise to the term of the form Az ·ν(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 = r−2
∑

2k+l=3

a1k,lr
2kyl = r−2(a10,3y

3 + a11,1y).

Substituting this into the equation LC×Rv = 0, we find that v is a multiple of φ.
It follows that u is of the required form u = Az · ν(z) + λφ. �

Next we have the following L2 three annulus lemma, due to Simon [19]. This
holds on the singular cone C × R as well, since it is a consequence of spectral
decomposition on the link and our assumption that r2u is locally bounded ensures
that u is in L2 on the link. For a given ρ > 0 let us use ‖u‖i to denote the following
L2-norm on an annulus:

‖u‖2i =

∫

(C×R)∩(Bρi\Bρi+1 )

|r−1u|2r−m,

in terms of m = dimC ×R = 8. Note that for a homogeneous degree one function
u the norm ‖u‖i is independent of i.

Lemma 2.3. There are small 0 < α1 < α2 and ρ0 > 0 satisfying the following.
Let u be a Jacobi field on the cone C ×R, defined in the annulus B1 \ Bρ3 , such
that r2u ∈ L∞ and let ρ < 2ρ0. Then we have:

(i) If ‖u‖1 ≥ ρ−α1‖u‖0, then ‖u‖2 ≥ ρ−α2‖u‖1.
(ii) If ‖u‖1 ≥ ρ−α1‖u‖2, then ‖u‖0 ≥ ρ−α2‖u‖1.

If in addition u has no degree one component then the conclusion of either (i) or
(ii) must hold.

Finally we need an L2 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 ×R, such that r2u is in L∞ on B1(0).
Then we have the estimate

sup
B1/2(0)

|r2u| ≤ C‖u‖L2(B1).

Proof. Since |u| = r−2|r2u| and r−2 ∈ L2(B1), we have that u ∈ L2(B1). 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 ×R with
distinct degrees that are at least −2 are L2 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) = ln

∫

Bet

|u|2

is convex for t ∈ (−∞, 0). The assumption that |r2u| ≤ A on B1 for some constant
A implies that

m(t) ≤ ln

∫

Bet

A2r−4 ≤ 4t + CA,

for a constant CA depending on A. In particular m′(t) ≥ 4 for all t < 0, since if
m′(t0) < c < 4, then by convexity m′(t) < c for all t < t0 eventually contradicting
the inequality above. It follows that m(t) ≤ m(0) + 4t for all t < 0 and so for any
a < 1 we have

∫

Ba

|u|2 ≤ a4
∫

B1

|u|2.

We can use this to estimate the values of r2u along C × {0}, i.e. the set where
ρ = r. Indeed, consider a point z = (x, 0) ∈ C × R, with |x| = a/2. From the
inequality above we get

1

a8

∫

Ba/4(z)

|u|2 ≤ a−4

∫

B1

|u|2.

Since after scaling by a−1 the ball Ba/4(z) in C ×R has uniformly bounded geom-
etry, we can apply elliptic estimates to get

|u(z)|2 ≤ Ca−8

∫

Ba/4(z)

|u|2,

for a uniform C. Combining the inequalities, using that r = a/2 at z, we have

|r2u(z)|2 ≤ C

∫

B1

|u|2.

To estimate r2u(z) at other points z ∈ B1/2(0) we can apply the same argument to
translations of u. �

3. Construction of the smoothings Σδ

Let Σ0 ⊂ S8 denote the link of the cone V0 = C ×R, so that Σ0 is the spherical
suspension of the link S3 × S3 of the Simons cone C. Our goal in this section is to
construct smoothings Σδ of Σ0 for sufficiently small δ 6= 0. The construction will be
invariant under the action of the group O(4)×O(4) acting on S8 through its action
on the cross section S7, and so Σδ can be thought of as a surface of revolution.
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The function φ = y3r−2 − y on V0 is a linear growth Jacobi field and it induces an
O(4) ×O(4) invariant Jacobi field, also denoted by φ, on Σ0. In fact up to scaling
φ is the only O(4) × O(4) invariant Jacobi field on Σ0 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 φ in the kernel suggests that we cannot expect to find
minimal perturbations Σδ, or in other words the cone V0 may not be integrable.
Instead, using Lyapunov-Schmidt reduction, we will construct smoothings Σδ that
are minimal modulo the one dimensional space spanned by φ. This is similar to
what is also done in the proof of [19, Theorem 3], however the singularities of Σ0

mean that we need to use a singular perturbation technique.
The main result of this section is the following. Recall the function ζ from

Definition 2.1.

Proposition 3.1. There are smoothings Σδ of Σ0 for sufficiently small δ, with the
following properties.

(i) m(Σδ) = h(δ)ζ, where

(3.1)
h(δ) = cδ4/3 + O(|δ|4/3+κ),

h′(δ) =
4

3
cδ1/3 + O(|δ|1/3+κ),

for some c < 0 and κ > 0. In particular h(δ) < 0 for small δ 6= 0.
(ii) Let Vδ denote the cone over Σδ. On the set where y = 1 and r < 1,

the hypersurface Vδ is the graph of a function f over δ1/3H, where |f | <
C|δ|r−2+κ for some C, κ > 0 independent of δ.

(iii) The regularity scale of Σδ at each point is bounded below by C−1r for C
independent of δ. Recall that at p ∈ Σδ the regularity scale is defined to be
the supremum of the radii R > 0 such that the second fundamental form of
Σδ is bounded by R−1 on BR(p).

To construct Σδ we first construct an approximate solution Σ̃δ by gluing together
the graph of δφ with scaled down copies ±δ1/3H of the Hardt-Simon smoothing
of C. We then construct Σδ as a graph over Σ̃δ. The construction of Σδ with
m(Σδ) = h(δ)ζ for sufficiently small δ is given in Sections 3.2 to 3.4, and we will
give the proofs of part (ii) and (iii) of Proposition 3.1 at the end of Section 3.4.
Sections 3.1 and 3.5 are concerned with finding the expansion (3.1) of h(δ), which
we will prove in Corollary 3.11.

Remark 3.2. The same strategy would apply to more general cones C as well,
such as C(S2 × S4), but to obtain the leading order behavior of the function h(δ)
we need to know the second term in the expansion of H as a graph over C, as
in Proposition 3.3. Without this, in general we would still have an asymptotic
expansion for h(δ) in terms of powers of δ and ln δ. 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 δ = 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 ⊂ R8 asymptotic to C = C(S3 × S3). 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

f(r) = r−3 + br−4 + O(r−9),

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 (x′, x′′) ∈ R4 ×R4, and u = |x′|, v = |x′′|. 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 = ez(t) cos t

v = ez(t) sin t,

where t ∈ [0, π/4), where w(t) = ż(t) satisfies the ODE

ẇ = (1 + w2)

[

7 − 6 cos(2t)

sin(2t)
w

]

,

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 t0 = π/4. Let us change
variables to ξ = tan(2t) ∈ [0,∞). The function w(ξ) satisfies the equation

(3.2) ξ
dw

dξ
=

1 + w2

2(1 + ξ2)
(7ξ − 6w).

Near ξ = 0 we can expand w as a power series in ξ, by writing the equation in the
form

ξ
dw

dξ
= −3w +

7

2
ξ + G(ξ, w),

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

w(ξ) = a1ξ + a2ξ
2 + . . .

into the equation. We find that a1 = 7/8.
Our goal is to analyze the behavior of w as ξ → ∞, using a subsolution as in [9].

We claim that for sufficiently small ǫ > 0 the function g(ξ) = 2
3ξ+ǫ is a subsolution

of Equation (3.2) for ξ > ǫ1/2. To see this let us denote by R(g) the right hand side
of the equation, so

R(g) =
1 + g2

2(1 + ξ2)
(7ξ − 6g) =

4
3ξ

3 + 4
3ǫξ

2 − 5ǫ2ξ + 3ξ − 6ǫ3 − 6ǫ

2 + 2ξ2
.

The left hand side of the equation is ξg′(ξ) = 2
3ξ, and we have

E(ξ) = (R(g) − 2/3ξ)(2 + 2ξ2) =
4

3
ǫξ2 − 5ǫ2ξ +

5

3
ξ − 6ǫ3 − 6ǫ.
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The function g is a subsolution where ξg′(ξ) ≤ R(g), i.e. where E(ξ) ≥ 0. We have
E′(ξ) = 8

3ǫξ + 5
3 − 5ǫ2 ≥ 0 for sufficiently small ǫ. At the same time

E(ǫ1/2) =
5

3
ǫ1/2 + O(ǫ) > 0

for sufficiently small ǫ. So g is a subsolution for ξ > ǫ1/2 if ǫ is sufficiently small.
Since our solution w satisfies w(ξ) = 7

8ξ+O(ξ2) for small ξ, and 7
8 > 2

3 , it follows

that for sufficiently small ǫ we have w(ǫ1/2) > g(ǫ1/2), and so by the subsolution
property of g, for this choice of ǫ we have w(ξ) > g(ξ) = 2

3ξ + ǫ for all large ξ.
It remains to relate this asymptotic behavior of w(ξ) to the expansion of the

function f(r). On the cone C the graph of rf(r) is minimal if

r2f ′′(r) + 8rf ′(r) + 12f(r) + Q(f, rf ′, r2f ′′) = 0,

were Q collects the quadratic and higher order terms. Because of the symmetry
between the regions u > 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 Q is at least cubic.
The solutions of the linearized operator are f = r−3 and f = r−4. 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) = r−3 +O(r−4) as r → ∞. Since the nonlinear
terms are cubic, it follows that we have f(r) = r−3 + br−4 + O(r−9) 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

f(r) = r−3 + O(r−9),

and compute the expansion of w(ξ) for large ξ under this assumption. The unit
normal vector of C at the point (x′, x′′), pointing into the region where u > v, is

n = r−1(x′,−x′′),

where r = (|x′|2+|x′′|2)1/2, so |x′| = |x′′| = r/
√

2. It follows that the graph of rf(r)
is given by the set of points of the form (x′, x′′) + f(r)(x′,−x′′) for (x′, x′′) ∈ C.
At these points we have

u = ez(t) cos t = (1 + f(r))|x′| = r(1 + f(r))/
√

2,

v = ez(t) sin t = (1 − f(r))|x′′| = r(1 − f(r))/
√

2.

It follows that

z(t) =
1

2
ln(r2(1 + f(r)2))

= ln r +
1

2
ln(1 + f(r)2)

= ln r + O(r−6),

and tan t = 1−f(r)
1+f(r) . We have ξ = tan(2t) = 2 tan t

1−tan2 t , from which we get

ξ =
1 − f2

2f
=

1

2
r3 + O(r−3),

and so

r = 21/3ξ1/3 + O(ξ−5/3),

z =
1

3
ln ξ +

1

3
ln 2 + O(ξ−2).
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Finally we have

w =
dz

dt
=

dz

dξ

dξ

dt
=

dz

dξ
2(1 + ξ2)

= (
1

3
ξ−1 + O(ξ−3))(2 + 2ξ2)

=
2

3
ξ + O(ξ−1).

This contradicts our earlier result that for some ǫ > 0 we have w(ξ) > 2
3 ξ + ǫ for

all sufficiently large ξ.
It follows that we have

f(r) = r−3 + br−4 + O(r−9)

for some b 6= 0. To determine the sign of b we can proceed as above, and compute the
asymptotics of w(ξ) under this assumption. As above we have z(t) = ln r +O(r−6)
and

ξ =
1

2
r3 − b

2
r2 + O(r−3).

It follows that

r = 21/3ξ1/3 +
b

3
+ O(ξ−1/3),

and so

z =
1

3
ln ξ +

1

3
ln 2 +

b

3 · 21/3
ξ−1/3 + O(ξ−2/3).

As above this implies that

w =
dz

dξ
(2 + 2ξ2) =

2

3
ξ − 22/3

9
bξ2/3 + O(ξ1/3).

Since we know that w(ξ) > 2
3ξ + ǫ for sufficiently large ξ, we must have b < 0 as

claimed. �

3.2. The approximate solutions. In this section we build approximately min-
imal smoothings Σ̃δ of Σ0. In the next section we show that these Σ̃δ can be
perturbed to the Σδ that we are trying to find.

By symmetry we can assume that δ > 0, and to simplify the notation we will let
ǫ = δ1/3. We construct Σ̃δ by gluing the scaled down surfaces ±ǫH near the two
singular points of Σ0 to the graph of ǫ3φ. Using the symmetry that maps y 7→ −y
and interchanges x′, x′′, it will be enough to focus on one of the singular points.

The surface Σ0 ⊂ S8 is given by the set

{(x′, x′′, y) : |x′| = |x′′|, |x′|2 + |x′′|2 + y2 = 1} ⊂ S8 ⊂ R8 ×R.

We will work near the singular point where y = 1 and x′, x′′ = 0, and we use the
unit normal that points into the region where |x′| > |x′′|. Near this singular point
we use the chart on S8 given by

(3.3) F : (z′, z′′) 7→ (z′, z′′,
√

1 − |z′|2 − |z′′|2),

so that F ∗Σ0 is the cone given by |z′| = |z′′|. At the same time the pullback of the
spherical metric is

F ∗gS8 = gEuc + O(r2),
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for small r, where r2 = |z′|2 + |z′′|2. We let rǫ = ǫα, where α < 1 will be chosen

very close to 1. We define the surface Σ̃δ to be the graph of ǫ3φ over Σ0 on the
region where r > 2rǫ, and to be the surface ǫH in the region r < rǫ using our chart
to identify a neighborhood of the singular point with a ball in R8. In the gluing
region r ∈ (rǫ, 2rǫ) 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 −ǫH).

To understand how to interpolate between the two pieces on the gluing region,
we need to view ǫH as a graph over Σ0 in the region r ∈ (rǫ, 2rǫ). It will be
convenient to scale this up by r−1

ǫ , so we are considering the surface r−1
ǫ ǫH in

the region r̃ ∈ (1, 2) in terms of r̃ = r−1
ǫ r. In R8 the surface H is the graph of

r−2 + br−3 +O(r−9) over the cone C outside of a compact set, and so r−1
ǫ ǫH is the

graph of

r−3
ǫ ǫ3r̃−2 + br−4

ǫ ǫ4r̃−3 + O(r−9
ǫ ǫ9)

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 r−2

ǫ F ∗gS8 ,
which satisfies r−2

ǫ F ∗gS8 = gEuc + O(r2ǫ ) on the region r̃ ∈ (1, 2). It follows that
with respect to the spherical normal vector r−1

ǫ ǫH is the graph of

(3.4) r−3
ǫ ǫ3r̃−2 + br−4

ǫ ǫ4r̃−3 + O(r−1
ǫ ǫ3 + r−9

ǫ ǫ9).

We are gluing this to the graph of ǫ3φ (scaled up by a factor of r−1
ǫ ), where

(3.5)
φ =

y3

r2
− y =

(1 − r2)3/2

r2
− (1 − r2)1/2

= r−2 + O(1).

Scaling up by r−1
ǫ we find that the other piece of our surface is the graph of

(3.6) r−3
ǫ ǫ3r̃−2 + O(r−1

ǫ ǫ3)

over Σ0 on the region r̃ ∈ (1, 2). Let χ denote a cutoff function such that χ(s) = 1
for s ≤ 1 and χ(s) = 0 for s ≥ 2. Using χ to interpolate between the expressions

(3.4) and (3.6) we define r−1
ǫ Σ̃δ on the region r̃ ∈ (1, 2) to be the graph of a function

of the form

(3.7) r−3
ǫ ǫ3r̃−2 + χ(r̃)br−4

ǫ ǫ4r̃−3 + O(r−1
ǫ ǫ3 + r−9

ǫ ǫ9)

over Σ0. We next estimate the mean curvature of the surface Σ̃δ in a suitable
weighted space. For a function u on Σ̃δ we define the weighted norm ‖u‖Ck

τ
to be

the smallest constant c such that

r−τ |u| + r1−τ |∇u| + . . . + rk−τ |∇ku| ≤ c.

See (3.9) below for a definition of corresponding weighted Hölder spaces. In terms
of the weighted spaces we have the following estimate.

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

(3.8) ‖m(Σ̃δ)‖C1
−4

≤ ǫ3+κ

for sufficiently small ǫ.
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Proof. We will work in regions r ∈ (R, 2R) for various R, scaling up by a factor of
R−1. The required estimate is equivalent to saying that the scaled up surface has
mean curvature of order R · ǫ3+κR−4. We examine three cases separately:

• R > 2rǫ. On this region Σ̃δ is the graph of ǫ3φ. Scaled up by R−1, in terms
of the rescaled variable r̃ = R−1r it is the graph of R−1ǫ3φ(Rr̃), which is
of order O(R−3ǫ3) if r̃ ∈ (1, 2). Note that φ is a Jacobi field on Σ0 and
R−1Σ0 has bounded geometry in our region, so the mean curvature of the
graph is at least quadratic, i.e. O(R−6ǫ6). We need

R−6ǫ6 ≤ R−5ǫ3+κ,

i.e. R ≥ ǫ3−κ. Since R > 2rǫ = 2ǫα for α close to 1, this estimate holds.
• rǫ < R < 2rǫ. This is the gluing region, and after scaling by r−1

ǫ (which is

essentially equivalent to scaling by R−1), the surface r−1
ǫ Σ̃δ is the graph of

r−3
ǫ ǫ3r̃−2 + O(r−1

ǫ ǫ3 + r−4
ǫ ǫ4)

according to (3.7), where we absorbed the r̃−3 term into the error. The
function r̃−2 is a Jacobi field with respect to the Euclidean metric, which
after our scaling differs from the spherical metric by O(r2ǫ ). It follows that
the contribution of the first term to the mean curvature is O(r−1

ǫ ǫ3+r−6
ǫ ǫ6).

The contribution of the remaining terms is O(r−1
ǫ ǫ3+r−4

ǫ ǫ4), and so in sum
the mean curvature is O(r−1

ǫ ǫ3 + r−4
ǫ ǫ4). For the estimate (3.8) we need

r−1
ǫ ǫ3 + r−4

ǫ ǫ4 ≤ r−3
ǫ ǫ3+κ.

This follows if r2ǫ ≤ ǫκ and ǫ1−κ ≤ rǫ. These hold for small κ > 0 when α
is sufficiently close to 1.

• R < rǫ/2. Here the surface is ǫH . Scaled up by R−1 we are considering
R−1ǫH in the region r̃ ∈ (1, 2) in terms of r̃ = R−1r. These surfaces have
uniformly bounded geometry, and zero mean curvature with respect to the
Euclidean metric. The spherical metric (scaled up) differs by O(R2) from
the Euclidean metric, so with respect to R−2F ∗gS8 the mean curvature of
R−1ǫH is O(R2). To satisfy (3.8) we need R2 ≤ R−3ǫ3+κ, i.e. r5ǫ ≤ ǫ3+κ.
This follows if κ < 2 and α is sufficiently close to 1.

�

3.3. Inverting the linearized operator. We will construct the desired surface
Σδ as the graph of a function u over Σ̃δ, for u in a suitable weighted space. We
can define the weighted Ck,α

τ norms for functions on Σ̃δ as follows. Let us denote

by g the induced metric on Σ̃δ, 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) ‖u‖Ck,α
τ

= sup
R

R−τ‖u‖Ck,α(Σ̃δ∩AR,R−2g).

We take the supremum over all R such that the level set r = 3R/2 intersects Σ̃δ.

Note that for such R the surface Σ̃δ ∩ AR, 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 Σ̃δ if ‖u‖C2,α
1

is sufficiently small (indepen-

dently of δ), but we will also need to work with weights other than 1. Since Σ̃δ is
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given by ±ǫH near the singular points, we have r > c1ǫ on Σ̃δ for a uniform c1 > 0.
This allows us to compare the norms for different weights: for τ < τ ′ we have

(3.10) ‖u‖Ck,α
τ

. ‖u‖Ck,α

τ′

. ǫτ−τ ′‖u‖Ck,α
τ

.

The Jacobi operator on Σ̃δ defines a bounded linear operator

Lδ : C2,α
τ → C0,α

τ−2,

with bound independent of δ. We only work with functions invariant under G =
O(4)×O(4), and write Ck,α,G for the corresponding spaces. In addition for technical
reasons we fix a small r0 > 0, and denote by Ck,α,G,0 the G-invariant functions with
also vanish along the set {r = r0, y > 0}. The main result in this section is the
following.

Proposition 3.5. Let L̃δ denote the linear operator

L̃δ : C2,α,G,0
τ ×R → C0,α,G

τ−2 ,

defined by

(3.11) L̃δ(u, λ) = Lδ(u) + λζ.

Then for τ ∈ (−3,−2) the operator L̃δ is invertible for sufficiently small δ, with

inverse bounded independently of δ. We view ζ as a function on Σ̃δ using that Σ̃δ

is a graph over Σ0 on the support of ζ.

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

‖u‖C2,α
τ

+ |λ| ≤ C‖Lδu + λζ‖C0,α
τ−2

for all u ∈ C2,α,G,0, with C independent of δ, for sufficiently small δ. Suppose that
this estimate does not hold, so that for a sequence δi → 0 we have corresponding
functions ui and λi ∈ R such that

(3.12) ‖ui‖C2,α
τ

+ |λi| = 1,

but

(3.13) ‖Lδui + λiζ‖C0,α
τ−2

→ 0.

The uniform C2,α
τ bounds imply that up to choosing a subsequence we can extract

a limit ui → u in C
2,α/2
loc , where u is defined on Σ0. We can also assume λi → λ, and

we find that LΣ0u + λζ = 0 on Σ0. From Lemma 2.2, using that u is G-invariant,
and that u vanishes on the set {r = r0, y > 0}, we must have u = 0, λ = 0. From
(3.13) it then follows that

‖Lδui‖C0,α
τ−2

→ 0.

By the definition of the weighted spaces, using that the surfaces AR ∩ Σ̃δ scaled
up by R−1 have uniformly bounded geometry, we have the weighted Schauder
estimates

‖ui‖C2,α
τ

≤ C(‖Lδui‖C0,α
τ−2

+ ‖ui‖C0
τ
),

so in order to contradict (3.12) it is enough to show ‖ui‖C0
τ
→ 0. Note that ‖ui‖C0

τ

is uniformly equivalent to sup r−τ |ui|. Arguing by contradiction suppose that we

have sup r−τ |ui| > c2 > 0 for a constant c2 independent of i, and let xi ∈ Σ̃δi be
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the points where this supremum is realized. We already know that r(xi) → 0, since
the ui converge to zero on Σ0.

There are two possibilities: either r(xi)δ
−1/3
i → ∞, or r(xi)δ

−1/3
i remains

bounded. In the first case we can extract a non-zero limit u on the cone C satisfying
LCu = 0, and |u| ≤ rτ . Since τ ∈ (−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 LHu = 0 and |u| ≤ rτ .
Since H is strictly stable, the Jacobi field v on H generated by homothetic scalings
is asymptotically r−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 c > 0 such that cu ≤ v, but cu(q) = v(q) for some q ∈ H . By
the strong maximum principle cu = v which contradicts that u decays faster than
v. �

3.4. The nonlinear problem. In this section we construct the surface Σδ as a
graph of u over Σ̃δ, for u sufficiently small in C2,α

τ . The main result it the following.

Proposition 3.6. There is a small κ > 0 such that if τ ∈ (−3,−2) is chosen
sufficiently close to −2 then we have the following. For sufficiently small δ = ǫ3

there is a unique G-invariant function u on Σ̃δ such that u = 0 on the set {r =
r0, y > 0} for a fixed small r0 > 0,

‖u‖C2,α
τ

≤ ǫ3+κ,

and the surface Σδ given by the graph of u over Σ̃δ has mean curvature m(Σδ) =

h(δ)ζ. We view ζ as a function on Σδ using that Σδ is a graph over Σ̃δ.

Note that the only purpose of introducing the condition that u vanishes on
{r = r0, y > 0} is to make the solution unique, and r0 just needs to satisfy that
φ(r0) 6= 0. This leads to the linearized operator in Proposition 3.5 being invertible,
since by Lemma 2.2 the only G-invariant elements in the kernel of the linearized
operator on Σ0 are multiples of φ.

For a function u ∈ C2,α
τ on Σ̃δ let us denote by m(u) the mean curvature of the

graph of u. We have

m(u) = m(Σ̃δ) + Lδ(u) + Qδ(u),

where Qδ 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
AR ∩ Σ̃δ scaled up by R−1 has uniformly bounded geometry for all R, δ (recall that
AR is the region r ∈ (R, 2R)). The following can be shown by rescaling, and using
that Q only has quadratic and higher order terms.

Proposition 3.7. Let τ ∈ R. There is a small c3 > 0 such that if ‖ui‖C2,α
1

≤ c3
for i = 1, 2, then we have

‖Qδ(u1) −Qδ(u2)‖C0,α
τ−2

≤ C(‖u1‖C2,α
1

+ ‖u2‖C2,α
1

)‖u1 − u2‖C2,α
τ

,

for C independent of δ.

Our goal is to find (u, λ) for sufficiently small δ satisfying m(u) + λζ = 0, i.e.

Lδ(u) + λζ = −m(Σ̃δ) −Qδ(u).
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We work with G-invariant functions u, so we can use the inverse given by Proposi-
tion 3.5 to write the equation in the equivalent form

(u, λ) = L̃−1
δ (−m(Σ̃δ) −Qδ(u)).

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

N : C2,α,G,0
τ ×R → C2,α,G,0

τ ×R

defined by

N (u, λ) = −L̃−1
δ (m(Σ̃δ) + Qδ(u)).

The existence and uniqueness follows from the following.

Proposition 3.8. Define the set

E = {(u, λ) : ‖u‖C2,α
τ

+ |λ| ≤ ǫ3+κ′} ⊂ C2,α,G,0
τ ×R.

There is a κ′ > 0 such that for τ ∈ (−3,−2) sufficiently close to −2, and δ = ǫ3

sufficiently small, the map N is a contraction on E, and so has a fixed point.

Proof. Using the uniform bound for L̃−1
δ , the estimate (3.8) and (3.10), we have

‖N (0, 0)‖ ≤ C‖m(Σ̃δ)‖C0,α
τ−2

≤ C‖m(Σ̃δ)‖C0,α
−4

≤ Cǫ3+κ.

If (u, λ) ∈ E, then we have

‖u‖C2,α
1

≤ Cǫτ−1‖u‖C2,α
τ

≤ Cǫτ+2+κ′

.

Given κ′ > 0, as long as τ is sufficiently close to −2, we have that ‖u‖C2,α
1

≤ c3 for

the c3 in Proposition 3.7, for sufficiently small ǫ. It follows that

‖Qδ(u)‖C0,α
τ−2

≤ Cǫ3+κ′

ǫ2+τ+κ′

,

and so using the bound on L̃−1
δ we have

‖N (u, λ)‖ ≤ C(ǫ3+κ + ǫ3+κ′+2+τ+κ′

) ≤ ǫ3+κ′

for sufficiently small ǫ, as long as we choose κ′ < κ, and τ is sufficiently close to
−2. It follows that N maps E to itself.

To see that N is a contraction, we have that for (ui, λi) ∈ E

‖N (u1, λ1) −N (u2, λ2)‖ ≤ C‖Qδ(u1) −Qδ(u2)‖C0,α
τ−2

≤ Cǫτ+2+κ′‖u1 − u2‖C2,α
τ

≤ Cǫτ+2+κ′‖(u1 − u2, λ1 − λ2)‖

≤ 1

2
‖(u1 − u2, λ1 − λ2)‖

for sufficiently small ǫ, if κ′ > 0 and τ is sufficiently close to −2. �

Proof of parts (ii) and (iii) of Proposition 3.1. The previous Proposition says that

for sufficiently small δ the graph of u over Σ̃δ satisfies m(u) = h(δ)ζ, for a suitable
function h(δ). In addition there is a κ′ > 0 such that u satisfies the estimate

‖u‖C2,α
τ

≤ ǫ3+κ′

, given τ ∈ (−3,−2) and ǫ = δ1/3 sufficiently small. If we choose

τ sufficiently close to −2, then this implies |u| ≤ C|δ|r−2+κ for some κ > 0. In
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particular it is enough to show that the claim (ii) holds for the cone Ṽδ over the

surface Σ̃δ.
Recall that to construct Σ̃δ, we used the chart F in (3.3) to identify a neighbor-

hood of the singular point (the one with y = 1) in Σ0 with a neighborhood of the

origin in R8. Under this identification on the set r < rǫ the surface Σ̃δ is ǫH , while
on {r > rǫ} it is the graph of a function f1 over C satisfying f1 = ǫ3r−2 + O(ǫ3)
on r > 2rǫ and f1 = ǫ3r−2 + O(ǫ4r−3) on r ∈ (rǫ, 2rǫ). Since ǫH itself is the graph

of ǫ3r−2 + O(ǫ4r−3) over C on the set r > rǫ, it follows that Σ̃δ is the graph of f2
over ǫH with |f2| < C(ǫ3 + ǫ4r−3) on the set r > rǫ. Since rǫ = ǫα with α < 1, it
follows that |f2| < Cǫ3r−2+κ for some κ > 0.

Consider the cone Ṽδ over Σ̃δ, where we view Σ̃δ as a subset of the unit sphere
in R8 ×R. Then Ṽδ ∩ {y = 1} consists of the set of points λ(p)p where p runs over

Σ̃δ, and the scaling factors λ(p) are given by

λ(p) =
1

√

1 − r(p)2
= 1 +

1

2
r(p)2 + O(r(p)4).

In particular we have r(λ(p)p) ∼ r(p), as long as r(p) is small.

We saw above that p ∈ Σ̃δ sits in the graph of a function f2 over ǫH in our
chart, with |f2| < Cǫ3r(p)−2+κ. If q ∈ ǫH in our chart, then λ(q)q ∈ λ(q)ǫH ,
and from Lemma 5.1 below we know that λ(q)ǫH is the graph of an O(ǫ3(λ(q) −
1)r−2) function over ǫH . Since λ(q) − 1 ∼ r(q)2, it follows that for p ∈ Σ̃δ, the

corresponding point λ(p)p ∈ Ṽδ is in the graph of a function f3 over ǫH with
|f3| < C(ǫ3 + ǫ3r(p)−2+κ), i.e. |f3| < C|δ|r−2+κ as claimed in property (ii).

From the construction of Σ̃δ, and the proof of Proposition 3.4, it is clear that
the regularity scale of Σ̃δ at each point is comparable to r. From Proposition 3.6
it follows that the same holds for Σδ once δ is sufficiently small. This shows claim
(iii) in Proposition 3.1. �

3.5. Computation of h(δ). So far we have constructed a surface Σδ satisfying

m(Σδ) = h(δ)ζ. In this section we show that h(δ) = c4bδ
4/3 +O(δ4/3+κ′′

) for some
κ′′ > 0, where c4 > 0 and b < 0 is the coefficient of r−3 in the asymptotics of H
as a graph over C from Proposition 3.3. The first step is to compute the integral
of m(Σ̃δ)φ over Σ̃δ. Here we are considering φ as the function y3r−2 − y on S8

restricted to Σ̃δ. We have the following.

Proposition 3.9. We have the estimate

(3.14)

∫

Σ̃δ

m(Σ̃δ)φdA = c5bδ
4/3 + O(δ4/3+κ′′

)

for some c5, κ
′′ > 0.

Proof. We first show that the leading order contribution in the integral comes from
the gluing region where r ∈ (rǫ, 2rǫ). To see this let us consider a region of the form
r ∈ (R, 2R), where R ≥ 2rǫ. As in the proof of Proposition 3.4 the mean curvature
on this region is of order R−7ǫ6 (we have to scale down the result in that proof by
a factor of R). At the same time on this region φ = O(R−2), while the volume
is O(R7). The contribution of this region to the integral is therefore O(R−2ǫ6).
We can sum this up for R = 2rǫ, 4rǫ, . . ., and find that the total contribution is
O(r−2

ǫ ǫ6). Since rǫ = ǫα with α close to 1, we have r−2
ǫ ǫ6 ≪ ǫ4 = δ4/3 as ǫ → 0.
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Similarly, on the region r ∈ (R, 2R) for R < rǫ/2 the mean curvature is O(R),
so the contribution to the integral is O(R6). We sum this up for R = rǫ/2, rǫ/4, . . .
to get a total contribution of O(r6ǫ ), and we have r6ǫ ≪ ǫ4.

It remains to study the integral on the region where r ∈ (rǫ, 2rǫ). Here we need
a more careful analysis of the mean curvature than what we used in the proof of
Proposition 3.4. Recall that, according to Equation (3.7), after scaling up by r−1

ǫ ,

Σ̃δ is the graph of

v = r−3
ǫ ǫ3r̃−2 + χ(r̃)br−4

ǫ ǫ4r̃−3 + O(r−1
ǫ ǫ3 + r−9

ǫ ǫ9)

over the cone C on our region, in terms of r̃ = r−1
ǫ r. The cutoff function χ satisfies

χ(s) = 1 for s ≤ 1 and χ(s) = 0 for s ≥ 2. If we write gǫ for the metric induced on
C by the scaled spherical metric r−2

ǫ F ∗gS8 , then we have gǫ = g0 + O(r2ǫ ), where
g0 is the Euclidean metric restricted to C. The mean curvature of the graph of v
over C is

(3.15)

m = Lgǫ(v) + O(r−6
ǫ ǫ6)

= Lg0(v) + O(r−1
ǫ ǫ3 + r−6

ǫ ǫ6)

= br−4
ǫ ǫ4Lg0(χ(r̃)r̃−3) + O(r−1

ǫ ǫ3 + r−6
ǫ ǫ6),

since Lg0 r̃
−2 = 0. Note that for a function of r̃ we have

Lg0(w) = w′′ +
6

r̃
w′ +

6

r̃2
,

and we also have Lg0(r̃−3) = 0. It follows that

Lg0(χ(r̃)r̃−3) = χ′′(r̃)r̃−3.

The main contribution to the integral in (3.14) comes from the integral of χ′′(r̃)r̃−3 ·
r̃−2 over the annulus r̃ ∈ (1, 2) in C, using the Euclidean metric:

(3.16)

∫

C∩{1<r̃<2}

χ′′(r̃)r̃−5 dA = c5

∫ 2

1

χ′′(r)r−5 r6 dr

= −c5

∫ 2

1

χ′(r) dr = −c5(χ(2) − χ(1)) = c5,

where c5 > 0 is the volume of the link of C. After scaling, this gives the leading
term in (3.14).

It remains to account for all the errors relating (3.14) to (3.16). Note first that

in (3.14), on the region r ∈ (rǫ, 2rǫ) we have m(Σ̃δ) = O(r−2
ǫ ǫ3 + r−5

ǫ ǫ4) from the
proof of Proposition 3.4 (we must scale the result there down by rǫ); the volume of
the region is O(r7ǫ ); and φ = O(r−2

ǫ ). We can now consider the errors from different
sources.

• The error in m given in (3.15). After scaling down this is O(r−2
ǫ ǫ3 +r−7

ǫ ǫ6).
After integrating, this leads to an error of order

(r−2
ǫ ǫ3 + r−7

ǫ ǫ6)r−2
ǫ r7ǫ = r3ǫ ǫ

3 + r−2
ǫ ǫ6.

• The error in replacing φ by r−2
ǫ . Note that by (3.5) we have φ = r−2+O(1),

and in addition ∇φ = O(r−3). Also Σ̃δ is the graph of an O(r−2
ǫ ǫ3) function

over C if r ∼ rǫ. It follows that the error in (3.15) resulting from replacing
φ with r−2 is of order

(1 + r−3
ǫ r−2

ǫ ǫ3)(r−2
ǫ ǫ3 + r−5

ǫ ǫ4)r7ǫ = O(ǫ6 + r−3
ǫ ǫ7).
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• The error in using the area form of C instead of that of Σ̃δ. We again use
that Σ̃δ is the graph of an O(r−2

ǫ ǫ3) function over C. Scaling up by a factor
of r−1

ǫ so that the surfaces have bounded geometry we see that the area

forms are related by
dAΣ̃δ

dAC
= 1 + O(r−3

ǫ ǫ3) 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 (3.15) leads to an error of order

(r−2
ǫ ǫ3 + r−5

ǫ ǫ4)r−2
ǫ (r−3

ǫ ǫ3)r7ǫ = ǫ6 + r−3
ǫ ǫ7.

If rǫ = ǫα with α < 1 sufficiently close to 1, then all of the errors are of lower order
than ǫ4, i.e. they are O(δ4/3+κ′′

) for some κ′′ > 0 as required. �

Next we compute the integral of m(Σδ)φ. We perform this integral on Σ̃δ,

viewing m(Σδ) as a function on Σ̃δ, using that Σδ is a graph over Σ̃δ.

Proposition 3.10. We have
∫

Σ̃δ

m(Σδ)φdA = c5bδ
4/3 + O(δ4/3+κ′′

),

for the same c5, b as in Proposition 3.9.

Proof. We know that Σδ is the graph of a function u over Σ̃δ, where ‖u‖C2,α
τ

≤ ǫ3+κ

for sufficiently small ǫ. Here κ > 0, and we can take τ < −2 as close to −2 as we
like (if τ is chosen closer to −2, ǫ will need to also be smaller for the estimate to
hold). We have

m(Σδ) = m(Σ̃δ) + Lδ(u) + Qδ(u),

and so in view of (3.14) our goal is to show that
∫

Σ̃δ

(Lδu + Qδ(u))φdA = O(ǫ4+κ′′

)

for some κ′′ > 0. The main point is that on Σ0 the image of L0 is L2-orthogonal to
φ since L0φ = 0, and we can show that all the remaining error terms are O(ǫ4+κ′′

).
Let us first consider the integral of Qδ(u)φ. In the annular region AR where

r ∈ (R, 2R) we have

‖u‖C2,α
1

≤ CRτ−1‖u‖C2,α
τ

≤ CRτ−1ǫ3+κ.

Applying Proposition 3.7 in this annular region we have

‖Qδ(u)‖C2,α
−1

≤ CR2τ−2ǫ6+2κ,

i.e. on all of Σ̃δ we have the estimate

|Qδ(u)| ≤ Cr2τ−2ǫ6+2κr−1.

Using also that φ = O(r−2) it follows that
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Σ̃δ

Qδ(u)φdA

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ C

∫ 1

ǫ

r2τ−3ǫ6+2κr−2r6 dr ≤ Cǫ2τ+8+2κ.

If τ is sufficiently close to −2, then this is O(ǫ4+κ).
To deal with the Lδ(u) term let us write u = u1 + u2 where u1 = χ(r−1

ǫ r)u
for our cutoff function χ. So u1 is supported on the region r < 2rǫ, while u2 is
supported on r > rǫ. Note that ‖ui‖C2,α

τ
≤ Cǫ3+κ.
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We have |Lδu1| ≤ Cǫ3+κrτ−2, so we can estimate
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Σ̃δ

(Lδu1)φdA

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ C

∫ rǫ

ǫ

ǫ3+κrτ−2r−2r6 dr ≤ Cǫ3+κrτ+3
ǫ .

If τ is sufficiently close to −2 and rǫ = ǫα for α sufficiently close to 1, then this
error is O(ǫ4+κ′′

) for some κ′′ > 0.
It remains to consider the Lδu2 term. The function u2 is supported on the

region where r > rǫ, and here Σ̃δ is the graph of a function f over Σ0 satisfying
the estimates |f | . ǫ3r−2 and |∇f | . ǫ3r−3. We use this to identify Σ0 with Σ̃δ on
this region. Let us write dA0, dAδ for the corresponding volume forms on Σ0, and
φ
δ

for the function φ pulled back to Σ0 under this identification. Note that

(3.17)

∫

Σ0

L0(u2)φdA0 = 0,

since L0φ = 0. We need to compare this integral to

(3.18)

∫

Σ0

Lδ(u2)φ
δ
dAδ.

Note that we have |L0u2| ≤ Cǫ3+κrτ−2, |φ| ≤ Cr−2 and dA0 ≤ Cr6 dr for O(4) ×
O(4) invariant functions. We have the following estimates for the difference between
(3.17) and (3.18):

• Comparing L0 to Lδ we have |(L0 − Lδ)u2| ≤ Cǫ3r−3ǫ3+κrτ−2. This leads
to a difference of order

∫ 1

rǫ

ǫ3r−3ǫ3+κrτ−2r−2r6 dr = O(ǫ6+κrτǫ )

between the two integrals.
• Using that ∇φ = O(r−3), we find that on Σ̃δ we have |φ−φ

δ
| ≤ Cǫ3r−2r−3.

This leads to an error of
∫ 1

rǫ

ǫ3+κrτ−2ǫ3r−5r6 dr = O(ǫ6+κrτǫ )

between the integrals.
• The area forms satisfy dAδ

dA0
= 1 + O(ǫ3r−3) (we are not using that Σ0 is

minimal). This leads to the error

∫ 1

rǫ

ǫ3+κrτ−2r−2ǫ3r−3r6 dr = O(ǫ6+κrτǫ ).

As long as rǫ = ǫα with α sufficiently close to 1 and τ is chosen close to −2, this
error is less than ǫ4+κ′′

for some κ′′ > 0, as required. �

We can now compute h(δ), where m(Σδ) = h(δ)ζ.

Corollary 3.11. The function h(δ) satisfies

h(δ) = c6bδ
4/3 + O(δ4/3+κ′′

)

for some c6, κ
′′ > 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 Σδ we treated m(Σδ) = h(δ)ζ as an

equation on Σ̃δ. The mean curvature m(Σδ) is pulled back using that Σδ is a graph

over Σ̃δ, while ζ is viewed as a function on Σ̃δ using that near the support of ζ the
surface Σ̃δ is itself a graph over Σ0. By definition ζ satisfies

∫

Σ0

ζφ dA0 =

∫

Σ0

φ2 dA0.

Pulling back m(Σδ) to Σ0, and denoting the pullback of φ by φ
δ

and pulled back
area form by dAδ, by the previous Proposition we have

∫

Σ0

h(δ)ζφ
δ
dAδ = c5bδ

4/3 + O(δ4/3+κ′′

).

We have |φ− φ
δ
| = O(δ) and dAδ

dA0
= 1 + O(δ). This implies

h(δ)

(
∫

Σ0

φ2 dA + O(δ)

)

= c5bδ
4/3 + O(δ4/3+κ′′

),

from which the claim follows. �

3.6. The functions φδ and ξδ. In this section we construct functions φδ and ξδ
on the surfaces Σδ that we will need later. The φδ are the functions generating the
family Σδ, while ξδ satisfy the equation LΣδ

ξδ = ζ − cδφδ for suitable constants cδ
with the additional constraint that 〈φδ, ξδ〉L2 = 0 on Σδ. Since m(Σδ) = h(δ)ζ, we

expect that φδ satisfies LΣδ
φδ = h′(δ)ζ. In addition recall that both Σ̃δ and Σδ are

the graph of δφ on the set {r = r0, y > 0} over Σ0. Using this we see that φδ = φ
along {r = r0, y > 0}. These properties uniquely characterize the function φδ on
Σδ:

Proposition 3.12. For sufficiently small δ there is a unique function φδ on Σδ

with uniformly bounded C2,α
−2 norm, satisfying LΣδ

φδ = h′(δ)ζ and φδ = φ along
{r = r0, y > 0}. In addition we have

• There is an r1 > 0 and C > 0 such that on the set where r < r1 and y > 0
we have C−1r−2 < φδ < Cr−2.

• On the support of ζ we have φδ = φ + O(δκ) for κ > 0.

Proof. On the surface H there is a unique positive Jacobi field Φ = r−2 + O(r−3),
arising from homothetic scalings. As a first approximation we construct φδ by
gluing together ǫ3φ and the function ǫΦ(ǫ−1·) on ǫH (recall that δ = ǫ3). More

precisely consider the function φ̃δ on Σ̃δ constructed as follows: on the region where
r > 2rǫ we let φ̃δ = δφ; on the region r < rǫ in our chart Σ̃δ is the surface ǫH , and
we let φ̃δ(r) = ǫΦ(ǫ−1r) here. On the gluing region r ∈ (rǫ, 2rǫ) the surface Σ̃δ is a
graph over Σ0, or over C in our chart, and using this we define

φ̃δ(r) = (1 − χ(r−1
ǫ r))ǫ3φ(r) + χ(r−1

ǫ r)ǫΦ(ǫ−1r)

in terms of our cutoff function χ. Using the rescaled variable r̃ = r−1
ǫ r we have

r2ǫ φ̃δ(rǫr̃) = ǫ3r̃−2 + O(ǫ3+κ).

It follows, using a similar analysis in different annular regions to that in Proposi-
tion 3.4, that ‖LΣ̃δ

φ̃δ‖C2,α
−4

≤ Cǫ3+κ, and so if τ is sufficiently close to −2, we have

‖LΣ̃δ
φ̃δ‖C2,α

τ−2
≤ Cǫ3+κ′

for some κ′ > 0.
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Recall that Σδ is the graph of a function u over Σ̃δ with ‖u‖C2,α
τ

≤ ǫ3+κ, and so

‖u‖C2,α
1

≤ ǫκ
′

if τ is close to −2. This allows us to compare the operators LΣ̃δ
to

LΣδ
as maps C2,α

τ → C0,α
τ−2:

(3.19) ‖LΣδ
− LΣ̃δ

‖C2,α
τ →C0,α

τ−2
≤ Cǫκ

′

.

It follows that ‖LΣδ
φ̃δ‖C0,α

τ−2
≤ Cǫκ

′

. Using (3.19) and the invertibility result Propo-

sition 3.5 it follows that the corresponding “augmented” operator is also invertible
on Σδ, i.e. we can find functions vδ and λδ ∈ R such that

LΣδ
(vδ) + λδζ = LΣδ

φ̃δ,

the function vδ vanishes along {r = r0, y > 0} and

(3.20) ‖vδ‖C2,α
τ

+ |λδ| ≤ Cǫκ
′

.

We can finally define φδ = φ̃δ − vδ. The estimates C−1r−2 < φδ < Cr−2, and φδ =
φ + O(δκ) follow from the construction of φ̃δ, together with the bound ‖vδ‖C2,α

−2
≤

Cǫκ
′′

for some κ′′. This in turn follows from (3.20) if τ is sufficiently close to −2.
By construction we have LΣδ

φδ = λδζ, and we need to show that λδ = h′(δ).
To see this, fix a small δ > 0. For sufficiently small a 6= 0 the surface Σδ+a is the

graph of a function ua over Σδ. Using the invertibility of the operator L̃δ on Σδ

defined in the same way as (3.11) on Σ̃δ, we can find ua ∈ C2,α
τ for sufficiently small

a using the implicit function theorem. We find that there is some κ > 0 such that
for any τ < −2 sufficiently close to −2 we have ‖ua − aφδ‖C2,α

τ
≤ a1+κ once δ is

sufficiently small (as τ approaches −2 we will need to take smaller δ, since the norm
of the inverse of the linearized operator may blow up). In particular this shows that
φδ generates the family of surfaces Σδ, which also implies that LΣδ

φδ = h′(δ)ζ as
required. �

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

d

dδ
Area(Σδ) = −

∫

Σδ

m(Σδ)φδ dA = −h(δ)

∫

Σδ

ζφδ dA = −c5bδ
4/3 + O(δ4/3+κ).

In particular since c5b < 0, the surfaces Σδ have strictly larger area than Σ0, for
sufficiently small δ. We record the following consequence that we will use:

(3.21) Area(Σδ) ≤ Area(Σ0) + C|δ||h(δ)|,
for a constant C > 0.

We next construct the functions ξδ.

Proposition 3.13. For sufficiently small δ there are functions ξδ on Σδ satisfying

• ‖ξδ‖C2,α
τ

≤ Cτ for any τ ∈ (−3,−2), with Cτ depending on τ but not on δ.

• LΣδ
ξδ = ζ − cδφδ, with cδ = 1 + O(δκ) for some κ > 0.

• 〈ξδ, φδ〉L2(Σδ) = 0.

Proof. The functions φδ are uniformly bounded in C2,α
τ , therefore also in C2,α

τ−2 by
(3.10). Let us define uδ to be the unique solution of

LΣδ
uδ + λδζ = φδ,
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with uδ vanishing along {r = r0, y > 0}, for some constant λδ. The uδ are uniformly
bounded in C2,α

τ . It follows that we can find constants aδ, bounded independently
of δ such that

ũδ = uδ + aδφδ

is L2 orthogonal to φδ. The ũδ are also uniformly bounded in C2,α
τ , and satisfy

LΣδ
ũδ + λδζ = aδh

′(δ)ζ + φδ.

Multiplying by φδ, and then integrating by parts we get
∫

Σδ

h′(δ)ζũδ + λδφδζ dA =

∫

Σδ

aδh
′(δ)ζφδ + φ2

δ dA.

Since h′(δ) = O(δκ), it follows from this that λδ = 1 + O(δκ). We now define
ξδ = (−λδ + aδh

′(δ))−1ũδ. �

4. The comparison surfaces Tδ

Let Vδ = C(Σδ) ⊂ R8 × R denote the cone over the surface Σδ provided by
Proposition 3.1. The cones Vδ have mean curvature m(Vδ) = h(δ)ζρ−2, where we
extend ζ from Σδ to Vδ as a homogeneous degree one function. Since for small δ 6= 0
we have h(δ) 6= 0, these cones are not minimal unless δ = 0. In this section we
construct small minimal perturbations of them on annuli of the form | ln ρ| < |δ|−κ

for sufficiently small κ > 0. Here ρ = (|x|2 + |y|2)1/2 is the distance from the origin
in R8 ×R.

On the linearized level we are trying to find a function u over Vδ so that LVδ
u =

−h(δ)ζρ−2 since then the graph of u over Vδ will be minimal to leading order. In
the limit δ → 0 this is roughly equivalent to solving the equation LV0u = φρ−2.
Since φ is in the cokernel of the Jacobi operator LΣ0 on the link, this equation has
no homogeneous degree one solution u, but we do have

LV0(cφ ln ρ) = φρ−2

for a suitable constant c. This suggests that we can try to find minimal perturba-
tions Tδ of Vδ given to leading order by the graph of the function u = −ch(δ)φδ ln ρ.
This is only well defined as long as |h(δ) ln ρ| does not get too large, which leads
to us considering annuli where | ln ρ| < |δ|−κ. This construction is closely related
to that of Adams-Simon [1], 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 V0 = C × R there, such that the surface converges at a logarithmic
rate to this tangent cone. Such a surface would be modeled on different Tδ with
δ → 0 as ρ → 0. For our purposes here, however, the simpler construction of the
Tδ defined on annuli suffices.

We construct Tδ as the graph of a function u over Vδ, where u is in a suitable
doubly weighted space C2,α

γ,τ . The weight τ accounts for the singular ray of V0, just

like in the weighted spaces C2,α
τ on Σδ used in the previous section. The new weight

γ is related to the cone structure of Vδ.

Definition 4.1. Let γ, τ ∈ R and let f be a function over a subset U ⊂ Vδ, locally
in Ck,α. We define the weighted norm ‖f‖Ck,α

γ,τ
as follows. For Q,R > 0 let us define
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the annular region AQ,R to be the set where Q/2 < ρ < 2Q and R/2 < r < 2R.
We then define

‖f‖Ck,α
γ,τ (U) = sup

Q,R>0
Qτ−γR−τ‖f‖Ck,α

R−2g
(AQ,R∩U).

Here g denotes the metric on Vδ and on the right hand side we are measuring the
Ck,α-norm with respect to the rescaled metric R−2g.

Note that by construction, the rescaled metric R−2g has bounded geometry on
the annulus AR,Q. To see this, note that the regularity scale of Σδ at each point
(viewed as sitting in the unit sphere of R9) is uniformly equivalent to r, and so by
scaling the regularity scale of Vδ is proportional to ρ(r/ρ) = r, since this is a degree
one homogeneous function equal to r on the unit sphere. As in the previous section,
our construction will be invariant under the symmetry group G := O(4)×O(4) and
we denote the corresponding function spaces by Ck,α,G

γ,τ . We will have τ ∈ (−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 C2,α
loc we have

‖f‖C2,α
1,1

≤ C|δ|(τ−1)/3‖f‖C2,α
1,τ

.

Proof. This follows directly from the definition of the norms using that on Vδ we
have r/ρ > C−1|δ|1/3. To see this recall that near the singular points of Σ0 the
surface Σδ is given as an O(|δ|r−2+κ) graph over ±δ1/3H . �

The following result, analogous to Proposition 3.5, is the main ingredient in
constructing the minimal perturbations Tδ of Vδ. Note that in contrast with the
linearized operator on Σδ, here we do not compensate for the function φ in the
cokernel of LΣ0 using the function ζ. 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 τ ∈ (−3,−2) is sufficiently close to −2, and κ > 0
is sufficiently small. Let Uδ ⊂ Vδ denote the subset where | ln ρ| ≤ |δ|−κ. There is
a C > 0 such that for all δ sufficiently small the Jacobi operator

(4.1) LVδ
: C2,α,G

1,τ (Uδ) → C0,α,G
−1,τ−2(Uδ)

on the cone Vδ has a right inverse Pδ with norm bounded by C|δ|−κ.

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 LV0 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 Ck,α,G,⊥

γ,τ (Vδ) ⊂ Ck,α
γ,τ (Vδ) the subspace of G-invariant functions that are

L2-orthogonal to φ on every level set of ρ (i.e. all the cross sections of the cone).
We then claim that

(4.2) LV0 : C2,α,G,⊥
1,τ (V0) → C0,α,G,⊥

−1,τ−2 (V0)
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is invertible for τ ∈ (−3,−2). This can be shown exactly as [27, Proposition 24].
The main ingredient is that, analogously to [27, Proposition 13], the map

LΣ0 : C2,α,G,⊥
τ (Σ0) → C0,α,G,⊥

τ−2 (Σ0)

is invertible for τ ∈ (−3,−2). As the notation suggests, we are restricting our-
selves to G-invariant functions on Σ0 that are L2-orthogonal to φ. In turn the
invertibility of this map follows from standard Fredholm theory in weighted spaces
on manifolds with conical singularities using that LΣ0 is self-adjoint and the only
G-invariant elements in the kernel are multiples of φ (see Lockhart-McOwen [15]
or Marshall [16]). The rest of the proof of the invertibility of (4.2) is exactly as in
[27].

Step 2. We need a result analogous to [27, Proposition 21], namely that the operator

(4.3) LH×R : C2,α
τ (H ×R) → C0,α

τ−2(H ×R)

is invertible for τ ∈ (−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
τ ∈ (−3,−2), λ ≥ 0, and u having compact support on H , we can find f such that

LHf − λf = u,

and r−τ |f | ≤ C‖u‖C0
τ−2

for a constant C depending on τ . Note first that the

existence of the positive Jacobi field Φ on H with Φ = r−2 + O(r−3) as r → ∞
implies that LH has trivial kernel in C2,α

τ for τ ∈ (−3,−2). The Fredholm theory

in weighted spaces then implies that LH : C2,α
τ → C0,α

τ−2 is invertible, which settles
the λ = 0 case of our claim. When λ > 0 then we can argue as in the proof of [27,
Proposition 18].

Step 3. We can now prove the invertibility of (4.1) by constructing an approximate
inverse for sufficiently small δ, similarly to the proof of [27, Proposition 22]. As a

preliminary step, given a function ũ ∈ C0,α,G
−1,τ−2(Uδ) with ‖ũ‖ ≤ 1, we write

(4.4) ũ = u + u0,

where u ∈ C0,α,G,⊥
−1,τ−2 (Vδ) and u0 = u0(ρ)φδρ

−1 for a function u0 ∈ C0,α
−1 (0,∞). Here

we are extending φδ to Vδ as a degree one homogeneous function and C0,α,G,⊥
−1,τ−2

denotes those functions that are orthogonal to φδ on each cross section of Vδ. We
can construct the approximate inverse on the function u following [27, Proposition
22] closely, and then we will deal with the piece u0.

To construct the approximate inverse on u we first write u = u1 + u2, where
u2 = χ(Λ−1rρ−1|δ|−1/3). Here χ is the cutoff function we used before (χ(s) = 1 for
s < 1, and χ(s) = 0 for s > 2), and Λ is a large constant to be chosen. Then u1 is
supported on the set where r/ρ > Λ|δ|1/3. By Proposition 3.1 the cone Vδ is the
graph of a function f0 over δ1/3H on the slice y = 1 with |f0| < C|δ|r−2+κ. In turn
on the region r > Λ|δ|1/3, the surface δ1/3H itself is an O(|δ|r−2)-graph over C. In
sum on the slice y = 1 on the region r > Λ|δ|1/3, Vδ is the graph of a function rf1
over C, where |f1| < CΛ−1. It follows that if Λ is sufficiently large and δ is small,
we can approximate Vδ using V0 on the support of u1. Using this we think of u1 as
being defined on V0.

Similarly u2 is supported on the region r/ρ < Λ|δ|1/3. Fix a large B > 0
and let y0 ∈ R. Consider the interval I of radius 2B|y0||δ|1/3 around y0, and
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rescale the region {r < 2Λ|y0δ1/3|, y ∈ I} in Vδ by a factor of |y0δ1/3|−1. By
the construction this rescaled surface can be seen as a perturbation of the region
{|r′| < 2Λ, |y′| < 2B} in the product H×R, if for given Λ, B we choose δ sufficiently
small. We further decompose u2 =

∑

u2,j 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 (4.2) and (4.3) to invert the operator on the pieces u1, u2,j, and then reassemble
them to produce an approximate inverse for LVδ

. The only new feature is that

to use (4.2) we first need to write u1 = u1,0 + u1,⊥, where u1,⊥ ∈ C0,α,G,⊥
−1,τ−2 and

u1,0 = u1,0(ρ)φρ−1 for a function u1,0 ∈ C0,α
−1 (0,∞). Since we have ensured that

on Vδ the function u is orthogonal in each cross section to φδ, it is not hard to see
that we have

‖u1,0‖C0,α
τ−2,−1

≤ |δ|κ′

for some κ′ > 0 for sufficiently small δ. This piece can be discarded when building
the approximate inverse since it does not affect the estimate (4.5) below. Applying
the inverses of (4.2) and (4.3) 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 Uδ, satisfying

(4.5)
‖Pu‖C2,α

1,τ
≤ C,

‖LVδ
Pu− u‖C0,α

−1,τ−2
≤ C|δ|κ′

for some κ′ > 0.

Step 4. It remains to deal with the piece u0 = u0(ρ)φδρ
−1 in the decomposition

(4.4). Note that for any f(ρ) we have

LVδ
(ρfφδρ

−1) = ((ρf)′′ + 7ρ−1(ρf)′ − 7ρ−1f)φδρ
−1 + ρ−1fLΣδ

(φδρ
−1)

= ρ−8(ρ9f ′)′φδ + ρ−1fh′(δ)ζρ−1,

noting that φδρ
−1 is homogeneous with degree zero, and LΣδ

φδ = h′(δ)ζ. As with

φδ, we are extending ζ to Vδ to have degree one. Given u0(ρ) ∈ C0,α
−1 (0,∞), we can

find f ∈ C2,α satisfying

ρ−9(ρ9f ′)′ = u0ρ
−1

by the formula

f(ρ) =

∫ ρ

1

t−9

∫ t

1

u0(s)s8 ds.

From this we see that |f(ρ)| ≤ C| ln ρ|‖u0‖C0,α
−1

. It follows that Pu0 = ρfφδρ
−1

satisfies

(4.6)
‖Pu0‖C2,α

1,τ (Uδ)
≤ C|δ|−κ‖u0‖C0,α

−1,τ−2(Uδ)
,

‖LVδ
Pu0 − u0‖C0,α

−1,τ−2(Uδ)
≤ C|δ|−κ|h′(δ)|.

Recall that |h′(δ)| ≤ C|δ|κ1 for some κ1 > 0, and so we choose κ = min{κ1/2, κ′}
for the κ′ in (4.5).
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For any ũ ∈ C0,α
−1,τ−2(Uδ) we can now define P ũ = Pu0 + Pu in terms of the

decomposition (4.4), and the estimates (4.5) and (4.6) imply

‖P ũ‖C2,α
1,τ (Uδ)

≤ C|δ|−κ‖ũ‖C0,α
−1,τ−2(Uδ)

,

‖LVδ
P ũ− ũ‖C0,α

−1,τ−2(Uδ)
≤ C|δ|−κ/2‖ũ‖C0,α

−1,τ−2(Uδ)
.

Once δ is sufficiently small, the second estimate implies that (LVδ
P ) is invertible

with uniformly bounded inverse, and then Pδ = P (LVδ
P )−1 is a right inverse of

LVδ
with norm bounded by C|δ|−κ. �

Given the invertibility of the linearized operator, the construction of Tδ as a
graph over Vδ is very similar to what we did in Section 3. For a function f over Vδ

let mVδ
(f) denote the mean curvature of the graph of f and define the nonlinear

operator QVδ
by

mVδ
(f) = mVδ

(0) + LVδ
(f) + QVδ

(f).

This satisfies the following estimate, just like in Proposition 3.7.

Proposition 4.4. Suppose that f1, f2 are in C2,α
loc on an open subset U of Vδ. There

is a C > 0 independent of δ, U such that if ‖fi‖C2,α
1,1

≤ C−1, then

‖QVδ
(f1) −QVδ

(f2)‖C0,α
−1,τ−2

≤ C
(

‖f1‖C2,α
1,1

+ ‖f2‖C2,α
1,1

)

‖f1 − f2‖C2,α
1,τ

.

In particular since QVδ
(0) = 0 we have ‖QVδ

(f1)‖C0,α
−1,τ−2

≤ C‖f1‖C2,α
1,1

‖f1‖C2,α
1,τ

.

The main existence result is the following.

Proposition 4.5. Suppose that τ ∈ (−3,−2) is sufficiently close to −2, and κ > 0
is sufficiently small. Let Uδ denote the annular region | ln ρ| < |δ|−κ. There is an
ǫ > 0 with the following property. For sufficiently small δ there is a function f on
Vδ in the annulus Uδ such that the surface Tδ defined as the graph of

−h(δ)
[

7−1φδ ln ρ + ξδ

]

+ f

over Vδ is minimal, and f satisfies the estimate ‖f‖C2,α
1,τ

≤ |h(δ)||δ|ǫ. The function

ξδ used here was defined in Proposition 3.13, and just like φδ, we extend it as a
degree one function to Vδ.

In particular for | ln Λ| < |δ|−κ the surface ΛTδ ∩ {y = 1} is the graph of a
function f1 over δ1/3H, with |f1| < C|δ|r−2+κ.

Proof. Let us write

f0 = −h(δ)
[

7−1φδ ln ρ + ξδ

]

.

Our goal is to find an f over Uδ satisfying the required estimate and the equation

mVδ
(f0 + f) = 0.

We have

mVδ
(f0 + f) = mVδ

(0) + LVδ
(f0 + f) + QVδ

(f0 + f),

so using the right inverse from Proposition 4.3 it is enough to solve the fixed point
problem N (f) = f , where

N (f) = −Pδ

(

mVδ
(0) + LVδ

(f0) + QVδ
(f0 + f)

)

.
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By construction we have mVδ
(0) = h(δ)ζρ−2 (recall that we extend ζ as a degree

one function to Vδ), and

LVδ
f0 = −h(δ)ζρ−2 + h(δ)h′(δ)ζρ−2 ln ρ.

It follows that

N (f) = Pδ

(

− h(δ)h′(δ)ζρ−2 ln ρ−QVδ
(f0 + f)

)

.

Let us define the set

E = {f ∈ C2,α
1,τ (Uδ) : ‖f‖C2,α

1,τ
≤ |h(δ)||δ|ǫ},

for ǫ > 0 to be chosen. We will show that if ǫ is chosen small, then N is a contraction
on E for sufficiently small δ.

Let f ∈ E. On the annulus Uδ we have

‖f0‖C2,α
1,τ

≤ C|h(δ)||δ|−κ,

so

‖f0 + f‖C2,α
1,τ

≤ C|h(δ)||δ|−κ

for a larger C. By Lemma 4.2 we have

‖f0‖C2,α
1,1

≤ C|h(δ)||δ|(τ−1)/3−κ.

By the properties of h there is an ǫ1 > 0 such that |h(δ)| < |δ|1+ǫ1 and |h′(δ)| < |δ|ǫ1
for sufficiently small δ. It then follows from the estimate for the inverse Pδ in
Proposition 4.3 and the estimate in Proposition 4.4 that

‖N (f)‖C2,α
1,τ

≤ C|δ|−κ(|h(δ)||δ|ǫ1 |δ|−κ + |h(δ)|2|δ|(τ−1)/3−2κ)

≤ |h(δ)||δ|ǫ

for sufficiently small δ if ǫ, κ are sufficiently small and τ is sufficiently close to −2.
Therefore N maps E into E.

To see that N is a contraction, note that for f1, f2 ∈ E we have, as above, that

‖f0 + fi‖C2,α
1,1

≤ C|h(δ)||δ|(τ−1)/3−κ,

and so using Proposition 4.4 we have

‖N (f1) −N (f2)‖C2,α
1,τ

≤ C|δ|−κ|h(δ)||δ|(τ−1)/3−κ‖f1 − f2‖C2,α
1,τ

≤ 1

2
‖f1 − f2‖C2,α

1,τ

for small δ, if κ is sufficiently small, and τ is sufficiently close to −2.
By choosing τ sufficiently close to −2, and κ > 0 sufficiently small, we find that

in the annulus B2 \ B1/2 the surface ΛTδ is the graph of a function F over Vδ

satisfying |F | ≤ C|δ|r−2+κ, if | ln Λ| < |δ|−κ. Using property (ii) in Proposition 3.1,
this implies the final claim in the proposition. �

Remark 4.6. Let Wδ be the graph of −h(δ)ξδ over Vδ = C(Σδ). Proposition 4.5
then implies that for | ln Λ| < |δ|−κ, ΛTδ is the graph of a function F ′ over Wδ where
‖F ′‖C2,α

1,−2(B1\B1/2)
≤ C(1 + | ln Λ|)|h(δ)| on the annulus B1 \ B1/2. This estimate

(applied for bounded | ln Λ|) will be used in Section 6, in particular in Lemma 6.1.
Note that if we view Tδ as the graph of F over Vδ, instead of over Wδ, then from
Proposition 3.13 the bound we get is ‖F‖C2,α

1,τ (B1\B1/2)
≤ C|h(δ)| for any τ < −2
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(with C depending on τ), which in turn would lead to ‖F‖C2,α
1,−2

≤ C|h(δ)||δ|−ǫ for

any ǫ > 0, with C depending on ǫ.

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

Proposition 4.7. For sufficiently small δ we have

(4.7)

∫

Tδ∩(B1/2\B1/4)

|z⊥|2
|z|10 > C−1|h(δ)|2,

for a uniform C > 0, where z⊥ denotes the component of the position vector z ∈ Tδ

normal to Tδ.

Proof. We use that Tδ is the graph of F over the cone Vδ, given by

F = −h(δ)
[

7−1φδ ln ρ + ξδ

]

+ f,

and ‖f‖C2,α
1,τ

≤ |h(δ)||δ|ǫ. In particular, choosing τ sufficiently close to −2, we have

|r−1F | + |∇F | < C|h(δ)|r−3.1,

|r−1f | + |∇f | < C|h(δ)||δ|ǫr−3.1.

Let us write nV , nT for the normal vectors to Vδ, Tδ, thinking of both as vector
fields along Vδ. We can apply Lemma 4.8 after scaling, to find that

nT = nV −∇F + O(|h(δ)|2r−6.2),

while the positions vectors satisfy zT = zV + FnV . It follows that

zT · nT = (zV + FnV ) · (nV −∇F + O(|h(δ)|2r−6.2))

= −zV · ∇F + F + O(|h(δ)|2r−6.2).

Since Vδ is a cone, we have F − zV · ∇F = F − ρ∂ρF , which vanishes on the degree
one part of F . In particular we have

F − ρ∂ρF = h(δ)7−1φδ + f − ρ · ∇f

= h(δ)7−1φδ + O(|h(δ)||δ|ǫr−3.1).

Since |h(δ)| ≤ C|δ|4/3, and on Vδ we have r > C−1|δ|1/3, we have

(4.8) zT · nT = h(δ)7−1φδ + O(|h(δ)||δ|ǫr−3.2).

It follows that

|z⊥T |2 > C−1|h(δ)|2φ2
δ − C|h(δ)|2|δ|ǫr−5.2,

and by integrating we get (4.7) for sufficiently small δ.
�

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

Lemma 4.8. Let S be a hypersurface with second fundamental form AS satisfying
|AS | ≤ 1. There are ǫ, C > 0 with the following properties. Suppose that f is a
function on S satisfying |f |, |∇f | < ǫ, and let Sf denote the graph of f over S.
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The normal vectors n, nf , and area forms dA, dAf of S, Sf satisfies the following,
under the natural identification of Sf with S:

nf = n−∇f + E1,

dAf

dA
= 1 − fm(S) + E2,

where |E1|, |E2| ≤ Cǫ2, 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 5.6 below, and as a consequence to prove a three annulus lemma, Proposi-
tion 5.12. We will need to consider minimal surfaces M very close to one of the
comparison surfaces Tδ on different annuli. Instead of varying the annulus, it is
convenient to consider scalings ΛTδ inside a fixed annulus, say B1 \B1/2 ⊂ R8×R.

Note that as long as | ln Λ| < |δ|−κ, for a slightly smaller κ than that in Propo-
sition 4.5, the surface ΛTδ is defined in any fixed annulus for sufficiently small
δ.

To define the distance, we first note the following.

Lemma 5.1. There are c0, C > 0 with the following properties:

• If |λ| < c0, then (1 + λ)H is the graph of a function Φλ over H satisfying
C−1r−2 < λ−1Φλ < Cr−2 and we have

‖Φλ − λΦ‖C2,α
−2

≤ Cλ2,

where Φ is the corresponding Jacobi field.
• For any a ∈ R and λ > 0, the surface (a + λ)1/3H is on the positive side
of the graph of c0 min{λr−2, r} over a1/3H.

Proof. The estimates for Φλ follow from the fact that H lies on the positive side
of C and is the graph of r−2 + O(r−3) outside of a compact set. To see the second
claim we can consider three cases separately.

• If λ ≤ ǫ|a| for a sufficiently small ǫ > 0, then after scaling by |a|−1/3 the
claim is equivalent to saying that (|a|−1a + |a|−1λ)1/3H is on the positive
side of the graph of c0 min{|a|−1λr−2, r} over (|a|−1a)1/3H . If ǫ is suffi-
ciently small, this follows from the previous claim, replacing c0 by a smaller
constant if necessary.

• If λ ≥ ǫ−1|a| for sufficiently small ǫ, then we rescale by λ−1/3. The claim
is equivalent to asking for (λ−1a + 1)1/3H to be on the positive side of the
graph of c0 min{r−2, r} over (λ−1a)1/3H . If ǫ is sufficiently small, then this
holds (reducing the value of c0 if necessary), using that H is the graph of
r−2 + O(r−3) over C outside of a compact set.

• For the ǫ > 0 obtained in the previous two cases, suppose that ǫ|a| ≤ λ ≤
ǫ−1|a|. We have that (a+λ)1/3H lies on the positive side of (a+ ǫ|a|)1/3H ,
and applying the first case (setting λ = ǫ|a|) we have that (a + ǫ|a|)1/3H
lies on the positive side of the graph of c0 min{ǫ|a|r−2, r} over a1/3H . Since
we have λ ≤ ǫ−1|a|, it then follows that (a + λ)1/3H lies on the positive
side of the graph of ǫ2c0 min{λr−2, r}. Replacing c0 by ǫ2c0 we are done.

�
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It also follows by rescaling that δ1/3(1 + λ)H is the graph of f = δ1/3Φλ(δ−1/3·)
over δ1/3H , and so C−1|δ|r−2 < λ−1f < C|δ|r−2.

We will define the distance DΛTδ
(M ;U) of the surface M from ΛTδ (and similarly

from Vδ,Wδ) over a set U ⊂ B1 \ B1/2. Recall from Proposition 4.5 that ΛTδ is

the graph of a function f over (y3δ)1/3H , with |f | ≤ C|δ|r−2+κ. We first define
neighborhoods of such surfaces in each y-slice, depending on an additional small
parameter β > 0. At several points below we will reduce the value of β, and its
final value will be fixed in Proposition 5.6.

Definition 5.2. Let β > 0. Suppose that S is a hypersurface in the unit ball of
R8 given as that graph of a function f over δ1/3H with |f | ≤ C|δ|r−2+κ. Given
d > 0, the d-neighborhood Nβ,d(S) is defined as follows.

(a) If d ≥ β|δ| then Nβ,d(S) is the region bounded between the surfaces

±(β−2d)1/3H .
(b) If d < β|δ|, then Nβ,d(S) is the region bounded between the graphs of

±min{(β|δ| + d)r−2, dr−2.1}
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 ΛTδ in Proposition 5.11, 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 δ1/3H the value of δ is not uniquely defined,
but in our applications S will always be Vδ,Wδ or ΛTδ, which in the y-slice we view
as graphs over δ1/3yH . We have the following.

Lemma 5.3. If β is sufficiently small, then in the setting of the previous definition
we have Nβ,d1(S) ⊂ Nβ,d2(S) whenever d1 < d2, as long as δ is sufficiently small.
In addition ∩d>0Nβ,d(S) = S.

Proof. To see that Nβ,d1(S) ⊂ Nβ,d2(S), it is enough to show that the region
between the graphs of ±min{2β|δ|r−2, β|δ|r−2.1} over S is contained between the
surfaces ±(β−2β|δ|)1/3H .

To see this, note that by Lemma 5.1 the region between ±(β−1|δ|)1/3H contains
the region between the graphs of

±c0 min{(β−1|δ| − δ)r−2, r}

over δ1/3H . On the other hand S is the graph of an O(|δ|r−2+κ) function over
δ1/3H , and so the region between the graphs of ±min{2β|δ|r−2, β|δ|r−2.1} over S
is contained between the graphs of

±(2β|δ|r−2 + C|δ|r−2+κ)

over δ1/3H . We therefore just need to show that if β, δ are sufficiently small, then
on the unit ball, over δ1/3H , we have

c0 min{1

2
β−1|δ|r−2, r} ≥ 2β|δ|r−2 + C|δ|r−2+κ.
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This follows, since on δ1/3H , in the unit ball, we have C−1|δ|1/3 < r < 1 for a
uniform C. In particular we have S ⊂ Nβ,d(S) for all d > 0, and it follows from
this that ∩d>0Nβ,d(S) = S. �

We now define neighborhoods of ΛTδ, Vδ,Wδ, and the distance D. Note that the
rescalings ΛTδ are defined in the annulus B1 \B1/2 for | ln Λ| < |δ|−κ once δ is small
enough.

Definition 5.4. We define Nβ,d(ΛTδ) to be the union of the neighborhoods Nβ,d(ΛTδ∩
{y = y0, r < 1}) for 1

2 < y0 < 1. The neighborhoods of Vδ,Wδ are defined in the
same way. In order to define the distance over a set U ⊂ B1 \B1/2, let S′ = Vδ,Wδ

or S′ = ΛTδ. We define the distance Dβ,S′(S;U) to be the infimum of all d for
which S ∩ U ⊂ Nβ,d(S′).

In this definition we used the annulus B1\B1/2 for convenience, but the definition
clearly extends to larger annuli, we just need to take δ smaller to ensure that ΛTδ

is still defined. From now on we will omit the β from the notation, but note that
the distance depends on the choice of β. The final choice will be determined in
Proposition 5.6 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(β) > 0 such that for any c > 0 there are d0, δ0 >
0 with the following property. Suppose that on the set U ⊂ B1 \ B1/2 we have
DVδ

(M ;U) < d0 for some |δ| < δ0, and M ∈ M. Then on the subset U ∩ {r > c}
the surface M can be written as the graph of u over Vδ, with sup{r>c} |r2.1u| ≤
CDVδ

(M ;U). The same result also holds for ΛTδ with |Λ| < |δ|−κ.

Proof. Suppose that given c > 0 we have a sequence Mi, and di, δi → 0 such that
DVδi

(Mi;U) < di. We show that the required conclusion holds for sufficiently large
i. It follows that on U the Mi converge to C × R in the sense of currents, and
in particular by Allard’s regularity theorem [2] we can write Mi as the graph of
a function vi over C × R on the set U ∩ {r > c/2} for large i. For sufficiently
small δi the Mi will then also be the graph of a function ui over Vδi on the region
U ∩ {r > c}.

If di ≥ β|δi| in terms of Definition 5.2, then Mi lies between the surfaces
±(β−2di)

1/3H . Given c > 0, this means that on the region {r > c}, Mi lies
between the graphs of ±2β−2dir

−2 over C ×R, once i is sufficiently large. At the
same time, Vδi lies between the graphs of ±C|δi|r−2 over C×R on the same region,
for a uniform C. It follows that

|ui| ≤ C|δi|r−2 + 2β−2dir
−2 ≤ (Cβ−1 + 2β−2)dir

−2.

If on the other hand di ≤ β|δi|, then by definition we must have |ui| ≤ dir
−2.1, and

so the result follows. �

The following is the key non-concentration result.

Proposition 5.6. Suppose that β > 0 is sufficiently small. There is a constant C =
C(β), such that given any γ > 0, if r0 < r0(β, γ), δ < δ(β, γ, r0), d < d(β, γ, r0)
then we have the following.

Suppose that M ∈ M is a minimal surface with DΛTδ
(M ;B1 \B1/2) = d, where

| ln Λ| < |δ|−κ, that on the region {r > r0} we can write as the graph of a function
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u over ΛTδ. Then we have

(5.1) DΛTδ
(M ;B4/5 \B3/5) ≤ C sup

(B1\B1/2)∩{r>r0}

|r2u| + Cγd.

The same conclusion also holds if M is only assumed to be minimal in the region
{r < r1} for some r1 > r0, and with Vδ replacing ΛTδ.

The constant β will be fixed after this result, and the crucial point is that the
constant C does not depend on γ. While we stated the result for specific annuli
A1 = B1 \ B1/2 and A2 = B4/5 \ B3/5, it is clear that the result can be applied to
any annuli A2 ⊂ A1, 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 Ca > 0 and a function Fa on H
satisfying the following. Outside of a compact set Fa = ra and at the same time
LHFa > C−1

a ra−2 on H. We extend Fa to R8 \ {0} to be homogeneous with degree
a. Then we have LλHFa > C−1

a ra−2 and |Fa| < Car
a on any rescaling of H, and

Fa = 1 on a neighborhood of C ∩ ∂B1(0).

Proof. Note first that on the cone C we have LCr
a = car

a−2 for some ca > 0
if a > −2. Using that H is the graph of an O(r−2) function over C, we have
LHra = car

a−2 + O(ra−3) as r → ∞. In particular LHra > ca
2 ra−2 − ηa for a

compactly supported function ηa ≥ 0. The operator LH : C2,α
τ → C0,α

τ−2 is invertible

for τ ∈ (−3,−2), so we can find fa = O(r−5/2) such that LHfa = ηa. Finally let
χR be a cutoff function such that χR(s) = 0 for s > 2R, and χR(s) = 1 for s < R.
Define

Fa = ra + χR(r)fa.

For large R, on the support of ∇χR we have LHFa > LHra−cr−9/2 for c depending
on fa, but not on R. Away from the support of ∇χR we have LHFa = LH(ra +fa),
if R is so large that LHfa = 0 wherever χR 6= 1. It follows that LHFa > ca

2 ra−2 if
R is chosen sufficiently large, and by construction Fa = ra outside of the support
of χR. �

Proposition 5.8. Let f : (a, b) → R be a C2 function. There is a large Cf > 0
and small r0, ǫ0 > 0 depending on an upper bound for the C2-norm of f , with
the following property. For 0 < ǫ < ǫ0 define the surface X to be the graph of
−Cf ǫ|f(y)|3F0−ǫF1 over ǫ

1/3f(y)3H in the {y}×R8 slice, for r < r0 and y ∈ (a, b).
Here F0, F1 are the functions in Lemma 5.7.

The surface X has negative mean curvature, except at points {y = y0, r = 0}
where f(y0) = 0. At these points the tangent cone of X is the graph of −ǫr over
R×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−1X is the graph of −R−1Cf ǫ|f(Ry)|3F0−
ǫF1 over R−1ǫ1/3f(Ry)3H , in the y-slice. Let us write

E = R−1ǫ1/3f(Ry)3,

B = −R−1Cf ǫ|f(Ry)|3F0 − ǫF1,
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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, r = 1, in
two separate cases. Let C0 > 0 be large, to be chosen, depending on the C2 bound
for f .

• Suppose that |f(0)| ≥ C0R. In this case we will view the surface R−1X
as a graph over E(0) · H . Note that if C0 is sufficiently large, then on
our region we have E(0)−1E(y) − 1 = O(R|f(0)|−1) = O(C−1

0 ). Therefore
using Lemma 5.1 we can view E(y) ·H as the graph of the function

A = E(0)ΦE(0)−1E(y)−1(E(0)−1· )
over E(0) · H , where Φǫ : H → R is defined so that (1 + ǫ)H is the
graph of Φǫ over H . We have Φǫ(x) = ǫΦ(x) + O(ǫ2|x|−2), where Φ is the
corresponding Jacobi field on H . We thus have

A = E(0)
(

E(0)−1E(y) − 1
)

Φ(E(0)−1· ) + O
(

E(0)3(E(0)−1E(y) − 1)2
)

.

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,∇iA . |E(0)|3R|f(0)|−1 = R−2ǫ|f(0)|8

B,∇iB . R−1Cf ǫ|f(0)|3 + ǫ.

Here we use the notation a . b for |a| ≤ Cb with a constant C that depends
on the C2 norm of f . Note also that we must have R−1ǫ1/3|f(0)|3 . 1,
otherwise there is no point with y = 0, r = 1 in the surface R−1X . It follows
that A . ǫ1/3, and B . ǫ2/3Cf , which we can make small by choosing ǫ0
small depending on Cf .

According to Lemma 5.9 below, up to an error of order AB, we can view
R−1X as the graph of A + B over E(0) · H × R. In particular we can
estimate the mean curvature as

m = LE(0)·H×R(A + B) + O(A2 + B2).

We work at y = 0, so we have

LE(0)·H×RA = E′′(0)Φ(E(0)−1·) + O(E(0)3R2|f(0)|−2)

. E(0)2E′′(0) + E(0)3R2|f(0)|−2

. R−1ǫ|f(0)|7,
using that

E(0) . R−1ǫ1/3|f(0)|3

E′′(0) . Rǫ1/3|(f3)′′(0)| . Rǫ1/3|f(0)|.
The useful negative terms will come from LB, in particular the terms LF0

and LF1. At y = 0 we have

LE(0)·H×RB = −R−1Cf ǫ|f(0)|3LE(0)·HF0 −RCf ǫ(|f |3)′′(0)F0 − ǫLE(0)·HF1

≤ −R−1Cf ǫ|f(0)|3c1r−2 − ǫc2r
−1 + O(RCf ǫ|f(0)|),

≤ −1

2
R−1Cf ǫ|f(0)|3c1 −

1

2
ǫc2 + O(RCf ǫ|f(0)|),

where we used the estimates for LHFa in Lemma 5.7.
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Adding the quadratic terms as well, we then have

(5.2) m ≤ −1

2
c1R

−1Cf ǫ|f(0)|3 − 1

2
c2ǫ + K,

where

K . R−1ǫ|f(0)|7 + RCf ǫ|f(0)| + R−4ǫ2|f(0)|16 + R−2C2
f ǫ

2|f(0)|6 + ǫ2

= R−1Cf ǫ|f(0)|3
(

C−1
f |f(0)|4 + R2|f(0)|−2

+ R−3C−1
f ǫ|f(0)|13 + R−1Cf ǫ|f(0)|3

)

+ ǫ2

. R−1Cf ǫ|f(0)|3
(

C−1
f + C−2

0 + Cf ǫ
2/3

)

+ ǫ2,

using that R|f(0)|−1 ≤ C−1
0 and R−1ǫ1/3|f(0)|3 . 1. If we first choose Cf

sufficiently large, then for ǫ sufficiently small and C0 sufficiently large we
have m < 0 by (5.2). At this point Cf , C0 are fixed.

• Suppose that |f(0)| ≤ C0R. Then we have |E(0)| . R2ǫ1/3 ≪ 1 and the
derivatives of E are of order R2ǫ1/3, so in our region |E(y)| . R2ǫ1/3. We
can view E(y) ·H as the graph over C ×R of the function

A = E(y)Ψ(E(y)−1·),
where H is the graph of Ψ over C outside of a compact set. Since Ψ(x) =
r−2 + O(r−3), we have

A = E(y)3r−2 + O(E(y)4) . ǫ.

The surface X is the graph of

B = −R−1Cf ǫ|f(Ry)|3F0 − ǫF1 . ǫ

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

m = LC×R(A + B) + O(A2 + B2).

Using that r−2 is a Jacobi field on C, at y = 0 we have

LC×RA = (E3)′′(0)r−2 + O(|E(0)|4) . R6ǫ.

We also have

LC×RB = −RCfǫ(|f |3)′′(0)F0 −R−1Cf ǫ|f(0)|3LCF0 − ǫLCF1,

and LCF0 > c1r
−2, LCF1 > c1r

−1 for some c1 > 0. Since r ∈ (1/2, 2), we
get

LC×RB ≤ −1

2
c1ǫ + RǫCfC,

for C depending on the C2 norm of f . We already fixed C0, Cf , and R is
small, so A2 + B2 . ǫ2. It follows that

m < −1

2
c1ǫ + C(R6ǫ + Rǫ + ǫ2),

for C depending on C0, Cf . If R, ǫ 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 < r0
and it remains to deal with the points (0, y0) ∈ X . This point can only be in X if
f(y0) = 0, and we assume y0 = 0. Let λ > 0 be small and rescale X by λ−1. The
new surface λ−1X is the graph of

−λ−1Cf ǫ|f(λy)|3F0 − ǫF1

over λ−1ǫ1/3f(λy)3H in the y-slice. In the limit λ → 0 we get (using that f is a
C2 function and f(0) = 0) the graph of −ǫr over C ×R.

Suppose that a minimal surface M lies on the negative side of X , and touches
X at a point x0. If x0 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 x0

since its tangent cone must be a hyperplane. If r(x0) = 0, then the tangent cone of
M at x0 would lie of the negative side of the graph of −ǫr over the minimal cone
C ×R, which is also a contradiction. �

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

Lemma 5.9. Let S be a surface in Rn, and let f, g be two (small) functions defined
on Rn. 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 + O(|f ||∇g| + |g||∇f |2 + |g||∇f ||∇g|).
In particular if |f |Ck < a and |g|Ck < b are sufficiently small (depending on the
geometry of S), then we have

|h− (f + g)|Ck−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 ǫ1/3f(y)3H , at
least in the region r < r0 for sufficiently small r0.

Proposition 5.10. In the setting of Proposition 5.8, given any small c > 0, there
is an r′0 < r0 depending on the C2-norm of f and on c, such that on the region
r < r′0 the surface X lies between the surfaces given by (ǫf(y)9 ± cǫ)1/3H in each
y-slice.

Proof. By Lemma 5.1 the surface (ǫf(y)9 + cǫ)1/3H lies on the positive side of the
graph of

c0 min{cǫr−2, r}

over ǫ1/3f(y)3H . It remains to check that on the region r < r′0
∣

∣

∣
Cǫ|f(y)|3F0 + ǫF1

∣

∣

∣
≤ c0 min{ǫcr−2, r}

if r′0 is chosen small enough. This follows using that on the surface ǫ1/3f(y)3H
we have r & ǫ1/3|f(y)|3, and F0 . r′20 r

−2 if r < r′0. The argument to see that X
lies on the positive side of (ǫf(y)9 − cǫ)1/3H is similar, applying Lemma 5.1 to the
opposite orientation. �
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Choosing suitable functions f we can use this to construct surfaces that are
barriers at “distance” ǫ around the ΛTδ, at least when ǫ is not much smaller than δ
(as long as we restrict to r < r′0 for smaller r′0, we can allow ǫ|δ|−1 to be smaller).
When ǫ is much smaller than δ then the construction of X above is too coarse, and
we will use graphs over ΛTδ as barriers, based on the following.

Proposition 5.11. Suppose that β > 0 is sufficiently small. Let g : (a, b) → (0,∞)
be a C2 function, where (a, b) ⊂ (1/2, 1). There are C > 0 independent of g, and
r0, δ0, ǫ0 > 0 depending on the C2-norms of g, g−1, such that for |δ| < δ0 and
| log Λ| < |δ|−κ we have the following. There is a function G on ΛTδ in the region
{r < r0}, y ∈ (a, b), satisfying

(1) C−1g(y)r−2.1 < G < Cg(y)r−2.1,
(2) The mean curvature of the graph of ǫG over ΛTδ is negative for ǫ < ǫ0, on

the region defined by the conditions {r < r0, y ∈ (a, b)} and ǫG < β|δ|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−2.1 > 0
on H satisfying the conditions that F−2.1 = r−2.1 outside of a ball and LHF−2.1 <
−c1r

−4.1 for a c1 > 0. For this note that on the cone C we have LCr
−2.1 = −c′1r

−4.1

for some c′1 > 0. It follows that we must have F−2.1 > 0 on all of H , since if F−2.1

were negative at a point, then for a suitable λ ≥ 0 we would have F−2.1 ≥ −λΦ,
with equality at some point (Φ being the positive Jacobi field on H). At the contact
point we would have LHF−2.1 ≥ 0, which is a contradiction.

Using F−2.1 and the construction of Σδ we can define functions F̃−2.1 on Σδ

satisfying C−1r−2.1 < F̃−2.1 < Cr−2.1 and LΣδ
F̃−2.1 < −c1r

−4.1 on the region

{r < r0} for sufficiently small r0 (independent of δ). We then extend F̃−2.1 as a
degree one function on the cone Vδ = C(Σδ). This will satisfy the same estimates

as F̃−2.1 on Σδ on the region y ∈ (1/2, 1).

Step 2. The surface ΛTδ is the graph of a function F over Vδ where ‖F‖C2,α
1,τ

≤
C|δ|−κ|h(δ)|. It follows from Lemma 4.2 that if κ is sufficiently small and τ is close
to −2, then ‖f‖C2,α

1,1
≤ |δ|ǫ for some ǫ > 0 and sufficiently small δ. This allows us

to estimate the difference between the linear operators LVδ
and LΛTδ

and we get

LΛTδ
F̃−2,1 < −c1r

−4.1 + C|δ|ǫr−4.1 ≤ −c1
2
r−4.1

on the region {r < r0}, after decreasing r0 if necessary.

Step 3. Let us now consider the function

G = g(y)F̃−2.1,

defined on ΛTδ. Note that on ΛTδ we have |∇y| ≤ 1 and |∇2y| ≤ Cr−1 for some
C > 0 (for the latter we use that the regularity scale of ΛTδ is comparable to r at
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each point). We have

LΛTδ
G ≤ −c1

2
g(y)r−4.1 + 2∇g · ∇F̃−2.1 + ∆gF̃−2.1

≤ −c1
2
g(y)r−4.1 + C‖g‖C2r−3.1

≤ −c1
4
g(y)r−4.1,

if {r < r0} for r0 depending on ‖g‖C2 and a lower bound for g.
We also have the estimates

C−1gr−2.1 ≤ G ≤ Cgr−2.1,

|∇G| ≤ Cgr−3.1 + C‖g‖C2r−2.1 ≤ 2Cgr−3.1,

|∇2G| ≤ Cgr−4.1 + C‖g‖C2r−3.1 ≤ 2Cgr−4.1,

if r < r0 for small r0 depending on ‖g‖C2 and a lower bound for g. Consider
the graph of ǫG over ΛTδ. Let us estimate the mean curvature at a point where
ǫG < β|δ|r−2, and r < r0. At such a point we have ǫgr−2.1 < C|β|δr−2, and so it
follows that

r−1|ǫG| + |∇ǫG| + r|∇2ǫG| ≤ Cǫgr−3.1 ≤ Cβ|δ|r−3 ≤ Cβ,

for a larger C, using that r ≥ c2|δ|1/3 for a uniform c2 > 0. We find that if β is
chosen sufficiently small, then the mean curvature of the graph of ǫG satisfies

m(ǫG) ≤ LΛTδ
(ǫG) + Cβǫgr−4.1

≤ −c1
4
ǫgr−4.1 + Cβǫgr−4.1

≤ −c1
8
ǫgr−4.1,

as required. �

We can now give the proof of Proposition 5.6 using a barrier argument. When
we are considering a surface M at a distance from Tδ that is large compared to
γβδ, then we can use the barrier surfaces constructed in Proposition 5.8, since at
such scales Tδ can be well approximated by the surface with cross sections yδ1/3H
on a region {r < r0} with r0 depending on γ, β. At scales smaller than this we do
not have such a precise picture of Tδ, however if M is closer to Tδ than this, then
it is actually a graph, and we can instead use the graphical barriers constructed in
Proposition 5.11.

Proof of Proposition 5.6. Let us fix γ > 0. We write d = DΛTδ
(M ;B1 \B1/2), and

for any r0 > 0 we let D(r0) = supr>r0 |r2u|, where M is the graph of u over ΛTδ

on the region {r > r0}. Note that for any given r0 > 0, once d, δ are sufficiently
small, M is a graph on this region by Lemma 5.5. Define

d = max{β|δ|, d + γ−1D(r0)}.

Using the definition of the distance, if δ is sufficiently small (depending on r0), we
have

DΛTδ
(M ; (B1 \B1/2) ∩ {r ≥ r0}) ≤ D(r0).
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It follows that to prove the required estimate (5.1) we only need to estimate the
distance on the region {r < r0}. 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 r0 is sufficiently small (depending on γ and β), then

DΛTδ
(M ;B9/10 \B11/20) ≤ C′γd

for a constant C′ depending on β, but not on γ.
We apply Proposition 5.8 to the function

f(y) = (δ/ǫ)1/9y1/3 + (y − 1/2)−1 + (1 − y)−1.

We will assume that ǫ > γβ|δ|, and that y ∈ (1/2 + γ, 1− γ). Under these assump-
tions we have a γ, β-dependent bound for the C2-norm of f , and so according to
Proposition 5.8 there are ǫ0, r0 > 0 depending on γ, β, such that we can build a
hypersurface Xǫ for ǫ ≤ ǫ0 with negative mean curvature, modeled on ǫ1/3f(y)3H ,
on the region U defined by r < r0 and y ∈ (1/2 + γ, 1 − γ). Given any c > 0, and
replacing r0 by a smaller constant, we can assume that, over U , Xǫ lies between
the surfaces (ǫf(y)9 ± cǫ)1/3H by Proposition 5.10. Note that

ǫf(y)9 =
[

δ1/9y1/3 + ǫ1/9(y − 1/2)−1 + ǫ1/9(1 − y)−1
]9

.

In particular there is a constant C, independent of γ, such that for sufficiently small
δ, ǫ the function f satisfies the inequalities

ǫf(y)9 ≥ δy3 + C−1ǫ, for y ∈ (1/2 + γ, 1 − γ)

ǫf(y)9 ≥ δy3 + C−1ǫγ−1, for y = 1/2 + γ or y = 1 − γ,

ǫf(y)9 ≤ δy3 + Cǫ, for y ∈ (11/20, 9/10).

Choosing a suitably small c, and then letting r0 be small, we can then assume that
on the region U the surface Xǫ lies on the positive side of (δy3 + C−1ǫ/2)1/3H ,
while in the slices y = 1/2 + γ and y = 1 − γ the surface Xǫ lies on the positive
side of (δy3 + C−1γ−1ǫ/2)1/3H .

Claim: There is a C′ > 0 depending on β (independent of γ) such that if r0 is
sufficiently small (depending on β, γ) we have the following. If d, |δ| are sufficiently
small (depending on β, γ, r0), then along the boundary of U the minimal surface M
lies on the negative side of the surface XC′(γd+D(r0))

, while on all of U the surface

M lies on the negative side of Xǫ0 .

Proof of Claim: Since d ≥ β|δ| and DΛTδ
(M ;B1 \ B1/2) ≤ d, by definition we

have that M is on the negative side of (β−2d)1/3H . At the same time Xǫ0 lies
on the positive side of (δy3 + C−1ǫ0/2)1/3H over U , which for sufficiently small δ
(depending on ǫ0, i.e. on γ, β) is on the positive side of (C−1ǫ0/4)1/3H . If d, δ is

sufficiently small, depending on β, ǫ0, then β−2d ≤ C−1ǫ0/4, and this implies that
M is on the negative side of Xǫ0 .

On the boundary pieces y = 1/2 + γ and y = 1 − γ of U we have that M is on
the negative side of (β−2d)1/3H as above. At the same time along these boundary

pieces XC′(γd+D(r0))
is on the positive side of (δy3+C−1C′d/2)1/3H . Since d ≥ β|δ|,

it follows that for sufficiently large C′ (depending on β), M is on the negative side
of XC′(γd+D(r0))

.
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On the boundary piece {r = r0} of U , we have that M is the graph of a function
u over ΛTδ with |u| ≤ D(r0)r−2, and so M is the graph of v over (y3δ)1/3H with

(5.3) |v| ≤ D(r0)r−2 + C|δ|r−2+κ, along r = r0.

We used here that ΛTδ is an O(|δ|r−2+κ) graph over (y3δ)1/3H by Proposition 4.5.
At the same time XC′(γd+D(r0))

lies on the positive side of (δy3 + C−1C′(γd +

D(r0))/2)1/3H , which by Lemma 5.1 is on the positive side of the graph of

c0 min{1

2
C−1C′(γd + D(r0))r−2, r}

over (y3δ)1/3H . Recall that we are only interested in the set where {r = r0}. For
fixed C′, r0 > 0, once d, δ are sufficiently small (depending on γ), the minimum is
achieved by 1

2c0C
−1C′(γd+D(r0))r−2. Comparing this with (5.3), we just need to

pick C′ sufficiently large so that

D(r0)r−2
0 + C|δ|r−2+κ

0 <
1

2
c0C

−1C′(γd + D(r0))r−2
0 .

Using that d ≥ β|δ|, this inequality holds for sufficiently large C′ independent of γ,
once r0 is chosen sufficiently small (depending on γ, β). This completes the proof
of the Claim.

Interpolating between ǫ = ǫ0 and ǫ = C′(γd + D(r0)) we find that M lies
on the negative side of all the corresponding Xǫ, since otherwise there would be
some value ǫ, such that M touches Xǫ at an interior point, which contradicts
Proposition 5.8. We now use that on the region y ∈ (11/20, 9/10), {r ≤ r0} the
surface XC′(γd+D(r0))

, and so also M , lies on the negative side of

(δy3 + CC′(γd + D(r0))/2)1/3H.

We can repeat the same argument, reversing orientations, to find that on the same
region M is also on the positive side of

(δy3 − CC′(γd + D(r0))/2)1/3H.

Let us write A = CC′(γd+D(r0))/2, so M is between the surfaces (δy3 ±A)1/3H .
We claim that this implies that

(5.4) DΛTδ

(

M, (B9/10 \B11/20) ∩ {r < r0}
)

< 4A,

if β is sufficiently small (independent of γ) and r0 is sufficiently small (depending
on β, γ). To see this, by definition we need to look at two cases:

• If 4A ≥ β|δ|, then (5.4) follows if on the relevant region M is between the
surfaces (±β−24A)1/3H . This follows since in this case |δy3 ±A| ≤ β−24A
for sufficiently small β.

• If 4A < β|δ|, and β is sufficiently small, then the fact that M lies between
(δy3 ±A)1/3H implies that M is the graph of a function u over ΛTδ with

|u| ≤ 2Ar−2 + C|δ|r−2+κ.

By definition, for the bound (5.4) we need to ensure that

(5.5) 2Ar−2 + C|δ|r−2+κ < min{(β|δ| + 4A)r−2, 4Ar−2.1}.
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Note that A ≥ γd ≥ γβ|δ|, so

min{(β|δ| + 4A)r−2, 4Ar−2.1} ≥ 2Ar−2 + 2γβ|δ|r−2.

On the region {r < r0} for sufficiently small r0 (depending on γ, β) we then
have (5.5) as required.

If d = d+γ−1D(r0), then (5.4) implies the required estimate (5.1). It remains to
deal with the case d > d + γ−1D(r0), i.e. d = β|δ|. It follows that d + γ−1D(r0) <
2β|δ|, and so the constant A above satisfies

A ≤ CC′γβ|δ|.
We still have that on the region B9/10 \ B11/20, where {r < r0}, M is between

the surfaces (δy3 ± A)1/3H . Without loss of generality we can assume that γ <
(4CC′C5.1)−1, where C5.1 is the constant appearing in Lemma 5.1, since C,C′, C5.1

are independent of γ. It follows from this that M is between (δy3± 1
4C

−1
5.1β|δ|)1/3H

on the region U ′ defined by {r < r0} ∩ (B9/10 \ B11/20). If β is sufficiently small,
and we replace r0 with a smaller constant (depending on β), then it follows that
M is the graph of a function u over ΛTδ on U ′, with

(5.6) |u| ≤ 1

2
β|δ|r−2.

We now use the graphical barrier surfaces constructed in Proposition 5.11, with the
function g given by

g(y) =

(

y − 11

20

)−1

+

(

9

10
− y

)−1

.

We work on the interval y ∈ (1120 + γ, 9
10 − γ), where we have C2 bounds for g, g−1

depending on γ. Further decreasing r0, ǫ0 from before, we can use the graph of ǫG
as a barrier surface wherever ǫG < β|δ|r−2. Let us define

G̃ǫ = min{β|δ|r−2, ǫG}.
For a constant C3 (depending on the constant C in Proposition 5.11 and a lower

bound for g), the surface M is on the negative side of G̃C3β|δ| on U ′. At the same
time we claim that on the boundary of U ′ the surface M is on the negative side of
G̃C3(D(r0)+γd). To see this, we examine the two kinds of boundary components of
U ′:

• On the set {r = r0} we have that M is the graph of u over ΛTδ with

|u| ≤ D(r0)r−2, so M is on the negative side of the graph of G̃C3D(r0) for
suitable C3.

• On the boundary components where y = 11
20 + γ or y = 9

10 − γ, we use
that DΛTδ

(M ;B1 \B1/2) = d, and we have d < β|δ|, so M lies between the
graphs of

±min{(β|δ| + d)r−2, dr−2.1}.
In particular M lies on the negative side of the graph of dr−2.1, i.e. M lies
on the negative side of the graph of G̃C3γd for suitable C3. Note that on
these boundary components g(y) > γ−1.

Letting ǫ vary between C3β|δ| and C3(D(r0) + γd) we find that M is on the

negative side of the graphs of the corresponding G̃ǫ, since otherwise for some value
ǫ = ǫ1 the graph of G̃ǫ1 would touch M from the positive side. By (5.6) this contact
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point must happen where G̃ǫ1 < β|δ|r−2, and by Proposition 5.11 at these points

the graph of G̃ǫ1 has negative mean curvature. This is a contradiction.

It follows that M lies on the negative side of the graph of G̃C3(D(r0)+γd) over
ΛTδ on the region U ′. Restricting to y ∈ (3/5, 4/5) we have a uniform upper bound
for g (independent of γ), and so we find that on this region M lies on the negative
side of the graph of C4(D(r0) + γd)r−2.1 over ΛTδ. Because of (5.6) we have that
M is on the negative side of the graph of

min{β|δ|r−2, C4(D(r0) + γd)r−2.1},
which implies that

DΛTδ
(M ; (B4/5 \B3/5) ∩ {r < r0}) ≤ C4(D(r0) + γd),

as required.
It is clear from the arguments that we only require M to be minimal in a neigh-

borhood {r < r1}, and in addition the result holds with ΛTδ replaced by Vδ. �

From this point on the number β > 0 in the definition of the distance DΛTδ
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 ΛTδ, from
the L2 three annulus lemma on the cone C ×R given in Lemma 2.3. To ease the
notation, unless otherwise specified, we will always measure the distance in the
annulus B1 \Bρ0 , where ρ0 is as in the L2 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 |δ|, d are sufficiently small,
then we have the following. Let T = ΛTδ, where | ln Λ| < |δ|−κ. Suppose that
DT (M) < d for M ∈ M, and α ∈ (α1, α2) for the αi appearing in Lemma 2.3. We
have

(i) If DLT (LM) ≥ LαDT (M), then DL2T (L2M) ≥ LαDLT (LM).
(ii) If DL−1T (L−1M) ≥ LαDT (M), then DL−2T (L−2M) ≥ LαDL−1T (L−1M).

Proof. We prove (i), since the other statement is completely analogous. Suppose
for contradiction that we have δi → 0, di → 0, and surfaces Mi ∈ M satisfying
DLTi(LMi) → 0, violating the statement. Let us write Ti = ΛiTδi . So

(5.7) DLTi(LMi) ≥ LαDTi(Mi), and DL2Ti
(L2Mi) < LαDLTi(LMi).

We write di = DLTi(LMi).

Step 1. We first show that there is a constant D such that for sufficiently large i
and any λ ∈ [1, L2] we have

DλTi(λMi) < Ddi,

i.e. Mi is within distance Ddi from Ti on the annulus B1 \ BL−2ρ0
. To see this

suppose that there is no such D, and let us denote by λi the value of λ maximizing
DλTi(λMi) for each i. Let us also write Di = DλiTi(λiMi), so that up to choosing a
subsequence we have Di/di → ∞. In addition we have Di → 0, since by assumption
Mi and Ti both converge to C × R on the annulus ρ ∈ [L−2ρ0, 1] as i → ∞. It
follows from Lemma 5.5 that for a sequence ri → 0 we can write Mi as graphs of ui

over Ti on the region {r > ri} in this annulus, and we have an estimate |r2.1ui| <
CDi. The rescaled functions D−1

i ui then converge, after choosing a subsequence,
to a Jacobi field U on C × R (on the same annulus), satisfying |r2.1U | ≤ C. At
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the same time by (5.7) on the annuli ρ ∈ [ρ0, 1] and ρ ∈ [L−2ρ0, L
−2] we have

better estimates |r2.1ui| < CL−αdi and |r2.1ui| < CL−2+αdi 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 γ, this contradicts
Di = DλiTi(λiM) for sufficiently large i. More precisely, by the assumption that
λi maximizes DλTi(λMi) we have

DλiTi(λiMi;B3/2 \Bρ0/2) < CDi

for a uniform C. Note that we may modify the λi slightly if necessary to ensure
that λiMi is defined on this slightly larger annulus, since by (5.7) the maximal
distance does not occur at the ends of the annulus B1 \ BL−2ρ0

. Proposition 5.6
(applied to the annuli B3/2 \Bρ0/2 and B1 \Bρ0) implies that given γ > 0 there is
an r0 > 0 such that for sufficiently large i we have

Di = DλiTi(λiM ;B1 \Bρ0) ≤ C sup
{r>r0}

|r2ui| + γCDi,

Since the D−1
i ui converge to zero uniformly away from the singular set, this is a

contradiction for sufficiently large i if γ is chosen small enough.

Step 2. As above we still write Mi as the graph of ui over Ti on the set where r > ri
for a sequence ri → 0. Using Step 1 we have |r2.1ui| < Ddi on this set (note that D
may depend on L). Choosing a subsequence, the rescaled functions d−1

i ui converge
to a Jacobi field U with |r2.1U | ≤ D. As above this limit cannot be identically
zero, since then the non-concentration result would contradict di = DLTi(LMi) for
sufficiently large i.

By (5.7) we have the estimates

|r2.1U | ≤ CL−α, on B1 \Bρ0 ,

L2|r2.1U | ≤ CLα, on BL−2 \BL−2ρ0
.

Let us assume that L is of the form L = ρ−k
0 for some k > 0. In the notation of

Lemma 2.3 this implies (using ρ = ρ0) that

‖U‖0 ≤ C′ρkα0 , ‖U‖2k ≤ C′ρ−kα
0 ,

for a constant C′ (independent of L).

Let ξ = −1, 0, or 1. Suppose that ‖U‖k+ξ ≥ ρ
−(k+ξ)α1

0 ‖U‖0. Then for some

i ≤ k we have ‖U‖i+1 ≥ ρ−α1
0 ‖U‖i and so by Lemma 2.3 ‖U‖j+1 ≥ ρ−α2

0 ‖U‖j for

all j ≥ k + 1. We would then have ‖U‖2k ≥ ρ
−(k−1)α2

0 ‖U‖k+ξ, i.e.

‖U‖k+ξ ≤ C′ρ
−kα+(k−1)α2

0 .

If instead ‖U‖k+ξ ≤ ρ
−(k+ξ)α1

0 ‖U‖0, then

‖U‖k+ξ ≤ C′ρ
kα−(k+ξ)α1

0 ,

Either way, for any ǫ > 0 we have ‖U‖k+ξ ≤ ǫ, if k is sufficiently large (depending
on ǫ, α).

Using the L∞ estimate, Lemma 2.4, we then have

ρ−k
0 |r2U | ≤ Cǫ, on the annulus B

ρ
−(k−1)
0 /2

\B
2ρ

−(k+2)
0

,
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for a uniform constant C. For any γ > 0 we can apply the non-concentration result
(choosing r0 appropriately and i sufficiently large), and we obtain

di = DLTi(LMi) ≤ Cdiǫ + γDdi.

First we choose ǫ < 1/4C−1. This determines a large choice of k, and therefore L
(note that the constant D may depend on L). We can then choose γ < 1/4D−1, so
that in sum we get di <

1
2di for sufficiently large i, giving a contradiction. �

6. The main argument

In this section we will give the proof of our main result, Theorem 1.1. We first
need some preliminary definitions and results. Let us denote by T the set of all
comparison surfaces Tδ and their rotations, i.e.

T = {RTδ : |δ| < δ0, and R is a rotation of R9}.
Similarly we let

W = {RWδ : |δ| < δ0, and R is a rotation of R9},
where Wδ are the graphs of −h(δ)ξδ over Vδ = C(Σδ) as in Remark 4.6. Here δ0 > 0
is a fixed constant so that the Tδ,Wδ are defined for |δ| < δ0. We let a1 < 4/3 < a2
be constants so that for sufficiently small δ we have

|δ|a2 ≤ |h(δ)| ≤ |δ|a1 .

We extend our notion of distance to such rotated reference surfaces by letting
DRWδ

(M) = DWδ
(R−1M) and DRTδ

(M) = DTδ
(R−1M). 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
|δ|, |δ′|, |R− Id|, DWδ

(M) < C−1. Then

(6.1) DRWδ′
(M) ≤ C(DWδ

(M) + |δ − δ′| + |R− Id|).
The same inequality holds with ΛTδ,ΛTδ′ instead of Wδ,Wδ′ . For relating the dis-
tance from Wδ to the distance from Tδ we have

(6.2) DΛTδ
(M) ≤ C

(

DWδ
(M) + (1 + | ln Λ|)|h(δ)|

)

where | ln Λ| < |δ|−κ. The same holds with Tδ and Wδ interchanged.

Proof. To prove (6.1), let d = DWδ
(M), so that by definition M ⊂ N2d(Wδ). Recall

that in each y-slice Wδ is an O(|δ|r−2+κ)-graph over δ1/3yH , and our convention
is that DWδ

is measuring the distance on the annulus B1 \Bρ0 . Let us define

K = d + |δ − δ′| + |R− Id|.
We need to show that for a sufficiently large C, if |δ|,K < C−1, then R−1M ⊂
NCK(Wδ′ ), using that R−1M ⊂ R−1N2d(Wδ). In other words our goal is to show
that

(6.3) R−1N2d(Wδ) ⊂ NCK(Wδ′ ).

Similarly to the proof of Lemma 5.1 we split into three cases depending on whether
K is much smaller than |δ′|, much larger, or in between.
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• Suppose K ≤ ǫ|δ′| for a small ǫ > 0. It then follows that d ≪ |δ|, and so
N2d(Wδ) is between the graphs of

±min{(β|δ| + 2d)r−2, 2dr−2.1}
over Wδ. Since also |R − Id| ≪ |δ|, and rotations are generated by linear
growth Jacobi fields on C×R that are bounded along the ray {0}×R (i.e.
have milder singularities than r−2), it follows that if ǫ and K are sufficiently
small, then R−1N2d(Wδ) is contained between the graphs of

±min{(β|δ| + C1K)r−2, C1Kr−2.1}
over Wδ, for a suitable C1 independent of the other choices. Since |δ−δ′| ≤
ǫ|δ′| we have that Wδ′ is bounded between the graphs of ±C2Kr−2 over
Wδ, and so R−1N2d(Wδ) is bounded between the graphs of

±min{(β|δ′| + C′K)r−2, C′Kr−2.1}
over Wδ′ for suitable C′. If ǫ is sufficiently small, this implies R−1N2d(Wδ) ⊂
NC′K(Wδ′ ).

• Suppose that K ≥ ǫ−1|δ′| for small ǫ > 0. Since δ′ ≪ K, it follows that
for any C′ > 1 the neighborhood NC′K(Wδ′) contains the region between
the surfaces ±(β−2C′K)1/3H in each y-slice. At the same time N2d(Wδ) ⊂
N2d+|δ|(Wδ), and by assumption

2d + |δ| ≤ 2K + |δ′| ≤ 3K,

so N2d(Wδ) ⊂ N3K(Wδ). Using that |δ| ≤ 3K, this region is contained
between the surfaces ±(β−23K)1/3H . Since |R−Id| ≤ K, we then also have
that R−1N3K(Wδ) is contained between the surfaces ±(β−2C4K)1/3H , for
suitable C4. If we increase the C′ from the previous case so that also
C′ > C4, then this implies R−1N2d(Wδ) ⊂ NC′K(Wδ′ ).

• Suppose that for the ǫ found above we have ǫ|δ′| ≤ K ≤ ǫ−1|δ′|. Then
applying the previous case

R−1N2d(Wδ) ⊂ R−1N2d+ǫ−1|δ′|(Wδ)

⊂ NC′(K+ǫ−1|δ′|)(Wδ′ )

⊂ N(C′+ǫ−2)K(Wδ′ ).

Setting C = C′ + ǫ−2 we get (6.3).

For (6.2) we can argue similarly, letting K = d + (1 + | ln Λ|)|h(δ)|, with d =
DWδ

(M). We need to show that

N2d(Wδ) ⊂ NCK(ΛTδ)

for sufficiently large C

• When K ≤ ǫ|δ| for sufficiently small ǫ, then N2d(Wδ) is contained between
the graphs of

±min{(β|δ| + 2K)r−2, 2Kr−2.1}
over Wδ. By Proposition 4.5 and Remark 4.6 we have that ΛTδ is the
graph of a function f over Vδ, with ‖f‖C2,α

1,−2
. (1 + | ln Λ|)|h(δ)|. Therefore

N2d(Wδ) is contained between the graphs of

±min{(β|δ| + C′K)r−2, C′Kr−2.1}
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over ΛTδ for some C′. If ǫ is sufficiently small, this implies that N2d(Wδ) ⊂
NC′K(ΛTδ).

• When K ≥ ǫ−1|δ| for small ǫ, then NCK(ΛTδ) is the region between
±(β−2CK)1/3H . We also have N2d(Wδ) ⊂ N2d+|δ|(Wδ) and so N2d(Wδ) ⊂
N3K(Wδ). The latter neighborhood in turn is the region between ±(β−23K)1/3H .
Therefore N2d(Wδ) ⊂ NC′K(ΛTδ) for C′ > 3.

• ǫ|δ| ≤ K ≤ ǫ−1|δ|, then we can argue as above, setting C = C′ + ǫ−2 for
the C′ that works in the two previous cases.

�

For a surface M defined in the annulus B1 \Bρ0 let us write

A(M) = Area(M ∩B1/2) − Area((C ×R) ∩B1/2)

for the area excess. By monotonicity if M ∈ M has the same density as C ×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) EB(M) = inf{DW (M) + DW (LBM) : W ∈ W}.
The purpose of this will be to compare M to LBM using that the W are cones.
Note that it is not clear how to define a distance similar to D between M and LBM
directly, since we do not have precise enough information about M near the singular
set of the tangent cone. However EB(M) can be used to control other weaker types
of distances between M and LBM , such as the flat distance dF (M,LBM) over the
annulus B1 \Bρ0 .

Lemma 6.2. Suppose that M ∈ M is a minimal surface in the ball B2, with
Area(M) < 2Area(B2 ∩ (C × R)). There is a constant C > 0 independent of M
such that over the annulus B1 \Bρ0 we have dF(M,LBM) ≤ CEB(M).

Proof. Suppose that W ∈ W . Up to a rotation we can assume that W = Wδ for
some |δ| < δ0. We will show that for a uniform constant C we have dF (Wδ,M) ≤
CDWδ

(M) over the annulus B1 \ Bρ0 . The required result will follow easily from
this and the corresponding bound for LBM , since then

dF (M,LBM) ≤ dF (Wδ,M) + dF (Wδ, L
BM)

≤ C(DW (M) + DW (LBM)),

and we can minimize over all W ∈ V .
Let us write d = DWδ

(M). Then M ⊂ N2d(Wδ), and from the definition of the
distance it is not hard to see that for some C1 > 0 (independent of δ), on the set
where r > C1d

1/3, the surface M is a graph over Wδ of a function u such that

|u| ≤ min{(β|δ| + C1d)r−2, C1dr
−2.1} ≤ C1dr

−2.1.

Since we have a bound for the densities of Wδ,M at each point we also know that,
for any s > 0, on the region where s/2 < r < s the areas of Wδ,M are both
bounded by C2s

7 for some C2 > 0. Using this we have

dF(Wδ ,M) ≤ C(d1/3)7 +

∫ 1

C1d1/3

C1ds
−2.1C2s

6 ds

≤ Cd,

as required. �
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Recall that the distance between Wδ and Tδ is of order |h(δ)|. When the distance
from M to Tδ is much smaller than this, then we can obtain more information by
comparing M to the minimal surface Tδ rather than to the (non-minimal) cone
Wδ. 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 Tδ.

Proposition 6.3. Suppose that M ∈ M is area minimizing in B1. There are
C, ǫ, δ0 > 0 with the following property. Suppose that DTδ

(M) < ǫ|h(δ)|, where
|δ| < δ0. Then

(6.5) A(M) −A(2M) > C−1|h(δ)|2.
It follows that for sufficiently small θ > 0 we have

(6.6) A(M)θ −A(2M)θ > C−1|h(δ)|.
Proof. Using the monotonicity formula (see [20]), we have

A(M) −A(2M) =

∫

M∩(B1/2\B1/4)

|z⊥|2
|z|10 .

From Proposition 4.7 we have an estimate for the corresponding integral over Tδ:

(6.7)

∫

Tδ∩(B1/2\B1/4)

|z⊥|2
|z|10 > C−1|h(δ)|2.

To compare the two integrals, let us work on Tδ, and write zM , nM , dAM (resp.
zT , nT , dAT ) for the position vector, normal vector and area form of M (resp. Tδ).

Since |h(δ)| < |δ|a′

with a′ > 1, for sufficiently small δ we have DTδ
(M) <

ǫ|h(δ)| < β|δ|. It follows that M is the graph of a function f over Tδ on the annulus
B1 \Bρ0 which satisfies

(6.8) |f | ≤ min{(β|δ| + ǫ|h(δ)|)r−2, ǫ|h(δ)|r−2.1} ≤ ǫ|h(δ)|r−2.1.

Since the regularity scale of Tδ at each point in the annulus is of order r, and M is
minimal, we deduce that on a smaller annulus we have |∇f | < Cr−3.1ǫ|h(δ)|. We
have zM = zT + fnT , and using Lemma 4.8 we have

nM = nT −∇f + O(ǫ2|h(δ)|2r−6.2).

It follows that

zM · nM = zT · nT + f − zT · ∇f + O(ǫ2|h(δ)|2r−6.2)

= zT · nT + O(ǫ|h(δ)|r−3.2),

where we used that |h(δ)|r−3 ≤ C on Tδ. From (4.8) we also have zT · nT =
O(|h(δ)|r−2), and so the previous formula implies

zM · nM = O(|h(δ)|r−3.2).

It follows that

|z⊥M |2 − |z⊥T |2 = O(ǫ|h(δ)|2r−6.4).

We also have |zM |−10 − |zT |−10 = O(ǫ|h(δ)|r−2.1) and dAM

dAT
− 1 = O(ǫ|h(δ)|r−2.1).

Combining these estimates we have
∫

M∩(B1/2\B1/4)

|z⊥|2
|z|10 −

∫

Tδ∩(B1/2\B1/4)

|z⊥|2
|z|10 = O(ǫ|h(δ)|2).
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Together with (6.7), we obtain (6.5) once ǫ is sufficiently small.
To see Inequality (6.6) we first use that M is area minimizing to bound Area(M∩

B1/2) in terms of the cone over M ∩ ∂B1/2:

Area(M ∩B1/2) ≤ 1

16
Area(M ∩ ∂B1/2).

To estimate the area of M ∩ ∂B1/2 note that, by the construction of Tδ together

with (6.8), this cross section is the graph of a function F over 1
2Σδ, satisfying

|r−1F | + |∇F | ≤ C|h(δ)|r−3.1.

Using Lemma 4.8 and (3.21) we then have

Area(M ∩ ∂B1/2) ≤ Area((C ×R) ∩ ∂B1/2) + C|δ||h(δ)| + O(|h(δ)|2).

It follows that

Area(M ∩B1/2) ≤ Area((C ×R) ∩B1/2) + C|δ||h(δ)|,

and so

A(2M) ≤ A(M) ≤ C|δ||h(δ)|.

It now follows from the mean value theorem that for θ ∈ (0, 1)

A(M)θ −A(2M)θ ≥ θA(M)θ−1(A(M) −A(2M))

≥ cθ|δ|θ−1|h(δ)|θ−1|h(δ)|2

≥ cθ|δ|θ−1|δ|α2θ|h(δ)|,
for a cθ > 0 depending on θ. The required result follows since θ − 1 + α2θ < 0 for
sufficiently small θ > 0. �

We will need the following extension lemma.

Lemma 6.4. Given any ǫ,K > 0 we have c > 0 with the following property.
Suppose that M ∈ M is a minimal surface in B1 with density equal to that of
C ×R at the origin, and such that DΛTδ

(M) < c with |δ| < c, | ln Λ| < K. Then
DKΛTδ

(KM) < ǫ.

Proof. We can argue by contradiction. Suppose that Mi ∈ M is a sequence of
minimal surfaces with density equal to that of C × R at the origin, and such
that DΛiTδi

(Mi) → 0 for a sequence | ln Λi| < K and δi → 0. After choosing a
subsequence we can assume that the Mi converge to a minimal cone M∞. Since
ΛiTδi → C ×R, we must have M∞ = C ×R. Since we also have KΛiTδi → C ×R
and KMi → C ×R, it follows that DKΛTδi

(KMi) < ǫ for sufficiently large i. �

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

Proposition 6.5. There is an ǫ > 0 with the following property. Suppose that
M is a minimal cone in R9, such that on the unit ball the Hausdorff distance
dH(M,C ×R) < ǫ. Then M is a rotation of V0 = C ×R.
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Proof. We will argue by contradiction. Let Mi be a sequence of minimal cones
converging to C×R on the unit ball, such that the Mi are not rotations of V0. For
any i, if

inf{DRVδ
(Mi) : R is a rotation and |δ| ≤ δ0} = 0,

then we must have Mi = RVδ for some rotation R and δ, but the Vδ are not
minimal for δ 6= 0, so Mi = RV0. Therefore we can assume that the infimum above
is positive for all i. We choose a sequence of rotations Ri and δi → 0 such that

(6.9) Di := DRiVδi
(Mi) < 2 inf{DRVδ

(Mi)}.
We have Di → 0 and by applying rotations to the Mi we can assume that Ri = Id.
Note also that since the mean curvature of Vδi is h(δi)ζρ

−2, we must have Di >
C−1|h(δi)| for a uniform constant C. We can write Mi as the graph of ui over Vδi

on the annulus B1 \Bρ0 , where r > ri for some ri → 0. Choosing a subsequence we

can assume that D−1
i ui → U locally uniformly, where |r2.1U | ≤ C and U satisfies

the equation

LC×RU + aζρ−1 = 0

for a constant a ∈ R. Indeed, away from the support of ζρ−1 both Vδi and Mi are
minimal, so in the limit U is a Jacobi field. On the support of ζρ−1 the functions
ui satisfy non-linear equations of the form

(6.10) h(δi)ζρ
−2 + LVδi

ui + Qi(ui) = 0,

where Qi collects the higher order terms in the mean curvature operator for a graph
over Vδi . Dividing through by Di we have

D−1
i h(δi)ζρ

−2 + LVδi
(D−1

i ui) = O(Di).

Using that |D−1
i h(δi)| < C, we have uniform derivative bounds for D−1

i ui and can
pass to a limit U along a subsequence, satisfying (6.10). In addition since the Mi

and the Vδi are cones, the function U is homogeneous of degree one.
Using Lemma 2.2 we can write U = f +λ(y3r−2− y), where f is the Jacobi field

corresponding to a rotation and λ ∈ R. Let R′
i denote the rotation corresponding

to the Jacobi field Dif , and let δ′i = δi + Diλ. We can also view the Mi as
graphs of functions u′

i over R′
iVδ′i

, over sets r > r′i. By Lemma 6.1 we still have

DR′

iVδ′
i

(Mi) ≤ CDi and in addition by construction we have D−1
i u′

i → 0. We can

apply the non-concentration estimate Proposition 5.6 since the Mi are minimal near
the singular set (note also that since Mi is a cone the estimate is much simpler in
this case). It follows that for any ǫ > 0 we have DR′

iVδ′
i

(Mi;B4/5 \B3/5) < ǫDi for

sufficiently large i. Since Mi and R′
iVδ′i

are cones, this contradicts the definition of

Di, i.e. Equation (6.9). �

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

Proposition 6.6. There are θ, C,B > 0 with the following property. Let M ∈ M
be a minimal surface in B1, with density equal to that of the cone C × R at the
origin. If the Hausdorff distance from M to C×R on B1 is sufficiently small, then
one of the following holds for the quantity EB defined in (6.4):

(i) EB(LBM) ≤ 1
2EB(M).

(ii) EB(LBM) ≤ C
(

A(LBM)θ −A(2LBM)θ
)

.
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Proof. Suppose that we have a sequence Mi → C×R on B1 in the Hausdorff sense
where each Mi ∈ M has the same density as C ×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, θ so that along a subsequence of the Mi either (i) or (ii) will hold.

Step 1. Let α′
1, α

′
2 be such that α1 < α′

1 < α′
2 < α2, where α1, α2 are the constants

from Proposition 5.12. We first show that if B is large, then along a subsequence
we can find δi → 0 and rotations Ri converging to the identity such that one of the
following two possibilities holds:

(a) DL2BRiTδi
(L2BMi) ≥ Lα′

1BDLBRiTδi
(LBMi),

(b) DRiTδi
(Mi) ≥ Lα′

2BDLBRiTδi
(LBMi).

This essentially follows from the fact that the family of surfaces RTδ accounts for
all the linear growth Jacobi fields on C×R, and so by comparing Mi 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 Ri, δi such that

DLBRiTδi
(LBMi) < 2 inf{DLBT (LBMi) : T = RTδ},

where the infimum is over all rotations R and δ for which Tδ is defined. I.e. RiTδi

is approximately a best fit surface to Mi among the family of comparison surfaces
RTδ on the annulus BL−B \BL−Bρ0

. By applying rotations to the Mi we can assume
that Ri = Id. Suppose that (a) and (b) both fail for the sequence δi and Ri = Id.
Let us write Ti = Tδi . Letting di = DLBTi

(LBMi), we have di → 0 and since (a)
and (b) fail, we have

(6.11)
DL2BTi

(L2BMi) < Lα′

1Bdi,

DTi(Mi) < Lα′

2Bdi.

On the annulus B1 \ BL−2Bρ0
we can write Mi as the graph of ui over Ti on the

set where r > ri, for a sequence ri → 0. Arguing as in Step 1 of the proof of
Proposition 5.12 there is a constant D (which depends on B) such that |r2.1ui| <
Ddi on the set where r > ri. Choosing a subsequence we can assume that d−1

i ui

converges to a Jacobi field U on C×R, defined in B1 \BL−2Bρ0
, such that |r2.1U | ≤

D. The inequalities (6.11) imply that in the notation of Lemma 2.3, with L = ρ−k
0

as in Proposition 5.12, we have

(6.12) ‖U‖0 ≤ C′Lα′

2B, ‖U‖2Bk ≤ C′Lα′

1B

for a constant C′ independent of B.
Let U1 be the degree one homogeneous Jacobi field, such that U − U1 has no

degree one piece. By Lemma 2.2 we can write U1 = f + λ(y3r−2 − y), where f is
the Jacobi field corresponding to a rotation. Let δ′i = δi +diλ and let R′

i denote the
rotation corresponding to the Jacobi field dif . Let T ′

i = R′
iTδ′i

. By construction the

Mi are graphs of new functions u′
i over T ′

i over the set where r > r′i, for a sequence
r′i → 0. In addition by Lemma 6.1 we have a bound DΛT ′

i
(ΛMi) < D′di for any

Λ ∈ [L−2B, 1] and the functions d−1
i u′

i converge to U ′ = U − U1.
Since U1 has degree one, the function U ′ also satisfies the inequalities (6.12), 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

‖U ′‖2Bk ≥ ρ
−(Bk−1)α2

0 ‖U ′‖Bk+1,

or

‖U ′‖0 ≥ ρ
−(Bk+1)α2

0 ‖U ′‖Bk+1.

Either way, we have ‖U ′‖ ≤ C′L−B(α2−α′

2), using also that α′
1 < α′

2. Lemma 2.4
then implies that

LB sup
B

L−B+1\BL−B−1ρ0

|r2U ′| ≤ C′L(α′

2−α2)B ,

for a larger C′, still independent of B. After rescaling this estimate to the annulus
BL\BL−1ρ0

, we can apply Proposition 5.6, keeping in mind that we have the bound
DΛT ′

i
(ΛMi) < D′di. This implies that for any γ > 0, once i is sufficiently large, we

will have

DLBT ′

i
(LBMi) < C′L(α′

2−α2)Bdi + γD′di.

Here D′ depends on B, but given B we can choose γ small so that for sufficiently
large i we end up with

DLBT ′

i
(LBMi) < 2C′L(α′

2−α2)Bdi,

with C′ independent of B. By our choice of Ti we have

DLBT ′

i
(LBMi) >

1

2
DLBTi

(LBMi) =
di
2
,

and so di < 4C′L(α′

2−α2)Bdi. Since α′
2 < α2, 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 Ri = Id.

Step 2. Let us suppose that condition (a) holds for all i, so

DL2BTδi
(L2BMi) ≥ Lα′

1BDLBTδi
(LBMi),

for a sequence δi → 0. We want to apply Proposition 5.12 repeatedly to estimate
DLkBTδi

(LkBMi) for k = 2, 3, . . .. We can do this as long as DLkBTδi
(LkBMi) re-

mains sufficiently small and in addition we also need kB ≤ |δi|−κ for the scaled sur-
faces LkBTδi to be defined. More precisely, we use a κ that is slightly smaller than
the κ5.11 appearing in Proposition 5.12. Then for any given B,L, if kB ≤ |δi|−κ,
it follows that | ln(L(k+2)B)| < |δi|−κ5.11 for sufficiently large i, and so L(k+2)BTδi

is defined, and Proposition 5.12 can be applied.
Using the extension result Lemma 6.4 we can choose d0(B), d1(B) > 0 depending

on B such that if DLkBTδi
(LkBMi) < d0(B) then DL(k+2)BTδi

(L(k+2)BMi) < d1(B).

We choose d0(B), d1(B) small enough for Proposition 5.12 to be applied to T =
L(k+ξ)BTδi and M = L(k+ξ)BMi with ξ = 0, 1, 2, for sufficiently large i, as long as
also kB ≤ |δi|−κ. There are two possibilities.
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(a1) Suppose that as long as kB < |δi|−κ we have DLkBTδi
(LkBMi) < d0(B) for

all large i. Then we can apply the three-annulus lemma B−1|δi|−κ times
to find that

(6.13) DLBTδi
(LBMi), DL2BTδi

(L2BMi) < L−B−1|δi|
−κα′

1Bd0(B).

Recall that |h(δ)| > |δ|a2 . For any ǫ > 0, it follows that for sufficiently large
i (depending on ǫ, B) we have DLBTδi

(LBMi) < ǫ|h(δi)|. From Proposi-
tion 6.3 we get

A(LBMi)
θ −A(2LBMi)

θ > C−1|h(δi)|.
In addition from Equations (6.13) and (6.2) we have

DWδi
(LBMi), DWδi

(L2BMi) < CB|h(δi)|.
Combining these inequalities we get

EB(LBM) < CB
(

A(LBMi)
θ −A(2LBMi)

θ
)

.

(a2) Along a subsequence there are ki with ki < B−1|δi|−κ such that

DLkiBTδi
(LkiBMi) ≥ d0(B),

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

(6.14) DL(ki+1)BTδi
(L(ki+1)BMi) ≥ Lα′

1BDLkiBTδi
(LkiBMi) ≥ Lα′

1Bd0(B).

By area monotonicity, after choosing a subsequence we can assume that
L(ki−1)BMi, L

kiBMi, L
(ki+1)BMi all converge to a minimal cone M∞. Us-

ing that DL(ki−1)BTδi
(L(ki−1)BMi) ≤ d0(B), and that L(ki−1)BTδi converges

to V0 = C ×R, Proposition 6.5 implies that M∞ = RV0 for a rotation R
and in addition |R− Id| < Cd0(B) for a C independent of B.

Using the fact that L(ki+1)BTδi → V0 and L(ki+1)BMi → RV0, we deduce
using Lemma 6.1 that

DL(ki+1)BTδi
(L(ki+1)BMi) ≤ C

(

DWδi
(L(ki+1)BMi) + (1 + kiB)|h(δi)|

)

≤ C
(

C(DRV0(L(ki+1)BMi) + |δi| + |R− Id|)

+ (1 + kiB)|h(δi)|
)

.

As i → ∞ we have DRV0(L(ki+1)BMi), |δi| → 0, and also since ki <
B−1|δi|−κ we have ki|h(δi)| → 0. It follows that

DL(ki+1)BTδi
(L(ki+1)BMi) ≤ C(1 + d0(B))

for sufficiently large i, for C independent of B. Comparing this with (6.14)
we have

C(1 + d0(B)) ≥ Lα′

1Bd0(B),

which is a contradiction if B is chosen sufficiently large.

Step 3. Finally we suppose that condition (b) holds for all i, while condition (a)
fails. We assume that Ri = Id and we let di = DLBTδi

(LBMi). Again there are

two possibilities.
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(b1) Let ǫ > 0 be the constant from Proposition 6.3 and suppose that di <
ǫ|h(δi)|. Then arguing similarly to case (a1) above, we find that

EB(LBM) < CB(A(LBMi)
θ −A(2LBMi)

θ),

for a constant CB depending on B.
(b2) We have di ≥ ǫ|h(δi)|, and in addition

(6.15)
DTδi

(Mi) ≥ Lα′

2Bdi,

DL2BTδi
(L2BMi) ≤ Lα′

1Bdi.

We can estimate EB(LBM) from above, using Lemma 6.1:

(6.16)

EB(LBM) ≤ DWδi
(LBMi) + DWδi

(L2BMi)

≤ C(di + CB|h(δi)|) + C(Lα′

1Bdi + CB|h(δi)|)
≤ Cdi(1 + Bǫ−1)(1 + Lα′

1B).

We claim that for sufficiently large B we have EB(Mi) ≥ 2EB(LBMi),
once i is large enough. Suppose that this were not the case, i.e. EB(Mi) <
2EB(LBMi) for all i. By definition there are rotations Ri, and δ′i, such that

(6.17) DRiWδ′
i
(Mi) + DRiWδ′

i
(LBMi) < 2EB(LBMi).

In particular LBMi is contained in the neighborhood N2EB(LBMi)(RiWδ′i
),

while by the definition of di it is also contained in the neighborhood N2di(L
BTδi).

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 LBTδi to Wδi is at most CB|h(δi)|. It follows from
this that we must have (after multiplying Ri by an element of the symmetry
group O(4) ×O(4))

(6.18) |Ri − Id| + |δi − δ′i| ≤ C(EB(LBMi) + di + B|h(δi)|) ≤ CdiBLα′

1B,

where we absorbed various factors (including ǫ−1) into C using (6.16) and

|h(δi)| ≤ ǫ−1di, and we assumed that Bǫ−1, Lα′

1B > 1.
We now use the other part of (6.17), i.e. DRiWδ′

i
(Mi) < 2EB(LBMi).

This implies, using also (6.18) and Lemma 6.1, that for large enough i

DWδi
(Mi) ≤ C(EB(LBMi) + diBLα′

1B)

≤ CdiBLα′

1B,

increasing C further. Then by Lemma 6.1

DTδi
(Mi) ≤ CdiBLα′

1B + CB|h(δi)|
≤ CdiBLα′

1B,

using |h(δi)| ≤ ǫ−1di again, absorbing further factors into C. At the same

time by (6.15) we have DTδi
(Mi) ≥ Lα′

2Bdi, so we obtain Lα′

2B ≤ CBLα′

1B

for sufficiently large i. Since α′
2 > α′

1, this is a contradiction if B is suffi-
ciently large.

This completes the proof of the Proposition. �
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The proposition implies our main result, Theorem 1.1, which we restate here.

Theorem 6.7. Let M ∈ M be a minimal surface in B1, with C×R as a multiplicity
one tangent cone at the origin. Then the tangent cone at the origin is unique.

Proof. We apply Proposition 6.6 repeatedly. Let us suppose that LkBM is suffi-
ciently close to C ×R on B1 to apply the proposition for k = 0, 1, . . . , N . Define
ek = EB(LkBM) and let k1, k2, . . . , km denote the values of k for which alternative
(ii) holds, so that alternative (i) holds for the remaining values. We then have

e0 + e1 + . . . + eN = (e0 + . . . + ek1−1) + (ek1 + . . . + ek2−1) + . . . + (ekm + . . . + eN)

≤ 2e0 + 2ek1 + . . . + 2ekm

≤ 2e0 + 2C

m
∑

j=1

(A(LkjBM)θ −A(2LkjBM)θ)

≤ 2e0 + 2C(A(Lk1BM)θ −A(2LkmBM)θ)

≤ 2e0 + 2CA(M)θ

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

(6.19)

dF (M,L(N+1)BM) ≤ dF (M,LM) + . . . dF (LNBM,LNB+1M)

≤ C(e0 + e1 + . . . + eN )

≤ C(e0 + A(M)θ).

If M is sufficiently close to C ×R on B1, then this implies that L(N+1)BM is also
close enough to C ×R to keep applying Proposition 6.6. We can therefore take N
above to be arbitrarily large. Since C ×R is a tangent cone, we know that for a
sequence Ni → ∞ we have dF(LNiBM,C ×R) → 0 and by applying the argument
above to LNiBM instead of M , we then find that dF(LkBM,C×R) → 0 as k → ∞.
Therefore C ×R is the unique tangent cone at the origin. �

7. The case of C ×Rk

In this section we reprove Simon’s uniqueness result, Theorem 1.2, for tangent
cones of the form C × Rk, where C ⊂ Rn 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 Rn.
(c) There are no homogeneous Jacobi fields on C with degree d ∈ Z∩

(

3−n
2 , 0

)

.

The cones C(S2×S4) and C(S3×S3) in R8 do not satisfy this, because they have
the Jacobi field r−2. However many other minimal cones do, such as C(Sp × Sq)
with p + q > 6, as discussed in [22].

The strategy to prove Theorem 1.2 is very similar to what we used for C(S3 ×
S3) ×R, but there are significant simplifications. The cones C ×Rk we consider
here are integrable, and in fact all degree one Jacobi fields arise from rotations in
Rn+k. As a consequence we do not need to construct surfaces similar to Tδ, which
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also means that it is enough to show non-concentration relative to the cones C×Rk.
This simplifies both the definition of the distance and the construction of barrier
surfaces.

According to Hardt-Simon [13], there are smooth minimal hypersurfaces H± in
the two connected components of Rn\C, asymptotic to the graphs of ±rµφ(ω) over
C. Here φ is the eigenfunction of −LΣ on the link Σ with the smallest eigenvalue,
and rµφ(ω) is the corresponding Jacobi field on C. We have µ ∈

(

3−n
2 , 0

)

. The role
of Condition (‡c) is the following, analogous to Lemma 2.2.

Proposition 7.1. Let u be a homogeneous degree one function on C × Rk such
that r−µu is locally bounded away from the origin, and LC×Rku = 0. Then u
corresponds to a rotation in Rn × Rk. More precisely, writing zi = xi for i ≤ n
and zi = yi−n for n < i ≤ n + k, we have u(z) = Az · ν(z) for A ∈ so(n + k) and
ν(z) the unit normal to C ×Rk.

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

u =
∑

j

rµj

∑

k,l≥0

ajk,lr
2kylφj(ω).

Here φj is the jth eigenfunction of −LΣ on the link of C, and rµiφj(ω) are the
corresponding homogeneous Jacobi fields on C. We have µ0 = µ. In addition
l ∈ (Z≥0)k denotes a multiindex, and we write yl = yl11 · · · ylkk , |l| = l1 + . . . + lk.
Since u has degree one, we must have µj +2k+ |l| = 1. Since 2k, |l| ≥ 0 are integers,
by Condition (‡c) the only possibilities are

(i) µj = 0, k = 0, |l| = 1: the corresponding functions u are spanned by νj(z)yi
where j = 1, . . . , n and i = 1, . . . , k (note that νj = 0 for j > n).

(ii) µj = 1, k = 0, |l| = 0: the corresponding functions u are spanned by
νjxi − νixj , for i, j = 1, . . . , n.

The functions u spanned by these can be written as u = Az ·ν(z), for A ∈ so(n+k).
Note that since νj = 0 for j > n, the coefficients Aij for i > n do not affect u. �

For λ ∈ R we will let λH = |λ|H±, using H+ or H− depending on the sign of
λ. Note that λH is asymptotic to the graph of λ1−µrµ. We let w = 1 − µ, so in
our earlier setting of C = C(S3 × S3) we have µ = −2, w = 3. As before we will
write (x, y) ∈ Rn×Rk and r = |x|, ρ = (|x|2 + |y|2)1/2. For a function f(y) we will
denote by f(y)H ⊂ Rn ×Rk the hypersurface given for each y ∈ Rk by f(y)H in
the slice Rn × {y}. We will also write V = C ×Rk.

Definition 7.2. For d > 0 let us define the neighborhood Nd(V ) to be the region
between the surfaces ±d1/wH . For an open set U ⊂ Rn ×Rk and a hypersurface
M we define the distance DV (M ;U) to be the infimum of all d > 0 such that
M ∩ U ⊂ Nd(V ).

In analogy with Lemma 5.7 we can define functions Fa on ±H for a > µ, sat-
isfying Fa = ra for sufficiently large r and L±HFa > C−1

a ra−2. We extend Fa

to Rn \ {0} to be homogeneous of degree a. Then on all scalings of H we have
LλHFa > C−1

a ra−2 and |Fa| ≤ Car
a−2. Using this Fa we construct barrier sur-

faces analogous to those in Proposition 5.8. 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)| ≤ C0R that appears in the
proof of Proposition 5.8.
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Proposition 7.3. Let f : Ω → (0,∞) be a C2 function on Ω ⊂ Rk. There is a
large Cf > 0 and small r0, ǫ0 > 0 depending on upper bounds for the C2-norms of
f, f−1 satisfying the following. For ǫ ∈ (0, ǫ0) define the surface X to be the graph
of −Cf ǫf(y)Fµ+2 over ǫ1/wf(y)H, in the slices Rn × {y} for y ∈ Ω, and r < r0.
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 < r0.
The scaled up surface R−1X is the graph of the function B over E(y) ·H , where

E(y) = R−1ǫ1/wf(Ry),

B(x, y) = −Rµ+1Cf ǫf(Ry)Fµ+2.

By taking r0 small (depending on the lower bound for f), we can arrange that
|f(0)| ≥ C0R for any large C0, so we are in the setting analogous to the first case
studied in Proposition 5.8. In the same way as in that proof, we find that R−1X can
be viewed as the graph of B over the graph of A over the surface E(0)·H ⊂ Rn×Rk,
where

A = E(0)ΦE(0)−1E(y)−1(E(0)−1·).
Here Φt is the function on H such that (1+t)H is the graph of Φt over H for small t.
In terms of the corresponding Jacobi field Φ we have Φt(x) = tΦ(x)+O(t2|x|µ) and
Φ(x) = O(|x|µ). Since E(0)−1E(y) = f(0)−1f(Ry), we have that E(0)−1E(y)−1 =
O(R), and so

A . (R−1ǫ1/wf(0))wR = Rµǫf(0)w.

The same estimate holds for the derivatives of A, and so

A,∇iA . ǫRµ

B,∇iB . ǫCfR
µ+1,

where a . b means |a| ≤ Cb for C depending on the C2 norms of f, f−1. The mean
curvature of X is

m = LE(0)·H×Rk(A + B) + O(A2 + B2).

At y = 0 we have

LE(0)·H×RkA = ∆E(0)Φ(E(0)−1·) + O(R1+µǫ)

. R1+µǫ,

using that ∆E(0) . Rǫ1/w and Φ(E(0)−1·) . Rµǫ−µ/w. As for LB we have

LE(0)·H×RkB ≤ −C−1Rµ+1Cf ǫf(0) + CRµ+3Cf ǫ∆f(0),

for some C > 0. It follows that

m ≤ −C−1Rµ+1Cf ǫf(0) + CRµ+3Cf ǫ + CR1+µǫ + ǫ2R2µ + ǫ2C2
fR

2µ+2

≤ Rµ+1ǫCf

[

− C−1f(0) + CR2 + CC−1
f + C−1

f ǫRµ−1 + ǫCfR
µ+1

]

.

Note that a point on X with y = 0, r ∈ (R/2, 2R) can only exist if R ≥ C−1ǫ1/wf(0)
for a uniform C > 0. In particular Rµ−1ǫ . 1. We first choose Cf large (depending

on the lower bound for f), to ensure that CC−1
f +C−1

f ǫRµ−1 < 1
4C

−1f(0). Then we

choose R sufficiently small (depending on Cf ), to ensure Cf ǫR
µ−1R2 < 1

4C
−1f(0).

It follows that we will then have m < 0 as required. �
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Given these barrier surfaces, we can prove a non-concentration result analogous
to Proposition 5.6. 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 γ > 0, there are r0 =
r0(γ) > 0, d0 = d(γ, r0) satisfying the following. Suppose that M ∈ M is a minimal
surface with DV (M ;B1\B1/2) = d < d0, that on the region {r > r0} in the annulus
B1 \B1/2 can be written as the graph of a function u over V . Then

(7.1) DV (M ;B4/5 \B3/5) ≤ C sup
(B1\B1/2)∩{r>r0}

|r−µu| + Cγd.

Proof. The proof is essentially the same as the first part of the proof of Proposi-
tion 5.6. Fix γ > 0. Let Ωγ ⊂ Rk denote the annulus 1

2 + γ < |y| < 1 − γ. Define
the function

f(y) = (|y| − 1/2)−1 + (1 − |y|)−1

for y ∈ Ωγ . We then have C2 bounds for f on Ωγ , depending on γ. By Propo-
sition 7.3 we have the surfaces Xǫ defined in the region {r < r0} × Ωγ , for suf-
ficiently small r0. By a result similar to Proposition 5.10, given a small c > 0
and replacing r0 by a smaller constant, we can assume that Xǫ lies between the
surfaces (ǫf(y)w ± cǫ)1/wH . We can choose c small enough (independent of γ) so
that 1

2f(y)w + c < f(y)w < 2f(y)w − c, and Xǫ lies between (12f(y)wǫ)1/wH and

(2f(y)wǫ)1/wH . In particular if we denote by Uγ the region {r < r0} × Ωγ , then
we have (using w > 1):

(i) On the boundary pieces {r < r0} × ∂Ωγ the surface Xǫ lies on the positive

side of (12γ
−1ǫ)1/wH .

(ii) On all of Uγ the surface Xǫ lies on the positive side of (C−1ǫ)1/wH for C
depending only on f .

(iii) On the smaller region {r < r0} × {3/5 < |y| < 4/5} the surface Xǫ lies on
the negative side of (Cǫ)1/wH for C depending on f .

Let us define D(r0) = sup{r>r0} |r−µu|, and

ǫ0 = C′D(r0) + C′γd,

ǫ1 = C′d.

For a suitable C′. If C′ ≥ 2 then we have the following. Since (12γ
−1ǫ0)1/w ≥ d1/w,

on {r < r0} × ∂Ωγ the surface M lies on the negative side of Xǫ0 . For fixed r0,
if d is sufficiently small, and if M is the graph of u on the region {r > r0}, then
|u| ≤ D(r0)rµ. In particular along {r = r0} the surface M is on the negative side
of (CD(r0))1/wH for a fixed C > 0 once D(r0) is sufficiently small. It follows
that on ∂{r < r0} × Ωγ the surface M lies on the negative side of Xǫ0 if C′ is
sufficiently large. At the same time, M lies on the negative side of Xǫ1 on all of
Ωγ . Considering the family of surfaces Xǫ ranging between ǫ0 and ǫ1 we find that
M must lie on the negative side of Xǫ0 as well.

By property (iii) above, on the region {r < r0} × {3/5 < |y| < 4/5} the surface
Xǫ0 lies on the negative side of (Cǫ0)1/wH , and therefore so does M . Reversing
the orientations we find that on the same region M lies on the positive side of
−(Cǫ0)1/wH . If d is small enough, then M lies between ±(Cǫ0)1/wH on the region
{r > r0} as well, and so DV (M ;B4/5 \ B3/5) ≤ Cǫ0, which is the required bound
(7.1). �
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The three annulus Lemma 2.3 holds for the cone C ×Rk, and we obtain corre-
sponding α1 < α2 and ρ0. The L2 to L∞ estimate (Lemma 2.4) also holds, in the
form

sup
B1/2(0)

|r−µu| ≤ C‖u‖L2(B1),

for any Jacobi field u on C×Rk such that r−µu ∈ L∞(B1). Proposition 7.4 together
with these two results implies the following, with essentially the same proof as
Proposition 5.12. As before, we use the notation DV (M) = DV (M ;B1 \Bρ0).

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 B1. Suppose that
DV (M) < d and α ∈ (α1, α2). Then

(i) If DV (LM) ≥ LαDV (M), then DV (L2M) ≥ LαDV (LM).
(ii) If DV (LM) ≥ LαDV (L2M), then DV (M) ≥ LαDV (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

EB(M) = inf{DV (M) + DV (LBM) : V ∈ V},

as in (6.4).
The uniqueness of the tangent cone is implied by the following decay estimate,

whose proof is essentially identical to that of Proposition 6.6, 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 B1 with density equal to that of the cone C ×Rk

at the origin. If the Hausdorff distance from M to C × Rk on B1 is sufficiently
small, then we have

EB(LBM) ≤ 1

2
EB(M).

Proof. We can follow the proof of Proposition 6.6 closely, but the situation now
is much simpler. Cases (a1) and (b1) that appeared in the earlier proof can not
happen here, since our comparison surfaces RV ∈ V are all cones (we can think
of setting δ = 0 in the earlier proof). In particular option (ii) in the statement of
Proposition 6.6 does not happen. �

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

Proof of Theorem 1.2. We can use the same argument as in the proof of Theo-
rem 6.7 to prove that LkBM → C × Rk on the unit ball. In addition, since case
(ii) of Proposition 6.6 does not appear in Proposition 7.6, the inequality analogous
to (6.19) implies (replacing M by LkBM and letting N → ∞)

dF (LkBM,C ×Rk) ≤ CEB(LkBM) < C2−kEB(M),

for all k > 0 if M is already sufficiently close to the cone. This is enough to conclude
the polynomial convergence. �



UNIQUENESS OF CERTAIN CYLINDRICAL TANGENT CONES 59

Remark 7.7. It is natural to ask whether Theorem 1.1 can be extended to the case
CS×Rk for k > 1, where CS = C(S3×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 φP = P (y)r−2 − 1

6∆P (y). The method of proof of Theorem 1.1

would require us to construct corresponding perturbations of the cone CS×Rk, and
the fact that the link of CS ×Rk has non-isolated singular set for k > 1 introduces
substantial new difficulties.
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