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Abstract

In metric measure spaces, we study boundary traces of BV functions in do-
mains equipped with a doubling measure and supporting a Poincaré inequality,
but possibly having a very large and irregular boundary. We show that the
trace exists in the ordinary sense in a certain part of the boundary, and that
this part is sufficient to determine the integrability of the rough trace, as well
as the possibility of zero extending the function to the whole space as a BV
function.

1 Introduction

Boundary traces of Sobolev and BV (bounded variation) functions are a relevant
concept for example in the study of Dirichlet boundary value problems. Classical
treatments of boundary traces, or traces for short, of BV functions in Euclidean
spaces can be found e.g. in [2, Chapter 3] and [8, Chapter 5]. Traditionally, one
considers domains with a Lipschitz boundary. On the other hand, traces can be stud-
ied also in more general domains, and in abstract metric measure spaces (X, d, µ).
Usually one assumes that the measure µ satisfies a doubling property and that the
space supports a Poincaré inequality. In such a setting it is natural to define the
trace as follows: given a function u defined on an open set Ω ⊂ X, the number
Tu(x) ∈ R is the boundary trace of u at x ∈ ∂Ω if

lim
r→0

∫

Ω∩B(x,r)
|u− Tu(x)| dµ = 0.

In [20, 21], various properties of traces of BV functions in metric spaces were shown.
Despite being far more general than the classical setting of Lipschitz domains, the
theory in these papers still required rather strong regularity of Ω and especially of
its boundary. If one assumes very little or no regularity of Ω, the ordinary boundary
trace might not exist on the entire boundary, but the following rough trace always
exists:

T∗u(x) := sup {t ∈ R : θ∗({u > t}, x) > 0} , x ∈ ∂Ω.
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Here we denote by θ∗ the upper measure density; see Section 2 for definitions. Rough
traces have been studied by Maz’ya [22, Section 9.5] in Euclidean spaces, and by
Buffa–Miranda [7] in metric spaces.

In the current paper, we are interested in considering open sets Ω ⊂ X that have
some regularity but significantly less than those considered [20, 21]. This means in
particular that the boundary ∂Ω can be very large and that the (ordinary) trace
Tu might only exist on a part of it. Nonetheless, this part turns out to be enough
to largely determine the behavior of the rough trace T∗u on the entire boundary.
We will assume that, in a suitable sense, Ω is equipped with a doubling measure
and supports a Poincaré inequality locally near its boundary. We abbreviate this by
saying that Ω is PLB, see Definition 3.5.

Our main result is the following. We define Ωβ to be the set where the lower
measure density of Ω is at least a constant β > 0, and ΣβΩ := Ωβ ∩ (X \ Ω)β.

Theorem 1.1. Suppose Ω ⊂ X is PLB and let u ∈ BV(Ω). Then

(1) the trace Tu(x) exists at H-a.e. x ∈ ∂Ω ∩ Ωβ;

(2) the integrals of the boundary traces satisfy
∫

∂Ω∩{θ∗(Ω,·)>0}
|T∗u| dH =

∫

∂Ω∩Ωβ

|Tu| dH; and

(3) the zero extension of u from Ω to X is in BV(X) if and only if
∫

ΣβΩ
|Tu| dH < ∞.

In essence, the theorem says that the trace exists in the ordinary sense on a
part of the boundary, namely ∂Ω ∩ Ωβ, and that this is enough to determine the
integrability of the rough trace, as well as the zero extension property of the function.
We will prove the three different parts of the theorem in Sections 3, 4, and 5. In
Section 5 we also examine the possibility of zero extending u as a BV function
without adding any total variation.

2 Preliminaries

In this section we introduce the basic notation, definitions, and assumptions that
are employed in the paper.

Throughout this paper, (X, d, µ) is a complete metric space that is equipped
with a metric d and a Borel regular outer measure µ satisfying a doubling property,
meaning that there exists a constant Cd ≥ 1 such that

0 < µ(B(x, 2r)) ≤ Cdµ(B(x, r)) < ∞

for every open ball B(x, r) := {y ∈ X : d(y, x) < r}, with x ∈ X and r > 0. We
assume that X consists of at least 2 points. When a property holds outside of a set
of µ-measure zero, we say that it holds at µ-a.e. point.
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All functions defined on X or its subsets will take values in [−∞,∞]. As a
complete metric space equipped with a doubling measure, X is proper, that is,
closed and bounded sets are compact. A function u defined in an open set Ω ⊂ X is
said to be in the class L1

loc(Ω) if it is in L1(Ω′) for every open Ω′
⋐ Ω. Here Ω′

⋐ Ω
means that Ω′ is a compact subset of Ω. Other local spaces of functions are defined
analogously.

By a curve we mean a rectifiable continuous mapping from a compact interval
of the real line into X. The length of a curve γ is denoted by ℓγ . We will assume
every curve to be parametrized by arc-length (see e.g. [10, Theorem 3.2]), so we
have γ : [0, ℓγ ] → X. A nonnegative Borel function g on X is an upper gradient of
a function u on X if for all nonconstant curves γ, we have

|u(x) − u(y)| ≤

∫

γ
g ds :=

∫ ℓγ

0
g(γ(s)) ds, (2.1)

where x and y are the end points of γ. We interpret |u(x) − u(y)| = ∞ whenever at
least one of |u(x)|, |u(y)| is infinite. Upper gradients were originally introduced in
[13].

We say that a domain Ω ⊂ X is M -uniform, with constant M ≥ 1, if for every
x, y ∈ Ω there exists a curve γ : [0, ℓγ ] → Ω with ℓγ ≤ Md(x, y), γ(0) = x, γ(ℓγ) = y,
and such that for all t ∈ [0, ℓγ ] we have

dist(γ(t),X \ Ω) ≥ M−1 min{t, ℓγ − t}. (2.2)

We say that a domain is uniform if it is M -uniform for some 1 ≤ M < ∞.
Let 1 ≤ p < ∞. (We will work almost exclusively with p = 1.) The p-modulus

of a family of curves Γ is defined by

Modp(Γ) := inf

∫

X
ρp dµ,

where the infimum is taken over all nonnegative Borel functions ρ such that
∫
γ ρ ds ≥

1 for every curve γ ∈ Γ. A property is said to hold for p-almost every curve if it fails
only for a curve family with zero p-modulus. If g is a nonnegative µ-measurable
function on X and (2.1) holds for p-almost every curve, then we say that g is a
p-weak upper gradient of u. By only considering curves γ in a set A ⊂ X, we can
talk about a function g being a (p-weak) upper gradient of u in A.

Given an open set Ω ⊂ X, we let

‖u‖N1,p(Ω) :=

(∫

Ω
|u|p dµ + inf

∫

Ω
gp dµ

)1/p

,

where the infimum is taken over all p-weak upper gradients g of u in Ω. Then we
define the Newton-Sobolev space

N1,p(Ω) := {u : ‖u‖N1,p(Ω) < ∞},

which was first introduced in [24]. For any u ∈ N1,p(Ω) the quantity ‖u‖N1,p(Ω)

agrees with the classical Sobolev norm, see e.g. [4, Corollary A.4]. It is known that
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for every u ∈ N1,p
loc (Ω) there exists a minimal p-weak upper gradient of u in Ω, which

we always denote by gu, satisfying gu ≤ g µ-almost everywhere in Ω for every p-weak
upper gradient g ∈ Lp

loc(Ω) of u in Ω, see [4, Theorem 2.25].
For any open sets Ω,Ω0 ⊂ X, the space of Newton-Sobolev functions with zero

boundary values is defined as

N1,p
0 (Ω,Ω0) := {u|Ω∩Ω0

: u ∈ N1,p(Ω0) and u = 0 in Ω0 \ Ω}. (2.3)

This space is a subspace of N1,p(Ω∩Ω0), and it can be understood to be a subspace
of N1,p(Ω0) as well. We let N1,p

0 (Ω) := N1,p
0 (Ω,X).

The p-capacity of a set A ⊂ X is defined by

Capp(A) := inf ‖u‖p
N1,p(X)

, (2.4)

where the infimum is taken over all functions u ∈ N1,p(X) such that u ≥ 1 in A.
For any set A ⊂ X and 0 < R < ∞, the Hausdorff content of codimension one

is defined by

HR(A) := inf





∞∑

j=1

µ(B(xj , rj))

rj
: A ⊂

∞⋃

j=1

B(xj, rj), rj ≤ R



 .

We also allow finite coverings by interpreting µ(B(x, 0))/0 = 0. The codimension
one Hausdorff measure of A ⊂ X is then defined by

H(A) := lim
R→0

HR(A).

We also define “centered” versions ĤR and Ĥ in the same way, but with the addi-
tional requirement that xj ∈ A. By the doubling property of µ, these are comparable
to HR and H.

By [11, Theorem 4.3, Theorem 5.1] we know that for every A ⊂ X,

Cap1(A) = 0 if and only if H(A) = 0. (2.5)

We will assume throughout the paper that X supports a (1, 1)-Poincaré inequal-
ity, meaning that there exist constants CP > 0 and λ ≥ 1 such that for every ball
B(x, r), every u ∈ L1

loc(X), and every upper gradient g of u, we have
∫

B(x,r)
|u− uB(x,r)| dµ ≤ CP r

∫

B(x,λr)
g dµ,

where

uB(x,r) :=

∫

B(x,r)
u dµ :=

1

µ(B(x, r))

∫

B(x,r)
u dµ.

Next we present the definition and basic properties of functions of bounded
variation on metric spaces, following Miranda Jr. [23]. Given an open set Ω ⊂ X
and a function u ∈ L1

loc(Ω), we define the total variation of u in Ω by

‖Du‖(Ω) := inf

{
lim inf
i→∞

∫

Ω
gui

dµ : ui ∈ N1,1
loc (Ω), ui → u in L1

loc(Ω)

}
, (2.6)
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where each gui
is the minimal 1-weak upper gradient of ui in Ω. We say that a

function u ∈ L1(Ω) is of bounded variation, and denote u ∈ BV(Ω), if ‖Du‖(Ω) < ∞.
For an arbitrary set A ⊂ X, we define

‖Du‖(A) := inf{‖Du‖(W ) : A ⊂ W, W ⊂ X is open}.

In [23], local Lipschitz constants were used in place of upper gradients, but the theory
can be developed similarly with either definition. It is sometimes also required that
ui ∈ Liploc(Ω) instead of ui ∈ N1,1

loc (Ω), but for us this does not make a difference,

since Liploc(Ω) is dense in N1,1
loc (Ω), see [4, Theorem 4.57].

If u ∈ L1
loc(Ω) and ‖Du‖(Ω) < ∞, then ‖Du‖(·) is a Borel regular outer measure

on Ω by [23, Theorem 3.4]. A µ-measurable set E ⊂ X is said to be of finite
perimeter if ‖DχE‖(X) < ∞, where χE is the characteristic function of E. The
perimeter of E in Ω is also denoted by

P (E,Ω) := ‖DχE‖(Ω).

We define the lower and upper densities of a set E ⊂ X at a point x ∈ X as
follows:

θ∗(E, x) := lim inf
r→0

µ(B(x, r) ∩ E)

µ(B(x, r))
and θ∗(E, x) := lim sup

r→0

µ(B(x, r) ∩ E)

µ(B(x, r))
.

The measure-theoretic interior of a set E ⊂ X is defined by

IE := {x ∈ X : θ∗(X \E, x) = 0} ,

and the measure-theoretic exterior by

OE := {x ∈ X : θ∗(E, x) = 0} .

The measure-theoretic boundary is defined as the set of points x ∈ X at which both
E and its complement have strictly positive upper density:

∂∗E := {x ∈ X : θ∗(E, x) > 0 and θ∗(X \ E, x) > 0} .

Note that the space X is always partitioned into the disjoint sets IE , OE , and ∂∗E.
We also let

Eb := {x ∈ X : θ∗(E, x) ≥ b}, b > 0. (2.7)

The strong boundary ΣbE, for 0 < b ≤ 1/2, is defined as ΣbE := Eb ∩ (X \E)b.
For an open set Ω ⊂ X and a µ-measurable set E ⊂ X with P (E,Ω) < ∞, we

know that
H((∂∗E \ ΣγE) ∩ Ω) = 0 (2.8)

for some number γ = γ(Cd, CP , λ) > 0, see [1, Theorem 5.4]. We also know that for
any Borel set A ⊂ Ω,

P (E,A) =

∫

ΣγE∩A
θE dH, (2.9)
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where θE : Ω → [α,Cd] with α = α(Cd, CP , λ) > 0, see [1, Theorem 5.3] and [3,
Theorem 4.6]. In particular, P (E,Ω) < ∞ implies that H(∂∗E ∩Ω) < ∞. Federer’s
characterization of sets of finite perimeter states that the converse is also true;
more precisely, if E ⊂ X is a µ-measurable set such that H(∂∗E ∩ Ω) < ∞, then
P (E,Ω) < ∞, see [19, Theorem 1.1]. See also Federer [9, Section 4.5.11] for the
original Euclidean result.

The strong boundary can also be used to characterize sets of finite perimeter, as
follows.

Theorem 2.10 ([17, Theorem 1.1]). Let Ω ⊂ X be an open set and let E ⊂ X be
a µ-measurable set with H(ΣβE ∩ Ω) < ∞, where 0 < β ≤ 1/2 only depends on the
doubling constant of the measure and the constants in the Poincaré inequality. Then
P (E,Ω) < ∞.

Throughout this paper, we will use β to denote the constant from this theorem;
we can assume that β ≤ γ. Now combining Theorem 2.10 and (2.9), we obtain that
for every open Ω ⊂ X and µ-measurable E ⊂ X, we have

P (E,Ω) ≤ CH(ΣβE ∩ Ω)

for some constant C ≥ 1 depending only on the constants Cd, CP , λ. By combining
(2.8) and (2.9), we also get

H(ΣβE ∩ Ω) ≤ CP (E,Ω).

In total, we have

1

C
H(ΣβE ∩ Ω) ≤ P (E,Ω) ≤ CH(ΣβE ∩ Ω) (2.11)

for some constant C ≥ 1 depending only on the constants Cd, CP , λ.
For a function u defined on an open set Ω ⊂ X, we will often abbreviate super-

level sets in the form

{u > t} := {x ∈ Ω: u(x) > t}, t ∈ R.

The following coarea formula is given in [23, Proposition 4.2]: if Ω ⊂ X is open and
u ∈ L1

loc(Ω), then

‖Du‖(Ω) =

∫ ∞

−∞
P ({u > t},Ω) dt. (2.12)

The integral should be understood as an upper integral; however if either side is
finite, then both sides are finite and the integrand is measurable.

The lower and upper approximate limits of a function u on an open set Ω are
defined respectively by

u∧(x) := sup

{
t ∈ R : lim

r→0

µ(B(x, r) ∩ {u < t})

µ(B(x, r))
= 0

}

6



and

u∨(x) := inf

{
t ∈ R : lim

r→0

µ(B(x, r) ∩ {u > t})

µ(B(x, r))
= 0

}
(2.13)

for x ∈ Ω. We use the usual convention that the supremum and infimum of an
empty set are −∞ and ∞, respectively. The jump set of u is then defined by

Su := {u∧ < u∨}.

Since we understand u∧ and u∨ to be defined only on Ω, also Su is understood to
be a subset of Ω. It is straightforward to check that u∧ and u∨ are always Borel
functions.

The following Lebesgue point result was proved in [16, Theorem 3.5]: if Ω ⊂ X
is open and u ∈ BV(Ω), then for H-a.e. x ∈ Ω we have

lim
r→0

∫

B(x,r)
|u− u∨(x)| dµ = 0. (2.14)

(Equally well we could replace u∨(x) by u∧(x).)
By [3, Theorem 5.3], the variation measure of a BV function can be decomposed

into the absolutely continuous and singular part, and the latter into the Cantor and
jump part, as follows. Given an open set Ω ⊂ X and u ∈ BV(Ω), we have for any
Borel set A ⊂ Ω

‖Du‖(A) = ‖Du‖a(A) + ‖Du‖s(A)

= ‖Du‖a(A) + ‖Du‖c(A) + ‖Du‖j(A)

=

∫

A
a dµ + ‖Du‖c(A) +

∫

A∩Su

∫ u∨(x)

u∧(x)
θ{u>t}(x) dt dH(x),

(2.15)

where a ∈ L1(Ω) is the density of the absolutely continuous part and the functions
θ{u>t} ∈ [α,Cd] are as in (2.9).

Throughout this paper we assume that (X, d, µ) is a complete metric space that
is equipped with the doubling measure µ and supports a (1, 1)-Poincaré inequality.

3 Existence of boundary traces

In this section we study existence results for boundary traces on a certain part of
the boundary. The symbol Ω ⊂ X always denotes an arbitrary open set. Recall
that when u is a function defined on Ω, we denote

{u > t} := {x ∈ Ω: u(x) > t} ⊂ Ω, t ∈ R.

We start with the definitions of the boundary traces, or traces for short, that we
will study throughout the paper.
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Definition 3.1. Let u be a µ-measurable function on Ω.
The rough trace of u at x ∈ ∂Ω is

T∗u(x) := sup{t ∈ R : θ∗({u > t}, x) > 0}.

As before, we interpret the supremum of an empty set to be −∞.
We define a second version of the rough trace at x ∈ ∂Ω by

Tβu(x) := sup{t ∈ R : θ∗({u > t}, x) ≥ β},

where 0 < β ≤ 1/2 is the constant from Theorem 2.10.
Finally, if for x ∈ ∂Ω there exists b ∈ R such that

lim
r→0

∫

Ω∩B(x,r)
|u− b| dµ = 0,

then we say that Tu(x) := b is an (ordinary) trace of u at x.

Remark 3.2. In the classical definition of the rough trace given in [22, Section 9.5],
in the supremum it is required that x ∈ ∂∗{u > t}, but we replace this with the
weaker requirement θ∗({u > t}, x) > 0, since we wish to consider also points x ∈ ∂Ω
where Ω has density one. Note that if u ∈ BV(Ω), it follows from the coarea formula
(2.12) that

P ({u > t},Ω) < ∞ for a.e. t ∈ R.

In the classical definition, it is additionally required that {u > t} has finite perimeter
in the whole space, that is P ({u > t},X) < ∞. We do not wish to require this, since
we consider very general open sets Ω that could have infinite perimeter in X, and
then the super-level sets {u > t} often also have infinite perimeter in X. However,
our definition coincides with the classical one H-almost everywhere on the boundary
under the assumptions that P (Ω,X) < ∞ and H(∂Ω\∂∗Ω) = 0, which are assumed
in the classical theory.

It is straightforward to check that all three traces are Borel functions on ∂Ω (in
the case of Tu, more precisely it is Borel on the subset of ∂Ω where it is defined),
and so integrals with respect to the Borel outer measure H are well-defined. In
terms of comparisons between the traces, clearly Tβu(x) ≤ T∗u(x) for all x ∈ ∂Ω.
If x ∈ ∂Ω such that θ∗(Ω, x) > 0 and Tu(x) exists, then it is easy to check that
T∗u(x) = Tβu(x) = Tu(x).

We start by giving a simple example demonstrating that in completely general
open sets Ω, the (ordinary) trace Tu might not exist at any point of the boundary
∂Ω. For this reason, in our main results we will assume that Ω has some regularity,
formulated in terms of local doubling and Poincaré conditions.

Example 3.3. Let C ⊂ [0, 1] be the ternary Cantor set. Let Ω := (0, 1) \ C. Then
Ω =

⋃∞
j=1 Ωj, where each Ωj consists of 2j−1 open intervals of length 3−j . Let

u :=

∞∑

j=1

bjχΩj
, bj :=

{
j for j odd,

−j for j even.
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Note that

‖u‖L1(Ω) =
1

2

∞∑

j=1

j

(
2

3

)j

< ∞.

Moreover ‖Du‖(Ω) = 0, since u is locally constant. Thus u ∈ BV(Ω).
Note that ∂Ω = C. Now for every x ∈ C and every t > 0, for every odd j > t we

have that B(x, 3−j+1) contains an interval of length 3−j and belonging to {u > t}.
Denoting the 1-dimensional Lebesgue measure by L1, we get

lim sup
r→0

L1(B(x, r) ∩ {u > t})

L1(B(x, r))
≥

1

4

and similarly

lim sup
r→0

L1(B(x, r) ∩ {u < −t})

L1(B(x, r))
≥

1

4
.

Thus for every x ∈ C, we have T∗u(x) = ∞ while the trace Tu(x) fails to exist.
Moreover, due to the alternating between negative and positive values in bj , the
trace would still fail to exist with any reasonable definition that would allow Tu(x)
to take the values ±∞.

In the rest of the work, most of the time we will consider open sets Ω that satisfy
certain regularity near the boundary, at least locally. In order to define such Ω, we
will consider subsets A ⊂ Ω as metric spaces in their own right (including the case
A = Ω).

Definition 3.4. For any A ⊂ Ω, we define the metric measure space (A, d, µA) as
follows. The metric d is simply inherited from X. When A ⊂ Ω, we equip it with
the measure µ restricted to subsets of A. This restriction is a Borel regular outer
measure on A by [14, Lemma 3.3.11]. When A ⊂ Ω is Borel, we equip it with the
zero extension of µ from Ω ∩ A to A, denoted by µA. That is, for every D ⊂ A we
have µA(D) = µ(D∩Ω). By [14, Lemma 3.3.16] we know that µA is a Borel regular
outer measure on A. We denote a ball in the space A by BA(x, r) := B(x, r) ∩ A.
We also denote by HA,R, R > 0, and HA the codimension one Hausdorff content
and measure in the space (A, d, µA).

Definition 3.5. We say that the open set Ω is PLB (1-Poincaré space locally near
its boundary) if for H-a.e. x ∈ ∂Ω∩Ωβ (recall (2.7)) there exists an open set W ⊂ Ω
such that (W,d, µW ) is a metric space for which µW is doubling and W supports
a (1, 1)-Poincaré inequality, and x ∈ V for some relatively open set V ⊂ Ω with
V ∩ Ω ⊂ W .

Briefly, we will sometimes say that “(W,d, µW ) satisfies doubling and (1, 1)-
Poincaré”. Given sets V and W as above, note that

∂Ω ∩ V = ∂W ∩ V. (3.6)

Remark 3.7. There is a wide range of domains Ω that satisfy doubling and Poincaré
globally (more precisely, (Ω, d, µΩ) satisfies doubling and (1, 1)-Poincaré), but for us
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it will be enough to assume the significantly weaker local conditions as in Definition
3.5. In this way, we include more open sets Ω in our theory, and even in cases where
doubling and Poincaré hold globally in Ω, the local conditions are often much easier
to check. In particular, for many Euclidean domains Ω it is easy to check that for
H-a.e. x ∈ ∂Ω ∩ Ωβ, for sufficiently small r > 0 the set W := B(x, r) ∩ Ω has
a Lipschitz boundary and is thus a uniform domain. (Note that in the Euclidean
space (Rn, deuc,L

n), the codimension one Hausdorff measure H is comparable to the
n−1-dimensional Hausdorff measure Hn−1.) By [6, Theorem 4.4], the space (W,d, µ)
then satisfies doubling and (1, 1)-Poincaré. We will use these facts in Examples 3.14
and 4.7.

Lemma 3.8. Let V and W be two sets as in Definition 3.5. Let A ⊂ V . Then
HW (A) = 0 implies that also ĤΩ(A) = 0.

Here ĤΩ(A) is the “centered” version of HΩ, that is, in the definition the cover-
ings are required to be centered in the set A.

Note that from Definition 3.5 we get V ⊂ W , so then also A ⊂ W .

Proof. Suppose HW (A) = 0. Let

Vδ := {x ∈ V : d(x,Ω \ V ) > δ}, δ > 0.

We have V =
⋃∞

j=1 V1/j , and so it is enough to prove that ĤΩ(Vδ ∩ A) = 0 for an
arbitrary but fixed δ > 0.

Fix also 0 < ε < δ. We find a covering {BW (xj , rj)}
∞
j=1 of Vδ ∩ A in the space

W such that rj < ε and
∞∑

j=1

µW (BW (xj, rj))

rj
< ε.

By the doubling property of µW , we can assume that xj ∈ Vδ∩A. Thus BΩ(xj , rj) ⊂
V ⊂ W , so that W ∩ B(xj , rj) = Ω ∩ B(xj, rj). Then by (3.6), we have W ∩
B(xj, rj) = Ω ∩B(xj, rj). Thus

µW (BW (xj , rj)) = µ(W ∩B(xj, rj)) = µ(Ω ∩B(xj, rj)) = µΩ(BΩ(xj , rj)).

Thus also

ĤΩ,ε(Vδ ∩A) ≤
∞∑

j=1

µΩ(BΩ(xj , rj))

rj
< ε.

Since ε > 0 was arbitrary, we get ĤΩ(Vδ ∩A) = 0.

Lemma 3.9. Suppose A ⊂ Ω such that θ∗(Ω, x) > 0 for all x ∈ A. Then H(A) = 0
if and only if ĤΩ(A) = 0.

Proof. First suppose that H(A) = 0. Fix ε > 0. There exists a covering {B(xk, rk)}∞k=1

of A with rk < ε/2 and
∞∑

k=1

µ(B(xk, rk))

rk
<

ε

C2
d

. (3.10)
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We can assume that every ball in the covering intersects A. Thus for every k ∈ N

we find a point yk ∈ B(xk, rk) ∩A. In particular yk ∈ Ω, and {BΩ(yk, 2rk)}∞k=1 is a
covering of A in the space Ω, with B(yk, 2rk) ⊂ B(xk, 3rk). Thus we get

ĤΩ,ε(A) ≤
∞∑

k=1

µΩ(BΩ(yk, 2rk))

2rk
≤

∞∑

k=1

µ(B(xk, 3rk))

rk
< ε

by (3.10). It follows that ĤΩ(A) = 0.

Conversely, suppose that ĤΩ(A) = 0. For each j ∈ N, let

Aj :=

{
x ∈ A : inf

0<r≤1/j

µ(Ω ∩B(x, r))

µ(B(x, r))
≥

1

j

}
.

Then A =
⋃∞

j=1Aj , and of course ĤΩ(Aj) = 0 for all j ∈ N. Fix j ∈ N and fix
0 < ε < 1/j. There exists a covering {BΩ(xk, rk)}∞k=1 of Aj with xk ∈ Aj, rk < ε,
and

∞∑

k=1

µΩ(BΩ(xk, rk))

rk
<

ε

j
.

Now {B(xk, rk)}∞k=1 is a covering of Aj in X, and so

Hε(Aj) ≤
∞∑

k=1

µ(B(xk, rk))

rk
≤ j

∞∑

k=1

µ(Ω ∩B(xk, rk))

rk
= j

∞∑

k=1

µΩ(BΩ(xk, rk))

rk
< ε.

In conclusion, H(Aj) = 0. It follows that

H(A) ≤
∞∑

j=1

H(Aj) = 0.

The statement of the following lemma is quite close to the definition of the total
variation (2.6); the idea is simply that we can have ui ∈ N1,1(Ω) and convergence
in L1(Ω), instead of only ui ∈ N1,1

loc (Ω) and convergence in L1
loc(Ω).

Lemma 3.11. Let u ∈ BV(Ω). Then there exists a sequence of functions ui ∈
N1,1(Ω) with ui → u in L1(Ω) and

‖Du‖(Ω) = lim
i→∞

∫

Ω
gui

dµ,

where each gui
is the minimal 1-weak upper gradient of ui in Ω.

Proof. This is given as part of [20, Corollary 6.7]. Note that the “strong relative
isoperimetric inequality” mentioned there is proved in [19, Corollary 5.6].

Now we prove the existence of the trace Tu on a part of the boundary. This
gives Claim (1) of Theorem 1.1.
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Proposition 3.12. Suppose Ω is PLB. Let u ∈ BV(Ω). Then the trace Tu(x) exists
for H-a.e. x ∈ ∂Ω ∩ Ωβ.

Proof. By definition, we can cover H-almost all of ∂Ω ∩ Ωβ by relatively open sets
V ⊂ Ω such that V ⊂ W for open sets W ⊂ Ω for which each (W,d, µW ) satisfies
doubling and (1, 1)-Poincaré. Since X is Lindelöf and thus so are its subsets, we
find a countable collection of these sets {Wj}

∞
j=1 such that the corresponding sets

Vj cover H-almost all of ∂Ω ∩ Ωβ. Fix Vj and Wj and denote them V and W . By
Lemma 3.8, among subsets of V , being a null set with respect to HW implies being a

null set with respect to ĤΩ, and by Lemma 3.9, among subsets of Ωβ, the measures

ĤΩ and H have the same null sets. Thus it is enough to prove that Tu(x) exists for
HW -a.e. x ∈ ∂Ω ∩ V .

Denote by u the zero extension of u from W to W . The function u remains mea-
surable in the space W = (W,d, µW ), see [14, Lemma 3.3.18]. Clearly ‖u‖L1(W ) =

‖u‖L1(W ). By Lemma 3.11, we find a sequence of functions ui ∈ N1,1(W ) such that
ui → u in L1(W ) and

‖Du‖(W ) = lim inf
i→∞

∫

W
gui

dµ.

Since (W,d, µW ) satisfies doubling and (1, 1)-Poincaré, we know that Lipschitz func-
tions Lip(W ) are dense in N1,1(W ), see [4, Theorem 5.1]. Thus we can in fact assume
that ui ∈ Lip(W ). Now we can extend every ui to a Lipschitz function on W , still
denoted by ui. By [6, Lemma 5.11], the zero extension of gui

to W , still denoted by
the same symbol, is the minimal 1-weak upper gradient of ui in W . Now ui → u in
L1(W ) and so

‖Du‖(W ) = lim inf
i→∞

∫

W
gui

dµ = lim inf
i→∞

∫

W
gui

dµW ≥ ‖Du‖(W ).

Thus we have u ∈ BV(W ) with ‖Du‖(W ) = ‖Du‖(W ), so it follows that ‖Du‖(∂W ) =
0. By (3.6) we have that ∂W ∩ V = ∂Ω ∩ V . Thus in total, we have

u ∈ BV(W ) with ‖Du‖(∂Ω ∩ V ) = 0. (3.13)

By [5, Proposition 3.3 & 3.6] we know that (W,d, µW ) also satisfies doubling and
(1, 1)-Poincaré. Since ‖Du‖(∂Ω ∩ V ) = 0, by the decomposition (2.15) we also
know that HW (Su ∩ ∂Ω ∩ V ) = 0. By the Lebesgue point result (2.14), for HW -a.e.
x ∈ W \ Su we have

lim
r→0

∫

Ω∩B(x,r)
|u− u∨(x)| dµ = lim

r→0

∫

B
W

(x,r)
|u− u∨(x)| dµW = 0.

In particular, this now holds for HW -a.e. x ∈ ∂Ω∩V . Thus we can choose Tu(x) :=
u∨(x).

In the proof above, we used Lemma 3.9 to compare the measures ĤΩ and H; of
course it is more natural to formulate results in terms of the latter. In [20] it was
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noted that these two measures have the same null sets on ∂Ω if Ω satisfies a measure
density condition, meaning that there is a constant cm > 0 such that

µ(B(x, r) ∩ Ω) ≥ cmµ(B(x, r))

for all x ∈ ∂Ω and r ∈ (0,diam(Ω)). We wish to avoid such an assumption that
of course rules out e.g. domains with exterior cusps. Instead, we have considered
the part of the boundary where the measure density condition is satisfied in an
asymptotic sense, namely ∂Ω ∩ Ωβ. Concerning the rest of the boundary, we first
observe that the trace might not exist.

Example 3.14. Let X = R
2. For A ⊂ R

2 and x ∈ R
2, we define

A + x := {y + x : y ∈ A}.

Define Ω ⊂ R
2 as a union of rectangles “piled on top of each other”, as follows.

Define
Aj := [0, 2−j(j+1)] × [0, 2−j2 ] + cj

with

cj :=

(
−2−j(j+1)−1,

j−1∑

k=1

2−k2

)
, j ∈ N.

Then let A :=
⋃∞

j=1Aj and Ω := int(A). Consider the point

x0 :=

(
0,

∞∑

k=1

2−k2

)
∈ ∂Ω.

Equip the space with the weighted Lebesgue measure

dµ := w dL2, with w(x) =
1

2π
|x− x0|

−1.

It is straightforward to check that w is a Muckenhoupt A1-weight, and thus µ is
doubling and supports a (1, 1)-Poincaré inequality, see e.g. [12, Chapter 15] for
these concepts. We will show that x0 ∈ ∂∗Ω but θ∗(Ω, x0) = 0. First note that

µ(B(x0, r)) =
1

2π

∫ r

0

2πt

t
dt = r, r > 0.

Denote by Qj the square of side length 2−j(j+1) located at the top of the rectangle
Aj. Note that the ball B(x0, 2

−j(j+1)+1) contains Qj . Thus for every j ∈ N,

µ(B(x0, 2
−j(j+1)+1) ∩ Ω)

µ(B(x0, 2−j(j+1)+1))
≥

µ(Qj)

2−j(j+1)+1

≥
1

2π

L2(Qj)/2−j(j+1)+1

2−j(j+1)+1

≥
1

2π

2−j(j+1) × 2−j(j+1)/2−j(j+1)+1

2−j(j+1)+1
=

1

8π
.

(3.15)
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This combined with the obvious fact that θ∗(R2 \ Ω, x0) ≥ θ∗(R
2 \ Ω, x0) ≥ 1/2

tells us that x0 ∈ ∂∗Ω. On the other hand, we let Sj :=
∑∞

k=j+1 2−k2 and then we
estimate

µ(Aj) ≤ 2−j(j+1) ×

∫ Sj+2−j2

Sj

t−1 dt

≤ 2−j(j+1) × log
(

(Sj + 2−j2)/Sj

)

≤ 2−j(j+1) × log
(

1 + 2−j2/2−(j+1)2
)

≤ 2−j(j+1) × log
(
1 + 23j

)
.

(3.16)

Thus for every j ∈ N, we have

µ(B(x0, 2
−j2) ∩ Ω)

µ(B(x0, 2−j2))
≤

1

2−j2

∞∑

k=j

µ(Ak)

≤
1

2−j2

∞∑

k=j

2−k(k+1) × log
(

1 + 23k
)

≤
2

2−j2
2−j(j+1) × log

(
1 + 23j

)

→ 0 as j → ∞.

This tells us that θ∗(Ω, x0) = 0, so in particular x0 ∈ ∂∗Ω \ ΣβΩ.
Next note that for every x ∈ ∂Ω\{x0}, we can choose δ > 0 so small that B(x, δ)

only intersects at most two of the rectangles that make up Ω. Then W := B(x, δ)∩Ω
is obviously a Lipschitz domain. As noted in Remark 3.7, (W,d, µ) is then a metric
space equipped with a doubling measure and supporting a (1, 1)-Poincaré inequality.
Thus Ω is PLB.

Define a function

u :=
∞∑

k=1

(−1)kkχAk
.

Then by (3.16), we get

‖u‖L1(Ω) ≤
∞∑

k=1

kµ(χAk
) ≤

∞∑

k=1

k · 2−k(k+1) × log
(

1 + 23k
)
< ∞,

and

‖Du‖(Ω) ≤
∞∑

k=1

2k · 2−k(k+1) < ∞.

Thus u ∈ BV(Ω). Now, for any even numbers j ∈ N and k ≥ j, we have

µ(B(x0, 2
−k(k+1)+1) ∩ {u ≥ j})

µ(B(x0, 2−k(k+1)+1))
≥

µ(Qk)

2−k(k+1)+1
≥

1

8π
by (3.15).
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Thus θ∗({u ≥ j}, x0) ≥ (8π)−1 for all even j ∈ N, and so T∗u(x0) = ∞. On the
other hand, we have θ∗({u > t}, x0) = 0 for all t ∈ R since we proved that in
fact θ∗(Ω, x0) = 0, and so Tβu(x0) = −∞. Finally, clearly Tu(x0) does not exist,
nor would it exist with any reasonable definition allowing for the possibility that
Tu(x0) take the values ±∞. To estimate H({x0}) it is of course enough to consider
coverings consisting of one ball, and then it is straightforward to show that

1

4
≤ H({x0}) ≤ 1. (3.17)

This example demonstrates that there can be a significant part of the boundary,
in terms of H-measure, where θ∗(Ω, ·) > 0 but θ∗(Ω, ·) = 0. On this part, the trace
Tu might not exist but the rough trace T∗u is of course defined. We will see in the
next sections that the values of T∗u on this part of the boundary are nonetheless
controlled by the part of the boundary where Tu exists. (If there is a part of ∂Ω
where even θ∗(Ω, ·) = 0, there we have T∗u ≡ −∞ and so the rough trace is not
interesting.)

4 Integrability of the boundary trace

In this section we study the integrability of the rough trace T∗u. As usual, Ω ⊂ X
always denotes an arbitrary open set.

In a bounded Lipschitz domain Ω ⊂ R
n, by Lusin’s theorem the boundary trace

Tu has the following continuity: for every ε > 0 there exists a relatively open set
G ⊂ ∂Ω such that Hn−1(G) < ε and Tu|∂Ω\G is continuous. In more general domains
in metric spaces, it is difficult to obtain a similar result, already because ∂Ω could
have infinite H-measure. Nonetheless, we get the following kind of continuity.

Proposition 4.1. Let u ∈ BV(Ω). Then for H-a.e. x ∈ ∂Ω \ Ωβ, we have that if
T∗u(x) > −∞ and ε > 0, then

H(B(x, ε) ∩ {Tβu ≥ min{T∗u(x) − ε, 1/ε}}) = ∞.

Note that we take the minimum because it can happen that T∗u(x) = ∞, in
which case we of course interpret T∗u(x)− ε = ∞. The above condition means that
close to x there is a very large subset of ∂Ω where Tβu is not much less than T∗u(x)
(though conversely, recall that always Tβu ≤ T∗u).

Proof. Since X and then also ∂Ω is Lindelöf, we find a countable collection of balls
{Bj}

∞
j=1 such that every x ∈ ∂Ω is contained in some ball Bj with arbitrarily small

radius. By the coarea formula (2.12), we can take a countable, dense subset {qk}k∈N
of R such that

P ({u > qk},Ω) < ∞ for all k ∈ N.

For each j, k ∈ N, if P ({u > qk}, Bj) < ∞, then define

Nj,k := Bj ∩ (∂∗{u > qk} \ Σβ{u > qk}).
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Otherwise let Nj,k := ∅. Then define the exceptional set

N :=
∞⋃

j,k=1

Nj,k.

We have H(N) = 0 by (2.8); recall that we assume β ≤ γ.
Now fix x ∈ ∂Ω \ (Ωβ ∪N). Suppose T∗u(x) ∈ (−∞,∞] and let ε > 0. Denote

b := min{T∗u(x) − ε, 1/ε} ∈ (−∞,∞). Suppose that for some fixed ε > 0,

H(B(x, ε) ∩ {Tβu ≥ b}) < ∞. (4.2)

Note that for every point y ∈ ∂Ω with θ∗({u > b}, y) ≥ β, we have y ∈ {Tβu ≥ b}.
Thus

H(B(x, ε) ∩ ∂Ω ∩ {θ∗{u > b} ≥ β}) < ∞.

We find j, k ∈ N such that Bj ⊂ B(x, ε) and

b = min{T∗u(x) − ε, 1/ε} < qk < T∗u(x).

Then

H(Bj ∩ ∂Ω ∩ Σβ{u > qk}) ≤ H(Bj ∩ ∂Ω ∩ {θ∗{u > qk} ≥ β}) < ∞.

By (2.9), also
H(Bj ∩ Ω ∩ Σβ{u > qk}) < ∞,

and clearly Bj ∩Σβ{u > qk} \Ω = ∅. Then P ({u > qk}, Bj) < ∞ by Theorem 2.10.
Since x /∈ Ωβ, necessarily θ∗{u > qk} < β, and since x /∈ N , in fact θ∗{u > qk} = 0.
This implies that T∗u(x) ≤ qk. This contradicts the fact that qk < T∗u(x). Thus
(4.2) is false, proving the claim.

For nice domains we get the following version.

Proposition 4.3. Suppose Ω is PLB and let u ∈ BV(Ω). Then for H-a.e. x ∈
∂Ω \ Ωβ, we have that if T∗u(x) > −∞ and ε > 0, then

H(B(x, ε) ∩ Ωβ ∩ {Tu ≥ min{T∗u(x) − ε, 1/ε}}) = ∞.

Proof. By Proposition 4.1, for H-a.e. x ∈ ∂Ω \ Ωβ we have that if T∗u(x) > −∞
and ε > 0, then

H(B(x, ε) ∩ {Tβu ≥ min{T∗u(x) − ε, 1/ε}}) = ∞.

Note that necessarily {Tβu ≥ min{T∗u(x) − ε, 1/ε}} ⊂ Ωβ. By Proposition 3.12, in
the set ∂Ω ∩ Ωβ we have that Tu exists and thus Tβu = Tu H-almost everywhere
in this set, completing the proof.

Remark 4.4. Clearly, the continuity property of Propositions 4.1 and 4.3 does not
generally hold at points x ∈ ∂Ω ∩ Ωβ. A counterexample is given simply by any
domain with H(∂Ω) < ∞, for example any bounded Lipschitz domain Ω ⊂ R

n.
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Lemma 4.5. Let u be a µ-measurable function on Ω. Then

|T∗|u|(x)| ≥ |T∗u(x)| for every x ∈ ∂Ω.

Proof. We can assume that θ∗(Ω, x) > 0. If T∗u(x) ≥ 0, the claim is obvious. If
T∗u(x) := b ∈ (−∞, 0), let δ > 0 and note that

θ∗({u > b + δ/2}, x) = 0

and so
θ∗({u < b + δ}, x) ≥ θ∗({u ≤ b + δ/2}, x) = θ∗(Ω, x) > 0.

Thus

θ∗({|u| > |b| − δ}, x) ≥ θ∗({−u > |b| − δ}, x) = θ∗({u < b + δ}, x) > 0.

Thus T∗|u|(x) ≥ |b| − δ, and since δ > 0 was arbitrary,

T∗|u|(x) ≥ |b| = |T∗u(x)|.

The case b = −∞ is similar.

Now we can prove the following result on the integrability of the trace; this gives
Claim (2) of Theorem 1.1.

Proposition 4.6. Suppose Ω is PLB and let u ∈ BV(Ω). Then

∫

∂Ω∩Ωβ

|Tu| dH =

∫

∂Ω∩{θ∗(Ω,·)>0}
|T∗|u|| dH =

∫

∂Ω∩{θ∗(Ω,·)>0}
|T∗u| dH

Proof. First note that the trace Tu(x) exists at H-a.e. x ∈ ∂Ω ∩ Ωβ by Proposition
3.12, and so the integral on the left-hand side is well-defined. It is also easy to check
that whenever Tu(x) exists, we have |Tu(x)| = T |u|(x). Thus to prove the first
equality, we can assume that u ≥ 0.

Let N be the exceptional set of Proposition 4.3. Consider a point

x ∈ ∂Ω ∩ {θ∗(Ω, ·) > 0} \ (Ωβ ∪N).

If T∗u(x) ∈ (0,∞], then Proposition 4.3 with the choice ε = min{T∗u(x)/2, 1} gives

H(B(x, ε) ∩ Ωβ ∩ {Tu ≥ ε}) = ∞.

This means that ∫

∂Ω∩Ωβ

Tu dH = ∞,

and since T∗u = Tu H-almost everywhere in ∂Ω ∩ Ωβ, then also

∫

∂Ω∩{θ∗(Ω,·)>0}
T∗u dH = ∞,
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and so the first equality holds. The other option is that for every x ∈ ∂Ω∩{θ∗(Ω, ·) >
0} \ (Ωβ ∪N), we have T∗u(x) = 0. Then

∫

∂Ω∩{θ∗(Ω,·)>0}
T∗u dH =

∫

∂Ω∩(Ωβ∪N)
T∗u dH

=

∫

∂Ω∩Ωβ

T∗u dH since H(N) = 0

=

∫

∂Ω∩Ωβ

Tu dH by Proposition 3.12.

This completes the proof of the first equality.
To prove the second equality, note that by Lemma 4.5 and the first equality, we

have ∫

∂Ω∩Ωβ

|Tu| dH ≥

∫

∂Ω∩{θ∗(Ω,·)>0}
|T∗u| dH.

The opposite inequality is obvious, since at H-a.e. x ∈ ∂Ω ∩ Ωβ we have Tu(x) =
T∗u(x).

In the setting of Example 3.14, one can for example consider various nonnegative
functions u ∈ BV(Ω), and find that always

∫

∂Ω
T∗u dH =

∫

∂Ω\{x0}
Tu dH.

The point is that if T∗u({x0}) > 0, such as when u = 1 in Ω, then the right-hand
side takes the value +∞ and so the two sides are equal.

Note that here we have been considering the part of the boundary ∂Ω∩Ωβ, but
in Claim (3) of Theorem 1.1 we consider a smaller set, namely the strong boundary
ΣβΩ = Ωβ ∩ (X \ Ω)β. This raises the question of whether it would be possible
to formulate also Claim (2) in terms of the strong boundary. However, this is not
possible.

Example 4.7. Let X = R
2 equipped with the weighted Lebesgue measure

dµ := w dL2, with w(x) :=
1

2π
|x|−1.

Just as in Example 3.14, we have that (X, deuc, µ) satisfies doubling and (1, 1)-
Poincaré. Denote the origin by 0. Let xj := (2−j , 0), rj := 2−2j , and

Ω := B(0, 1) \

[
{0} ∪

∞⋃

j=3

B(xj , rj)

]
.

It is straightforward to check that Ω is a uniform domain; recall the definition from
(2.2). Thus by [6, Theorem 4.4], (Ω, deuc, µ) satisfies doubling and (1, 1)-Poincaré.

Now clearly ∂Ω = ∂Ω ∩ Ωβ and 0 ∈ ∂Ω, but θ∗(X \ Ω, 0) = 0 so in particular
0 /∈ ΣβΩ. Let u := 1 on Ω, so that u ∈ BV(Ω) and Tu = T∗u = 1 on ∂Ω. However,
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by (3.17) we have H({0}) > 0. Denoting the one-dimensional Hausdorff measure by
H1, we have

∫

∂Ω∩Ωβ

|Tu| dH = H({0}) +
∞∑

j=3

H(∂Bj)

≤ H({0}) +

∞∑

j=3

w((2−j−1, 0)) · π · H1(∂Bj)

≤ H({0}) +

∞∑

j=3

1

2π
· 2j+1 · π · 2π · 2−2j < ∞.

Now ∫

ΣβΩ
|Tu| dH =

∞∑

j=3

H(∂Bj) <

∫

∂Ω∩Ωβ

|Tu| dH.

Thus in Claim (2) of Theorem 1.1, we cannot replace ∂Ω ∩ Ωβ with ΣβΩ.

5 Zero extension

In this section we give a characterization of those functions u ∈ BV(Ω) that can be
zero extended to the whole space as BV functions. We also study the possibility of
doing this without adding any total variation.

As before, Ω ⊂ X always denotes an arbitrary open set.

Lemma 5.1. Let u be a measurable function on Ω. Let A ⊂ ∂Ω be a Borel set.
Then

H({θ∗({u > t}, ·) ≥ β} ∩A) = H({Tβu > t} ∩A) for a.e. t ∈ R.

Proof. For every t ∈ R we have

{Tβu > t} ⊂ {θ∗({u > t}, ·) ≥ β} ∩ ∂Ω, (5.2)

because if x ∈ ∂Ω with θ∗({u > t}, x) < β, then Tβu(x) ≤ t.
Choose a ∈ [−∞,∞] such that H({Tβu > t} ∩ A) < ∞ for all t > a and

H({Tβu > t} ∩ A) = ∞ for all t < a. There are at most countably many t > a for
which H({Tβu = t} ∩ A) > 0. Consider a number t > a outside this countable set.
If x ∈ A such that Tβu(x) 6= t and θ∗({u > t}, x) ≥ β, then Tβu(x) > t. Conversely
if Tβu(x) > t, then θ∗({u > t}, x) ≥ β by (5.2). Thus

H({θ∗({u > t}, ·) ≥ β} ∩A) = H({Tβu > t} ∩A) for a.e. t > a.

Then consider t < a. Now H({Tβu > t} ∩A) = ∞. By (5.2) we get

{Tβu > t} ∩A ⊂ {θ∗({u > t}, ·) ≥ β} ∩A,

and so also
H({θ∗({u > t}, ·) ≥ β} ∩A) = ∞.

Thus, the claim holds also for almost every (in fact, every) t < a.
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Now we prove the following characterization, which gives Claim (3) of Theorem
1.1.

Proposition 5.3. Suppose Ω is PLB and let u ∈ BV(Ω). Then the zero extension
of u from Ω to the whole space X belongs to BV(X) if and only if

∫

ΣβΩ
|Tu| dH < ∞.

Proof. For numbers a, b ≥ 0, we write a ≈ b if C−1a ≤ b ≤ Ca for some constant
C ≥ 1 depending only on the doubling constant of µ and the constants in the
Poincaré inequality (that is, the doubling and Poincaré that hold globally in the
space X). Denote by u also the zero extension; obviously u ∈ L1(X). First assume
that u ≥ 0. Now by the coarea formula (2.12), we get the following; note that we
use upper integrals since measurability is not clear, and this is also the reason for
the second “≈”:

‖Du‖(X) =

∫ ∗

(−∞,∞)
P ({u > t},X) dt

=

∫ ∗

(0,∞)
P ({u > t},X) dt

≈

∫ ∗

(0,∞)
H(Σβ{u > t}) dt by (2.11)

≈

∫ ∗

(0,∞)
H(Σβ{u > t} ∩ Ω) dt +

∫ ∗

(0,∞)
H(Σβ{u > t} ∩ ∂Ω) dt

≈

∫ ∗

(0,∞)
P ({u > t},Ω) dt +

∫ ∗

(0,∞)
H(Σβ{u > t} ∩ ∂Ω) dt by (2.11)

= ‖Du‖(Ω) +

∫ ∗

(0,∞)
H(Σβ{u > t} ∩ ∂Ω ∩ Ωβ) dt;

(5.4)

the last inequality follows from the coarea formula (2.12) and since obviously Σβ{u >
t}∩∂Ω ⊂ Ωβ. Now let V and W be two sets as in Definition 3.5. By [5, Proposition
3.3 & 3.6], we have that (W,d, µW ) satisfies doubling and (1, 1)-Poincaré. Denote
by u the zero extension of u from W to W . By the coarea formula (2.12) and (3.13),
we have

∫ ∗

(0,∞)
HW (∂∗{u > t} ∩ V ∩ ∂Ω) dt ≈ ‖Du‖(V ∩ ∂Ω) = 0.

Thus for a.e. t > 0 we have

HW (∂∗{u > t} ∩ V ∩ ∂Ω) = 0.

Fix such t. For HW -a.e. x ∈ V ∩ ∂Ω, we have x /∈ ∂∗{u > t} and so either

lim
r→0

µ(B(x, r) ∩W ∩ {u > t})

µ(B(x, r) ∩W )
= 0 or lim

r→0

µ(B(x, r) ∩W ∩ {u ≤ t})

µ(B(x, r) ∩W )
= 0.
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For small enough r > 0 we have B(x, r) ∩ Ω ⊂ V ∩ Ω ⊂ W . Thus

lim
r→0

µ(B(x, r) ∩ Ω ∩ {u > t})

µ(B(x, r))
= 0 or lim

r→0

µ(B(x, r) ∩ Ω ∩ {u ≤ t})

µ(B(x, r))
= 0.

Now if x /∈ (X \ Ω)β, then either

lim inf
r→0

µ(B(x, r) ∩ {u > t})

µ(B(x, r))
< β or lim inf

r→0

µ(B(x, r) ∩ {u ≤ t})

µ(B(x, r))
< β,

and so x /∈ Σβ{u > t}. Thus for a.e. t > 0 we have

HW (Σβ{u > t} ∩ V ∩ ∂Ω \ (X \ Ω)β) = 0.

By Lemma 3.8 and Lemma 3.9, we have in fact

H(Σβ{u > t} ∩ V ∩ ∂Ω ∩ Ωβ \ (X \ Ω)β) = 0.

As noted in the first paragraph of the proof of Proposition 3.12, we can cover H-
almost all of ∂Ω ∩ Ωβ by countably many such sets V . It follows that

H(Σβ{u > t} ∩ ∂Ω ∩ Ωβ \ (X \ Ω)β) = 0 for a.e. t > 0.

From (5.4) we now get

‖Du‖(X) ≈ ‖Du‖(Ω) +

∫ ∗

(0,∞)
H(Σβ{u > t} ∩ ΣβΩ) dt.

Here
∫ ∗

(0,∞)
H(Σβ{u > t} ∩ ΣβΩ) dt =

∫ ∞

0
H({θ∗({u > t}, ·) ≥ β} ∩ ΣβΩ) dt

=

∫ ∞

0
H({Tβu > t} ∩ ΣβΩ) dt by Lemma 5.1

=

∫

ΣβΩ
Tβu dH by Cavalieri’s principle

=

∫

ΣβΩ
Tu dH by Proposition 3.12.

In total,

‖Du‖(X) ≈ ‖Du‖(Ω) +

∫

ΣβΩ
Tu dH. (5.5)

Now we drop the assumption u ≥ 0. For a general u ∈ BV(Ω), note first that
whenever the trace Tu(x) exists at a point x ∈ ∂Ω, then we have

either Tu(x) = Tu+(x) and Tu−(x) = 0, or Tu(x) = −Tu−(x) and Tu+(x) = 0.

In both cases we get
|Tu(x)| = Tu+(x) + Tu−(x). (5.6)
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Using the coarea formula (2.12), it is easy to check that ‖Du‖(X) = ‖Du+‖(X) +
‖Du−‖(X), and similarly with X replaced by Ω. Now we have

‖Du‖(X) = ‖Du+‖(X) + ‖Du−‖(X)

≈ ‖Du+‖(Ω) +

∫

ΣβΩ
Tu+ dH + ‖Du−‖(Ω) +

∫

ΣβΩ
Tu− dH by (5.5)

= ‖Du‖(Ω) +

∫

ΣβΩ
|Tu| dH by (5.6).

This proves the result.

Now we have proved all the claims of our main Theorem 1.1:

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Claim (1) is given by Proposition 3.12, Claim (2) by Propo-
sition 4.6, and Claim (3) by Proposition 5.3.

Remark 5.7. In essence, the strategy of our proofs was the following: we divided
the boundary ∂Ω into two parts, ∂Ω∩Ωβ and ∂Ω\Ωβ. In the first part, we were able
to show the existence of the (ordinary) trace. In the second part, we could control the
relevant quantities by using the new version of Federer’s characterization, Theorem
2.10.

Consider a function u ∈ N1,p
0 (Ω); recall the definition from (2.3). Interpreting u

to be defined on the whole space, we have gu = 0 µ-almost everywhere in X \Ω, and
‖u‖N1,p(Ω) = ‖u‖N1,p(X); see [4, Corollary 2.21 & Proposition 2.38]. In this sense, for
Newton-Sobolev functions with zero boundary values, zero extension to the whole
space adds no energy. In this section we have considered the possibility of zero
extending BV functions to the whole space, but possibly adding total variation on
the boundary ∂Ω. For example, if u = χΩ = χB(0,1) in R

n, zero extension adds total
variation on the boundary ∂Ω. Now we study the possibility of extending without
adding any total variation. Recall the definition of u∨ from (2.13).

Theorem 5.8. Let Ω ⊂ Ω0 ⊂ X be open sets. Let u ∈ BV(Ω). Define the zero
extension

u0 :=

{
u in Ω,

0 in Ω0 \ Ω.

Then the following are equivalent:

(1) u0 ∈ BV(Ω0) with ‖Du0‖(Ω0 \ Ω) = 0 and u∨0 (x) = 0 for H-a.e. x ∈ Ω0 ∩ ∂Ω.

(2) For H-a.e. x ∈ Ω0 ∩ ∂Ω, we have

lim
r→0

1

µ(B(x, r))

∫

B(x,r)∩Ω
|u| dµ = 0.

(3) For H-a.e. x ∈ Ω0 ∩ ∂Ω, we have

lim inf
r→0

1

µ(B(x, r))

∫

B(x,r)∩Ω
|u| dµ = 0. (5.9)
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Proof. (1) ⇒ (2): By the decomposition (2.15) we know that H(Su0
∩ Ω0 \ Ω) = 0.

Then the Lebesgue point result (2.14) gives for H-a.e. x ∈ Ω0 \Ω, and in particular
for H-a.e. x ∈ Ω0 ∩ ∂Ω, that

lim
r→0

1

µ(B(x, r))

∫

B(x,r)∩Ω
|u| dµ = lim

r→0

1

µ(B(x, r))

∫

B(x,r)
|u0 − u∨0 (x)| dµ = 0.

(2) ⇒ (3): This is obvious.
(3) ⇒ (1): Fix x ∈ Ω0 ∩ ∂Ω such that (5.9) holds. If t < 0, then

lim inf
r→0

µ(B(x, r) \ {u0 > t})

µ(B(x, r))
= lim inf

r→0

µ(B(x, r) ∩ Ω \ {u > t})

µ(B(x, r))

≤ lim inf
r→0

1

|t|µ(B(x, r))

∫

B(x,r)∩Ω
|u| dµ = 0.

(5.10)

If t > 0, then

lim inf
r→0

µ(B(x, r) ∩ {u0 > t})

µ(B(x, r))
= lim inf

r→0

µ(B(x, r) ∩ Ω ∩ {u > t})

µ(B(x, r))

≤ lim inf
r→0

1

|t|µ(B(x, r))

∫

B(x,r)∩Ω
|u| dµ = 0.

(5.11)

In both cases it follows that x /∈ Σβ{u0 > t}. Clearly this is true also for every
x ∈ Ω0 \ Ω. In conclusion, H(Σβ{u0 > t} ∩ Ω0 \ Ω) = 0 for every t 6= 0. By the
coarea formula (2.12) we know that

P ({u0 > t},Ω) = P ({u > t},Ω) < ∞ for a.e. t ∈ R.

For such t 6= 0, by (2.9) we now have

H(Σβ{u0 > t} ∩ Ω0) = H(Σβ{u0 > t} ∩ Ω) ≤ α−1P ({u0 > t},Ω) < ∞.

By Theorem 2.10 it follows that P ({u0 > t},Ω0) < ∞. Since H(∂∗{u0 > t} ∩ Ω0 \
Ω) = 0, by (2.9) we have P ({u0 > t},Ω0 \ Ω) = 0. Again by the coarea formula,

‖Du0‖(Ω0) =

∫ ∞

−∞
P ({u0 > t},Ω0) dt =

∫ ∞

−∞
P ({u0 > t},Ω) dt = ‖Du0‖(Ω).

It follows that u0 ∈ BV(Ω0) with ‖Du0‖(Ω0 \ Ω) = 0. From (5.10) and (5.11) we
also get u∨0 (x) = 0 for H-a.e. x ∈ Ω0 ∩ ∂Ω.

Conditions (1) and (2) of the above theorem were shown to be equivalent already
in [20, Theorem 6.1] as well as in [18, Theorem 4.5]. By exploiting the new version
of Federer’s characterization (Theorem 2.10), we have been able to prove that (3) is
equivalent as well. The proofs given in the above references as well as in Theorem 5.8
follow along the lines of [15], where a characterization of Newton-Sobolev functions
with zero boundary values was proved. We close by giving the following new version
of this characterization. Recall the definition of the p-capacity from (2.4).
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Theorem 5.12. Suppose Ω ⊂ X is open and bounded. Let 1 ≤ p < ∞ and let
u ∈ N1,p(Ω). Then the following are equivalent:

1. u ∈ N1,p
0 (Ω).

2. For Capp-almost every x ∈ ∂Ω, we have

lim
r→0

1

µ(B(x, r))

∫

B(x,r)∩Ω
|u| dµ = 0.

3. For Capp-almost every x ∈ ∂Ω, we have

lim inf
r→0

1

µ(B(x, r))

∫

B(x,r)∩Ω
|u| dµ = 0. (5.13)

Proof. (1) ⇐⇒ (2): This is shown in [15, Theorem 1.1]; note that the “strong relative
isoperimetric inequality” mentioned in the statement of that theorem is proved in
[19, Corollary 5.6].

(2) ⇒ (3): This is trivial.
(3) ⇒ (1): We have u ∈ N1,p(Ω) ⊂ N1,1(Ω), since Ω is bounded. From the

definition of the total variation (2.6) it follows that N1,1(Ω) ⊂ BV(Ω), and so we
have u ∈ BV(Ω). By [4, Proposition 2.46], the condition (5.13) holds also for Cap1-
almost every x ∈ ∂Ω. Then by (2.5), it holds for H-a.e. x ∈ ∂Ω. Now by Theorem
5.8, we get u0 ∈ BV(X) with ‖Du0‖(X \ Ω) = 0. After this, we can follow almost
verbatim the proof given in [15, Theorem 1.1] (p. 521).
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