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OPTIMAL DECAY RATE FOR DEGENERATE PARABOLIC
EQUATIONS ON NONCOMPACT MANIFOLDS*

DANIELE ANDREUCCIT AND ANATOLI F. TEDEEV?

Abstract. We consider an initial value problem for a doubly degenerate parabolic equation in
a noncompact Riemannian manifold. The geometrical features of the manifold are coded in either a
Faber-Krahn inequality or a relative Faber-Krahn inequality. We prove optimal decay and space-time
local estimates of solutions. We employ a simplified version of the by now classical local approach
by DeGiorgi, Ladyzhenskaya-Uraltseva, DiBenedetto which is of independent interest even in the
euclidean case.
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1. Introduction. Let (M,g) be a smooth Riemannian manifold of dimension
N > 2. We assume M to be connected, complete and noncompact. More precise
assumptions on the metric of M will be given below.

We look at nonnegative solutions of the equations of the type of

up = div(u™ VP2 Vu), in M x(0,T),
u(z,0) = up(x), reM.

The operators div and V are of course understood in the sense of the Riemannian
metric. We always assume p > 1, m > 0, m + p > 3. This range of parameters is
often referred to as the slow diffusion case.

We prove optimal L'-L> a priori estimates. In the linear case m = 1, p = 2 such
bounds are well known, see [13], [17], [18], [11]. In the degenerate case when m =1
we quote [12], [7], [15], [16]. We also quote some papers whose methods, even when
stated in Euclidean spaces, are amenable to application to manifolds, being based
on embedding estimates known to extend to this setting under some geometrical
assumptions: [6], [8], [21], [22].

In order to describe our results we need introduce some notation; we let for R > 0

Br(zo) = {x € M | dist(z, z9) < R}, V(R) = |Br(x0)],

where zo € M is a fixed point; in the following we’ll often drop the dependence on z(
from the notation. We also define the two functions

R : (0,00) — (0,00) inverse function to s — V(s);

Z :(0,00) — (0,00) inverse function to s+ sPV (s)P+" 73,
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It is known that solutions to (1.1) in a domain 2 C R" with noncompact boundary,
with zero boundary data of Neumann type satisfy decay estimates of the form

1,0

[[uo
— )
tlluoll 7’5" 7))

(1.3) [w(t)]lo0,2 ~ el t>1,

where we extend our definitions above to the case M = (2. Indeed (1.3) was proven
in [3] for expanding domains, and in [2], [4] for narrowing domains, in the case of
(1.1). In the linear case the estimate (1.3) was proven by Gushchin (see [24] and the
references therein) in R", and in [17], [18] in Riemannian manifolds.

Our first aim in this paper is to obtain the analog of (1.3) in Riemannian man-
ifolds. In the Riemannian setting we discriminate between manifolds satisfying a
global or a relative Faber-Krahn inequality. This distinction replaces the one between
expanding and narrowing subdomains of R" .

DEFINITION 1.1. (M, g) satisfies a global Faber-Krahn inequality for a given
p > 1 and a function A, : R — R™ if for any v > 0 and precompact domain 2 C M
with |£2] = v we have

(1.4) A,(v) / olP dyt < / IV of? dy,
0 0
for all ¢ € Wy P(£2).

REMARK 1.2. It is a classical fact that when p = 2 the optimal choice of the
constant on the left hand side of (1.4) is given by the first eigenvalue A;(£2) of the
Laplacian; a similar remark holds true for the case p # 2, see [27]. The classical
Faber-Krahn inequality, when p = 2, and its counterparts for p # 2 essentially consist
in a bound from below for such optimal constants given in terms of the volume of (2;
we refer the reader to [28].

We also need the following assumption:
H.1 There exists an a > 0 such that the function s — s7*/A,(s7!), s > 0, is
nondecreasing, and s — A,(s), s > 0, is decreasing.

THEOREM 1.3. Assume that M satisfies a global Faber-Krahn inequality, with A,
as in H.1. Let ug € L*(M) be nonnegative. Then problem (1.1), (1.2) has a solution
defined in M x (0,00), and for allt >0

mtp— l|uoll1, a1 1
(1.5) a2 Ap (=) <yt
M p(HU(f)Hoo,M)

In Theorem 1.3 and in the rest of the paper we denote by v, 71, ..., possibly
different positive constants depending only on the parameters of the problem p, m,
N, ..., and on the constants «, «; appearing in the assumptions. We also assume
that volume is normalized so that V(1) = 1.

REMARK 1.4. One can check easily, from the definition of the function Z, that
(1.5) implies its possibly more transparent version

l|uoll1,a
(1.6) () loo,nr <y —,  t>1,
V(Z(t|uoll 37 7))
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provided we have for some oy > 0

(1.7) Ap(v) > v>1,
which is known to hold true in many important examples. See however Section 1.1
below for further comments and a counterexample.

REMARK 1.5. It is well known that if a suitable isoperimetric inequality is avail-
able in M, then the Faber-Krahn inequality holds true, see e.g, [14]. One can apply
the symmetrization technique to get such bound; see [10], [9]. On this matter we also
quote [19]. In [14] also the relation between Sobolev type embeddings and Faber-
Krahn inequality is discussed; actually the two are equivalent at least if A, is the
same as in the Euclidean space.

For a nonnegative locally integrable function f and R > 1 define

I/l = sup R™7==2V(R)™" | fdu.
R>R Br

Our local in time existence results can be stated in terms of the norm just defined.

THEOREM 1.6. Assume that M satisfies a global Faber-Krahn inequality, with A,
as in H.1, and in (1.7). Let ugp € L (M) be nonnegative, and such that |luollz <
0o. Then problem (1.1), (1.2) has a solution defined in M x (0,T%), where Ty =

Yoo |||3E7p7m, and such that for 0 <t < Ty, R> R,

(1.8) lu®)llg < Aluollz
V(R)R7#= [luo 7
V(Z(tV (R)pHm=3 Reluo 2™ ?))

(1.9) [wolloo,Br <Y

REMARK 1.7. It is worth mentioning that when [Jugllz — 0 as R — +oo,
Theorem 1.6 actually implies existence of a solution defined for all ¢ > 0. Indeed,
since Tz — +00 as R — +oc in the case at hand, we immediately derive from (1.9)
a priori sup estimates in any compact of M x (0, +00). This remark and a standard
approximation procedure e.g., by solutions with smooth compactly supported initial
data yield the result.

1.1. Examples. Let My = RF x SN=F_ Here 1 < k < N and SV* is the
N — k-dimensional sphere. In this case (see [14])

=3

(1.10) Ap(v) = (N, k) min (vf% LU

)

and (1.5) amounts to

(111) - Jlu(®)lloo,n, < v

X mMax (t*W’is)ﬂ; HUOH k(m‘+ppfs)+p , tim HUO|

p
N(erpfS)ﬂJ)
1,M; :

1, My,

More generally, the function A, for product manifolds is given in [14] as a suitable
combination of the corresponding functions of the factors.
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This example can be used to show that our upper estimate, that is (1.11) in
this case, is actually optimal. Indeed, the Cauchy problem (1.1)—(1.2) set in R" has a
well known self-similar solution globally integrable in space, exhibiting the asymptotic
decay rate given by the first term in the max function in (1.11). However, this solution
is clearly also a solution of the Cauchy problem in My, since it does not depend on
the last N — k variables, and it is globally integrable in M}, since the factor SN—* is
compact. Hence the claim.

As a further example we consider the revolution surface

(1.12) M® = {z = (o an11) | [2'] = 2% 41} € RN,

with 0 < a < 1. Invoking the connection between the isoperimetric and Faber-Krahn
inequalities, see Remark 1.5, we can check by fairly explicit calculations that in this

case the function A, can be written as in (1.10), when we formally replace k there
with a(N —1) + 1.

REMARK 1.8. The linear case m = 1, p = 2 of the heat equation has been
intensively studied. For example in [20] Section 1.2, the authors consider a class
of manifolds falling within the scope of our results: specifically manifolds Mp#M,,
2 <k <n < N where My, M, are as above and the symbol # denotes connection by
a compact handle. In this case we can take A, as in (1.10), whence our estimate (1.11)
follows. As a further argument supporting its optimality we notice that the authors
of [20] prove two sided estimates of the heat kernel reducing to the same decay rate
we obtain in (1.11) when we formally let m = 1, p = 2 there. However our approach
is completely different from the one in [20].

As a side remark we note that My#M,, provides a counterexample where (1.7) is not
fulfilled. Indeed for large R, V(R) ~ R".

1.2. The case of relative Faber-Krahn inequalities.

DEFINITION 1.9. (M,g) satisfies a relative Faber-Krahn inequality for a given
p > 1 and a function A, : R" x Rt — R" if for any v > 0, R > 1, and precompact
domain 2 C Bg(z¢) with |2 = v < |Br(x0)|/2 we have

(1.13) A,(v. R) /Q ol du < /Q IV ol d,

for all p € W, P (02).

We need the following assumptions:
H.2 There exist a1, ag € (0,1) such that both functions V(s)/s*, s*2/V(s)

are nondecreasing for s > 1.
H.3 The function A, takes the form

V(R)?
Ap(v,R):’ymin(vl()sz,07 ), v>0,R>1.

Assumption H.2 immediately implies that for all¢ > 1, R > 1

2

(1.14) ¢V (cR) < V(R) < ¢V (cR).

REMARK 1.10. The form of A, in H.3 is natural, at least in the case when M is
a narrowing domain in R”, since in that case the ratio V(R)/R takes the intuitive
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meaning of area of Br(0) N M (see [23], [4]). In the case of Riemannian manifolds a
similar form of A, has been used in [17].

The following definition is instrumental in our approach:

As a consequence of H.2, F' is non-decreasing and

1
1.15 F'(s) < — 0.
(1.15) O <ym: >

Let us define the standard Barenblatt exponent
B=Np+m-3)+p.

THEOREM 1.11. Assume that M satisfies a relative Faber-Krahn inequality with
A, as in (1.13) and in H.2, H.3. Let ug € Ll (M) be nonnegative, and such that

loc

lluo|lz < oo. Then problem (1.1), (1.2) has a solution defined in M x (0,Ty), where
Ty = volluoll3; "™, and such that for 0 <t < Ty, R >R,

(1.16) lu@®)llz < Yluollz
1

wrh= -¥ - T
117 ol <R max {t FJuol2l? 57 o T}

Moreover, if ||uo|l1 < oo, then for any R > 1 and any t > 0

(118) @)oo, < ymax {65 Jugll ¢~ 7757 Juo|| 77 P(R) 7757 |
The global boundedness of u(t) is connected to the moment
I(t) = / u(x, t)F(dist(z, zo)) dp, Iy =1(0).
M

THEOREM 1.12. Assume that M satisfies a relative Faber-Krahn inequality with
A, asin (1.13) and in H.2, H.3. Let ug € L'(M) be such that Iy < co. Then problem
(1.1), (1.2) has a solution defined in M x (0,+00) and for all t > 0 we have

(1.19) [u(t)lloo,nr < AUE),
where
N P i _p
(1.20) U(t) = max {t—ﬁnuouﬁM, £~ 2= [T
1 DT m+p— T
5 o | T F L2 (ol 757 °6)] 757 ).
Therefore for large enough t (1.5) still holds true.

REMARK 1.13. We need in Theorem 1.12 the assumption Iy < oo, which is known
to be necessary to obtain uniform sup estimates in narrowing domains, see [26], [2].
However the form of the sup estimate for large times is the same in Theorem 1.12 as
in (1.6). Indeed for large ¢ the greatest of the three arguments in the max function in
(1.20) is the third one. On substituting in it the definition of F' and then using the
definition of Z we see that this argument equals the right hand side of (1.6).
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1.3. Example of M with relative Faber-Krahn inequality. Let
M ={z = (2',on41) | |2| = fan41)} € BY
be the surface in RV ! obtained by revolution of the graph of f, where f € C>*(R)

is a positive function such that f(s) = |s|~° for |s| > 1, with 0 < b < 1/N. In this
case calculations similar to the ones in [4] yield

V(s) = vst N1 +0(1)), §—00.
Thus (1.19) implies
Ja@lloont < Vlluol e 505, £ 1,
lal)lloor < Aol Pt %, <1,

where 3 =N(p+m —3)+p, B; = (1 = Nb)(m+p—3)+p.

Theorem 1.3 is proven in Section 2. The proof of Theorem 1.6 follows from
very similar arguments, combined with a suitable localization procedure (see also
Section 4), and is therefore omitted.

The proof of Theorem 1.11 is prepared by an embedding result given in Section 3,
and then presented in Section 4. Finally, Theorem 1.12 is proven in Section 5.

Actually, for the sake of brevity we confine ourselves to proving the sup bounds
contained in the Theorems above, assuming we are dealing, for example, with solutions
to Dirichlet problems, with vanishing boundary data, in some ball B;. The existence
statement, and the sup bounds as well of course, are then recovered as j — oo by a
standard approximation argument relying on by now classical compactness results for
equibounded solutions.

Acknowledgments. We are indebted to the referee for several useful remarks.
2. Proof of Theorem 1.3. Let f € W1P(M) be compactly supported and
k > 0; then it follows from applying the Faber-Krahn inequality to ¢ = (f — k) that

(2.1) | =Rt ans (10> 007" [ 190 =R an.

We also infer by means of Holder inequality that for 0 < g < p

q

(2.2) /M<f—k>idus|{f>k}|”mp(|{f>k}|)*%

x (/MIV(f—k)+|pdu)%-

In the following we denote by u a compactly supported (for all times) solution to (1.1)—
(1.2), or a solution to a Dirichlet problem set in a ball B;, with vanishing boundary
data, in the spirit of a procedure of approximation as remarked in the Introduction.
We need the auxiliary result
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LEMMA 2.1. Let ¥ > 0, and ¥ > 2 —m if m < 1, be fized, and define s =
(p+m+9—2)/p. Fiz also ay > az >0, 71 > 7 >0, Ry > Ry. Then

(2.3)
¢ [m—1]
sup / (u(r) — a1) " da +/ / IV(u—a1)i|Pdedr < 7( 0 )
BRI T1 BRI

T1<T<t ap — az

t t
X {(Tl —) " / /B (U—a2)j’r+l dzdr + (R —Rl)fp/ /B (u—a2)y dwdT} :
T2 Ro T2 Ra

The last integral in (2.3) can be dropped from the right hand side, provided we formally
replace on both sides Br, and Br, with M. We refer to this version of the estimate
as to the global version of (2.3).

We omit the routine proof of Lemma 2.1, which is essentially obtained by multi-
plying (1.1) by (u—k)%¢?, where  is a suitable cutoff function, and then integrating
by parts; see e.g., [5].

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Let us define for hg > hoo >0, 790 > 7oo > 0, and ¢ =0, 1,
2, ...,
p+m+9—2

P

ki:hoo+(h0—hoo)27i, ti:Too+(To—Too)27i, flz (u—kl)_i_

Next we infer from (2.2) and Young’s inequality, for any fixed time 7, and o > 0,
0 < g < p to be chosen,

/ Sl dp < Ap(Hu> ki) » Hu > ki |7 (/ A% fi+1|pdu) !
M M

p _ . .
SUE/ IV firrlP dp + o~ 75 Ap ({u > kisa }|) 7% {u > kia}]
M

On integrating this inequality in time, we obtain

t t
ea) [ [ saduar <ot [ 9P
tiy1 J M tiy1 J M
_q_

—l—vto*ﬁ/lp( sup |{u>ki+1}|> T osup H{u> ki)
tip1<7<t tip1 <7<t

Select from now on
_ p(1+9)
T p+m—240"

On combining now (2.4) and the global version of (2.3), where we let a; = k;, as =
kit1, 71 = t;, T2 = t;41, we get for a suitable choice of ¢ > 0

t t
swp [ graws [ [ (Vipduar<e [ ]9 fapdu
ti<T<tJM t; JM tiy1 J M
h() P\;’:*ql\
ho — heo

q

xAp(sup Huskiatl) 77 swp [u> ki,
tip1<T<t tip1<T<t

e Tt (T — Too) T (
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whence, by suitably selecting € > 0 and by iterating on ¢, we get

h P\;’i*ql\
@) swp [ (u(r) — ho)}*? do < el - ) P ()
ToL<T<t J M hO_hoo

q

xAp( sup |{u>hm}|) T sup [{u > heo)|
Too<T<LE

Too<T<t

We complete the proof by means of a second iterative process; to this end we introduce
for k > 0and n=0,1,2,... the sequences

K,=k(1=2"""1Y, K,=(K,+K,1)/2, t,=t1-2"""1),

n

Then we apply (2.5) with 70 =), 1, Too = t},, ho = Kn, hoo = K, to conclude

Yorri= sup  [{u> K} <yaik™ " sup / (u— K5 de
M

b, <7<t b, <7<t

<Ayt T kDAL (Y,) T Y,

It follows from Lemma 5.6 p.65 of [25], and from assumption H.1, that Y,, — 0 as
n — oo and therefore ||u(t)||co < k, provided

(2.6) k- A (V) "7 <6,
for a suitable 6 = §(m,p, q) > 0. Next we note that
Yo < 2k Huolls -

Therefore, (2.6) is satisfied if

p+m—3

(2.7) t T PETI) AL (K Hfugl|y) Tt < 2746 e

Finally we choose k as

- — — _ptm—-3 _ _3
(kllao | TP+ ™=3 Ay (K ugl1) = 20~ 2757 o | T P79

Then (2.7) holds true and since ||u(t)||coc < k the sought after result readily follows. O

3. A multiplicative inequality implied by the relative Faber-Krahn in-
equality. Define for all 8 > 0, 0 < ¢ < ¢, R > 0, and a sufficiently regular f > 0,

Ey= [ f’du, E=EI"E;"",
Br

w(E,R) = max{1,RV(R)*1ENF} .

LEMMA 3.1. Assume that M satisfies a relative Faber-Krahn inequality with A,
as in (1.13), H.3. Assume that f is a Sobolev function such that V f € LP(M), and
supp f C Br. Then there exists a constant ¥9(q) > 0 such that if

(3.1) E<90V(R),
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then for all1 < q¢<p,0<c<g,
11,1
(3'2) ”f”q,BR < /WJ(Ev R)Eq AR va”p,BR :
REMARK 3.2. The estimate (3.2) is in fact true for ¢(N — p) < Np. However,

here we use it only for ¢ < p (the proof for ¢ > p may be given following [4]). In this
connection we remark that Holder’s inequality yields

(3.3) E < [supp f|.

Proof. Let A(A\) = {x € Br : f(x) > A}; then we have for any k£ > 0

(3.4) Eq_/A(k)(f—k+k)‘1du+/ F1du

Br\A(k)

<20t / (f —k)%du + 29 'k A(k)| + k7 °E, .
A(k)
Observing that |A(k)| < k™ °E,., we get from (3.4)
(3.5) E, < 2‘1*1/ (f —k)Idu+ 27 + 1)k °E..
A(k)

Select now k as follows
(277 + 1)k °E,. = E,/2,

that is

B, 1 \Y@
o) ()

From (3.5) and (3.6) it follows that
(3.7) 22 [ (-,
A(k)

We bound the right hand side of (3.7) by means of Hélder’s inequality as

(3.8) /A (k)(f—k)qdu§</A (k)(f—k)”du> A(k)|~#

< (kOB </A(k>(f - du)

Notice that by our assumption (3.1) and from the choice (3.6) we infer

S

V(R) < SV(R),

if Jq is selected suitably. Therefore we may appeal to the Faber-Krahn inequality
(1.13) to infer

|A(K)| < k™°E. = B(27 4 2)7= < 195(27 +2)

_ L\p -1 P
(3.9) /A R < 440 R) /A T
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and from (3.6)—(3.9) we get, also by exploiting again |A(k)| < k=7 Ejs,

e by NP
(3.10) By < E! WP(E,R) [ |VfI”du :
Br

The inequality (3.2) follows elementarily. O

4. Proof of Theorem 1.11. Let us use in the following the notation

Gl(tuR): Sup/ U(%T)d/h
o<r<t BR(I())

G(t, R) = max {tf%Gl(t,R)% Tz (Gl(t,R)F(R))"'P*%} '

PROPOSITION 4.1. Let u be a uniformly continuous solution to (1.1)—~(1.2) in
M x (0,T), and let t > 0 be such that

(4.1) %u(m, Tptm=3 < 0<7<t,r€ Bator(wo),

where R>1,0<0<1,0<t<T are given. Then

(4.2) u(z,7) <~G(t, (1 +0)R), t/2<7<t,x € Bgr(zo).

Proof. Let for all n > 0 and a; > a2 > 0 to be selected
rn=R(1+0c(1—=2""), 7 =n+rms1)/2, th=t(1—0c(1-2""))/2,
th = (tn +tnt1)/2, Too=R(1+0), tew=t(1-0)/2, kyp=as+ (a1 —a2)27".

Then from Lemma 2.1 with Ry = r,, Ry = 741, and using also (4.1) we get for a
suitable b > 1 and for ¥ > 0 as in Lemma, 2.1

p+m+9—2
(4.3)  sup /B (u— ko) T dp + /// \V(u—kyn)y * [Pdpdr

th <7<t
bn —1 941
< C—t (u = kpy1){" dpdr,
ob
Qn+1

where we set Q, = By, X (tn,t), Q;, = B x (t;,,t). We denote in this proof by C a
constant depending also on the ratio a1 /(a1 —az). Let 7, be a smooth cutoff function
such that 1, =1 in @, and 75, = 0 outside of Q’,, |V 7,| < v2"/R, 0 < 1y < 2" /1t.
Define v,, = (u — kn)ﬁ+m+ﬁ72/pnn. Then from (4.3) one gets

(4.4) sup / vl dp + // |V v, [P dpdr < CH"t! // vf oy dpdr,
th <7<t By, Qn Qn+41

where £ = (1 +9)p/(p+m + ¢ — 2). Next we use (3.2) as follows. First, we remark
that for all 7, n,

|Suppvn(7)| < |B2R| < 190V(7R)7
for a suitable v > 1, owing to (1.14). Set

A(s,h,7) ={x :u(z,7) > h} N By,
An (1) = A(rn, kn, 7)), Aco(T) = A(L+0)R, a2,7).
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Thus we may apply (3.2) in B,g, and obtain, again from (1.14) and (3.3),

_ L4 L
/ vhoyy dpdr < A A (1)1 F
B

Tn41

L
IV vp 1P dﬂ) "

Tn+41

><w(|An+1(T)|,R)é(/

B

Hence by means of Young’s inequality and integrating in time we find

// vl dpdr < 6% // |V vp41|P dudr
Qn+1 Qn+t1

P t P _pl
#9057 [ [ )00 (A (0], B) ] dr

tnt1

< ~6* // IV Vg1 [P dpedr
Qn+1

4 _pL_
+96 1 s [ A (D] w4 (7)), B
thp1<7<t

It is immediately seen that the inequality above implies for any fixed € > 0, for a
suitable choice of § > 0, that

(4.5) Cv"tt //Q vhq dpdr < 5//Q |V vpq1]P dpdr
n+1 n+4+1

J _pL_
+ O sup (A (D) Y0 w(| A (7)), R) P
thp1 <7<t

Thus (4.4) and (4.5) give us

sup / ’Uf;d/l,-‘r// |an|pdud7§£// |V vp41]? dpdr
tn <7<t Brn Qn Qn+1

£
F O Tt sup [|Aoo(r)|1+—zv<’£e—z>w(|Am(T)|,R)ﬁ].
too <T<1

On iterating this inequality for n — oo, we find that actually

(4.6) sup / (u—a)it’du < C(a)tfﬁ X
t/2<7<tJBg

1+ 2L -1
sup [|A((1 +0)R, a2, 7)| TP w(JA((1 + 0)R, a2, 7)|, R) P*f} .
t(l—o)/2<7<t

We conclude the proof by further iterating (4.6). To this end, define

t < 3 1< j
=5 ot Ry = SR §RZ 27"l hy=h(1-2797Y),
n=0

n=0
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for h > 0 to be chosen. Then from (4.6) one gets for h; = (h; + hj+1)/2,

Yj+1:= sup |A(Rjy1,7,hjt1)l
Tj+1 <7<t

<yyih ) sup / (u—hy)"*" dp
Br

Tijp1<7<t i
] - 14 204?) o)
< '7'7{]7,_(14-19)1% ﬁLmﬂ—syj N(p+m73)w(yj,R)% '
Using Lemma 5.6 p.65 of [25], we conclude that y; — 0 as j — oo if

P p
(4.7) B sy T (o, R) R < .
Taking into account that
yo <yhT'GL(t,2R),
we see that (4.7) holds if
yh =5 (hLGY (1, 2R)) YR w(h G (+, 2R), R) PR =,

whence we easily arrive at (4.2). O

PROPOSITION 4.2. Under the assumptions of Proposition 4.1 we have
t
(4.8) / / IV ulruf dpdr < 4Gy (t, 2R3 G(t,2R)* |
0 JBg

forO<A<p, s=A3-m)/p+60-1>0,0<m—2+(p—-N(1+N1).

The proof of Proposition 4.2 relies on Proposition 4.1, following closely the proof
in the Euclidean case, see [1], [4], therefore we omit it.

Proof of Theorem 1.11. Define
t1=sup<t>0: sup sup i||u(7)|\§j’§‘3 <1;.
o<r<t p>g 17 UAR

Multiply both sides of (1.1) by a smooth cutoff function ((x) such that { =1 in Bpg,
¢ = 0 outside of Bag and |V (| < v/R, R > R. On applying (4.8) with A = p — 1,
6 =m — 1 (which is admissible owing to p + m — 3 > 0), we have for ¢ < #;

¢
/ u(a:,t)d,ug/ uod,u—l—%/ / IV P~ ™ dpdr
Br Bar 0 J/Bar
p+m—3

g/ wodp+ LGy (t, ARtV G(t,4R) "5 .
Bar R

Dividing this inequality by V(R)RPHZ*S, we obtain, also by means of the doubling
property (1.14),

(4.9) R—ﬁv(m‘l/

w(z,t)dp < yR™ w3 V(R) ™! / ugdp
Br

Bar

1

P tr ptm—
sup (4R) ™ 7F=s V (4R) ™! / u(z,t)dp| —=G(t, 4R)" 7
R>R Bir R

+7
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Define also for a § > 0 to be chosen

R>R

l
to = sup {t >0: sup Eg(t 8R) < } .

Indeed to > 0 since t — G(t, R)P™™ 3 is increasing. Let ty = min{t;,t2}. Then for
t < tp we get from (4.9)

sup R 7=V (R)-! / w(z, t) dp < Auolz
R>R Br

+ 79

sup sup(4R)_p+5~3V(4R)’1/ u(z, t)dp| .
0<7<t R>R Bur

Hence for a sufficiently small § we obtain
(4.10) lu@)lz < uolz  0<t<to.
We claim that tg = tg. Indeed, for R > R, t < ty,

t 1
p+m=3 _ pt+m—3 D -
Hu()l\ooBm < 75;0(t:8R) <A’ < 5,

for a suitable selectlon of §. Next we bound below tg = t5. We have

1

£
sup —G(t, SR) < {
R>R R R>R
N
pFm—3)+p
(4.11) E NG =D TP sup ; u(x, 7)dp
' o<r<t \ RNtomm=s ’ ’

Bsr
p+m—3

t3rms sup ;/ u(x, 7)du 2“’"3}
o<r<t \ V(R)R7 =3 Jpg, '

Thus, invoking also (4.10), as well as the monotonic character of V(R)/R, which
follows from H.2, and implies V(R) < yRY, R > 1, we arrive at

p+m—3

g(t()v 4R>

’;g|<§%w

6 = sup
R>R

ptm— p+m—3
< ma (T T gy g
On defining Ty = tp we have indeed Ty = ”y|||u0|||3 ™=P and (1.16). Finally, (4.2),
(4.10) and (4.11) yield
[u(t) oo, < YRFFS x

~ N [y [ FPT I 4w [y [T
max { ¢~ VG 7 Juoll 5 S uo g )

whence (1.17).

In order to prove (1.18) we first note that if ||ugl|1 < oo, then Ty can be chosen as
large as needed by choosing a large enough R and by invoking conservation of mass.
Therefore (1.18) follows from (4.2) and again by conservation of mass. O
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5. Proof of Theorem 1.12. Denote for the sake of brevity
P(t)=2( S (Y A

P(t)=2(1), luoll 737t < 1.

m+p St)

First we use the local estimates which we already proved to obtain a bound for
the moment of u(t) in terms of the norm ||u(t)||so-

LEMMA 5.1. Assume Iy < oo. Then for all t > 0
(5.1) I(t) < vlo +vF(H(t))|luolls

where for all 9 € (0,1/p)

p—1

t ptm—3 P
H(t) = tr Y (/ T%ilHU(T)”oopil dT)
0

Proof. Let us fix R > 1. We denote here d(z) = dist(x,20). Let n =
¢P(d(x))F(d(x)) where ((s), s > 0 is a smooth function such that {(s) = 1 for
$s>2R, ((s)=0for0<s<R,0<{ <v/R,0<({<1. Wealsoremark that owing
o (1.15)

|V F(d(x))| < F'(d(z)) <

= V)’ d(z) > 1.

Multiplying against 1 both sides of (1.1) and integrating by parts, we get

t
1
CPFu(x,t dug10+/ / u™ YV ulP? ¢Pdudr
/M\BR (@) o sV V@)

t
(5.2) +p / /B o ET I )9 €l dpr

t
Y m—1 -1
< I +—//u VulP™ dpdr.
Py Sy LtV

Next we estimate the second term on the right-hand side of (5.2) as follows. Let
R > 1 and v be a standard cutoff function in B,g, such that ¢ = 1 in Bz. Then by
Holder’s inequality one gets

t p=1 1
5.3 J = PP VPt dpdr < I, 717,
H 1 2
0 JB,g

where

t
(m—1)
11:// gy S TR |Vl dpdr
O -

JBam
L = / / T PyPudpdr < P |ugl): -
0 R
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. . . . Op_  ptm_3
To estimate I; we choose in the equation as a test function 77=Tu" »—T P. Then

we get by integration by parts and Young’s inequality

t
9p _ p+m—3
I < %/ / TR P2 EREER g
0 JByg

t
+7/ / T%_lul"'wpflgd,udT:Ig-FL;.
0 2R

Since we are going to let R — oo we may assume, for any fixed 7 > 0, that in (1.18)
[written for R = 2R, t = 7] the second term on the right hand side is the greater one.
Assume R > 7P(1), where 7 is such that (1.18) implies
B\ — +m—3

r(2R) P u(n)| < 1.
Then the integrand in I3 is majorised by the one in Iy (at time 7). On recalling that
we are working with smooth approximating solutions, by invoking Fatou’s lemma it
is easily seen that in the limit R — oo equation (5.3) gives

¢
// u™ VP tdpdr = lim J <
0o JM R—o0

+m—3

1 t » pt+m—3 v
ualat = ([ # uE ar) " =l
0

Therefore we have, by using also (5.2),

I(t) = /B F(d(z))u(z,t)dp + /M F(d(z))u(z,t)dp

\Br

v
< F(R I ———H(t .
< F(R)|luoll1 + O+V(R) (t)lluoll1

If H(t) > 1 we may select above R = H(t) to obtain (5.1). If H(¢t) < 1 we choose
R =1 to get the same result. O

Finally we absorb the L norm appearing in the right hand side of (5.1) with
the help of two technical lemmas proven in [2], which we reproduce in our notation
for the reader’s convenience.

LEMMA 5.2. [2] If A, B >0, I’ > 1 satisfy
B < AF(F)P/(2P+m*3) ,

then for all € > 0 there exists cc > 1 such that for all o > 0

p+m—3

O—B(P+mf3)/;v <el+ 0521((UA m )2p+m73) ,

where Z,(s) = Z(max(s,1)), s > 0.

LEMMA 5.3. [2] Let g € C((0,00)), g > 0 satisfy

t 1/q
g(t) <U@®) + af"(/ 797 g(7)? dT) , t>0,
0
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where €, o, ¢ > 0 are given, and U € C((0,00)), U > 0. Assume also that, fort >0
and a given go € C((0,00)), we have g(t) < go(t), and that for a given 0 < § < o,
t2go(t), t°U(t) are non decreasing in t > 0. Then, if € <1 = (0q — 6q)"/9, we have

g(t) < (1 —¢/n)"U(), t>0.

Proof of Theorem 1.12. Proceeding as in the proof of Proposition 4.1 one can
show that

P
B

(5.4) ||u(t)||oo,AR§”ymaX{t_Zg( sup/A u(x,T)du) ,

o<r<t /R

t72p+1n*3( sup/ u(z,7)dp
A

_pr
) 2p+m—3
o<r<t 3?

Py ),

for all R > yP(t) where Agr = Bap\Br and A, = Byr\Bpr/2. Then the last term
in (5.4) can be bounded in terms of I(t), which in turn can be estimated as in (5.1).
Thus we have

(5.5) Jlu(t)lloo <
Fma {U(0) ¢ @ Em =) |2/ 0TS (g gy e/ Gt |

For the sake of logical clarity, let us fix from now ¢, ¥, J so that

1((1;—_51)1))%, N(p+m—3)

°T Bp

1
<o<P < —.
4 p
Let C = é./e > 1, where for ¢, as in Lemma 5.2, and for 4 as in (5.5),

Ce =Y1Ce, M1 = ,7(2p+m—3)(p+m_3)/p >1.

If H(t) > C'P(t), so that H(t) > 1, we may apply Lemma 5.2, which is a functional
version of Young’s inequality, to get from (5.5)

(5.6) /P |l (t)]| ™ =/P < max {sH(t) +E.P(t) ,7M(t)<p+m_3)/”t1/”} .
Indeed, we select to this end in Lemma 5.2
P=H(t) B=llulle, o=/, A=3t/Crm=2y /e,
here we also use the fact
Z(ytlluol[7* %) < mZ(tuolFT ),
which follows from the definition of Z. Actually (5.6) implies
(5.7) ()| BT3P < 2et= VP H(t) 4+ AU (t) P T3P

when we use our assumption H(t) > CP(t) again. However, (5.7) is in force even if
H(t) < CP(t), as it follows from (5.1), (5.5), and the definitions of U(¢) and P(¢),
perhaps by an inessential change of the constant v appearing in (5.7). Thus (5.7) is
in force for all ¢t > 0.
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Notice that (5.7) is in practice an integral inequality; if we knew the monotonicity
in t of t°||u(t)||oo, for a suitable § > 0, the statement would follow readily. In the
general case, our choice of € enables us to apply Lemma 5.3 to circumvent the technical
difficulty posed by the lack of monotonicity and prove (1.19). Indeed, we may select
in Lemma 5.3

= [Ju@)|| BT3P Ut) = AU(t) PP
o=9, q=p/p—-1), go(t) = ||uollco,
ad

and €, 0 and 9 as above.

g(t)
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