
STRONG KATO LIMIT CAN BE BRANCHING.

GILLES CARRON, ILARIA MONDELLO, AND DAVID TEWODROSE

Abstract. We provide an example of a non-collapsed strong Kato limit that is branching,
essentially branching, and satisfies neither the CD(K,∞) nor theMCP(K,N ) conditions
for any K ∈ R and N ∈ [1,+∞). In particular, this space is not a Ricci limit space. We
also construct a compact non-collapsed strong Kato limit that cannot be obtained as
Gromov–Hausdorff limit of closed Riemannian surfaces satisfying a uniform small Lp

bound à la Petersen–Wei.

1. Introduction

This paper aims to construct metric spaces arising as Gromov–Hausdorff limits of
surfaces satisfying a strong Kato bound. In particular, we give two explicit exam-
ples which show substantial differences from the Gromov–Hausdorff limits and singular
spaces with curvature–dimension bounds previously studied in the literature.

We briefly recall some notation and the framework in which a structure theory for
Kato limits has been developed. For a complete smooth Riemannian manifold (Mn, g),
we let Ric− : M → [0,+∞) be the negative part of the smallest eigenvalue of the Ricci
tensor, so that Ricci ≥ −Ric− g. The Kato constant of (M,g) at time T > 0 is defined as

kT (M,g) = sup
x∈M

ˆ T

0

[
e−t∆gRic−

]
(x)dt

where (e−t∆g )t>0 is the heat semigroup generated by the Laplace–Beltrami operator ∆g .
Since this semigroup preserves L∞ bounds, any uniform Ricci curvature lower bound
implies a linear control on the Kato constant:

Ricci ≥ −K g ⇒ ∀T > 0 : kT (M,g) ≤ KT . (1)

By analogy with the study of Schrödinger operators in the Euclidean space, we say
that a sequence of complete smooth Riemannian manifolds {(Mn

ℓ , gℓ)}ℓ satisfies a uni-
form Kato bound if there exist T > 0 and f : (0,T ]→R+ non-decreasing such that

f (t)→ 0 as t ↓ 0, and kt(Mℓ , gℓ) ≤ f (t) for all ℓ and t ∈ (0,T ].

The bound is called strong if in addition
ˆ T

0

f (t)
t

dt <∞.

A strong Kato bound is weaker than previous curvature assumptions considered in
the study of Gromov–Hausdorff limits. Indeed, by (1), it is implied by a uniform Ricci
curvature lower bound. It also follows from a uniform smallness assumption on the
Lp norm of Ric− for some p > n/2, as introduced by P. Petersen and G. Wei; see
[RS17, CR21] or Lemma 4.2. However, Kato potentials that do not lie in any such Lp

exist in R
n [Sim82].

In [CMT24, CMT25b, CMT25a], we described analytic and geometric properties of
Gromov–Hausdorff limits of sequences of Riemannian manifolds with a uniform Kato
bound. The richest structure theory applies to the class of non-collapsed strong Kato
limits, namely pointed metric spaces (X,d, o) that arise as pointed Gromov-Hausdorff

1

ar
X

iv
:2

41
1.

18
09

7v
2 

 [
m

at
h.

D
G

] 
 4

 D
ec

 2
02

5

https://arxiv.org/abs/2411.18097v2


2 GILLES CARRON, ILARIA MONDELLO, AND DAVID TEWODROSE

limits of sequences {(Mn
ℓ , gℓ , oℓ)}ℓ satisfying a uniform strong Kato bound and a non-

collapsing hypothesis, that is, there exists v > 0 such that for all ℓ,

vℓ
(
Bℓ

(
oℓ ,
√
T
))
≥ v T

n
2 .

Our structure results recovered those of J. Cheeger and T.H. Colding for Ricci limits
[CC97, CC00], i.e. limits of pointed Riemannian manifolds satisfying a uniform Ricci
curvature lower bound. They also extended those obtained by P. Petersen and G. Wei
[PW97, PW01], which apply to sequences with a uniform Lp smallness assumption on
the negative part of the Ricci curvature. In particular we proved that for any non-
collapsed strong Kato limit (X,d) the volume measures vℓ converge to the n-dimensional
Hausdorff measure Hn. In [CMT25a], we additionally established that the resulting
metric measure space (X,d,Hn) is bilipschitz to an RCD(K,N ) space for finite N .

This naturally lead to the following questions. First, which are the geometric differ-
ences between Kato limits and either Ricci limits or finite dimensional RCD spaces?
Secondly, in analogy with the existence of Kato potentials that do not belong to Lp for p
larger than half of the dimension: are there non-collapsed strong Kato limits that cannot
arise as limits of manifolds with an Lp bound?

In this article, we exhibit examples of Kato limits which show that the class of non-
collapsed strong Kato limits is strictly larger than both the one of finite-dimensional
RCD spaces and the one covered by Petersen and Wei’s theory.

Our first example is a non-collapsed strong Kato limit which is branching, unlike finite
dimensional RCD spaces. Q. Deng established in [Den25] that these spaces are non-
branching, building upon the work of T.H. Colding and A. Naber [CN12, CN13] for limit
geodesics in Ricci limits. The example we construct below is even essentially branching
and degenerate in the sense of [Kel17], and therefore satisfies neither any CD(K,∞) nor
any finite-dimensional MCP(K,N ) condition.

Consider two Euclidean copies of R2 \D2 glued along their boundaries, where D2 ⊂
R
2 is the open unit disk. This produces the cylinder

C =R× (R/(2πZ))

endowed with the singular warped Riemannian metric

ĝ = (dt)2 + (1+ |t|)2 (dθ)2.

Let d̂ and Ĥ2 be the associated distance and Hausdorff measure. The following holds.

Theorem A. The surface (C, d̂) is a branching non-collapsed strong Kato limit. Moreover,
the metric measure space (C, d̂,Ĥ2) satisfies neither the CD(K,∞) nor the MCP(K,N ) con-
ditions for any K ∈R and finite N > 1.

Note that ĝ is bi-Lipschitz equivalent to a smooth Riemannian metric with bounded
curvature. More generally, by [CMT25a], any Gromov–Hausdorff limit of Riemannian
surfaces with uniformly bounded Kato constant at a fixed time T is bi-Lipschitz to an
Alexandrov space with curvature bounded below, and such spaces are non-branching.

The key ingredient to establish that (C, d̂) is a non-collapsed strong Kato limit
is a general criterion for Riemannian surfaces with low regularity (Theorem 2.2) for
being such a limit space. Specifically, if (M,g0) is a complete Riemannian surface
with bounded Gauss curvature and gf = e2f g0 is a conformal deformation where f
is bounded, Lipschitz, and has distributional Laplacian given by a Radon measure
bounded from above, then (M,gf ) is a non-collapsed strong Kato limit. Such sur-
faces are locally BIC (for Bounded Integral Curvature), see [Fil23, Tro23]. This gives a
broad class of low-regularity surfaces that are non-collapsed strong Kato limits, opening
the way to a wide range of new examples.
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Our second example answers positively the previous question concerning Lp bounds:
there exist non-collapsed strong Kato limits which cannot be obtained as limits of man-
ifolds satisfying a uniform Lp smallness condition à la Petersen-Wei. We construct such
an example by performing an analogue of the previous gluing construction in a compact
setting. Let two copies of S2\Dα be glued together along their boundaries, where Dα
is a geodesic disk of radius α ∈ (0,π/2) for the round metric. This yields a singular
Riemannian metric g on S

2. We show the following result, where ϵ(2,p) and V2,κ are
defined in Section 4. For any function f we let f− =min(0, f ) be its negative part.

Theorem B. The surface (S2, g) is a non-collapsed strong Kato limit. Moreover, it cannot
arise as Gromov-Hausdorff limit of closed surfaces {(Mℓ , gℓ)} of diameters at most D > 0 such
that, for some p > 1 and κ ≥ 0,

sup
ℓ

D2
( 

Mℓ

(Kgℓ +κ2)p−dvgℓ

)1/p
≤ ϵ(2,p)

(
D2

V2,κ(D)

)1/p
·

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 establishes Theorem 2.2, the general
criterion yielding a large class of two-dimensional non-collapsed strong Kato limits,
including (C, d̂) and (S2, g). Section 3 analyses the first example in detail, proving in
particular its branching and non-CD/non-MCP properties. Section 4 proves Theorem B
by means, among others, of the pre-compactness result of [Deb20] for compact surfaces:
an analogous result in the complete case would similarly imply that (C, d̂) cannot be a
limit of surfaces satisfying a uniform smallness Lp bound.

2. Conformal metric with low regularity and strong Kato limits

In this section, c(a1, a2, . . .) denotes a generic positive constant depending on param-
eters a1, a2, . . . only. The value of this constant may change from line to line.

2.1. The Kato constant of a smooth conformal metric. The next key statement shows
that, on a smooth surface with lower bounded curvature, the Kato constant of a confor-
mal metric in controlled upon mild assumptions on the conformal factor.

Proposition 2.1. Let (Σ, g0) be a complete Riemannian surface whose Gaussian curvature
is uniformly bounded from below: there exists κ ≥ 0 such that

Kg0 ≥ −κ
2.

Assume that f ∈ C∞(Σ) is a bounded function uniformly Lipschitz with respect to g0, i.e.
there exist L,λ > 0 such that

∥f ∥L∞ ≤ L, (2)

∀x,y ∈ Σ : |f (x)− f (y)| ≤ λdg0(x,y), (3)

and that the Gaussian curvature of gf = e2f g0 is uniformly bounded from above: there exists
K ∈R such that

Kgf ≤ K.

Then for any T ≤ κ−2, the Kato constant of the metric gf satisfies

kT (Σ;gf ) ≤ c(κ,L,λ,K)
√
T .

To prove this result, we need some estimates on the heat kernels of g0 and gf . Firstly,
since the metric g0 has lower bounded curvature, the Li-Yau estimates provide ([LY86]):

∀x,y ∈ Σ,∀t ∈
(
0,κ−2

)
: Hg0(t,x,y) ≤

c(κ)

vg0
(
Bg0(x,

√
t)
) e− d2g0 (x,y)

5t . (4)
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Moreover, the function f is bounded (2) so g and g0 are bilipschitz, hence similar
estimates hold for the heat kernel of (Σ, gf ) ([Gri91, SC92b, SC92a]):

∀x,y ∈ Σ,∀t ∈
(
0,κ−2

)
: Hgf (t,x,y) ≤

c(κ,L)

vgf
(
Bgf (x,

√
t)
) e− d2gf

(x,y)

5t . (5)

We also know (see [HSC01, Proposition 3.6]) that for any 0 ≤ t ≤ R ≤ κ−2 and x ∈ Σ :
ˆ
Σ\Bgf

(x,R)
Hgf (t,x,y)dvgf (y) ≤ c(κ,L) e−c̃

R2
t (6)

where c̃ depends only on κ and L. Lastly, according to the Li-Yau gradient estimate
[LY86], since f is uniformly Lipschitz (3), then e−t∆g0 f is also uniformly Lipschitz:∥∥∥de−t∆g0 f

∥∥∥
L∞
≤ eκ

2tλ. (7)

We are now in a position to prove Proposition 2.1.

Proof. The transformation rule for the Gaussian curvature under a conformal change is

Kgf = e−2f Kg0 + e−2f ∆g0f = e−2f Kg0 +∆gf f . (8)

The hypothesis Kgf ≤ K implies that(
Kgf

)
−
≤ K −Kgf = K − e−2f Kg0 −∆gf f .

Hence for x ∈ Σ and T ≤ κ−2, one gets
ˆ
[0,T ]×Σ

Hgf (t,x,y)
(
Kgf

)
−
(y)dvgf (y)dt ≤T

(
K +κ2e2L

)
−
ˆ
[0,T ]×Σ

Hgf (t,x,y)∆gf f (y)dvgf (y)dt.

But

−
ˆ
[0,T ]×Σ

Hgf (t,x,y)∆gf f (y)dvgf (y)dt =
ˆ T

0

∂
∂t

(
e
−t∆gf f

)
(x)dt

=
(
e
−T∆gf f

)
(x)− f (x).

As the surface (Σ, gf ) is stochastically complete [HSC01, Theorem 2.1], we have that
ˆ
Σ

Hgf (T ,x,y)dvgf (y) = 1,

so that ∣∣∣∣∣(e−T∆gf f
)
(x)− f (x)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ˆ
Σ

Hgf (T ,x,y)
∣∣∣f (y)− f (x)∣∣∣dvgf (y).

By assumption ∣∣∣f (y)− f (x)∣∣∣ ≤ eLλdgf (x,y)

and we are left with the estimate ofˆ
Σ

Hgf (T ,x,y)dgf (x,y)dvgf (y).
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We haveˆ
Σ

Hgf (T ,x,y)dgf (x,y)dvgf (y) ≤
ˆ
Bgf

(x,
√
T )
Hgf (T ,x,y)dgf (x,y)dvgf (y)

+
ˆ
Σ\Bgf

(x,
√
T )
Hgf (T ,x,y)dgf (x,y)dvgf (y)

≤
√
T +

ˆ
Σ\Bgf

(x,
√
T )
Hgf (T ,x,y)dgf (x,y)dvgf (y).

Let us introduce the Stieltjes measure associated to the non-decreasing function

I(r) = −
ˆ
Σ\Bgf

(x,r)
Hgf (T ,x,y)dvgf (y).

Using (6), we can justify the integration by part formula and the following estimates:ˆ
Σ\Bgf

(x,
√
T )
Hgf (T ,x,y)dgf (x,y)dvgf (y) =

ˆ ∞
√
T
r dI(r)

= −
√
T I(
√
T )−

ˆ +∞

√
T

I(r)dr

≤
√
T + c(κ,L)

ˆ +∞

√
T

e−c
r2
T dr

≤
√
T

(
1+ c(κ,L)

ˆ +∞

0
e−cρ

2
dρ

)
,

so that we obtain ˆ
Σ

Hgf (T ,x,y)dgf (x,y)dvgf (y) ≤ c(κ,L)
√
T . (9)

We eventually get the estimate

kT (Σ, gf ) ≤ c(κ,L)λ
√
T +

(
K +κ2e2L

)
T . □

2.2. Conformal metric with low regularity. Building upon Proposition 2.1, we prove
the following.

Theorem 2.2. Let (Σ, g0) be a complete smooth Riemannian surface whose Gaussian cur-
vature is uniformly bounded: there exists κ ≥ 0 such that∣∣∣Kg0

∣∣∣ ≤ κ2.

Assume that f ∈ C 0(Σ) is a bounded function uniformly Lipschitz with respect to g0, i.e. there
exist L,λ ≥ 0 such that (2) and (3) hold, and assume that the distributional Laplacian ∆g0f
is a Radon measure uniformly bounded from above: there exists M ∈R such that

∆g0f ≤M weakly. (10)

Then (Σ, gf ) is a non-collapsed strong Kato limit.

Remark 2.3. Since the Gaussian curvature of g0 is uniformly bounded, the hypothesis on
the Laplacian of f is equivalent to demanding that the Gaussian curvature Kgf is a Radon
measure — so that the metric gf is locally BIC ([Fil23, Tro23]) — and that

Kgf ≤M weakly.

Let us prove Theorem 2.2.

Proof. We are going to find {fϵ} ⊂ C∞(Σ) such that

i) fϵ→ f uniformly as ϵ ↓ 0,
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ii) fϵ is uniformly bounded and Lipschitz, i.e. there is P > 0 independent of ϵ such that

∥fϵ∥L∞ ≤ P and ∥dfϵ∥L∞ ≤ P ;

iii) the Gaussian curvature of gϵ = e2fϵg0 is uniformly bounded from above: there is
some constant C independent of ϵ, such that

Kgϵ ≤ C.

The first property implies that for any o ∈ Σ:(
Σ,dgϵ , o

) pGH
−→

(
Σ,dg , o

)
as ϵ→ 0.

The second one also implies that we have a non-collapsing hypothesis on all the metrics
gϵ and the second and the third properties yield a uniform control of the Kato constant
of (Σ, gϵ) thanks to Proposition 2.1.
We define fϵ to be the heat regularization of f at time ϵ:

fϵ = e−ϵ∆g0 f .

Since e−ϵ∆g0 preserves L∞ bounds, we get from (2) that

∥fϵ∥L∞ ≤ L.

Moreover, thanks to (7), we have

∥dfϵ∥L∞ ≤ eκ
2ϵλ.

Thus ii) holds. For any x ∈ Σ,

|fϵ(x)− f (x)| ≤
ˆ
Σ

Hg0(ϵ,x,y)
∣∣∣f (y)− f (x)∣∣∣dvg0(y) ≤ λ

ˆ
Σ

Hg0(ϵ,x,y)dg0(x,y)dvg0(y),

and the proof of Proposition 2.1 (see 9) shows that when ϵ ≤ κ−2 then
ˆ
Σ

Hg0(ϵ,x,y)dg0(x,y)dvg0(y) ≤ c(κ,L)
√
ϵ.

Therefore, when ϵ tends to 0, the sequence (fϵ) converge to f uniformly, so i) is checked.
We need to ensure now that iii) holds, that is to say, that the curvature of gϵ = e2fϵg0 is
uniformly bounded from above. Recall that

Kgϵ = e−2fϵ
(
Kg0 +∆g0fϵ

)
.

But (10) yields that

∆g0fϵ = e−ϵ∆g0∆g0f ≤M

so that

Kgϵ ≤ e2L (K +M) . □

Remark 2.4. In Theorem 2.2, it is easy to verify that the same argument applies when f is
assumed to be uniformly Hölder rather than uniformly Lipschitz.

3. Proof of Theorem A

This section addresses Theorem A that provides a branching non-collapsed strong
Kato limit. We recall that for any function f we denote by f− = min(0, f ) its negative
part and in the remainder of the paper we write f+ =max(0, f ) for its positive part.
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3.1. The example is a non-collapsed strong Kato limit.

Proposition 3.1. The space (C, ĝ) is a a non-collapsed strong Kato limit.

Proof. The Gaussian curvature of a Riemannian metric on C of the form

g = (dr)2 + J2(r) (dθ)2

is given by:

Kg (r,θ) = −
J ′′(r)
J(r)

∀(r,θ) ∈ C. (11)

The latter has to be intended in the weak sense when J ∈W 1,1
loc (R). Endow C with the

smooth Riemannian metric

g0 = (dr)2 + (1+ r2) (dθ)2.

Then (11) yields that for any (r,θ) ∈ C,

Kg0(r,θ) = −
1

(1+ r2)2
≤ 0.

Moreover, it is easy to check that, up to reparametrization t = r − 1 + sgn(r)
√
1+ r2

where sgn is the sign function, the metric ĝ is conformal to g0 with conformal factor

f (r,θ) = argsinh(|r |)− log
(√

1+ r2
)
= log

(
1+

|r |
√
1+ r2

)
.

The function f is clearly bounded and uniformly Lipschitz. Letting δ0 denote the Dirac
measure on R centered at 0, we have

−
d2

dr2
(1 + |r |)
1 + |r |

= −2δ0 weakly.

Then (11) yields that for any ϕ ∈ Cc(C),¨
R×(R/2πZ)

ϕ(r,θ)dKĝ (r,θ) = −2
ˆ
R/2πZ

ϕ(0,θ)dθ,

hence
Kĝ = −2dH1 ¬ S

where dH1 is the Euclidean one-dimensional Hausdorff measure on C, ¬ means mea-
sure restriction, and S = {0} × (R/2πZ) ⊂ C. In particular, the distributional Gaussian
curvature of ĝ is a bounded non-positive Radon measure. Using Remark 2.3, we can
apply Theorem 2.2 to conclude that (C, ĝ) is a non-collapsed strong Kato limit. □

3.2. The example is branching. If (X,d) is a complete and separable metric space, a
geodesic is a map γ : [0,1]→ X such that :

∀s, s′ ∈ [0,1] : d(γ(s),γ(s′)) = |s − s′ |d(γ(0),γ(1)). (12)

A geodesic γ is called branching if there exist another geodesic β : [0,1]→ X and a
number c ∈ (0,1) such that γ(1) , β(1) but γ(t) = β(t) for any t ∈ [0, c]. We say that
(X,d) is branching if it admits a branching geodesic.

Proposition 3.2. The space (C, d̂) is branching.

Proof. Set Ω± = {(t,θ) ∈ C : ± t ≥ 0}. Note that the maps

π± : C → Ω±
(t,θ) 7→ (±t±,θ)
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Figure 1. Branching geodesics.

are 1−Lipschitz projections. As a consequence, a geodesic joining two points p,q ∈Ω+
stays in Ω+. Moreover, the maps

Φ± : Ω± → R
2\D2

(t,θ) 7→ (1± t)(cosθ,sinθ)
satisfy Φ∗±ge = ĝ , where ge is the Euclidean Riemannian metric. Therefore, the geodesic
joining p,q ∈Ω+ is given by the pre-image by Φ+ of the segment [Φ+(p),Φ+(q)] ⊂ R

2,
provided this segment does not intersect with D

2. From the 1−Lipschitz projection
(t,θ) ∈ C 7→ (0,θ) ∈ ∂Ω+,

we also get that if a geodesic γ : [0,1]→Ω+ joining two points p,q ∈Ω+ touches ∂Ω+
at two distinct points

γ(a),γ(b) ∈ ∂Ω+, 0 ≤ a < b ≤ 1,

then it remains in ∂Ω+ between the two points :

γ([a,b]) ⊂ ∂Ω+.

This implies that the unique geodesic joining (0,0) to (0,π) is γ(s) = (0, s), s ∈ [0,π]
and that γ branches off at any interior point when one chooses to follow the half-line in
Ω+ tangent to ∂Ω+, see Figure 1. □

Remark 3.3. This surface has an isometric symmetry p = (t,θ) 7→ σ (p) = (−t,θ). Hence the
minimizing geodesic γ can also branch off from any of its interior points through a tangent
half-line in Ω−.

3.3. The example is essentially branching and not CD. Let (X,d) be a complete
and separable metric space. Denote by Geo(X) the set of geodesics in X endowed with
the uniform metric inherited from C([0,1],X). We say that X is geodesic if any pair
of points x,y ∈ X can be linked by a geodesic, that is to say, there exists γ ∈ Geo(X)
such that γ(0) = x and γ(1) = y. A set Γ ⊂ Geo(X) is called non-branching if for any
γ,β ∈ Γ , if there exists t ∈ (0,1) such that γ(s) = β(s) for any s ∈ (0, t), then γ = β. We
assume from now on that (X,d) is geodesic.

Denote by P (X) the set of all probability measures on X, and by P2(X) the sub-
set of those probability measures having a finite second moment. Recall that the L2

Wasserstein distance between µ0,µ1 ∈ P2(X) is defined as

W2(µ0,µ1) = inf
σ∈Π(µ0,µ1)

(ˆ
X×X

d2(x,y)dσ (x,y)
)1/2

where Π(µ0,µ1) is the set of probability measures on X × X with first and second
marginals equal to µ0 and µ1 respectively. The so-called Wasserstein space (P2(X),W2)
is a complete, separable and geodesic metric space. More precisely, for any t ∈ [0,1],
let et : Geo(X)→ X be mapping γ to γ(t). Any element π ∈ P (C([0,1]),X) induces a
curve (µt)t∈[0,1] in P2(X) defined by µt = (et)#π. This curve is a geodesic in (P2(X),W2)
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Figure 2. Branching set of geodesics between A0 and A1.

if and only if π(Geo(X)) = 1, in which case we say that π is an optimal geodesic plan
between µ0 and µ1. We write OptGeo(µ0,µ1) for the set of such plans.

Assume that (X,d) supports a Radon measure m which is finite on bounded sets.
Write P ac

2 (X,m) for the subset of P2(X) whose elements are absolutely continuous with
respect tom. Then (X,d,m) is called essentially non-branching if for any couple µ0,µ1 ∈
P ac
2 (X,m), any π ∈OptGeo(µ0,µ1) is concentrated in a set of non-branching geodesics.

This property was introduced in [RS14] as a weaker measure-theoretical version of the
non-branching property. Note that there exist branching spaces which are essentially
non-branching, see e.g. [Oht14]. For brevity, we say that (X,d,m) is essentially branching
if it is not essentially non-branching.

Proposition 3.4. The space (C, ĝ,Ĥ2) is essentially branching.

Proof. For ε ∈ (0,0.1), consider oi = (ε, iπ/2) ∈ Ω+, the set Ai = B̄ε(oi) ⊂ Ω+ for any
i ∈ {0,1}. Let µi be the restriction of Ĥ2 to Ai divided by Ĥ2(Ai). Then µ0,µ1 ∈
P ac
2 (C,Ĥ2). Any π ∈ OptGeo(µ0,µ1) is concentrated in Γ = {γ ∈ Geo(X) : γ(0) ∈

A0 and γ(1) ∈ A1}. But Γ is not non-branching because there exists tε ∈ (0,1) such that
γ([tε,1− tε]) ⊂ ∂Ω+ for any γ ∈ Γ , see Figure 2. □

According to [Stu06a, Definition 4.5], a complete separable geodesic metric measure
space (X,d,m) satisfies the CD(K,∞) condition, where K ∈ R, if for any µ0,µ1 ∈
P ac
2 (X,m) there exists a Wasserstein geodesic (µt)t∈[0,1] between them such that

Ent(µt) ≤ (1− t)Ent(µ0) + tEnt(µ1)−Kt(1− t)W 2
2 (µ0,µ1)/2 (13)

for any t ∈ [0,1], where the relative entropy Ent is defined on P (X) by

Ent(µ) =


´
X lnρdµ if µ = ρm ∈ P ac

2 (X,m),
+∞ otherwise.

Proposition 3.5. The space (C, ĝ,Ĥ2) satisfies no CD(K,∞) condition, whatever K ∈R.

Proof. If µ0,µ1 are as in the proof of the previous proposition, they both have finite
relative entropy. Moreover, any Wasserstein geodesic µ = (µt)t∈[0,1] between them is
such that for any t ∈ [tε,1− tε] the interpolating measure µt is supported in Γt = {γ(t) :
γ ∈ Geo(X) with γ(0) ∈ A0 and γ(1) ∈ A1} which is Ĥ2-negligible. As a consequence,
for any such a t, the measure µt has infinite relative entropy, hence (13) cannot hold. □

3.4. The example is degenerate and not finite-dimensional MCP. Let (X,d) be a
complete separable geodesic metric space endowed with a Radon measure m which is
finite on bounded sets. We say that (X,d,m) is non-degenerate if for any Borel set A ⊂ X
such that m(A) > 0, it holds that m(Ax,t) > 0 for any x ∈ X and t ∈ [0,1], where

Ax,t = {γ(t) : γ ∈Geo(X) with γ(0) ∈ A and γ(1) = x}.
The non-degeneracy condition was proposed in [Kel17, Definition 4.1] after [CM16, Def-
inition 3.1]. For brevity, we say that (X,d,m) is degenerate if it is not non-degenerate.
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Figure 3. Negligible set of t-intermediary points γ(t) for t close to 1.

Proposition 3.6. The space (C, ĝ,Ĥ2) is degenerate.

Proof. Set x = (0,π/2). For ε ∈ (0,0.1), consider o = (ε,0) ∈ Ω+ and the set A =
Bε(o) ⊂ Ω+. Then there exists tε ∈ (0,1) such that for any γ ∈ Geo(X) with γ(0) ∈ A
and γ(1) = x, the point γ(t) belongs to ∂Ω+ for any t ∈ (tε,1]. As a consequence,
Ĥ2(Ax,t) = 0 for any such a t, see Figure 3. □

Introduced independently in [Stu06b] and [Oht07], the measure contraction property
MCP(K,N ), where K ∈ R and N ∈ [1,+∞), is a weak version of the finite-dimensional
CD(K,N ) condition. For the sake of brevity, we do not provide the definitions of these
two conditions, but we refer the reader to [CM21, Section 6.2], for instance, for a nice
account on them.

Corollary 3.7. The space (C, ĝ,Ĥ2) satisfies no mesure contraction condition MCP(K,N ),
whatever K ∈R and N ∈ [1,+∞).

Proof. For Ax,t as in the proof of the previous proposition, we get from [Oht07, Lemma
2.3] that any finite dimensional MCP condition implies a positive lower bound on
Ĥ2(Ax,t) that would contradict Ĥ2(Ax,t) = 0 for any t ∈ (tε,1]. □

4. Proof of Theorem B

This section is devoted to proving Theorem B, which exhibits a compact example
of a strong Kato limit which cannot be obtained as Gromov–Hausdorff limit of non-
collapsing manifolds with a small Lp bound on the Ricci curvature.

Let g0 be the round metric on the sphere S2. In Fermi coordinates (t,θ) ∈ (−π/2,π/2)×
S
1 around an equator E = {t = 0}, the round metric writes as

g0 = dt2 + cos2 t dθ2. (14)

For α ∈ (0,π/2), set

g := e2ug0 with u(t,θ) = log
(

cos(α)
1− sin(α)sin(|t|)

)
.

See Figure 4. The following is a direct consequence of Theorem 2.2.

Proposition 4.1. The space (S2, g) is a non-collapsed strong Kato limit.

Proof. Observe that u is continuous, bounded and g0-Lipschitz. Moreover, in Fermi
coordinates, the Laplacian ∆g0f of a function f only depending on t writes as

∆g0f = −∂2ttf + tan(t)∂tf .

A direct computation for f = u gives that, in the sense of distributions,

∆g0u = −2sin(α) dH1
g0
¬ E − −sin

2(α) + 2sin(α) sin(|t|)− sin2(α)sin2(|t|)
[1− sin(α) sin(|t|)]2

dvg0 (15)



STRONG KATO LIMIT CAN BE BRANCHING. 11

Figure 4. The space (S2, g).

where dH1
g0 is the one-dimensional Hausdorff measure of g0. As a consequence, ∆g0u

is a bounded Radon measure. Therefore, we can apply Theorem 2.2 to conclude. □

In the remainder of this section we show that (S2, g) cannot be obtained as the limit
of a sequence of non-collapsing surfaces {(Mℓ , gℓ)} satisfying a uniform smallness Lp

bound in the sense of Petersen-Wei. For this, we start by recalling some notations, the
relation between an Lp and a strong Kato bound, and some results about surfaces with
bounded integral curvature.

4.1. Strong Kato and Lp bounds. Let us briefly recall some notions from [PW97, PW01]
with the point of view adopted in [Aub03]. For any n ∈N, κ ≥ 0 and r > 0, set

Vn,κ(r) :=
ˆ r

0

(
sinh(κt)

κ

)n−1
dt for κ > 0, Vn,0(r) :=

rn

n
·

Note that Vn,κ(r) is a multiple of the Riemannian volume of a ball of radius r in the
n-dimensional space form M

n
−κ2 of constant sectional curvature equal to −κ2.

On a closed smooth Riemannian manifold (Mn, g) of diameter at most D, for fixed
κ ≥ 0 define the non-negative function

ρκ = (Ricci+(n− 1)κ2g)−
which represents the amount of Ricci curvature below −(n − 1)κ2. For fixed p > n

2 , a
smallness Lp bound means that ρκ is uniformly controlled in Lp by a small constant, i.e.

D2
( 

M
ρ
p
κdvg

) 1
p

≤ ϵ(n,p)
(

Dn

Vn,κ(D)

) 1
p

, (L
p
−κ2 )

where ϵ(n,p) is related to the constant B(n,p) appearing in [Aub03, Théorème 4.6] by(
1

ϵ(n,p)

) p
2p−1

= 4B(p,n)2
1

2p−1 .

We know from [Aub03, Theorème 4.8 and Lemme 4.10] that (L
p
−κ2 ) implies

vg (Bg (x,r)) ≤ C(n,p)Vn,κ(r) (16)

for some C(n,p) > 0 depending only on n and p, and

r2
( 

B(x,r)
ρ
p
κdvg

) 1
p

≤ 2
( r
D

)2 (
Vn,κ(D)
Vn,κ(r)

) 1
p

D2
( 

M
ρ
p
κdvg

) 1
p

(17)

for any x ∈M and r ∈ (0,D). Applying (L
p
−κ2 ) further to the previous yields

r2
( 

B(x,r)
ρ
p
κdvg

) 1
p

≤ 2ϵ(n,p)
( r
D

)2 ( Dn

Vn,κ(r)

) 1
p

· (18)

It follows from [CR21] that the assumption (L
p
−κ2 ) implies a strong Kato bound (see

also [RS17] for a related statement). For the sake of completness, we provide a proof.
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Lemma 4.2. Let (Mn, g) be a closed manifold of diameter at most D . Under (Lp−κ2 ), there
exist T > 0 depending only on n,p,κ,D and C0(n,p) > 0 depending only on n,p, such that

kT (M,g) ≤ 1
16n

(19)

and for any t ∈ (0,T ),

kt(M,g) ≤ C0(n,p)
( t
T

)1− n
2p
. (SK)

Proof. In this proof, C0(n,p) denotes a positive constant depending on n,p only whose
value may change from line to line. From (18), for any x ∈M and r ∈ (0,D),

r2
 
Bg (x,r)

Ric−dvg ≤ r2(n− 1)κ2 + r2
 

Bg (x,r)
ρ
p
κdvg


1
p

≤ r2(n− 1)κ2 +2ϵ(n,p)
( r
D

)2 ( Dn

Vn,κ(r)

) 1
p

,

and since Vn,κ(r) ≥ rn/n we get

r2
 
Bg (x,r)

Ric−dvg ≤ r2(n− 1)κ2 +C0(n,p)
( r
D

)2− n
p
. (20)

Theorem 4.3 in [CR21] states that there exists δn > 0 only depending on n such that if
ˆ D

0
e
− r2

7R2 r

 
Bg (x,r)

Ric−dvg

dr ≤ δn

for some R ∈ (0,D], then kR2(M,g) ≤ 1
16n . Because of (20) we have

ˆ D

0
e
− r2

7R2 r

 
Bg (x,r)

Ric−dvg

dr ≤ 25(n− 1)κ2R2 +C0(n,p)
(R
D

)2− n
p
. (21)

Set δ(n,p) =
(

δn
2C0(n,p)

)1/(2−n/p)
. Then by choosing

R0 =min


√
δn

κ
√
50(n− 1)

,δ(n,p)D

 ,
and T = R2

0 we obtain (19). Moreover, Corollary 4.1 of [CR21] ensures that there exists λ
only depending on n and p such that for any R ≤D

kR2(M,g) ≤ λ

ˆ D

0
e
− r2

7R2 r

 
Bg (x,r)

Ric−dvg

dr.
Therefore, inequality (21) also implies that (SK) holds for any t < T . □

4.2. Convergence of surfaces with Bounded Integral Curvature. We shall use con-
vergence results for closed surfaces due to C. Debin and A. D. Alexandrov. We very
briefly recall some notation to give the statement that we need. We refer to [Deb20,
Tro23] for the precise definition of metrics with Bounded Integral Curvature, BIC for
short. On a closed surface M, a metric d with BIC is associated to a curvature mea-
sure ω which, in the case of a smooth Riemannian metric g on M, coincides with
ωg = Kg dvg . The contractibility radius is the largest r > 0 such that all closed balls of
radius s < r are homeomorphic to a closed disc: see [Deb20, Section 2] for a description
of its properties. In the next statement, we combine the main theorem of [Deb20] and a
result of Alexandrov [AZ67], see also [Tro23, Theorem 2.6]), for the convergence of the
curvature measures.



STRONG KATO LIMIT CAN BE BRANCHING. 13

Theorem 4.3. Let M be a closed surface and {dℓ}ℓ∈N be a sequence of metrics with BIC.
Let A,c,R,δ be positive constants. Assume that for any ℓ :

(1) for any x ∈M, the positive part of the curvature measure ωℓ associated to dℓ satisfies

ω+
ℓ (Bdℓ (x,R)) ≤ 2π − δ;

(2) the contractibility radius of dℓ is bounded below by c;
(3) the 2-dimensional Hausdorff measure of dℓ satisfies H2

ℓ (M) ≤ A.

Then there exists a metric d with BIC such that, up to passing to a subsequence, there are
diffeomorphisms φℓ :M→M such that φ∗ℓ dℓ converges uniformly to d on M .
If moreover there exists C > 0 such that |ωℓ |(M) ≤ C for all ℓ ∈N, then the curvature

measure ω of d is the weak limit of ωℓ , that is for any f ∈ C0(M) we have

lim
ℓ→∞

ˆ
M
f dωℓ =

ˆ
M
f dω.

In the case of (S2, g), the conformal transformation rule for the Gauss curvature (8)
and the expression of ∆g0u given in (15) ensure that the curvature measure of g writes
as

ωg = −2sin(α)H1
g
¬ E +vg , (22)

where Hg is the one-dimensional Hausdorff measure of g . In particular, the negative
part of ωg is singular and concentrated in the equator:

(ωg )
− = 2sin(α)H1

g
¬ E .

4.3. Proof of Theorem B. We need the following lemma, which mainly relies on the
volume bound (16) and on a formula, first given in the work of F. Fiala, for the variation
of the length of a geodesic disk on a surface.

Lemma 4.4. Let (M2, g) be a closed surface of diameter at most D such that (L
p
−κ2 ) holds

for some p > 1 and κ ≥ 0. Consider the measures ω±g := (Kg )±vg . Then there exists R1 > 0
depending on p,κ,D only such that for any x ∈M and r ∈ (0,R1),

ω+
g (Bg (x,r/2)) ≤ 8π

(
1−

vg (Bg (x,r))

πr2

)
+

π
100
·

Proof. Consider x ∈M and R ∈ (0,D). Using [Fia40, Theorem 3, Theorem 5], see also
[Har64, Theorem 6.1] and [ST93], with Gauss-Bonnet’s formula, we get

vg (Bg (x,R)) ≤ 2π
ˆ R

0
χ(Bg (x,r))(R− r)dr −

ˆ R

0
(R− r)

ˆ
Bg (x,r)

Kg dvg

dr, (23)

where χ(Bg (x,r)) is the Euler characteristic of the ball Bg (x,r). This implies

vg (Bg (x,R)) ≤ πR2 −
ˆ R

0
(R− r)

ˆ
Bg (x,r)

Kg dvg

dr (24)

because χ(Bg (x,r)) ≤ 1. Since
ˆ R

0
(R− r)

ˆ
Bg (x,r)

(Kg )−dvg

dr ≤ω−g (Bg (x,R))
ˆ R

0
(R− r)dr = R2

2
ω−g (Bg (x,R))

andˆ R

R/2
(R− r)

ˆ
Bg (x,r)

(Kg )+dvg

dr ≥ω+
g (Bg (x,R/2))

ˆ R

R/2
(R− r)dr = R2

8
ω+
g (Bg (x,R/2))

the previous yields that

R2

8
ω+
g (Bg (x,R/2)) ≤ πR2 − vg (Bg (x,R)) +

R2

2
ω−g (Bg (x,R)).
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Now we use Hölder’s inequality, (18) and (16), then V2,κ(R) ≤ R2

2 cosh(κR), to obtain:

ω−g (Bg (x,R)) ≤
ˆ
Bg (x,R)

(Kg +κ2)−dvg +κ2vg (Bg (x,R))

≤ vg (Bg (x,R))

 
Bg (x,R)

(Kg +κ2)p−dvg


1
p

+κ2vg (B(x,R))

≤ 2C(2,p)ϵ(2,p)V2,κ(R)
1− 1

pD
2
p−2 +C(2,p)κ2

V2,κ(R)

≤ 2
1
pC(2,p)ϵ(2,p)

(R
D

)2− 2
p
cosh(κR)1−

1
p +

C(2,p)κ2R2

2
cosh(κR).

Therefore we get

R2

8
ω+
g (Bg (x,R/2)) ≤ (πR2 − vg (Bg (x,R))) + 2

1
p−2C(2,p)ϵ(2,p)R2

(R
D

)2− 2
p
cosh(κR)1−

1
p

+
C(2,p)κ2R4

4
cosh(κR).

By choosing R1 small enough depending on p,κ,D we obtain the desired inequality. □

Remark 4.5. The previous proof also shows that for any closed surface (M2, g) of diameter
at most D satisfying (L

p
−κ2 ) for some p > 1 and κ ≥ 0, for any x ∈M and r ∈ (0,D),

ω−g (Bg (x,r)) ≤Λ(p,κ,D)r2−
2
p (25)

for some Λ(p,κ,D) > 0 depending only on p,κ,D .

We are now in position to prove Theorem B.

Proof of Theorem B. Assume by contradiction that there exists a non-collapsing sequence
{(Mℓ , gℓ)}ℓ of closed surfaces with diameters at most D > 0, satisfying (L

p
−κ2 ) for uniform

p > 1 and κ ≥ 0, such that {(Mℓ , gℓ)}ℓ converges to (S2, g) in the Gromov–Hausdorff
topology. Througout the proof, we will use that Lemma 4.2 implies that this sequence
also satisfies the uniform strong Kato bound (SK) .

Step 1. We start by proving topological stability for the sequence, i.e. Mℓ is homeo-
morphic to S

2 for any large enough ℓ.
From [CMT25a], there exist a conformal metric g̃ℓ on each Mℓ such that the Gauss

curvature of g̃ℓ is uniformly bounded from below by some negative constant C depend-
ing only on p,κ,D . As a consequence, there exists a distance d̃ on S

2 such that (S2, d̃)
is an Alexandrov space to which {(Mℓ , g̃ℓ)} converges in Gromov-Hausdorff topology,
up to extraction of a subsequence. Then Perelman’s topological stability for Alexandrov
spaces (see [Kap07]) implies that Mℓ is a topological sphere for ℓ large enough.

From now on, we only consider ℓ such that Mℓ = S
2.

Step 2. We show that there is C > 0 only depending on p,κ,D such that for large ℓ,

ˆ
S
2
|Kgℓ |dvgℓ ≤ C. (26)
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The Gauss-Bonnet theorem, Hölder’s inequality, and (18), successively imply thatˆ
S
2
(Kgℓ )+dvgℓ =

ˆ
S
2
(Kgℓ )−dvgℓ +4π

≤ vgℓ (S
2)

1
q

(ˆ
S
2
(Kgℓ )

p
−dvgℓ

) 1
p

+4π with q = p/(p − 1)

≤ vgℓ (S
2)

( 
S
2
(Kgℓ +κ2)p−dvgℓ

) 1
p

+κ2vgℓ (S
2) + 4π

≤ ϵ(2,p)C(2,p)D
2
p
V2,κ(D)1−

1
p +C(2,p)κ2

V2,κ(D) + 4π.

We eventually get existence of C > 0 depending on p,κ,D such that (26) holds.
Step 3. We show that the assumptions of Theorem 4.3 are satisfied.
By the previous step, we already know that the curvature measures ωℓ = Kgℓ dvgℓ

are uniformly bounded. By continuity of the conformal factor e2u in the definition of g ,
there exists R2 > 0 such that for any r ∈ (0,R2) and x ∈ S2,

vg (Bg (x,r)) ≥ πr2 − π
200

r2.

Let R1 be as in Lemma 4.4, and R ∈ (0,min{R1,R2}). By volume continuity [CMT24,
Section 7] there exists ℓ0 depending on R such that whenever ℓ ≥ ℓ0, for any x ∈ S2,

vgℓ (Bgℓ (x,R)) ≥ πR2 − π
100

R2. (27)

Then Lemma 4.4 implies that for any ℓ ≥ ℓ0 and x ∈Mℓ ,

ω+
gℓ (Bgℓ (x,R)) ≤

8π
100

+
π
100
≤ π

10
, (28)

thus the first assumption of Theorem 4.3 holds.
As for the second assumption, we aim to prove that there exists a uniform positive

lower bound on the contractibility radius of (S2, gℓ). In the following, we omit the
dependence on p,κ,D of Λ appearing in equality (25). Choose R > 0 small enough to
ensure that

R <min{R1,R2} and
99
100

π −
p2Λ

π
R2− 2

p >
1
2
·

Using inequalities (23) and (25) we obtain that for any ℓ ≥ ℓ0

vgℓ (Bgℓ (x,R)) ≤ 2π
ˆ R

0
χ(Bgℓ (x,r))(R− r)dr +

ˆ R

0
(R− r)

ˆ
Bgℓ

(x,r)
(Kgℓ )−dvgℓ

dr
≤ 2π

ˆ R

0
χ(Bgℓ (x,r))(R− r)dr + p2ΛR4− 2

p .

Since R <min{R1,R2} we use (27) to get that for any ℓ ≥ ℓ0,

99
100

πR2 ≤ 2π
ˆ R

0
χ(Bgℓ (x,r))(R− r)dr + p2ΛR4− 2

p ·

Set rℓ(x) := sup{r > 0 : χ(Bgℓ (x,s)) = 1 for a.e. s ∈ (0, r)}. Observe that, by definition of
rℓ(x), there is a set of null measure of radii r ∈ (0, rℓ(x)) for which Bgℓ (x,r) might not be
homeomorphic to a Euclidean disk. For any such radius r, there exists r0 ∈ (r, rℓ(x)) so
that Bgℓ (x,r0) has Euler characteristic equal to 1, thus it is homeomorphic to a disk. This
together with inequality (28) ensures that we can apply [Deb20, Lemma 2.3] to get that
for any s ∈ (0,min{r0,R}] is homeomorphic to a disk. Then for all r ∈ (0,min{rℓ(x),R})
the ball Bgℓ (x,r) is homeomorphic to a disk. Therefore, a lower bound on rℓ(x) will give
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a lower bound on the contractibility radius. Moreoever, χ(Bgℓ (x,r)) ≤ 0 for a.e. r > rℓ(x).
If rℓ(x) < R, we get

99
100

πR2 ≤ 2π
ˆ rℓ(x)

0
(R− r)dr + p2ΛR4− 2

p ≤ 2πRrℓ(x) + p2ΛR4− 2
p

so that

rℓ(x) ≥ R

(
99
100

π −
p2Λ

π
R2− 2

p

)
>
R
2
·

Otherwise rℓ(x) ≥ R > R/2. In the end, we get that the contractibility radius of (S2, gℓ)
is uniformly bounded from below by R/2.

Lastly, it follows from (16) that for any ℓ,

vgℓ (Mℓ) ≤ C(n,p,κ,D).

As a consequence, Theorem 4.3 ensures the existence of a BIC metric d on S
2 and of

diffeomorphims φℓ : S2→ S
2 such that, up to a subsequence, (φℓ)∗dgℓ → d uniformly

on S
2 and ω(φℓ)∗dgℓ

⇀ ωd. Since the Gromov-Hausdorff limit of a sequence is unique
up to isometry, there exists an homeomorphism f such that f ∗d = dg . Therefore, the
distances d̃ℓ = f ∗d(φℓ)∗gℓ satisfy

d̃ℓ→ dg uniformly on S
2, ωd̃ℓ

⇀ωg .

Step 4. We obtain a contradiction by using weak convergence of the curvature
measures and the fact that ω−g is singular with respect to the Riemannian volume. For

ε ∈ (0,π/2), consider tubular neighbourhoods U ε = {|t| < ϵ} and U2ε = {|t| < 2ϵ} of the
equator E = {t = 0}. Let fϵ : S2→ [0,1] be a continuous function equal to 1 on U ε and
vanishing outside U2ε. Thanks to the explicit expression (22) for ωg , the dominated
convergence theorem implies that

lim
ε→0

(
−
ˆ
S
2
fϵdωg

)
= 4πe2cα sin(α) =: C0 > 0.

Let us consider ϵ > 0 small enough to ensure that

−
ˆ
S
2
fϵdωg ≥

C0

2
·

By weak convergence ωd̃ℓ
⇀ωg there exists ℓ0 such that for any ℓ ≥ ℓ0,

C0

4
≤ −

ˆ
S
2
fϵdωd̃ℓ

≤
ˆ
S
2
fϵd[ωd̃ℓ

]− ≤ [ωd̃ℓ
]−(U2ϵ) · (29)

By triangle inequality there exist N (ϵ) points {xi} on E such that

U2ϵ ⊂
⋃
i

Bg0(xi ,3ϵ)

and N (ϵ) ≤ Γ /ϵ for some Γ > 0 independent of ϵ. Since g0 and g are bi-Lipschitz
equivalent, and d̃ℓ→ dg uniformly on S

2, there exists C ≥ 3 such that for any ℓ ≥ ℓ0,

U2ϵ ⊂
⋃
i

Bd̃ℓ
(xi ,Cϵ).

By Remark 4.5, we get that for any ℓ ≥ ℓ0,

ω−
d̃ℓ
(U2ϵ) ≤

∑
i

[ωd̃ℓ
]−(Bd̃ℓ

(xi ,Cϵ)) ≤N (ϵ)C(p,κ)ϵ2(1 + ϵ2−
1
p ) ≤ C̃(p,κ)ϵ (30)

for some C̃(p,κ) > 0. We get a contradiction between (29) and (30) by choosing a
possibly smaller ϵ such that C̃(p,κ)ϵ < C0/4. □



STRONG KATO LIMIT CAN BE BRANCHING. 17

Acknowledgments: The third author has been supported by Laboratoire de Math-
ématiques Jean Leray via the project Centre Henri Lebesgue ANR-11-LABX-0020-01,
by Fédération de Recherche Mathématiques de Pays de Loire via the project Ambition
Lebesgue Loire, and by the Research Foundation – Flanders (FWO) via the Odysseus II
programme no. G0DBZ23N. The second author was supported by the National Science
Foundation under Grant No. DMS-1928930, while she was in residence at the Mathe-
matical Sciences Research Institute in Berkeley, California, during the fall semester of
2024. The authors thank Andrea Mondino and Shouhei Honda for their stimulating
questions raised during the School and Conference on Metric Measure Spaces, Ricci
Curvature, and Optimal Transport, at Villa Monastero, Lake Como. They also thank
Mauricio Che for pointing out the reference [Kel17].

References

[Aub03] Erwann Aubry. Variétés de courbure de Ricci presque minorée: inégalités géométriques optimales et sta-
bilité des variétés extrémales. PhD thesis, Université Joseph-Fourier-Grenoble I, 2003.

[AZ67] A. D. Aleksandrov and V. A. Zalgaller. Intrinsic geometry of surfaces, volume Vol. 15 of Translations of
Mathematical Monographs. American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 1967. Translated from
the Russian by J. M. Danskin.

[CC97] J. Cheeger and T. H. Colding. On the structure of spaces with Ricci curvature bounded below. I. J.
Differential Geom., 46(3):406–480, 1997.

[CC00] J. Cheeger and T. H. Colding. On the structure of spaces with Ricci curvature bounded below. II.
J. Differential Geom., 54(1):13–35, 2000.

[CM16] Fabio Cavalletti and Andrea Mondino. Measure rigidity of Ricci curvature lower bounds. Advances
in Mathematics, 286:430–480, 2016.

[CM21] Fabio Cavalletti and Emanuel Milman. The globalization theorem for the curvature-dimension
condition. Inventiones mathematicae, 226(1):1–137, 2021.

[CMT24] G. Carron, I. Mondello, and D. Tewodrose. Limits of manifolds with a Kato bound on the Ricci
curvature. Geometry and Topology, 28(6):2635–2745, 2024.

[CMT25a] G. Carron, I. Mondello, and D. Tewodrose. Kato meets Bakry-Émery. Calculus of Variations and
Partial Differential Equations, 64(6):193, 2025.

[CMT25b] G. Carron, I. Mondello, and D. Tewodrose. Limits of manifolds with a Kato bound on the Ricci
curvature. II. Annales Fennici Mathematici, 50(2):623–663, 2025.

[CN12] T.H. Colding and A. Naber. Sharp Hölder continuity of tangent cones for spaces with a lower Ricci
curvature bound and applications. Annals of Mathematics, 176(2):1173–1229, September 2012.

[CN13] T.H. Colding and A. Naber. Lower Ricci curvature, branching and the bilipschitz structure of
uniform Reifenberg spaces. Advances in Mathematics, 249:348–358, December 2013.

[CR21] Gilles Carron and Christian Rose. Geometric and spectral estimates based on spectral ricci curva-
ture assumptions. Journal für die reine und angewandte Mathematik (Crelles Journal), 2021(772):121–
145, 2021.

[Deb20] Clément Debin. A compactness theorem for surfaces with bounded integral curvature. Journal of
the Institute of Mathematics of Jussieu, 19(2):597–645, 2020.

[Den25] Qin Deng. Hölder continuity of tangent cones in RCD(K,N) spaces and applications to nonbranch-
ing. Geometry &; Topology, 29(2):1037–1114, April 2025.

[Fia40] F Fiala. Le problème des isopérimètres sur les surfaces ouvertes à courbure positive. Commentarii
mathematici Helvetici, 13:293–346, 1940.

[Fil23] F. Fillastre. An Introduction to Reshetnyak’s Theory of Subharmonic Distances, pages 47–145. Springer
International Publishing, 2023.

[Gri91] A. A. Grigor’yan. The heat equation on noncompact Riemannian manifolds. Mat. Sb., 182(1):55–87,
1991.

[Har64] Philip Hartman. Geodesic parallel coordinates in the large. American Journal of Mathematics,
86(4):705–727, 1964.

[HSC01] W. Hebisch and L. Saloff-Coste. On the relation between elliptic and parabolic Harnack inequali-
ties. Annales de l’Institut Fourier, 51(5):1437–1481, 2001.

[Kap07] Vitali Kapovitch. Perelman’s stability theorem. In Surveys in differential geometry. Vol. XI, volume 11
of Surv. Differ. Geom., pages 103–136. Int. Press, Somerville, MA, 2007.

[Kel17] Martin Kell. Transport maps, non-branching sets of geodesics and measure rigidity. Advances in
Mathematics, 320:520–573, 2017.

[LY86] P. Li and S.T. Yau. On the parabolic kernel of the Schrödinger operator. Acta Mathematica,
156(0):153–201, 1986.



18 GILLES CARRON, ILARIA MONDELLO, AND DAVID TEWODROSE

[Oht07] Shin-ichi Ohta. On the measure contraction property of metric measure spaces. Commentarii Math-
ematici Helvetici, 82(4):805–828, 2007.

[Oht14] Shin-ichi Ohta. Examples of spaces with branching geodesics satisfying the curvature-dimension
condition. Bulletin of the London Mathematical Society, 46(1):19–25, 2014.

[PW97] Peter Petersen and Guofang Wei. Relative volume comparison with integral curvature bounds.
Geom. Funct. Anal., 7(6):1031–1045, 1997.

[PW01] Peter Petersen and Guofang Wei. Analysis and geometry on manifolds with integral Ricci curvature
bounds. II. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 353(2):457–478, 2001.

[RS14] Tapio Rajala and Karl-Theodor Sturm. Non-branching geodesics and optimal maps in strong CD
(K,∞)-spaces. Calculus of Variations and Partial Differential Equations, 50(3):831–846, 2014.

[RS17] Christian Rose and Peter Stollmann. The Kato class on compact manifolds with integral bounds
on the negative part of Ricci curvature. Proc. Amer. Math. Soc., 145(5):2199–2210, 2017.

[SC92a] L. Saloff-Coste. A note on Poincaré, Sobolev, and Harnack inequalities. Internat. Math. Res. Notices,
(2):27–38, 1992.

[SC92b] L. Saloff-Coste. Uniformly elliptic operators on Riemannian manifolds. Journal of Differential Ge-
ometry, 36(2), January 1992.

[Sim82] Barry Simon. Schrödinger semigroups. Bull. Amer. Math. Soc. (N.S.), 7(3):447–526, 1982.
[ST93] Katsuhiro Shiohama and Minoru Tanaka. The length function of geodesic parallel circles. Progress

in differential geometry, 22:299–308, 1993.
[Stu06a] Karl-Theodor Sturm. On the geometry of metric measure spaces. I. Acta Math., 196(1):65–131, 2006.
[Stu06b] Karl-Theodor Sturm. On the geometry of metric measure spaces. II. Acta Math., 196(1):133–177,

2006.
[Tro23] M. Troyanov. On Alexandrov’s Surfaces with Bounded Integral Curvature, pages 9–34. Springer Inter-

national Publishing, 2023.

G. Carron, Nantes Université, CNRS, Laboratoire de Mathématiques Jean Leray, LMJL, UMR 6629, F-
44000 Nantes, France.

Email address: Gilles.Carron@univ-nantes.fr

I. Mondello, Université Paris Est Créteil, Laboratoire d’Analyse et Mathématiques appliqués, UMR CNRS
8050, F-94010 Créteil, France, Institut Universitaire de France.

Email address: ilaria.mondello@u-pec.fr

D. Tewodrose, Vrije Universiteit Brussel, Department of Mathematics and Data Science, Pleinlaan 2, B-1050
Brussel, Belgium.

Email address: david.tewodrose@vub.be


	1. Introduction
	2. Conformal metric with low regularity and strong Kato limits
	2.1. The Kato constant of a smooth conformal metric
	2.2. Conformal metric with low regularity

	3. Proof of Theorem A
	3.1. The example is a non-collapsed strong Kato limit
	3.2. The example is branching
	3.3. The example is essentially branching and not CD
	3.4. The example is degenerate and not finite-dimensional MCP

	4. Proof of Theorem B
	4.1. Strong Kato and Lp bounds.
	4.2. Convergence of surfaces with Bounded Integral Curvature.
	4.3. Proof of Theorem B

	References

