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Abstract

In this paper, we study a family of n-dimensional Riemannian manifolds with
boundary having lower bounds on the Ricci curvatures of interior and boundary
and on the second fundamental form of boundary. A sequence of manifolds in
this family is said to be inradius collapsed if their inradii tend to zero. We prove
that the limit space C0 of boundaries of inradius collapsed manifolds admits an
isometric involution f , and that the limit of the manifolds themselves is isometric
to the quotient space C0/f . As an application, we show that the number of
boundary components of inradius collapsed manifolds is at most two. Moreover,
we prove that the limit space has a lower Ricci curvature bound and an upper
dimension bound in a synthetic sense if in addition their boundaries are non-
collapsed.
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1 Introduction

The convergence of Riemannian manifolds with boundary was first studied by Kodani
in [36], and later by Anderson-Katsuda-Kurylev-Lassas-Taylor in [11] and by Wong
in [46]. In this paper, we are concerned with collapsing phenomena of a certain family
of Riemannian manifolds with boundary.

By collapsing phenomena, we refer specifically to inradius collapsing. Here, we study
Riemannian manifolds with small inradii, defined as follows.

Definition 1.1 (Inradius collapsed manifolds). Let (M, g) be an n-dimensional Rieman-
nian manifold with boundary. The inradius of M is defined as

inrad(M) = sup
x∈M

dg(x, ∂M),

where dg is the Riemannian distance function induced by g. A sequence of n-dimensional
Riemannian manifolds {(Mi, gi)} is said to be inradius collapsed if inrad(Mi) → 0.

The study of manifolds with small inradii is originated in [31] and [1]. In 2019, The
second author and Zhang [47] investigated a sequence of n-dimensional inradius collapsed
manifolds {(Mi, gi)}∞i=1 with a lower sectional curvature bound, two side bounds on the
second fundamental forms of boundaries, i.e.

Secgi ⩾ H, |II∂Mi
| ⩽ λ. (1.1)

Wong [45] proved the precompactness of this family in the pointed Gromov-Hausdorff
topology; namely, any sequence of pointed n-dimensional Riemannian manifolds with
boundary {(Mi, dgi , pi)} satisfying (1.1) has a convergent subsequence in the pointed
Gromov-Hausdorff sense.

Under (1.1), the Gauss equation implies a uniform lower sectional curvature bound
K = K(H, λ) on ∂Mi. Analyzing the pointed Gromov-Hausdorff limit space (X, d, x0) of
{(Mi, dgi , pi)}, the second author and Zhang proved that (X, d) is an Alexandrov space
with curvature bounded from below by K. Moreover, for such manifolds with sufficiently
small inradii, they showed that the numbers of components of their boundaries are at
most 2.

In the present paper we consider the following family of Riemannian manifolds with
boundary. Note that the case n = 2 is already settled in [47].

Definition 1.2. For arbitrary n ∈ N ∩ [3,∞), H,K ∈ R, λ ⩾ 0 and D > 0, we denote
by M(n,H,K, λ,D) the family of n-dimensional compact Riemannian manifolds (M, g)
with boundary such that

Ricg ⩾ H, Ricg∂M ⩾ K, II∂M ⩾ −λ, diam(M, dg) ⩽ D, (1.2)

where Ricg and Ricg∂M denotes the Ricci curvature of (M, g) and (∂M, g∂M) respectively.
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Unlike the case (1.1), the Gauss equation does not imply a lower Ricci curvature
bound of ∂M even under the assumption Ricg ⩾ H and |II∂M | ⩽ λ (see Remark 2.20
and Example 5.1). This raises the question of whether the family of boundaries of man-
ifolds (M, g) satisfying Ricg ⩾ H, |II∂M | ⩽ λ and diam(M, dg) ⩽ D is precompact in
the Gromov-Hausdorff topology. To address this, we introduce the additional condition
Ricg∂M ⩾ K in (1.2). With this assumption, the assumption on the second fundamental
forms can be refined to II∂M ⩾ −λ. Moreover, by adapting Wong’s proof, we demon-
strate that the family M(n,H,K, λ,D) satisfies the results in [45, Theorem 1.9] (see
also Theorem 2.19).

Our first result is the following theorem for limit spaces of inradius collapsed mani-
folds in M(n,H,K, λ,D).

Theorem 1.3 (Theorems 4.16 and 4.19). Assume {(Mi, gi)} is a sequence of inra-
dius collapsed manifolds in M(n,H,K, λ,D). Let (C0, d) and (X, dX) be the Gromov-
Hausdorff limit spaces of {(∂Mi, dg∂Mi

)} and {(Mi, dgi)} respectively. Then there exists
an isometric involution f : C0 → C0 such that (X, dX) is isometric to the quotient space
(C0/f, d

∗), where d∗ denotes the quotient metric induced by f .

As an application, we get the following result.

Theorem 1.4. There exists a positive number ϵ = ϵ(n,H,K, λ,D) such that if (M, g) ∈
M(n,H,K, λ,D) satisfies inrad(M) < ϵ, then the number of components of ∂M is at
most 2.

In 1990’s, Cheeger-Colding carried out pioneering and significant research programs
[17–20] on Ricci limit spaces—the Gromov-Hausdorff limit spaces of Riemannian mani-
folds with a fixed dimension and a uniform lower Ricci curvature bound.

At the beginning of 21st century, Sturm [43, 44] and Lott-Villani [37] introduced a
synthetic definition of lower Ricci curvature bounds K ∈ R and upper dimension bounds
N ∈ [1,∞) for general metric measure spaces, known as the CD(K,N) condition. Build-
ing on this, Ambrosio-Mondino-Savaré [5], Gigli [28, 29], Erbar-Kuwada-Sturm [25] and
Ambrosio-Mondino-Savaré [9] introduced the RCD(K,N) condition, which strengthens
the CD(K,N) condition by requiring the metric measure space to admit a Riemannian
structure in the sense that its H1,2-Sobolev space is a Hilbert space.

As an example of RCD(K,N) spaces, consider weighted Riemannian manifolds.
For an n-dimensional closed weighted Riemannian manifold (M, dg, e

−fvolg) with f ∈
C∞(M), the Bakry-Émery N -Ricci curvature tensor RicN is defined as

RicN :=

 Ricg +Hessg(f)− df⊗df
N−n

if N > n,

Ricg if N = n and f is a constant,
−∞ otherwise.

It is known that if RicN ⩾ K, then (M, dg, e
−fvolg) is an RCD(K,N) space.

Recently, Núñez-Zimbrón-Pasqualetto-Soultanis proved in [39, Corollary 1.4] that for
every RCD(K,N) space (X, d,m), the metric space (X, d) is universally infinitesimally
Hilbertian in the following sense.
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Definition 1.5. A complete metric space (X, d) is said to be universally infinitesimally
Hilbertian if H1,2(supp(µ), d, µ) is a Hilbert space for any Radon measure µ on X, where
supp(µ) is the support of µ.

We summarize the geometric properties of the limit space of inradius collapsed man-
ifolds in M(n,H,K, λ,D) as follows.

Theorem 1.6 (Theorems 4.19 and 4.31). Under the assumption of Theorem 1.3, the
metric space (X, dX) is geodesically non-branching and universally infinitesimally Hilber-
tian.

As a synthetic counterpart of non-collapsed Ricci limit spaces, De Philippis-Gigli
[23] proposed the definition of non-collapsed RCD(K,N) spaces. To be precise, an
RCD(K,N) space is called non-collapsed when its reference measure is theN -dimensional
Hausdorff measure H N . Such spaces bear better regularity properties than general
RCD(K,N) spaces. See for instance [2, 34].

Han [33] (see also Theorem 2.12) proved that manifolds in M(n,H,K, λ,D) do not
satisfy the RCD(H,n) condition in general. Our second main result is stated as follows,
which says that the Gromov-Hausdorff limit space of inradius collapsed manifolds in
M(n,H,K, λ,D) is a non-collapsed RCD(K,n − 1) space when their boundaries are
non-collapsed.

Theorem 1.7. Assume {(Mi, gi)} is a sequence of inradius collapsed manifolds in
M(n,H,K, λ,D) such that

inf
i
volg∂Mi

(∂Mi)> 0. (1.3)

If {(Mi, dgi)} converges to a metric space (X, dX) in the Gromov-Hausdorff sense, then
(X, dX ,H n−1) is a non-collapsed RCD(K,n− 1) space.

Remark 1.8. When λ = 0, a result of Han [33] implies that for any inradius collapsed
manifolds {(Mi, gi)} in M(n,H,K, λ,D), after passing to a subsequence, the measured
Gromov-Hausdorff limit of (Mi, dgi , (volgi(Mi))

−1volgi) (where (volgi(Mi))
−1volgi is the

renormalized measure) is an RCD(H,n) space. However, even under (1.3), the limit
measure may not coincide with the (n − 1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure (up to a
multiplicative constant). See Example 5.3.

For the case λ > 0, such mGH limit space may fail to satisfy any RCD condition
altogether, as shown in Example 5.5.

Remark 1.9. Under the assumption of Theorem 1.3, there exists a Randon measure µ
on X such that supp(µ) = X and (X, dX , µ) is an RCD(K,n − 1) space, except in the
following cases:

(1) λ > 0, limi→∞ volg∂Mi
(∂Mi) = 0, C0 is connected and f has no fixed point.

(2) λ > 0, limi→∞ volg∂Mi
(∂Mi) = 0, f has a fixed point, and the complement of the

fixed point set of f is non-empty and connected.
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See Remark 4.34.
In general, it remains unknown whether the limit space (X, dX) obtained in Theorem

1.3 admits a full-support Radon measure such that the resulting metric measure space
satisfies some RCD condition.

As a noncompact analogue, we study inradius collpased manifolds in the following
family.

Definition 1.10. For n ∈ N∩ [3,∞), H,K ∈ R, λ ⩾ 0, let M(n,H,K, λ) be the family
of n-dimensional Riemannian manifolds (M, g) with boundary such that

Ricg ⩾ H, Ricg∂M ⩾ K, II∂M ⩾ −λ.

In connection with Theorems 1.3, 1.4, 1.6 and 1.7, we summarize our findings as
follows. This result confirms that the aforementioned theorems are indeed independent
of the parameter D.

Theorem 1.11. Assume {(Mi, gi, pi)} is a sequence of inradius collapsed manifolds in
M(n,H,K, λ) with pi ∈ ∂Mi. Let (C0, d, p) and (X, dX , x) be the pointed Gromov-
Hausdorff limit spaces of {(∂Mi, dg∂Mi

, pi)} and {(Mi, dgi , pi)} respectively. Then the
following holds.

(1) There exists an isometric involution f : C0 → C0 such that (X, dX , x) is isometric
to the quotient space (C0/f, d

∗, p), where d∗ denotes the quotient metric induced by
f .

(2) The metric space (X, dX) is geodesically non-branching and universally infinitesi-
mally Hilbertian.

(3) If in addition
inf
i
volg∂Mi

(B∂Mi
1 (pi)) > 0,

then (X, dX ,H n−1) is a non-collapsed RCD(K,n− 1) space.

Theorem 1.12. There exists a positive number ϵ = ϵ(n,H,K, λ) such that if (M, g) ∈
M(n,H,K, λ) satisfies inrad(M) < ϵ, then the number of components of ∂M is at most
2.

We here explain the main idea of the proofs of our main theorems and the organi-
zation of this paper. The overall approach of this paper follows that of [47]. However,
in the detailed proofs, we generalize the arguments in [47] that relied heavily on the
assumption of a lower bound on the sectional curvature.

In Section 2, we begin by presenting fundamental concepts concerning Ricci limit
spaces and RCD spaces. We then recall Wong’s extension procedure [45] for manifolds
in M(n,H,K, λ,D), which involves attaching warped cylinders along the manifolds’
boundaries.
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In Section 3, we examine a sequence of inradius collapsed manifolds {(Mi, gi)} in
M(n,H,K, λ,D) and its Gromov-Hausdorff limit space (X, dX). This space coincides
with the limit space of the boundaries equipped with exterior metrics {(∂Mi, dgi)}.
Simultaneously, the sequence of the boundaries with intrinsic metrics {(∂Mi, dg∂Mi

)},
is precompact in the Gromov-Hausdorff topology, converging to a limit space (C0, d).
Moreover, the identity maps id : (∂Mi, dg∂Mi

) → (∂Mi, dgi) converge to a 1-Lipschitz

surjection η0 : (C0, d) → (X, dX). We show that η0
−1(x) contains at most two points for

any x ∈ X. This naturally induces an involution f : C0 → C0 (see Definition 3.9 and
(4.24)).

In Section 4, we take a point p ∈ C0 and let x = η0(p). We study the tangent spaces
TpC0 and TxX and the induced tangent map η∞ : TpC0 → TxX. We prove η∞ preserves
the distance from the origin, demonstrating that f is an isometric involution. Conse-
quently, η0 becomes a quotient map under the Z2-action {f, id}, from which Theorems
1.3 and 1.4 follow. Combining Theorem 1.3 with [24] and [27], we derive Theorems
1.6 and 1.7 respectively. Note that the application of the Busemann function plays an
important role in this section. Finally, we extend our analysis to the noncompact case of
Ricci inradius collapsed manifolds. By employing a methodology similar to that in [47],
we likewise obtain results analogous to those presented in Theorems 1.3, 1.4, 1.6 and
1.7.

In Section 5, we present characteristic examples of inradius collapsed manifolds.
As established in [47, Theorem 1.6], for any manifold with boundary (M, g) satisfying
(1.1), if the inradius of M is sufficiently small and ∂M has two components, then M
is diffeomorphic to W × [0, 1], where W is a component of ∂M . Nevertheless, using
Menguy’s construction [38], we exhibit a sequence of four dimensional Ricci inradius
collapsed manifolds such that the boundary of each manifold has two components, both
diffeomorphic to S3, yet the second Betti number of these manifolds tends to infinity.

Acknowledgement. The first author acknowledges the support of Fundamental
Research Funds for the Central Universities, Sun Yat-sen University, Grant Number
24qnpy105. The Second author was supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grant Number
21H00977.

2 Preliminaries

Throughout this paper, we denote by J = J(c1, . . . , cn) a positive constant depending
on c1, . . . , cn, which may vary from line to line.

We also make some convention on complete and separable metric spaces (X, d). For
a rectifiable curve γ in (X, d), its length is denoted by L(X,d)(γ) (or briefly Ld(γ), L(γ)).
The set of Lipschitz functions is denoted by Lip(X, d). For f ∈ Lip(X, d), the local
Lipschitz constant of f at x ∈ X is defined as

lip f(x) =

lim sup
y→x

|f(y)− f(x)|
d(y, x)

if x ∈ X is not isolated,

0 otherwise.

6



The open ball of radius R centered at x is denoted as B
(X,d)
R (x) (or briefly BX

R (x), BR(x)).

If (X, d) is geodesic, a unit speed minimal geodesic from x to y is denoted by γ
(X,d)
x,y (or

briefly γdx,y, γx,y). We also denote by H m
d (or briefly H m) the m-dimensional Hausdorff

measure on (X, d) for m ∈ [1,∞).

2.1 Ricci limit spaces

This subsection is aimed at recalling some properties of Ricci limit spaces. The precise
definition of Gromov-Hausdorff convergence (GH convergence), Gromov-Hausdorff dis-
tance dGH, pointed Gromov-Hausdorff convergence (pGH convergence), pointed Gromov-
Hausdorff distance dpGH, measured Gromov-Hausdorff convergence (mGH convergence)
and pointed measured Gromov-Hausdorff convergence (pmGH convergence) are omitted.
For detailed treatments, see [26] and [30].

Fix n ∈ N+, D > 0. Let {(Mi, gi)} be a sequence of n-dimensional closed Riemannian
manifolds with

Ricgi ⩾ −1, diam(Mi, dgi) ⩽ D.

Owing to Gromov’s compactness theorem, after passing to a subsequence, we may as-
sume that there exists a complete and separable metric measure space (X, d,m) (which
is indeed an RCD(−1, n) metric measure space by Section 2.2) such that(

Mi, dgi ,
volgi

volgi(Mi)

)
mGH−−−→ (X, d,m).

We next introduce an important result on regular sets, whose precise definition is
given as follows.

Definition 2.1 (k-regular sets). A point x ∈ X is said to be a k-regular point if for any
sequence of positive numbers {si} with si → 0 it holds that

(si
−1X, x)

pGH−−→ (Rk, 0k),

where we denote the rescaled pointed metric space (X, si
−1d, x) by (si

−1X, x) for sim-
plicity. The set of all k-regular points of X is denoted by Rk(X).

The following theorem on the dimension of Ricci limit spaces is derived from [21,
Theorem 0.1], [18, Theorem 3.1] and [22, Theorem 1.18].

Theorem 2.2. There exists a unique integer k ⩽ n such that m(X \ Rk(X)) = 0. This
k is called the dimension of X.

If in addition infi volgi(Mi) > 0, then (X, d,m) is said to be a non-collapsed Ricci
limit space. In this case, the following theorem is known due to [18].

Theorem 2.3. For such (X, d,m), both the dimension and Hausdorff dimension are
n and the reference measure satisfies m = (H n(X))−1H n. Moreover, the Hausdorff
dimension of X \ Rn(X) does not exceed n− 2.
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Finally, let us recall the following Cheeger-Colding’s splitting theorem.

Theorem 2.4 ( [17]). Let {(Ni, hi)} be a sequence of n-dimensional Riemannian man-
ifolds such that Richi ⩾ −δi (where δi → 0) and that {(Ni, dhi , qi)} pGH converges to a
pointed metric space (Y, dY , y). If (Y, dY ) contains a line γ, then there exists a length

space (Ω, dΩ) such that (Y, dY ) is isometric to the product metric space
(
Ω× R,

√
dΩ

2 + dR
2
)
.

Moreover, if we denote the projection onto the first coordinate by π, then π(γ) is a single
point ω ∈ Ω.

2.2 RCD spaces

In this paper, when we say (X, d,m) is a metric measure space, we mean that (X, d)
is a complete separable metric space and m is a nonnegative Borel measure which is
finite on any bounded subset of X such that supp(m) = X.

Let (X, d,m) be a metric measure space.

Definition 2.5 (Cheeger energy). The Cheeger energy of h ∈ L2(m) is defined as

Ch(h) := inf
{hn}

{
lim inf
n→∞

1

2

ˆ
X

(liphn)
2 dm

}
,

where the infimum is taken among all sequences {hn} ⊂ Lip(X, d) ∩ L2(m) with ∥hn −
h∥L2(m) → 0.

Remark 2.6. The Sobolev space H1,2(X, d,m) defined as the set of all L2(m)-integrable
function with finite Cheeger energy. For every h ∈ H1,2(X, d,m), by [3] and [4, Section
8.3], there exists {hn} ⊂ Lip(X, d) ∩ L2(m) such that hn → h in L2(m), that liphn →
∃|∇h| in L2(m) and that

Ch(h) =
1

2

ˆ
X

|∇h|2 dm.

This |∇h| is unique and is called the minimal relaxed slope of h.

Remark 2.7. (X, d,m) is said to be infinitesimally Hilbertian ifH1,2(X, d,m) is a Hilbert
space. In this case, for any hi ∈ H1,2(X, d,m) (i = 1, 2), according to [5], the following
L1(m)-integrable function is well-defined:

⟨∇h1,∇h2⟩ := lim
ϵ→0

|∇(h1 + ϵh2)|2 − |∇h1|2

2ϵ
.

Definition 2.8 (The Laplacian). Assume (X, d,m) is infinitesimally Hilbertian. The
domain of Laplacian, namely D(∆), is defined as the set of all h ∈ H1,2(X, d,m) such
that the following holds for some ξ ∈ L2(m).

ˆ
X

⟨∇h,∇φ⟩ dm = −
ˆ
X

φξ dm, ∀φ ∈ H1,2(X, d,m).

We denote by ∆h := ξ because ξ is unique if it exists.
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We are now in a position to introduce the definition of RCD(K,N) space as follows.
See [6, 9, 25,29].

Definition 2.9. Let K ∈ R and N ∈ [1,∞). (X, d,m) is said to be an RCD(K,N)
space if

(1) (X, d,m) is infinitesimally Hilbertian.

(2) There exist x ∈ X and C > 0, such that for any r > 0 it holds that m(Br(x)) ⩽
CeCr2 .

(3) Any h ∈ H1,2(X, d,m) satisfying |∇h| ⩽ 1 m-a.e. has a 1-Lipschitz representative.

(4) For any h ∈ D(∆) with ∆h ∈ H1,2(X, d,m), the following holds for any φ ∈
TestF (X, d,m) with φ ⩾ 0,

1

2

ˆ
X

|∇h|2∆φ dm ⩾
ˆ
X

φ

(
⟨∇h,∇∆h⟩+K|∇h|2 + (∆h)2

N

)
dm,

where TestF (X, d,m) is the class of test functions defined by

TestF (X, d,m) :=
{
h ∈ Lip(X, d) ∩D(∆) ∩ L∞(m) : ∆h ∈ H1,2(X, d,m) ∩ L∞(m)

}
.

Remark 2.10. If in addition m = H N , then (X, d,m) is said to be a non-collapsed
RCD(K,N) space. In this case, it is readily checked by [23] that N is an integer.

Remark 2.11. Let (X, d,m) be an RCD(K,N) space. Then it admits a local Poincaré
inequality ( [41, Theorem 1]) and the reference measure m satisfies the doubling condition
( [37, Theorem 5.31], [44, Theorem 2.3]). As a consequence, [16, Theorem 6.1] implies
that for every g ∈ Lip(X, d) ∩H1,2(X, d,m) we have |∇g| = lip g m-a.e.

Theorem 2.12 (RCD condition for manifolds with boundary [33, Theorem 1.1]). Let
(M, g) be an n-dimensional Riemannian manifold with boundary. Then the metric mea-
sure space (M, dg, volg) is an RCD(K,n) space if and only if M is path-connected and
its Ricci curvature, second fundamental form satisfy

Ricg ⩾ K, II∂M ⩾ 0.

We introduce the following two important results about RCD(K,N) spaces.

Theorem 2.13 (Precompactness of pointed RCD(K,N) spaces under pmGH conver-
gence [30]). Let {(Xi, di,mi, xi)} be a sequence of pointed RCD(K,N) spaces such that

0 < lim inf
i→∞

mi

(
BXi

1 (xi)
)
⩽ lim sup

i→∞
mi

(
BXi

1 (xi)
)
<∞.

Then there exists a subsequence
{(
Xi(j), di(j),mi(j), xi(j)

)}
which pmGH converges to a

pointed RCD(K,N) space (X, d,m, x).

9



Theorem 2.14 (RCD(K,N) spaces are non-branching [24]). Suppose (X, d,m) is an
RCD(K,N) space. Then the metric space (X, d) is geodesically non-branching. That is,
given any two constant speed geodesics γi (i = 1, 2), which are parameterized on the unit
interval, if there exists t ∈ (0, 1), such that

γ1(s) = γ2(s), ∀s ∈ [0, t],

then we have
γ1(s) = γ2(s), ∀s ∈ [0, 1].

Let us end this subsection by recalling a result on quotient spaces of metric measure
spaces.

Assume G is a compact Lie group acting isometrically on (X, d). That is, for any
g ∈ G, the map

τg : X −→ X

x 7−→ gx,

is an isometry. Let us set X∗ := X/G as the quotient space and p : X → X∗ as the
quotient map. The quotient metric d∗ is defined as

d∗(x∗, y∗) := inf
x∈p−1(x∗), y∈p−1(y∗)

d(x, y). (2.1)

Proposition 2.15 (Quotient spaces of non-branching metric spaces are non-branching).
If (X, d) is geodesically non-branching, then (X∗, d∗) is also geodesically non-branching.

Proof. We prove by contradiction. Without loss of generality, assume there exists two
distinct unit speed minimal geodesics γi : [−1, 1] → X∗ (i = 1, 2) such that γ1 = γ2 on
[−1, 0], but γ1(1) ̸= γ2(1).

Let x = γ1(−1), y = γ1(0) and zi = γi(1). Fix a point ỹ ∈ p−1(y). Because G is
compact, there exists x̃ ∈ p−1(x) and z̃i ∈ p−1(zi) such that

d(x̃, ỹ) = d(ỹ, z̃1) = d(ỹ, z̃2) = 1.

This together with (2.1) implies d(x̃, z̃1) = d(x̃, z̃2) = 2.
Let σ̃ : [−1, 0] → X and σ̃i : [0, 1] → X be unit speed minimal geodesics from x̃ to ỹ

and from ỹ to z̃i respectively.
Then the geodesic γi defined as

γi(t) =

{
σ̃(t), t ∈ [−1, 0];

σ̃i(t), t ∈ (0, 1],

is a unit speed minimal geodesic from x̃ to z̃i. This contradicts Theorem 2.14.

If moreover G is measure-preserving in the following sense:

(τg)♯m = m, ∀g ∈ G,

where (τg)♯m means the push forward measure under τg, then we can endow X∗ with
the quotient measure m∗ := p♯m.

Theorem 2.16 ( [27]). If (X, d,m) is an RCD(K,N) space, then (X∗, d∗,m∗) is also
an RCD(K,N) space.

10



2.3 Manifolds with boundary: gluing and extension

This subsection is dedicated to recalling the extension procedure in [45].
Take (M, g) ∈ M(n,H,K, λ,D), and consider the product space CM := ∂M × [0, t0]

with the Riemannian metric gCM
= dt2 + ϕ2(t)g∂M , where

ϕ(t) = (1− ε0) exp

(
− 2λt20
1− ε0

(
1

t0 − t
− 1

t0

))
+ ε0,

for some fixed ε0 ∈ (0, 1), t0 > 0. Then direct computation gives
ϕ(0) = 1, ϕ(t0) = ε0,

ϕ′(0) = −2λ, ϕ′(t0) = 0, ϕ′ < 0 on (0, t0),

max
[0,t0]

|ϕ′′/ϕ| ⩽ J(λ, ε0, t0).

Moreover, we have RicgCM
⩾ −J(n, λ,K, ε0, t0).

For any t ∈ [0, t0], let C
t
M := ∂M ×{t} and IIC

t
M be the second fundamental form of

Ct
M defined as:

IIC
t
M (V,W ) = −

〈
∇V

∂

∂t
,W

〉
, ∀V,W ∈ T (Ct

M).

It is obvious that
IIC

0
M + II∂M ⩾ λ > 0.

Therefore we are able to apply the following Perelman’s gluing theorem.

Theorem 2.17 ( [40]). Let (Ni, hi) (i = 1, 2) be two n-dimensional compact Riemannian
manifolds with boundary. Assume ϕ : ∂N1 → ∂N2 is an isometry. Assume Richi > H
for some H ∈ R, and the sum of the second fundamental forms II∂N1|p + II∂N2|ϕ(p), with
TpN1 and Tϕ(p)N2 identified by dϕ, is positive definite for every point p ∈ ∂N1. Then the
induced metric on N = N1 ∪ϕN2 can be C2-smoothed out in an arbitrarily small tubular
neighborhood of ∂N1 in N to have a strict lower Ricci curvature bound H.

Remark 2.18. Let N = N1

⋃
ϕN2 be the space constructed as above. For any x, y ∈ N ,

the distance d(x, y) is defined as the infimum of the length of all piecewise smooth curves
connecting x, y. This makes (N, d) a complete metric space. According to [14, Lemma
2], for any ϵ > 0, there exists a C2 Riemannian metric h̃ on N such that

(1) Rich̃ > H.

(2) dGH((N, d), (N, dh̃)) < ϵ, where dGH is the Gromov-Hausdorff distance.

The main technique of [45] is to apply Theorem 2.17 to the glued space M̃ :=
M
⋃

idCM . We collect two useful results by Wong as follows.

Theorem 2.19 ( [45, Theorem 1.9]). For all n ∈ N ∩ [3,∞), H,K ∈ R, λ ⩾ 0 and
D > 0, there exist constants Ji = Ji(n,H,K, λ,D) (i = 1, 2) such that

11



(1) For any (M, g) ∈ M(n,H,K, λ,D), any boundary component ∂Mα has an intrin-
sic diameter bound

diam(∂Mα, dg∂M ) ⩽ J1.

(2) For any (M, g) ∈ M(n,H,K, λ,D), ∂M has at most J2 components.

(3) M(n,H,K, λ,D) is precompact in the Gromov-Hausdorff topology.

Remark 2.20. Let us take an n-dimensional Riemannian manifold with boundary
(M, g) and a point p ∈ ∂M . Let us also take an orthonormal basis {ei}ni=1 in TpM
such that en is perpendicular to Tp∂M .

Then according to the Gauss equation one has that at p,

Rg∂M (ei, ej, ek, el) = Rg(ei, ej, ek, el) + II(ei, el)II(ej, ek)− II(ej, el)II(ei, ek),

where Rg∂M is the Riemann curvature tensor of ∂M and Rg is that of M . Therefore we
have

Ricg∂M (ei, ej) =
n−1∑
k=1

Rg∂M (ei, ek, ek, ej)

=
n−1∑
k=1

(Rg(ei, ek, ek, ej) + II(ei, ej)II(ek, ek)− II(ei, ek)II(ej, ek))

= Ricg(ei, ej) +
n−1∑
k=1

(II(ei, ej)II(ek, ek)− II(ei, ek)II(ej, ek))− Rg(ei, en, en, ej).

Hence the lower bound on Ricg and the two sided bound on II∂M are not enough
to guarantee the lower bound on Ricg∂M since the information about “Rg(ei, en, en, ej)”
remains unknown under these assumptions (see Example 5.1 for a counterexample). This
is why we need the Ricci lower bound for ∂M in the setting of M(n,H,K, λ,D). See
also Remark 3.1.

In [45], Wong first used the assumptions of a lower bound on Ricg and a two sided
bound on II∂M to derive a lower bound on Ricg∂M , and consequently on RicgCM

. By
applying Theorem 2.17, he obtained a lower Ricci curvature bound for the glued space,
which is a crucial step to prove Theorem 2.19. However, as discussed above, this line of
reasoning does not hold.

Definition 2.21 (Warped product of metric spaces). Let (X, dX), (Y, dY ) be two metric
spaces, and ϕ : Y → R+ be a continuous function. The warped length of a curve
γ = (θ, ν) : [a, b] → X × Y is defined as

Lϕ(γ) := lim sup
|∆|→0

k∑
i=1

√
ϕ2
(
ν(si)

)
dX

2(θ(ti−1), θ(ti)) + dY
2(ν(ti−1), ν(ti)),

where ∆ : a = t0 < t1 < · · · < tk = b, |∆| = max1⩽i⩽k |ti − ti−1| and si ∈ [ti−1, ti]. The
warped product

(
X ×ϕ Y, dX×ϕY

)
is then defined as X × Y equipped with the metric

induced by Lϕ.
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Proposition 2.22 ( [46]). Assume {(Xi, di)} Gromov-Hausdorff converges to (X, d).
Let (Y, dY ) be a compact metric space and ϕ : Y → R+ be a continuous function. Then(
X ×ϕ Y, dX×ϕY

)
is isometric to the Gromov-Hausdorff limit space of

(
Xi ×ϕ Y, dXi×ϕY

)
.

3 Limit spaces of inradius collapsed manifolds

From now on, all metric spaces are considered component-wisely since the limit spaces
may not be connected.

Let {(Mi, gi)} ⊂ M(n,H,K, λ,D) with inrad(Mi) → 0. By Theorem 2.19, after
passing to a subsequence, we may assume that {(Mi, dgi)} Gromov-Hausdorff converges
to some compact metric space (Z, dZ).

According to the extension and smoothing out procedure in Section 2.3, letting
CMi

:= ∂Mi ×ϕ [0, t0], we obtain an RCD(−J(n,H,K, λ, ε0, t0), n) space (M̃i, dM̃i
,H n)

with diam(M̃i, dM̃i
) ⩽ J(D, t0), where M̃i := Mi ∪id CMi

, and the metric dM̃i
is de-

fined in the same way as Remark 2.18. By Theorems 2.12 and 2.13, after passing to a
subsequence, we may assumeM̃i, dM̃i

,
H n

H n
(
M̃i

)
 mGH−−−→ (Y, dY ,mY ), (3.1)

(
CMi

, dgCMi
,

volgCMi

volgCMi
(CMi

)

)
mGH−−−→ (C, dC ,mC) , (3.2)

(
∂Mi, dg∂Mi

,
volg∂Mi

volg∂Mi
(∂Mi)

)
mGH−−−→ (C0, d,m), (3.3)

for an RCD(−J(n,H,K, λ, ε0, t0), n) space (Y, dY ,mY ), an RCD(−J(n, λ,K, t0, ε0), n)
space (C, dC ,mC) and an RCD(K,n) space (C0, d,m).

It follows from Proposition 2.22 that

(C, dC) =
(
C0 ×ϕ [0, t0], dC0×ϕ[0,t0]

)
. (3.4)

Remark 3.1. In convergences (3.3) and (3.4), the precompactness of the sequence
{(∂Mi, dg∂Mi

)} in the Gromov-Hausdorff topology is important. However, as explained
in Remark 2.20, we need to add the assumption Ricg∂Mi

⩾ K (i ∈ N), which is quite
different from the setting in (1.1).

Let ιi be the identity map from (CMi
, dgCMi

) to (CMi
, dM̃i

), which is 1-Lipschitz. We

define the limit map η : (C, dC) → (Y, dY ) as the limit of ιi, which is also 1-Lipschitz.
Now by passing to a subsequence if necessary, we may assume

(Mi, dM̃i
)

GH−−→ (X, dY )
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as the convergence of subsets under (3.1). We set

η0 := η|C0×{0} : C0 → X.

Then it is clear that η0 : (C0, dC) → (X, dY ) is a surjective 1-Lipschitz map.
The following proposition is obvious. See also [47, Lemmas 3.1, 3.2].

Proposition 3.2. The map η satisfies the following properties.

(1) For any (p, t) ∈ C \ C0, it holds that dY (η(p, t), X) = t.

(2) η : C \ C0 → Y \X is a bijective local isometry. Here by local isometry we mean
for any (p, t) ∈ C \ C0, η|Bt/2(p,t) is an isometry.

Remark 3.3 (Foot point and perpendicular). For any y ∈ Y \ X, Proposition 3.2
guarantees the existence of a unique (p, t) in C \ C0 such that η(p, t) = y. Because η is
continuous, taking the limit x := lims↓0 η(p, s) yields η0(p) = x and

dY (y, x) = dY (y,X) = t.

This point x is referred to as the foot point of y, and the curve ζ : [0, t0] → Y defined
by ζ(s) = η(p, s) is called a perpendicular to X at x.

Lemma 3.4. Let y, z be two points in Y \X such that γy,z ∩X = ∅, then η−1(γy,z) is
also a minimal geodesic on C connecting η−1(y) and η−1(z).

Proof. For simplicity denote by γ := γy,z and by l := dY (y, z). Then it follows from
Proposition 3.2 that LdC (η−1(γ)) = l. We are done by noticing that

l = dY (y, z) ⩽ dC
(
η−1(y), η−1(z)

)
⩽ LdC (η−1(γ)) = l.

Let us set dX as the intrinsic metric on X induced by dY . We have the following
estimates.

Proposition 3.5. There exists a constant J = J(λ, ε0, t0) such that the following holds.

(1) For any x, y ∈ X we have

sup
t∈[0,dY (x,y)]

dY
(
γ(Y,dY )
x,y (t), X

)
⩽ J (dY (x, y))

2.

(2) For any p, q ∈ C0 with dC(p, q) ⩽ (2J)−1/2, we have

dC0(p, q) ⩾ dC(p, q) ⩾
(
1− J (dC(p, q))

2
)
dC0(p, q).

(3) For any x, y ∈ X with dY (x, y) ⩽ (2J)−1/2, we have

dX(x, y) ⩾ dY (x, y) ⩾
(
1− J (dY (x, y))

2
)
dX(x, y).
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Proof. Although the proof is almost the same as [47, Lemmas 4.2 and 4.14], we give the
proof for reader’s convenience.

(1) Let γ be a unit speed minimal geodesic from x to y in Y and let t∗ ∈ (0, dY (x, y))
satisfy

dY (γ(t
∗), X) = sup

t∈(0,dY (x,y))

dY (γ(t), X).

Take a, b ∈ (0, dY (x, y)) such that t∗ ∈ (a, b), that γ((a, b)) ⊂ Y \X and that γ(a), γ(b) ∈
X. Lemma 3.4 guarantees the existence of a unit speed minimal geodesic σ : [a, b] → C
such that γ = η ◦ σ on [a, b].

For any sufficiently small ϵ > 0, take zi, wi ∈ CMi
such that zi → σ(a + ϵ) and

wi → σ(b− ϵ) under the convergence (3.3). Let γi := (θi, νi) be the unit speed minimal
geodesic from zi to wi in CMi

and let li be the distance between zi and wi in CMi
.

By Theorem 2.14, the limit of γi must be σ|[a+ϵ,b−ϵ]. Therefore, for sufficiently large
i, we have γi ∩ ∂Mi = ∅. Moreover, since for each t ∈ (0, li) it holds

ν ′′i (t) = −IIC
t
Mi (σ′

i(t), σ
′
i(t)) =

ϕ′(νi(t))

ϕ(νi(t))
|σi′(t)|2 , (3.5)

and γi is unit speed, we have −J(λ, ε0, t0) ⩽ sup[0,li]
νi ⩽ 0.

Let us take ti ∈ [0, li] such that νi(ti) = max[0,li] νi. It is clear that ν ′i(ti) = 0.
Moreover, there exists a real number ξi between ti and li such that

νi(li)− νi(ti) =
(li − ti)

2

2
ν ′′i (ξi) ∈ [−J(λ, ε0, t0) li2, 0]. (3.6)

Since γi(ti) → σ(t∗) and li → b − a + 2ϵ as i → ∞, letting i → ∞ in (3.6) and
applying Proposition 3.2 yields

dY (γ(t
∗), X) ⩽ dY (γ(b− ϵ), X) + J(λ, ε0, t0)(b− a− 2ϵ)2.

Because b− a ⩽ dY (x, y), letting ϵ→ 0 then completes the proof.
(2) Let γ := (θ, ν) be the unit speed minimal geodesic from p to q in C. From (1),

we know sup[0,dC(p,q)] ν < J (dC(p, q))
2. The conclusion follows directly from Definition

2.21 and the fact that

0 ⩾ϕ(ν(t))− 1 = ϕ(ν(t))− ϕ(0) ⩾ −J ν(t), ∀t ∈ [0, dC(p, q)].

(3) The proof follows from the same argument as in [47, Lemma 4.14(3)], and results
from (1) and (2).

Remark 3.6. Since η0 : (C0, dC) → (X, dY ) is a surjective 1-Lipschitz map, η0 :
(C0, d) → (X, dX) is also a surjective 1-Lipschitz map.

Now we can identify (X, dX) with the Gromov-Hausdorff limit space of {(Mi, dgi)}
(namely (Z, dZ)) as follows.

Theorem 3.7. (X, dX) is isometric to (Z, dZ).
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Proof. It follows directly from Proposition 3.5 and the proof of [47, Propostion 3.8].

As for the map η0, we have

Lemma 3.8. For every x ∈ X, the following statement holds.

(1) #η0
−1(x) ⩽ 2.

(2) If #η0
−1(x) = 2, then by letting η−1

0 (x) = {p1, p2} ⊂ C0 and taking t ∈ (0, 1
2
ϕ(t0)d(p1, p2)),

the curve γ : [−t, t] → Y defined by

γ(s) =

{
η (p1,−s) , −t ⩽ s < 0;
η (p2, s) , 0 ⩽ s ⩽ t,

is a minimal geodesic in Y joining η (p1, t) and η (p2, t).

Proof. Assume there exist three distinct points pi ∈ C0 such that η0(pi) = x ∈ X
(i = 1, 2, 3). For i = 1, 2, 3, define the curve γi : [0, t0] → Y as γi(s) = η(pi, s), which are
geodesics and perpendiculars to X at x. We now claim that when t < 1

2
ϕ(t0) d(p1, p2),

the curve γ12 : [−t, t] → Y defined by

γ12(s) =

{
γ1(s), s ∈ (0, t);
γ2(−s), s ∈ (−t, 0),

is a unit speed minimal geodesic joining γ1(t) and γ2(t).
For any curve γ : [0, l] → Y with γ(0) = η(p1, t) and γ(l) = η(p2, t), if γ∩X = ∅, then

due to the warped product structure of (C, dC) and the local isometry property of η, we
know L(γ) > ϕ(t0) d(p1, p2). If γ∩X ̸= ∅, then by letting s1 := sup{s|γ([0, s]) ⊂ Y \X},
s2 := inf{s|γ([s, l]) ⊂ Y \X}, we see

L
(
γ|[0,s1]

)
⩾ dY (γ(0), γ(s1)) ⩾ dY (γ(0), X) = t;

L
(
γ|[s2,l]

)
⩾ dY (γ(l), γ(s2)) ⩾ dY (γ(l), X) = t.

Therefore when t < 1
2
ϕ(t0) d(p1, p2), γ12 becomes the desired geodesic. However, we

can similarly construct γ13 and γ23. This leads to a contradiction with Theorem 2.14,
which is enough to conclude.

By making an identification (X, dX) = (Z, dZ), we define

Definition 3.9. For k = 1, 2, define

Zk = Xk := {x ∈ X|#η−1
0 (x) = k},

Ck
0 := {p ∈ C0|η0(p) ∈ Xk}.

4 Metric structure of limit spaces

In this section, we still use the notation in Section 3.
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4.1 Tangent space and tangent map

Let p ∈ C0 and x = η0(p). For any monotone decreasing sequence {si} with si → 0,
by Theorem 2.13, and by passing to a subsequence if necessary, we may assume the
existence of pointed metric spaces

(
TpC, dTpC , op

)
, (TxY, dTxY , ox) and

(
TpC0, dTpC0 , op

)
such that (

C, si
−1dC , p

) pGH−−→
(
TpC, dTpC , op

)
, (4.1)(

Y, si
−1dY , x

) pGH−−→ (TxY, dTxY , ox) , (4.2)

(
C0, si

−1d, p
) pGH−−→

(
TpC0, dTpC0 , op

)
. (4.3)

After passing to a subsequence, we may also assume that ηi = η : (si
−1C, p) → (si

−1Y, x)
converges to a 1-Lipschitz map η∞ : (TpC, op) → (TxY, ox). Moreover, by taking a
subsequence if necessary, we may assume that(

X, si
−1dY , x

) pGH−−→ (TxX, dTxY , ox) , (4.4)

for some pointed metric space (TxX, dTxY , ox) ⊂ (TxY, dTxY , ox) as convergence of subsets
under (4.2). Here we remark that the limit spaces depend on the choice of the sequence
{si}.

It is worth pointing out the direct product structure of TpC as follows, which may
seem natural since the value of the warped function ϕ is almost 1 near 0.

Proposition 4.1.
(
TpC, dTpC

)
is isometric to

(
TpC0 × [0,∞),

√
d2TpC0

+ d2R

)
, where dR

is the standard metric on [0,∞).

Proof. For any two points qj∞ ∈ TpC (j = 1, 2) with l := dTpC(q
1
∞, q

2
∞), assume C ∋ qji →

qj∞ as i → ∞ under the convergence (4.1). Then the foot point pji of qji also converges
to some pj∞ ∈ TpC0 with

lim
i→∞

dC
(
pji , q

j
i

)
si

= dTpC

(
qj∞, TpC0

)
:= rj,

and li := dC(q
1
i , q

2
i ) = sil + o(si) as i→ ∞.

For each i, let γi = (θi, νi) be the unit speed minimal geodesic from q1i to q2i . Notice
that for every t ∈ [0, li] it holds

νi(t) = dC(γi(t), C0) ⩽ dC(γi(t), γi(0)) + νi(0) ⩽ li + sir1 + o(si), as i→ ∞,

which yields limi→∞ sup[0,li]
νi = 0.

Given any ϵ > 0, combining Definition 2.21 with the fact limt→0 ϕ(t) = 1 we see for
all i≫ 1 it holds

li
si

⩾
1− ϵ

si

√
dC0

2(p1i , p
2
i ) + (dC(q1i , C0)− dC(q2i , C0))

2
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Therefore letting first i→ ∞ then ϵ→ 0 we obtain

dTpC

(
q1∞, q

2
∞
)
⩾
√

dTpC0

2 (p1∞, p
2
∞) + (r2 − r1)

2.

It now suffices to show the converse inequality. If p1i = p2i , then it is obvious that

dC(q
1
i , q

2
i ) = |dC(q2i , C0)− dC(q

1
i , C0)|.

If p1i ̸= p2i , take θ̃i as the constant speed minimal geodesic in C0 defined on [0, 1] from
p1i to p2i and define ν̃i : [0, 1] → R as

ν̃i(t) = dC(q
1
i , C0) + (dC(q

2
i , C0)− dC(q

1
i , C0)) t.

Then since limi→∞ sup[0,1] ν̃i = 0, by letting γ̃i := (θ̃i, ν̃i) one can similarly prove that

lim
i→∞

dC(q
1
i , q

2
i )

si
⩽ lim

i→∞

LC(γ̃i)

si
⩽ lim

i→∞

√
dC0

2(p1i , p
2
i ) + (dC(q2i , C0)− dC(q1i , C0))

2

si
.

This implies

dTpC

(
q1∞, q

2
∞
)
⩽
√
dTpC0

2 (p1∞, p
2
∞) + (r2 − r1)

2,

which completes the proof.

Remark 4.2. Assume n ⩾ 3 and the dimension of (C0, d) is k ∈ [1, n − 1] ∩ N (by
Theorem 2.2). For any p ∈ Rk(C0), it follows from [47, Lemma 4.2] and the proof
of Proposition 4.1 that for all t ∈ (0, t0), the tangent space (T(p,t)C, o(p,t)) is unique
and isometric to (Rk+1, dRk+1). Because η is a local isometry, (Tη(p,t)Y, oη(p,t)) is likewise
unique and isometric to (Rk+1, dRk+1).

Moreover, by [42, Theorem 1.3], we have mY = η♯mC , where η♯mC denotes the push
forward measure of m under η. Consequently, the dimension of (Y, dY ) is k + 1.

By letting dTxX be the intrinsic metric on TxX induced by dTxX , we also have the
following convexity of TxX in TxY .

Lemma 4.3. For any two points x∞, z∞ ∈ TxX, and for any unit speed minimal geodesic
γ∞ : [0, l] → TxY from x∞, z∞ in TxY , we have γ∞([0, l]) ⊂ TxX. In particular, we have
(TxX, dTxX) = (TxX, dTxY ).

Proof. We prove by contradiction. Assume there exists t∗ ∈ (0, l) such that

dTxY (γ∞(t∗), TxX) = max
[0,l]

dTxY (γ∞(·), TxX) > 0.

Let l′ = (t∗ + l)/2 and y∞ := γ∞(l′). We may assume that (X, si
−1dY ) ∋ xi → x∞ ∈

TxX and (Y, si
−1dY ) ∋ yi → y∞ ∈ TxY under (4.4) and (4.2) respectively. For each i,

take a unit speed minimal geodesic γi : [0, li] → Y from xi to yi in Y . By Theorem 2.14,
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γi converges to γ∞|[0,l′] under the convergence (4.2). As a result, there exists ti ∈ (0, li)
such that

dY (γi(ti), X)

si
=

max[0,li] dY (γi(·), X)

si
→ dTxY (γ(t

∗), TxX) as i→ ∞.

Take t′i ∈ [0, ti) such that γi(t
′
i) ∈ X and that γi((t

′
i, ti]) ⊂ Y \X. According to the

proof of Proposition 3.5(1), we know

0 =
dY (γi(t

′
i), X)

si
⩾

dY (γi(ti), X)

si
− J(λ, ε0, t0) li

2

si
,

which leads a contradiction since li/si → l′ as i → ∞. Hence we have γ∞([0, l]) ⊂
TxX.

As a direct consequence of Propositions 3.2 and 3.5 (see also [47, Sublemma 4.4]),
we have the following proposition.

Proposition 4.4. The tangent map η∞ has the following properties.

(1) For any (p∞, t) ∈ TpC, it holds that dTxY (η∞(p∞, t), TxX) = t.

(2) η∞ :
(
TpC, dTpC

)
→ (TxY, dTxY ) is 1-Lipschitz and η∞|TpC\TpC0 : TpC \ TpC0 →

η∞(TpC) \ TxX is an injective local isometry in the sense of Proposition 3.2(2) .

Proof. For reader’s convenience, we prove the injectivity of η∞|TpC\TpC0 : TpC \ TpC0 →
η∞(TpC) \ TxX.

Assume there exist two points pi∞ ∈ TpC0 (i = 1, 2) such that η∞(p1∞, h) = η∞(p2∞, h)
for some h > 0. Combining the local isometry property of η∞|TpC\TpC0 we know for any
sufficiently small ϵ > 0 it holds

dTpC((p
1
∞, h), (p

2
∞, h)) = dTxY (η∞(p1∞, h+ ϵ), η∞(p2∞, h+ ϵ)) ⩽ 2ϵ.

However, by Proposition 4.1 we have dTpC((p
1
∞, h), (p

2
∞, h)) = dTpC0(p

1
∞, p

2
∞). A contra-

diction.

We also obtain an analogues version of Lemma 3.4 as follows.

Lemma 4.5. Let x∞ ∈ η∞(TpC \ TpC0). For any point y∞ ∈ TxY \ TxX such that

dTxY (x∞, y∞) < dTxY (x∞, TxX) + dTxY (y∞, TxX),

we have y∞ ∈ η∞(TpC \TpC0). Moreover, for any geodesic connecting x∞ and y∞, there
exists a unique geodesic in TpC \ TpC0 whose image under η∞ coincides with the given
geodesic.

Proof. If one of the minimal geodesic from x∞ to y∞ intersects TxX at z∞, then a
contradiction occurs since

dTxY (x∞, y∞) = dTxY (x∞, z∞) + dTxY (y∞, z∞) ⩾ dTxY (x∞, TxX) + dTxY (y∞, TxX).

The second statement follows directly from the 1-Lipschitz local isometry property of
η∞|TpC\TpC0 .
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The following lemma will be very useful in this paper.

Lemma 4.6 (Busemann function on TxY ). Let ṽ(t) := (op, t), t ∈ [0,+∞) be the perpen-
dicular to TpC0 at op and v := η∞(ṽ). For any s > 0, set bs : y∞ 7→ (dTxY (y∞, v(s))− s).
Then the limit b := lims→∞ bs exists and satisfies

b−1(−r) = η∞(TpC0 × {r}), ∀r > 0. (4.5)

Proof. From the triangle inequality of the distance function, we know for any fixed
y∞ ∈ TxY , the function s 7→ bs(y∞), is monotone non-increasing on (0,∞) with a lower
bound −dTxY (y∞, ox). This guarantees the existence of the limit b := lims→∞ bs, which
is known as the Busemann function on TxY .

Regarding (4.5), we first show that if b(y∞) = −h < 0, then there exists p∞ ∈
TpC \ TpC0 such that η∞(p∞) = y∞.

For any sufficiently large s > 0, we have bs(y∞) < −h/2 < 0. Moreover, since v
minimizes the distance between v(s) and TxX, it holds that dTxY (y∞, TxX) ⩾ −bs (y∞).
From the very definition of bs we know

dTxY (y∞, v(s)) = bs(y∞) + s < −bs(y∞) + s ⩽ dTxY (y∞, TxX) + dTxY (v(s), TxX) .

Lemma 4.5 then yields the existence of q∞ ∈ TpC \ TpC0 such that η∞(q∞) = y∞.
On the other hand, for any q∞ = (p∞, h) ∈ TpC \ TpC0, by letting y∞ = η∞(q∞) we

calculate

dTxY (y∞, v(s))− s ⩽ dTpC (q∞, ṽ(s))− s =
√
d2TpC0

(p∞, op) + (s− h)2 − s

=
−2sh+ d2TpC

(p∞, op) + h2√
d2TpC0

(p∞, op) + (s− h)2 + s
→ −h, as s→ ∞.

(4.6)

This implies b(y∞) < 0. Moreover, from the previous argument we see the following
holds for any sufficiently large s > 0.

dTxY (y∞, v(s))− s = dTpC (q∞, ṽ(s))− s.

This as well as (4.6) then shows b(y∞) = −h. Therefore we complete the proof of (4.5).

An application of Lemma 4.6 is the following result.

Proposition 4.7 (Perpendiculars at points in X1 are not extendible). Let p ∈ C1
0 and

x = η0(p). Then for any δ ∈ (0, t0), there does not exist a unit speed minimal geodesic
γ : [−δ, δ] → Y such that

γ(t) = η(p, t), ∀t ∈ [0, δ].

Before proceeding the proof, we may need the following lemma.
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Lemma 4.8. Let γ : [0, l] → C be a unit speed minimal geodesic from p ∈ C0 to
q ∈ C \ C0 such that γ ∩ C0 = {p}, then for some constant J = J(λ, ε0, t0) we have

dC (γ(t), C0)

t
− hp,q ∈ [−Jt, 0], ∀t ∈ [0, l], (4.7)

where

hp,q := lim
t↓0

dC(γ(t), C0)

t
.

Proof. Let us fix a sufficiently small ϵ > 0 and set q̄ := γ(l − ϵ). Assume ∂Mi ∋ pi →
p ∈ C0 and CMi

∋ q̄i → q̄ ∈ C under (3.3) and (3.2) respectively.
Let γi|[0,li] = (σi, νi) be the unit speed minimal geodesic from pi to q̄i in CMi

. Using
Theorem 2.14, we see γi converges to γ|[0,l−ϵ] under (3.3).

Then by (3.5) and the fact that γi is unit speed, we have

−J(λ, ε0, t0) ⩽ ν ′′i (t) ⩽ 0, ∀t ∈ [0, li]. (4.8)

Therefore for each i, by using Lagrange mean-value Theorem and (4.8), we obtain

νi(t)

t
− ν ′i(0) =

νi(t)− νi(0)

t
− ν ′i(0) ∈ [−Jt, 0] , ∀t ∈ [0, li]. (4.9)

This yields that for any t1, t2 ∈ [0, li] it holds that∣∣∣∣νi(t1)t1
− νi(t2)

t2

∣∣∣∣ ⩽ ∣∣∣∣νi(t1)t1
− ν ′i(0)

∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣νi(t2)t2
− ν ′i(0)

∣∣∣∣ ⩽ J(t1 + t2). (4.10)

Thus letting i→ ∞ in (4.10) implies∣∣∣∣dC(γ(t1), C0)

t1
− dC(γ(t2), C0)

t2

∣∣∣∣ ⩽ J(t1 + t2), ∀t1, t2 ∈ [0, l − ϵ] ,

since li → l − ϵ. Hence hp,q is well-defined.
To see (4.7), for any 0 < δ < t < l − ϵ, from (4.9) we have

νi(t)

t
− νi(δ)

δ
=
νi(t)

t
− ν ′i(0) +

(
νi(δ)

δ
− ν ′i(0)

)
∈ [−Jt, Jδ] .

Then letting i→ ∞ shows

dC(γ(t), C0)

t
− dC(γ(δ), C0)

δ
∈ [−Jt, Jδ] . (4.11)

Hence the conclusion follows by letting δ → 0 in (4.11) and then letting ϵ→ 0.
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Proof of Proposition 4.7. Assume the there exists δ > 0 and a geodesic γ : [−δ, δ] → Y
satisfying the above property.

If there exists δ′ ∈ (0, δ) (which is still denoted as δ for convenience) such that
γ ([−δ, 0)) ⊂ Y \ X, then the 1-Lipschitz local isometry property of η yields that
η−1(γ|[−δ,0]) is also a minimal geodesic on C. According to Lemma 4.8, we know

h := lim
s↓0

dY (γ(−s), X)

s
⩾

dY (γ(−δ), X)

δ
.

Using Propositions 4.1 and 4.4 then shows

2 = lim
s↓0

dY (γ(−s), γ(s))
s

⩽ lim inf
s↓0

dC (η−1(γ(−s)), (p, s))
s

⩽
√

(1− h)2 + 1− h2 <
√
2,

which is impossible.
According to the continuity of the map t 7→ dY (γ(t), X), it suffices to consider the

case that there exists a sequence ti → 0 such that γ(−ti) ∈ X for all i.
Plugging si = ti

3/2 into (4.1)-(4.4) and passing to a subsequence if necessary, we
obtain tangent spaces and tangent maps denoted with the same notation for convenience.
In addition, we may also require that γi := γ|[−ti,ti] converges to a limit geodesic γ∞ in
TxY under (4.2).

Since ti/si → ∞, we see γ∞ is a line. From Proposition 3.5 we know

lim
i→∞

sup
t∈[−ti,0]

dY (γ(t), X)

si
⩽ J(λ, ε0, t0) lim

i→∞

t2i
si

= 0,

which yields γ∞((−∞, 0]) ⊂ TxX.
Notice that γ∞(t) = η∞(op, t) for any t > 0. Let us consider the Busemann function

b on TxY as in Lemma 4.6. Then from our setting we know

b(γ∞(−t)) = t, ∀t > 0.

For each t > 0, let ζt : [0, 1] → TxY be the perpendicular to TxX at γ∞(−t). We
claim

2h ⩽ dTxY (ζt(h), γ∞(h)) ⩽ 2h+ t, ∀t, h ∈ (0, 1]. (4.12)

If the first inequality does not hold for some t and h, then Lemma 4.5 would imply
the existence of q∞ ∈ TpC \TpC0 such that η∞(q∞) = ζt(h). However, by Lemma 4.6 we
see b(γ∞(−t)) = 0, contradicting our assumption that b(γ∞(−t)) = t.

Now as t ↓ 0, ζt converges to a unit speed minimal geodesic ζ from ox to w∞ :=
limt↓0 ζt(1). Moreover, from (4.12) we know that the curve

ζ̃(t) :=

{
ζ(−t), if t ∈ [−1, 0],

γ∞(t), if t ∈ [0, 1],

is a minimal geodesic from w∞ to γ∞(1). This contradicts Theorem 2.14.
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Another application of Lemma 4.6 is the following proposition.

Proposition 4.9. The map η∞|TpC0 : TpC0 → TxX is surjective.

Proof. Fix an arbitrary point x∞ ∈ TxX. For any sufficiently large s > 0, define the
geodesic γs : [0, 1] −→ TxY as

γs(t) = γTxY
η∞(op,s),x∞

(s− t).

Since the triangle inequality implies dTxY (γs(1), x∞) ⩽ dTxX(ox, x∞)+1, γs uniformly
converges to a geodesic γ∞ : [0, 1] → TxY such that

γ∞(t) ∈ b−1(−t), ∀t ∈ (0, 1]. (4.13)

Here b is the Busemann function on TxY defined in Lemma 4.6.
Therefore, (4.5) and the local isometry property of η∞|TpC\TpC0 verifies the existence

of a point p∞ ∈ TpC0 such that

γ∞(t) = η∞(p∞, t), ∀t ∈ [0, 1].

If η∞(p∞) ̸= x∞, then by our construction it holds that b(x∞) > 0. However, this
would lead to a contradiction, as can be shown by an argument analogous to that in the
proof of Proposition 4.7.

Hence we have

γ∞(0) = η∞(p∞) = x∞, (4.14)

from which we conclude.

Corollary 4.10. The 0-level set of the Busemann function satisfies b−1(0) = TxX.

Proof. For any x∞ ∈ TxX, by using notations in the proof of Proposition 4.9, it follows
from (4.13), (4.14) and the continuity of Busemann function that b(x∞) = 0, which
implies TxX ⊂ b−1(0).

To prove the reverse inclusion, let x∞ ∈ b−1(0). For any sufficiently large s > 0,
define the point

ys∞ := γTxY
η∞(op,s),x∞

(s− 1).

By the definition of the function bs in Lemma 4.6, this point satisfies bs(y
s
∞) = −1 and

bs(x∞) = dTxY (x∞, y
s
∞)− 1.

Because the function s 7→ bs(x∞) is monotone non-increasing, ys∞ converges to a limit
point y∞ ∈ b−1(−1) as s→ ∞. Moreover, we have dTxY (x∞, y∞) = 1.

The conclusion follows by combining these results with Proposition 4.4 and Lemma
4.6.
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Corollary 4.11. For any x∞ ∈ TxX we have 1 ⩽ #η∞
−1(x∞) ⩽ 2.

Proof. By Proposition 4.9, it suffices to show #η∞
−1(x∞) ⩽ 2. Assume there exists

three distinct points pi∞ (i = 1, 2, 3) such that η∞(pi∞) = x∞.
Let t∞ = mini̸=j(dTpC0(p

i
∞, p

j
∞))/2 and vij : [−t∞, t∞] → TxY be the curve defined

by

vij(t) =

{
η∞(pi∞, t), t ∈ (0, t∞];

η∞(pj∞,−t), t ∈ [−t∞, 0].

Since t∞ < dTpC0(p
i
∞, p

j
∞), according to the proof of Lemma 3.8, we know vij is

exactly the unit speed minimal geodesic connecting η∞(pi∞, t∞) and η∞(pj∞, t∞). This
contradicts Theorem 2.14.

When x ∈ X2, since the tangent space TxX contains a line, we obtain the following
Proposition.

Proposition 4.12. For any x ∈ X2, the tangent space (TxY, dTxY ) is isometric to (TxX×
R,
√
dTxX

2 + dR
2) and η∞ : (TpC0, dTpC0) → (TxX, dTxX) is an isometry.

Proof. According to Theorem 2.4, there exists a metric space (Ω, dΩ) and a point ω ∈ Ω

such that (TxY, dTxY ) is isometric to
(
Ω× R,

√
d2Ω + d2R

)
and that

η∞(op, t) = (ω, t), ∀t > 0.

Let us take the Busemann function b on TxY as in Lemma 4.6. From the construction
of Busemann function and Corollary 4.10, we know b−1(0) = Ω× {0} = TxX and

b−1(−r) = η∞(TpC0 × {r}) = Ω× {r}, ∀r > 0.

For every r > 0, since η∞|
B

TpC0
r (op)×{4r} is an isometry, η∞ : B

TpC0
r (op) → BΩ

r (ω) is

also an isometry. By identifying Ω with TxX, it follows that η∞ : TpC0 → TxX is an
isometry.

In the remainder of this subsection, we focus on proving the following proposition.
By Proposition 4.12, it suffices to consider the case where p ∈ C1

0 . From this point
onward, we will assume p ∈ C1

0 without further explicit mention.

Proposition 4.13. For any p∞ ∈ TpC0 it holds that

dTpC0(op, p∞) = dTxX(ox, η∞(p∞)). (4.15)

We start with the following lemma.

Lemma 4.14. For any t > 0 and p∞ ∈ TpC0, any minimal geodesic starting from
η∞(p∞, t) intersects TxX at most at one point.
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Proof. Let us prove by contradiction. By Lemma 4.3, without loss of generality, we may
assume there exists a unit speed minimal geodesic γ : [−1, 1] → TxY such that γ(−1) =
η∞(p∞, h) for some h ∈ (0, 1), that γ([−1, 0)) ⊂ TxY \ TxX and that γ([0, 1]) ⊂ TxX.
The local isometry property and 1-Lipschitz property of η∞ imply that η∞

−1
(
γ|[−1,0)

)
is also a minimal geodesic in TpC. Indeed, η∞

−1
(
γ|[−1,0]

)
is a minimal geodesic from

(p∞, h) to q∞ := lims↑0 η∞
−1(γ(s)) ∈ TpC0.

Let x∞ = η∞(q∞). Denote by ζ : t 7→ η∞(q∞, t) for convenience. Let us fix a sequence
ri ↓ 0 and a > 0 such that

√
1− h2 +

√
h2 + a2 < 1 + a.

For each i ∈ N, we take a perpendicular ζi to TxX at γ(ri).
Case 1 There exists a subsequence which is still denoted as ri such that

lim
i→∞

dTxY (ζi(1), ζ(1)) = 2

Then the curve v : [−1, 1] → TxY defined as

v(t) =

{
ζ(t), t ∈ (0, 1];

lim
i→∞

ζi(−t), t ∈ [−1, 0],

is a unit speed minimal geodesic such that

dTxY (v(t), TxX) = |t|, ∀t ∈ [−1, 1]. (4.16)

By Theorem 2.4, after passing to a subsequence, we may assume (ri
−1TxY, x∞) pGH

converges to a pointed product space (Ω × R, (ω, 0)) and v converges to the line v∞ :
t 7→ (ω, t) under this convergence.

Since (4.16) implies

dTxY (v(t), γ(s)) ⩾ |t|, ∀t ∈ [−1, 1], ∀s ∈ [0, 1],

we know γ|[0,ri] converges to unit speed minimal geodesic γ∞ : [0, 1] → Ω as i → ∞.
Therefore, we obtain

lim
i→∞

dTxY (ζ(hri), γ(ari))

ri
=

√
h2 + a2.

According to the 1-Lipschitz property of η∞, we see dTxY (γ(−ri), ζ(hri)) ⩽ ri
√
1− h2.

A contradiction then occurs because we have

1 + a = lim
i→∞

dTxY (γ(−ri), γ(ari))
ri

⩽ lim sup
i→∞

dTxY (γ(−ri), ζ(hri))
ri

+ lim sup
i→∞

dTxY (ζ(hri), γ(ari))

ri

⩽
√
1− h2 +

√
h2 + a2 < 1 + a.

(4.17)
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Case 2 lim supi→∞ dTxY (ζi(1), ζ(1)) < 2.
By Lemma 4.5, there exists {qi} ⊂ TpC0 such that for each i we have η∞(qi) = γ(ri)

and dTpC0(qi, q∞) < 2. If qi converges to some q′∞ ̸= q∞, then following the argument in
Lemma 3.8, the geodesic v′ defined as

v′(t) =

{
ζ(t), 0 ⩽ t ⩽ dTpC0(q∞, q

′
∞);

η∞(q′∞,−t), − dTpC0(q∞, q
′
∞) ⩽ t < 0,

would satisfy

dTxY (v′(t), TxX) = |t|, ∀t ∈ [−dTpC0(q∞, q
′
∞), dTpC0(q∞, q

′
∞)].

However, this is impossible due to Case 1. Therefore, one must have limi→∞ qi = q∞.
Let ti = dTpC0(q∞, qi). Since η∞ is 1-Lipschitz, it follows that ti ⩾ ri. Applying

Theorem 2.4 and Lemma 4.3, after passing to a subsequence, we may assume

(ti
−1TxY, x∞)

pGH−−→ (Ω× R, (ω, 0)) (4.18)

for a pointed product space (Ω× R, (ω, 0)), and

(ti
−1TxX, x∞)

pGH−−→ (Tx∞(TxX), (ω, 0))

for a pointed metric space (Tx∞(TxX), (ω, 0)) as convergence of subsets. Under (4.18),
the geodesic γ converges to the line γ∞ : t 7→ (ω, t) with γ∞(0) = (ω, 0) and γ∞([0,∞)) ⊂
Tx∞(TxX), and ζ converges to ζ∞, which is the perpendicular to Tx∞(TxX) at (ω, 0).

If limi→∞ ri/ti = 0, then following the same line of reasoning as before, we deduce the
existence of h∞ > 0 and a geodesic v∞ : [−h∞, h∞] → Tx∞(TxY ) such that v∞ coincides
with ζ∞ on [0, h∞] and that

dTx∞ (TxY )(v∞(t), Tx∞(TxX)) = |t|, ∀t ∈ [−h∞, h∞].

This would also imply

lim
t↓0

dTx∞ (TxY )(ζ∞(ht), γ∞(at))

t
=

√
h2 + a2.

Additionally, since

dTx∞ (TxY ) (γ∞(−t), ζ∞(ht)) ⩽ t
√
1− h2, ∀t > 0,

we arrive at a contradiction in a way similar to (4.17).
From the above discussion, we know there exists a map τ : [0, 1] → TpC0 such that

γ = η∞ ◦ τ on [0, 1] and that

lim inf
t↓0

t

dTpC0(q∞, τ(t))
> 0. (4.19)
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For each t > 0, let ζi,t : [0,∞) → TxY denote the ray ζi,t(s) = η∞(τ(rit), s). Assume
ζi,t converges to ζ∞,t under (4.18), which is the perpendicular to Tx∞(TxX) at γ∞(t).
Then ζ∞,t must be a ray in Ω× {t}.

However, by (4.19) and the 1-Lipschitz property of η∞, ζ∞,t converges to ζ∞ as t ↓ 0,
yielding ζ∞ ∈ Ω× {0}. This leads to another contradiction because

dTx∞ (TxY )(ζ∞(h), γ∞(a)) =
√
h2 + a2.

Lemma 4.15. Let p ∈ C1
0 and assume p∞ ∈ TpC0 satisfies η∞

−1(η∞(p∞)) = {p∞}.
Then η∞|TpC0 preserves the distance from p∞.

Proof. By Lemma 4.14, for any q∞ ∈ TpC0 and any s > 0, any minimal geodesic γs from
η∞(p∞) to η∞(q∞, s) satisfies γs ∩ TxX = {η∞(p∞)}. Since η∞|TpC\TpC0 is a 1-Lipschitz
local isometry, η∞

−1(γs) is also a minimal geodesic on TpC connecting p∞ and (q∞, s).
This gives the equality of distances

dTpC(p∞, (q∞, s)) = dTxY (η∞(p∞), η∞(q∞, s)).

The conclusion follows by taking the limit as s→ 0.

We are now in a position to give a proof of Proposition 4.13.

Proof of Proposition 4.13. Assume p∞ ∈ TpC0 \ {op}. Let σ : [0, l] → TxX be a unit
speed minimal geodesic from ox to η∞(p∞).

For any sufficiently small ϵ > 0, define

Aϵ := {t ∈ [0, l]| dTpC0(η∞
−1(σ(s)), op) ⩽ (1 + ϵ)s, ∀s ∈ [0, t]},

which is closed due to the continuity of η∞ and is non-empty because 0 ∈ Aϵ.
To show Aϵ is open, choose any t ∈ Aϵ. If t satisfies #η∞

−1(σ(t)) = 1, then Lemma
4.15 yields

dTpC0(η∞
−1(σ(s)), op) ⩽ (1 + ϵ)t+ dTpC0(η∞

−1(σ(t)), η∞
−1(σ(s)))

= (1 + ϵ)t+ s− t ⩽ (1 + ϵ)s, ∀s ∈ (t, l].
(4.20)

By Corollary 4.11, it suffices to consider the case that #η∞
−1(σ(t)) = 2. Take two

points p1t , p
2
t ∈ TpC0 such that dTpC0(p

1
t , p

2
t ) = 2lt and η∞({p1t , p2t}) = σ(t). Define the

geodesic v : [−lt, lt] → TxY by

v(s) =

{
η∞(p1t , s), s ∈ [0, lt];

η∞(p2t ,−s), s ∈ [−lt, 0),

which satisfies

dTxY (v(s), TxX) = |s|, ∀s ∈ [−lt, lt]. (4.21)
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Moreover, from the proof of Corollary 4.11 we know v is a unit speed minimal geodesic
from η∞(p2t , lt) to η∞(p1t , lt).

We claim there exists some small µ > 0 such that for any s ∈ [t, t + µ] there exists
pis ∈ η∞

−1(σ(s)) such that

dTpC0(p
i
t, p

i
s) ⩽ (s− t)(1 + ϵ), i = 1, 2. (4.22)

Assume there exists a sequence rj ↓ 0 such that

dTpC0(p
1
t , η0

−1(σ(t+ rj))) > (1 + ϵ)rj, ∀j ∈ N. (4.23)

By Theorem 2.4 and (4.21), after passing to a subsequence, there exists a metric
space (Ω, dΩ) such that as j → ∞, (rj

−1TxY, σ(t)) pGH converges to a product metric
space (Ω × R, (ω, 0)). Moreover, σ(t + rj) converges to a point (ω′, 0) ∈ Ω × {0} with
dΩ(ω, ω

′) = 1.
For every τ > 0 and j ∈ N, since

η∞ : BTpC
τrj

(
(p1t , 5τrj)

)
→ η∞(BTpC

τrj

(
(p1t , 5τrj)

)
)

is an isometry, η∞(B
TpC0
τrj (p1t )×{5τrj}) converges to BΩ

τ (ω)×{5τ} under the above pGH

convergence. In particular, we know B
TpC0
τrj (p1t ) GH converges to BΩ

τ (ω). As a result, we
have

η∞(B
TpC0

2rj
(p1t )) ⊂ BTxY

3rj
(σ(t)) ⊂ η∞(B

TpC0

2rj
(p1t ))

for all sufficiently large j. Therefore, there exists p1rj ∈ η∞
−1(σ(t+ rj)) such that

lim
j→∞

dTpC0(p
1
rj
, p1t )

rj
= 1,

contradicting (4.23).
Thus we have (4.22). Because this implies Aϵ = [0, l], the conclusion follows by

letting ϵ→ 0.

4.2 Geometric properties of limit spaces

This subsection is aimed at proving Theorem 1.4. By Lemma 3.8, we can define
f : C0 → C0 as

f(p) =

{
q if p ∈ C2

0 and {p, q} = η0
−1(η0(p)),

p if p ∈ C1
0 .

(4.24)

We first deal with the following theorem.

Theorem 4.16. f : C0 → C0 is an isometry.

To prove this theorem, the continuity of f is needed.

Proposition 4.17. f : C0 → C0 is a homeomorphism.
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Proof. Since f is an involution, it suffices to show that f is continuous. Let pi → p in
C0, and xi := η0(pi), x := η0(p). We consider the following two cases.

Case 1 p ∈ C1
0 .

Since each component of C0 is compact by Theorem 2.19, it suffices to show that
any convergent subsequence of {f(pi)} (which is still denoted as {f(pi)} for simplicity)
must converge to p.

Assume f(pi) → q for some q ∈ C0. Then the continuity of η0 implies that

η0(q) = lim
i→∞

η0(f(pi)) = lim
i→∞

xi = x.

Thus q = p and we are done.
Case 2 p ∈ C2

0 .
Let si := dX(xi, x). Passing to a subsequence if necessary, we may assume that

(si
−1C0, p) → (TpC0, op), (si

−1C0, f(p)) →
(
Tf(p)C0, of(p)

)
and (si

−1X, x) → (TxX, ox)
as i → ∞. By Propositions 4.1 and 4.12, (TpC0, op) is isometric to

(
Tf(p)C0, of(p)

)
.

Passing to a subsequence again, η : (si
−1C0, f(p)) → (si

−1X, x) also converges to an
isometry η∞ :

(
Tf(p)C0, of(p)

)
→ (TxX, ox). In particular, for any sufficiently large i it

holds
BX

2si
(x) ⊂ η0

(
BC0

3si
(f(p))

)
⊂ BX

4si
(x),

from which we know xi ∈ X2 and f(pi) → f(p).

Corollary 4.18. C1
0 and X1 are closed in C0 and X respectively.

Proof of Theorem 4.16. Fix p, q ∈ C0 such that d(p, q) = l < ∞. Let γ be a unit speed
minimal geodesic from p to q. For any δ > 0, set

Aδ :=
{
t ∈ [0, l]| s ⩾ (1− δ)d

(
f(p), f(γ(s))

)
, ∀0 ⩽ s ⩽ t

}
.

Obviously Aδ is a closed set due to Proposition 4.17. If supAδ = l0 < l, we claim
there exists µ ∈ (0, l − l0) such that

s− l0 = d (γ(l0), γ(s)) ⩾ (1− δ)d (f(γ(l0)), f(γ(s))) , ∀s ∈ (l0, l0 + µ). (4.25)

Assume there exists si ↓ l0 such that (4.25) does not hold for every si. Then applying
Propositions 4.13 and 4.17 yields that

1 = lim sup
i→∞

d(γ(l0), γ(si))

dX(γ(l0), γ(si))
⩽ (1− δ) lim sup

i→∞

d (f(γ(l0)), f(γ(si)))

dX (γ(l0), γ(si))
= 1− δ,

which is a contradiction.
Therefore for any s ∈ [l0, l0 + µ) it holds

s ⩾ (1− δ)
(
d
(
f(p), f(γ(l0))

)
+ d
(
f(γ(l0)), f(γ(s))

))
⩾ (1− δ)d

(
f(p), f(γ(s))

)
,

contradicting l0 < l. Thus supAδ = maxAδ = l. Letting δ → 0 then implies d(p, q) ⩾
d(f(p), f(q)).

The converse inequality d(f(p), f(q)) ⩾ d(p, q) follows from the fact that f is an
involution. This completes the proof.
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The following theorem can also be proved using the same method as in Theorem
4.16. For brevity, we only outline the key steps of the proof.

Theorem 4.19. (X, dX) is isometric to the quotient space (C0/f, d
∗), where d∗ is the

quotient metric defined as in (2.1). In particular, (X, dX) is geodesically non-branching.

Proof. Fix x, y ∈ X with d(x, y) = l. Given any δ > 0 we set

Aδ :=
{
t ∈ [0, l]| s ⩾ (1− δ) d(η−1(x), η−1(γ(s))), ∀0 ⩽ s ⩽ t

}
.

By Proposition 4.13 and Theorem 4.16 and the continuity argument, we conclude
that supAδ = l. Taking the limit as δ → 0 completes the proof of the first statement.
As for the second statement, it follows directly from Theorem 2.14 and Proposition
2.15.

Corollary 4.20. Assume p ∈ C1
0 and x = η0(p). Then under the convergence (4.3),

the isometry f : C0 → C0 converges to an isometry f∞ : TpC0 → TpC0. Moreover,
(TxX, dTxX) is isometric to (TpC0/f∞, d

∗
TpC0

), where d∗TpC0
denotes the quotient metric

induced by f∞.

Proof. The first statement is obvious. For the second one, let us take p∞, q∞ ∈ TpC0

and two sequences {pi}, {qi} ⊂ C0 such that pi → p∞ and qi → q∞ respectively under
(4.3).

By Theorem 4.19, we may choose q′i ∈ η0
−1(qi) such that dX(η0(pi), η0(qi)) = d(pi, q

′
i).

As q′i → ∃q′∞ ∈ TpC0 and η0 : (si
−1C0, p) → (si

−1X, x) converges to η∞ : (TpC0, op) →
(TxX, ox) under (4.3) and (4.4), we see

dTpC0(p∞, q
′
∞) = dTpC0(f∞(p∞), f∞(q′∞)) = dTxX(η∞(p∞), η∞(q′∞)).

The proof is then completed by applying Proposition 4.9.

We end this section by proving the following proposition. Note that Theorem 1.4 is
a direct consequence of this proposition.

Proposition 4.21. The number of components of C0 is at most 2.

Proof. If C1
0 ̸= ∅, let p ∈ C1

0 . For any q ∈ C0, applying Theorem 4.19 implies

d(p, q) = d(p, f(q)) = dX (η0(p), η0(q)) ⩽ D.

Therefore in this case C0 is connected.
If C1

0 = ∅ and C0 is not connected, we fix a point p ∈ C0. For any q ∈ C0,
applying Theorem 4.19 again, we know that either d(p, q) = dX (η0(p), η0(q)) ⩽ D or
d(p, f(q)) = dX (η0(p), η0(q)) ⩽ D. This yields that the number of components of C0 is
at most 2.

Corollary 4.22. Assume C1
0 ̸= ∅ and the dimension of C0 is k. Let p ∈ C1

0 and
x = η0(p). Then under the convergences (4.1)-(4.4), η∞ : TpC → TxY is surjective. In
particular, we have X1 ⊂ Y \ Rk+1(Y ).
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Proof. We first prove that
η∞(TpC) = TxY. (4.26)

For any y∞ ∈ TxY , there exists a sequence of points {yi} ⊂ Y such that yi → y∞
under the convergence (4.1). By taking xi as the foot point of yi (i ∈ N), we know that
{xi} also converges to some x∞ ∈ TxX.

According to Proposition 3.2, we may take pi ∈ C0 such that η(pi, hi) = yi with
dY (yi, X) = hi. Then it follows from Remark 3.3, Theorems 4.16 and 4.19 that dX(xi, x) =
d(pi, p). Applying Proposition 3.5 we calculate that

dC((pi, hi), p)

si
⩽

dC((pi, hi), pi) + dC(pi, p)

si
→ dTxY (y∞, TxX) + dTxX(x∞, ox) as i→ ∞.

Hence after passing to a subsequence, we may assume (pi, hi) → ∃q∞ ∈ TpC under the
convergence (4.1). In particular, we have η∞(q∞) = y∞, which completes the proof of
(4.26).

As for the second statement, by Remark 4.2, the dimension of (Y, dY ) is k + 1. If
x ∈ X1 ∩ Rk+1(Y ), then TxY is isometric to Rk+1. For any R > 0, the local isometry

property of η∞|TpC\TpC0 implies that η∞ : B
TpC0

R (op)× {2R} → Rk is an isometry. Since
this holds for all R, applying Proposition 4.1 then yields that TpC0 is isometric to Rk

and TpC is isometric to the (k + 1)-dimensional upper half plane in Rk+1
+ .

However, since it is obvious that η∞ : TpC → η∞(TpC) is an isometry, we deduce a
contradiction with (4.26).

4.3 The RCD(K,n− 1) structure of limit spaces

The main purpose of this section to introduce the RCD(K,n−1) structure on (X, dX).
When C0 = C2

0 and C0 is not connected, by Theorem 4.19, each component of (C0, d)
is isometric to (X, dX). By selecting any such component (still denoted as (C0, d,m)),
we immediately see that (X, dX ,m) becomes an RCD(K,n− 1) space.

When C0 = C1
0 , (C0, d) is isometric to (X, dX), making (X, dX ,m) an RCD(K,n−1)

space as well.
We now turn to the case where both C1

0 and C2
0 are non-empty. Here, Theorem 4.19

directly implies the connectedness of C0. Refer to Examples 5.3 and 5.4 for examples.

Lemma 4.23. Assume both C1
0 and C2

0 are non-empty. Then the interior of C1
0 is

empty. Moreover, X2 is geodesically convex.

Proof. The first statement follows directly from [47, Lemma 4.26]. The second statement
is a generalized version of [47, Lemma 4.27], we give an alternative proof here.

Let x, y ∈ X2 and {p1, p2} = η0
−1(x). Let γ : [0, l] → X be a unit speed minimal

geodesic from x to y.
If γ is not fully contained in X2, then by Corollary 4.18 there exists l0 ∈ (0, l) which

is the first parameter such that γ(l0) ∈ X1. Take τ̃1, τ̃2 as unit speed minimal geodesics
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from p1 to η0
−1(γ(l0)) and from p2 to η0

−1(γ(l0)) respectively. The 1-Lipschitz property
of η0 together with Theorems 4.16 and 4.19 implies η0(τ̃i) = γ|[0,l0] (i = 1, 2). Similarly,
by taking τ̃ as a unit speed minimal geodesic from η0

−1(γ(l0)) to a point q ∈ η0
−1(y),

we know η0(τ̃) = γ|[l0,l].
For i = 1, 2, define the curve τi : [0, l] → C0 as

τi(t) =

{
τ̃i(t), t ∈ [0, l0],

τ̃(t), t ∈ (l0, l].

It is obvious that Ld(τi) = l. However, since η0 is 1-Lipschitz, one has

Ld(τi) ⩾ d(pi, q) ⩾ dX(x, y) = l.

Therefore, each τi is a minimal geodesic from pi to q, which contradicts Theorem 2.14.

Corollary 4.24 ( [47, Corollary 4.21]). Assume C2
0 is non-empty. Then η0 : C

2
0 → X2

is a locally isometric double covering space.

The next lemma is a direct consequence of [32, Lemma 4.1].

Lemma 4.25. Assume both C1
0 and C2

0 are non-empty. Then m(C1
0) = 0.

Provided C1
0 has no contribution to the measure, under the assumption of the fol-

lowing proposition, there exists a natural RCD structure on (X, dX). Note that when
C2

0 is connected, there is an counterexample in Example 5.2.

Proposition 4.26. Assume both C1
0 and C2

0 are non-empty and C2
0 has two components.

Then there exists a Randon measure mX such that (X, dX ,mX) is an RCD(K,n − 1)
space.

Proof. Fix p ∈ C2
0 and let x = η0(p). Denote by U the component of C2

0 containing p.
For any y ∈ X2, Lemma 4.23 ensures that any minimal geodesic γ from x to y lies entirely
in γ ⊂ X2. By Corollary 4.24, η0

−1(γ) is also a minimal geodesic in U , connecting p
to a unique point q ∈ η0

−1(y) and satisfying d(p, q) = dX(η0(p), η0(q)). This defines an
isometry τ : X2 → U ⊂ C2

0 via τ(y) = q.
Next, observe from the proof of Lemma 4.23 that the interior of X1 is also empty.

For any y ∈ X1, take a sequence {yi} ⊂ X2 converging to y. The continuity of η0 ensures
τ(yi) → η0

−1(y), allowing τ to extend to an isometry τ : X → U ∪ C1
0 .

Finally, letting mX = (τ−1)♯m and using [8, Proposition 7.2] and Lemma 4.25, we
complete the proof.

Remark 4.27. If we let n := (η0)♯m be the push-forward measure of m under η0,
it remains unknown whether (X, dX , n) is an RCD(K,n − 1) space, for the following
reason. Although some of the following was discussed in [27], we give the details here
for reader’s convenience.

32



For any g ∈ Lip(X, dX), we define its lift g̃ : C0 → R as g̃ = g ◦ η0. Theorem 4.19
implies that lipC0 g̃ = (lipX g) ◦ η0.

Consider g ∈ H1,2(X, dX , n) with |∇Xg| denoting its minimal relaxed slope. By
Remark 2.6, there exists {gi} ⊂ Lip(X, dX)∩L2(n) such that gi → g and lipX gi → |∇Xg|
in L2(n). Therefore by Lemma 4.25, both {g̃i} and {lipC0 g̃i} are Cauchy sequences in
L2(m). Since {g̃i} ⊂ Lip(C0, d) satisfies g̃i → g̃ in L2(m), Remark 2.11 combined with
the completeness of Sobolev space yields lipC0 g̃i → |∇C0 g̃| in L2(m). After passing to
a subsequence, for m-a.e. p ∈ C0 (resp. n-a.e. x ∈ X) we have lipC0 g̃i(p) → |∇C0 g̃|(p)
(resp. lipX gi(x) → |∇Xg|(x)), which then shows |∇C0 g̃| = |∇Xg| ◦ η0 m-a.e.

The infinitesimally Hilbertian property of (C0, d,m) implies that (X, dX , n) is also
infinitesimally Hilbertian. Moreover, for any g, h ∈ H1,2(X, dX , n), Remark 2.7 gives the
equality

⟨∇Xg,∇Xh⟩(η0(p)) = ⟨∇C0 g̃,∇C0h̃⟩(p) for m-a.e. p ∈ C0.

However, for g ∈ D(∆X)∩Lip(X, dX), we can not verify that g̃ ∈ D(∆C0). Therefore,
we can not establish ∆C0 g̃ = (∆Xg) ◦ η0 m-a.e. unless we know f preserves the measure
m. This obstruction prevents us from directly verifying the RCD(K,n−1) condition for
(X, dX , n) through Definition 2.9.

Although in this case (X, dX , n) does not necessarily bear an RCD(K,n−1) structure,
it inherits rectifiablity from (C0, d,m).

Proposition 4.28. Let k be the dimension of C0. Then (X, dX , n) is k-rectifiable in the
following sense: for any ϵ > 0, there exists a sequence {(Gi, φi)}, where Gi ⊂ X are
Borel sets satisfying n(X \ ∪iGi) = 0 and the maps φi : Gi → Rk are (1 + ϵ)-biLipschitz
with their images.

Proof. Since the k-rectifiablity of (C0, d,m) was established by Cheeger-Colding in [20],
there exists a sequence {(Ui, φi)}, where Ui ⊂ C0 are Borel sets satisfying m(C0\∪iUi) =
0 and the maps φi : Ui → Rk are (1+ ϵ)-biLipschitz with their images. By Lemma 4.25,
we may assume Ui ⊂ C2

0 for all i ∈ N.
First, consider the case where C1

0 = ∅. Because each component of C2
0 is compact,

owing to Corollary 4.24, there exists a finite open covering {Bri(pj)} of C2
0 such that

η0 : Brj(pj) → η0(Brj(pj)) is an isometry for each j. By refining the sets Ui via Ui,j =
Ui ∩ Brj(pj) and relabelling, we may assume η0 : Ui → η0(Ui) is an isometry for every
i. The desired conclusion follows by setting (Gi, ψi) = (η0(Ui), φi ◦ (η0|Ui

)−1), ensuring
each ψi remains (1 + ϵ)-biLipschitz.

For the case C1
0 ̸= ∅, the same construction applies for Aj := {p ∈ C2

0 : d(p, C1
0) ⩾

i−1} after invoking Lemma 4.25, which thereby completes the proof.

The rest of this section is devoted to introduce an RCD(K,n − 1) structure to
(X, dX ,H n−1) under the assumption that C0 is a non-collapsed Ricci limit space.

Proof of Theorem 1.7. Combining (1.2), (1.3) with Theorem 2.3, we know

m =
H n−1

d

H n−1
d (C0)

.
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Then it follows from Proposition 4.16 that f♯m = m. From Theorems 2.16 and 4.19 we
see that (X, dX , (η0)♯m) is an RCD(K,n− 1) space.

When C2
0 = ∅, Theorem 4.19 implies that η0 : (C0, d) → (X, dX) is an isometry, from

which the conclusion follows.
Therefore it suffices to consider the case where C2

0 is non-empty. We claim that
H n−1

d (C0)(η0)♯m coincides with 2H n−1
dX

.

By Lemma 4.25, we have H n−1
d (C1

0) = 0. Since η0 : (C0, d) → (X, dX) is 1-Lipschitz,
we get H n−1

dX
(X1) = 0.

On the other hand, for any p ∈ C2
0 , by taking ϵ > 0 such that Bϵ(p) ∩Bϵ(f(p)) = ∅,

we know
H n−1

d (Bϵ(p)) = H n−1
dX

(Bϵ(η0(p))) ,

which yields
d(η0)♯(m)

dH n−1
dX

=
2

H n−1
d (C0)

on X2.

This is enough to conclude.

Remark 4.29. Under (1.3), the convergence (3.1) is also non-collapsing. By Theorem
2.3 and Corollary 4.22, the Hausdorff dimension of X1 with respect to dY is at most
n− 2. It immediately follows from Proposition 3.5 that the Hausdorff dimension of X1

with respect to dX is at most n−2. Moreover, by Theorem 4.19, we know the Hausdorff
dimension of C1

0 with respect to d is at most n− 2. Indeed, Example 5.3 shows that this
upper bound is sharp.

By [26, Proposition 2.10] and [45, Theorem 1.9], the family M(n,H,K, λ,D) is
precompact in the renormalized measured Gromov-Hausdorff topology in the following
sence: given any sequence of manifolds with boundary {(Mi, gi)} ⊂ M(n,H,K, λ,D),
there exists a subsequence which is still denoted as {(Mi, gi)}, and a metric measure
space (Z, dZ ,mZ) such that(

Mi, dgi ,
volgi

volgi(Mi)

)
mGH−−−→ (Z, dZ ,mZ).

If moreover {(Mi, gi)} inradius collapses, then by Theorem 3.7 and writing mZ as
mX , we may assume (

Mi, dgi ,
volgi

volgi(Mi)

)
mGH−−−→ (X, dX ,mX). (4.27)

We first show that (X, dX) bears the weak infinitesimal splitting property, which is
defined as follows.

Definition 4.30. A metric space (X, dX) is said to have the weak infinitesimal splitting
property if, for every x ∈ X, there exists a sequence si ↓ 0 such that (si

−1X, x) pGH
converges to a metric space (TxX, ox) which satisfies the splitting property: whenever
γ ⊂ TxX is a geodesic line, there exists a metric space Ω such that TxX is isometric to
Ω × R with π(γ) being a single point ω ∈ Ω, where π is the projection onto the first
coordinate.
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Theorem 4.31. The metric space (X, dX) obtained in (4.27) satisfies the weak infinites-
imal splitting property.

Proof. By Proposition 4.12, to show the weakly infinitesimal splitting property, it suffices
to consider the case where x ∈ X1 and TxX contains a line γ.

Theorem 2.4 ensures the existence of a metric space (Ω, dΩ) such that (TxY, dTxY ) is

isometric to (Ω× R,
√
dΩ

2 + dR
2) with π(γ) = ω ∈ Ω.

Consider x∞ = (ω′, t′) ∈ TxX with ω′ ̸= ω. For each t ∈ R, let γt be a unit speed
minimal geodesic from x∞ to (ω, t). By Lemma 4.3, each γt lies entirely in TxX. The
product structure of TxY implies that as t → ∞, γt converges to the ray v+ : [t′,∞) →
X defined by v+(s) = (ω′, s). Similarly, we obtain the ray v− : (−∞, t′] → X with
v−(s) = (ω′, s).

Consequently, the line v : s 7→ (ω′, s) is parallel to γ and entirely contained in
TxX. Applying Lemma 4.3 once more, we conclude that (TxX, dTxX) is isometric to

(Γ× R,
√

dΩ
2 + dR

2) for some subset Γ ⊂ Ω, completing the proof.

Using [39, Theorem 1.2], we immediately get the following proposition.

Proposition 4.32. The metric space (X, dX) defined in (4.27) is universally infinites-
imally Hilbertian. In particular, (X, dX ,mX) is infinitesimally Hilbertian.

When λ = 0, the following result holds. As demonstrated in Example 5.3, the
reference measure mX may not coincide with the (n−1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure
of (X, dX). Moreover, from Example 5.5 we know if λ > 0, then in general (X, dX ,mX)
may not satisfy some RCD condition.

Theorem 4.33. Assume λ = 0. Then (X, dX ,mX) is an RCD(K,n) space. If moreover
(C0, d) is a non-collapsed Ricci limit space of (∂Mi, g∂Mi

) (i.e. (1.3) holds), then we
have mX ≪ H n−1.

Proof. The first statement follows directly from Theorems 2.12 and 2.13. If (1.3) holds,
Theorem 1.7 and Definition 2.9 yield that (X, dX ,H n−1) is an RCD(H,n) space. [35,
Remark 4.3] shows the dimension of (X, dX ,mX) is also n−1, which combined with [15,
Theorem 3.8] gives

mX(X \ Rn−1(X)) = 0.

[7, Theorem 4.1] guarantees the existence of a subset R∗
n−1(X) ⊂ Rn−1(X) such

that
mX(Rn−1(X) \ R∗

n−1(X)) = 0,

and that for m-a.e. x ∈ R∗
n−1(X), the density limit limr→0 r

−(n−1)mX(Br(x)) exists and
is positive and finite.

For any Borel set A ⊂ X with H n−1(A) = 0, define

Ai :=

{
y ∈ A ∩R∗

n−1(X)
∣∣∣ lim
r→0

mX(Br(x))

rn−1
⩽ i

}
, i ∈ N.
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Applying [10, Theorem 2.4.3] shows mX(Ai) = 0 for each i. The conclusion follows since

mX(A) = mX

(
(A \ R∗

n−1(X)) ∪∞
i=1 Ai

)
= 0.

Remark 4.34. In summary, there exists a Randon measure µ on X with supp(µ) = X
such that (X, dX , µ) is an RCD(K,n) space, except in the following cases:

(1) λ > 0, limi→∞ volg∂Mi
(∂Mi) = 0 and C0 = C2

0 is connected.

(2) λ > 0, limi→∞ volg∂Mi
(∂Mi) = 0, both C1

0 and C2
0 are non-empty and C2

0 is con-
nected.

In either of the above cases, whether such a Radon measure exists remains unknown.

Let us also consider the special case where the limit space of inradius collapsed
manifolds inM(n,H,K, λ,D) is a smooth Riemannian manifold. Compare [47, Theorem
5.4].

Theorem 4.35. Assume (X, dX) is an (n− 1)-dimensional smooth closed Riemannian
manifold. Then for any sufficiently large i, Mi is diffeomorphic to X × I or a twisted
product X×̃ I, where I = [−1, 1].

Proof. We first show X2 ̸= ∅.
Assume X = X1. Then by Theorem 4.19, we have C0 = C1

0 and (C0, d) is isometric
to (X, dX). According to [18, Theorem A.1.12], for all sufficiently large i, ∂Mi is diffeo-
morphic to C0, and the warped cylinder CMi

is diffeomorphic to C = C0 ×ϕ [0, t0]. It
follows that the boundary of CMi

has exactly two components.

On the other hand, observe that the glued space M̃i has only one boundary com-
ponent for all sufficiently large i. Since (Y, dY ) is now isometric to (C, dC), apply-

ing [18, Theorem A.1.12] again yields that M̃i is diffeomorphic to Y for sufficiently large
i, implying the topological of Y = C must also have one component. A contradiction.

Suppose there exists a point x ∈ X1. We take a geodesic convex neighborhood U
near x whose diameter is less than the injectivity radius of X. By Lemma 4.23, one can
first take y ∈ U ∩X2 sufficiently close to x and extend the geodesic γy,x to geodesic γy,z
for some z ∈ U . This is impossible due to the proof of Lemma 4.23. Hence X = X2.

Using [18, Theorem A.1.12] again, we see for sufficiently large i, M̃i is diffeomorphic
to Y . Since Y is diffeomorphic to either X × I or C0 × I/(x, t) ∼ (f(x),−t), which is a
twisted I-product over X, the conclusion follows.

4.4 The unbounded diameter case

In this subsection, we introduce the unbounded diameter case of inradius collapsed
manifolds in connection with [47, Section 6]. Since the proof of the results are almost
the same, we omit some details.
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Let {(Mi, gi, pi)} be a sequence of manifolds with boundary in M(n,H,K, λ) such
that pi ∈ ∂Mi for all i ∈ N and that inrad(Mi) → 0 as i→ ∞.

As in the beginning of Section 3, we still attach to each Mi a warped cylinder
CMi

:= Mi ×ϕ [0, t0], obtaining a pointed metric space (M̃i, dM̃i
, pi). Because each

(M̃i, dM̃i
, (H n(B1(pi)))

−1H n, pi) is an RCD(−J(n,H,K, λ, ε0, t0), n) space, after pass-
ing to a subsequence, we may assume (M̃i, dM̃i

, pi) converge to (Y, dY , x) in the pointed
Gromov-Hausdorff sense. Viewing the convergence of subsets, we also assume {(Mi, dM̃i

, pi)}
pGH converges to (X, dY , x) as i→ ∞.

Let
(CY

t0
, d̃t0) := ({y ∈ Y |dY (y,X) = t0}, dY ),

which is considered component-wisely. We introduce the metrics dX on X and dt0 on
CY

t0
as the intrinsic metrics induced by dY and d̃t0 respectively. We set

(C0, d) := (CY
t0
× {0}, (ϕ(t0))−1dt0), C := C0 ×ϕ [0, t0].

Notice that for each p ∈ C0, one can identify an element y ∈ CY
t0
, denoted by η(p, t0).

Moreover, there exists a unique perpendicular γη(p,t0) : [0, t0] → Y to X such that
γη(p,t0)(t0) = η(p, t0). Then we define the surjective 1-Lipschitz maps η : C → Y and
η0 : C0 → X, respectively, by

η(p, t) := γη(p,t0)(t), η0(p) = η(p, 0).

It is clear that Proposition 3.2, Proposition 3.5, Theorem 3.7 and Lemma 3.8 continue
to hold in this setting. Therefore, we may define the subsets as in Definition 3.9 and the
involution f : C0 → C0 as in (4.24).

Since the local isometry property of η : Y \ X → C \ C0, together with Theorem
2.4, guarantees the existence of the tangent space TpC0 for every p ∈ C0, the local
arguments in Subsections 4.1-4.3 remain valid, and all the results continue to hold for
the present noncompact C0. In particular, we know the metric space (X, dX) is isometric
to (C0, d)/f and the number of components of C0 is at most two. This proves Theorem
1.11(1). Arguing similarly as in Theorem 4.19 and Proposition 4.32, we obtain Theorem
1.11(2). The proof of Theorem 1.11(3) follows from the same reasoning as that of
Theorem 1.7.

Next we prove Theorem 1.12, which follows from the same monodromy argument
as [47]. We briefly outline the ideas for reader’s convenience.

Define M̃M(n,H,K, λ) as the set of all triples (M̃,M, p), where (M, g) ∈ M(n,H,K, λ),

p ∈ ∂M , and M̃ is obtained via the extension procedure. Let ∂0M̃M(n,H,K, λ) be the

set of all pointed Gromov-Hausdorff limit spaces (Y,X, x) of sequences {(M̃i,Mi, pi)} ⊂
M̃M(n,H,K, λ) satisfying limi→∞ inrad(Mi) = 0.

Now for every δ > 0, there exists ϵ = ϵ(δ) > 0 such that for every (M, g, p) ∈
M(n,H,K, λ) with inrad(Mi) < ϵ, one can find (Y,X, x) ∈ ∂0M̃M(n,H,K, λ) satisfy-
ing the following properties.

• dpGH((M̃, dM̃ , p), (Y, dY , x)) < δ.
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• dpGH((B
(M,d

M̃
)

1/δ (p), dM̃ , p), (B
(X,dY )
1/δ (x), dY , x)) < δ.

• dpGH((∂M ∩ BM̃
1/δ(p), dg∂M , p), (C0 ∩ BC

1/δ(x̃), d, x̃)) < δ. Here x̃ ∈ η0
−1(x) and the

pGH distance can be measured component-wisely.

Such space is called a δ-limit space of (M̃,M, p).
Fix a sufficiently largeR ≫ t0. First, choose a sufficiently small δ = δ(n,H,K, λ,R) >

0 and take ϵ = ϵ(δ) such that for any (M, g) ∈ M(n,H,K, λ) with inrad(M) < ϵ, the

following holds: if no δ-limit space (Y,X, x) of (M̃,M, p) has the property that every
point z ∈ X∩BY

16R(x) satisfies #(η0)
−1(z) = 2 (a property we will henceforth call double

in scale 16R for convenience), then any q ∈ ∂M ∩ BM̃
8R(p) can be connected to p by a

continuous curve lying in ∂M . Otherwise, ∂M ∩BM̃
8R(p) has two components, and there

exists a point p′ ∈ ∂M ∩BM̃
8R(p) such that any point q ∈ ∂M ∩BM̃

8R(p) can be connected
by a continuous curve in ∂M either to p or p′.

Therefore, if ∂M is disconnected, we claim that for every point p ∈ ∂M , any δ-limit
space (Y,X, x) of (M̃,M, p) is double in scale 16R.

Assume there exists p ∈ ∂M such that some δ-limit space is not double. Take a point
q in a different component of ∂M with dg(p, q) = l > 100R and let γ : [0, l] → M be a
unit speed minimal geodesic from p to q in M . For γ(R), one can choose a nearest point

p1 ∈ ∂M with dM̃(p, p1) ⩽ dg(p, p1) ⩽ 2R. As a result, any δ-limit space of (M̃,M, p1)

in scale 16R is not double, implying that ∂M ∩ BM̃
8R(p1) is connected. Applying a

monodromy argument, this property also holds for γ(kR) with k ⩽ [l/R], ultimately
leading to a contradiction.

We remark that, via a similar monodromy argument, one can show that for ∂M for
(M, g) ∈ M(n,H,K, λ) with inrad(M) < ϵ, the number of components of ∂M is at most
two. This completes the proof of Theorem 1.12.

5 Examples

We present several typical examples of inradius collpased manifolds in this section.
The first example illustrates why the additional assumption of a lower Ricci curvature
bound on the boundaries is necessary.

Example 5.1. Let n ⩾ 3. For each i ∈ N we take Bi as the unit ball in the space form
of constant curvature −i/(n − 2) and glue Bi with itself along ∂Bi. After smoothing
out near ∂Bi (Theorem 2.17), we obtain a sequence of (n − 1)-dimensional compact
Riemannian manifolds without boundary {(Ni, hi)} such that diam(Ni) ∈ (1, 3) and
that −(i+ 1) ⩽ Richi ⩽ −(i− 1).

Let us consider the warped products (Mi, gi) =
(
Ni ×fi [0, 1/i], dt

2 + fi
2hi

)
, where

fi(t) = −2it2+1 (i ⩾ 2). Then {(Mi, gi)} has a uniform lower Ricci curvature bound and
a uniform two sided second fundamental form bound. Moreover, we have inrad(Mi) → 0
as i → ∞. However, there does not exists a real number K ∈ R such that Richi ⩾ K
for all i.
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In the remainder of this section, we denote by Sn(r) the n-dimensional sphere with
radius r and by Sn = Sn(1) for brevity.

Example 5.2. Let φ : S2 → S2 be the involution defined as φ(x, y, z) = (−x,−y, z).
For i ∈ N, let (Ni, hi) be the product Riemannian manifold defined by Ni := S2 ×
S1(i−1) × [−i−1, i−1]. We also define the map Φi : Ni → Ni as Φ((x, y, z), θ, t) =
(φ(x, y, z),−θ,−t).

By taking (Mi, gi) as the quotient Riemannian manifold (Ni, hi)/Φi, we know as
i→ ∞, (Mi, dgi) GH converges to S2/φ and (∂Mi, dg∂Mi

) GH converges to S2. However,

there does not exist an isometric embedding from S2/φ to S2(r) for any r > 0. Compare
Proposition 4.26.

We give an example of inradius collapsed manifolds whose boundaries are non-
collapsed.

Example 5.3. For i ∈ N, let

(Ni, hi) =
({

(x, y, z) ∈ R3| x2 + i2(y2 + z2) = 1, z ⩽ 0
}
, hi

)
,

where hi is the natural Riemannian metric induced by gR3 . Let (Mi, gi) be the product
of Ni and S1, i.e. Mi = Ni × S1 and gi = hi + gS1 . It is clear that

Ricgi ⩾ 0, Ricg∂Mi
⩾ 0, II∂Mi

= 0.

As i→ ∞, we have(
∂Mi, g∂Mi

, volg∂Mi

)
mGH−−−→ (C0, d,m) :=

(
S1 (2/π)× S1, dS1(2/π)×S1 ,H

2
)
,

and(
Mi, dgi ,

volgi
volgi(Mi)

)
mGH−−−→ (X, dX ,mX) :=

(
[−1, 1]× S1, d[−1,1]×S1 ,

3(1− t2)

4
H 2

)
,

where dS1(2/π)×S1 and d[−1,1]×S1 are the distances induced by standard product structures,
and t is the coordinate on [−1, 1]. Moreover, the map η0 : C0 → X is given by

η0

(
2

π
exp(

√
−1α), exp(

√
−1 β)

)
=

(
−1 +

2|α− π|
π

, exp(
√
−1β)

)
, ∀α, β ∈ [0, 2π).

It is obvious that X1 = {{±1} × S1} and C1
0 = η0

−1(X1), and that these sets both have
Hausdorff dimension 1.

The following example shows that if we release the assumption (1.3), f may not
preserve the measure m.
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Example 5.4. For any two sufficiently large number t1, t2, we will construct a sequence
of inradius collapsed manifolds (Mi, gi) such that(

∂Mi, dg∂Mi
,

volg∂Mi

volg∂Mi
(∂Mi)

)
mGH−−−→

(
S1(2/π), dgS1(2/π)

,m
)
, (5.1)

and that the measure m satisfies
m(U)

m(V )
⩾

t1
4t2

. (5.2)

Here U, V are defined as

U :=

{
2

π
exp(

√
−1α)

∣∣∣α ∈
[π
2
cos
(π
4
+ ϵ
)
,
π

2
cos
(π
4
− ϵ
)]}

;

V :=

{
2

π
exp(−

√
−1α)

∣∣∣α ∈
[π
2
cos
(π
4
+ ϵ
)
,
π

2
cos
(π
4
− ϵ
)]}

.

Let Mi = S1 ×Ni, where

Ni :=
{
(x, y, z) ∈ R3| x2 + i2(y2 + z2) = 1, z ⩾ 0

}
,

and gNi
be the natural Riemannian metric induced by gR3 .

For µ ∈
[
0, π

2

]
, θ ∈ [0, 2π), take the coordinate chart on Ni as

x = sinµ cos θ,

y = i−1 sinµ sin θ,

z = i−1 cosµ,

We define the Riemannian metric gi on Mi as

gi := i−2φ2(θ) gS1 + gNi
, (5.3)

where

φ : [0, 2π] −→ R

θ 7−→



t1 exp

(
1[

θ −
(
π
4
− ϵ
)] [

θ −
(
π
4
+ ϵ
)])+ 1, if θ ∈

[π
4
− ϵ,

π

4
+ ϵ
]
;

t2 exp

(
1[

θ −
(
7π
4
− ϵ
)] [

θ −
(
7π
4
+ ϵ
)])+ 1, if θ ∈

[
7π

4
− ϵ,

7π

4
+ ϵ

]
;

1, otherwise,

with t1 > t2 > 0 and ϵ ∈ (0, π/8] to be determined later.
Then we have

Ricgi ⩾ −J and Ricg∂Mi
⩾ −J for some constant J = J(ϵ, t1, t2). (5.4)
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Let
Ui :=

{
(x, y, z) ∈ Ni| θ ∈

[π
4
− ϵ,

π

4
+ ϵ
]
, µ =

π

2

}
,

Vi :=

{
(x, y, z) ∈ Ni| θ ∈

[
7π

4
− ϵ,

7π

4
+ ϵ

]
, µ =

π

2

}
.

Since we can control the value of cosine on
[
π
4
− ϵ, π

4
+ ϵ
]
and

[
7π
4
− ϵ, 7π

4
+ ϵ
]
, we

calculate that for sufficiently large i,

volg∂Mi
(S1 × Ui)

volg∂Mi
(S1 × Vi)

=

´ π
4
+ϵ

π
4
−ϵ φ(θ)

√
cos2 θ + i−2 sin2 θ dθ

´ 7π
4
+ϵ

7π
4
−ϵ
φ(θ)

√
cos2 θ + i−2 sin2 θ dθ

⩾ Ψ(ϵ)

´ π
4
+ϵ

π
4
−ϵ φ(θ) dθ´ 7π
4
+ϵ

7π
4
−ϵ
φ(θ) dθ

, (5.5)

where Ψ(ϵ) is a constant depending on ϵ with limϵ→0 Ψ(ϵ) = 1.
If we take t1, t2 to be sufficiently large, then the last term of (5.5) can be sufficiently

close to Ψ(ϵ)t2/t1. Therefore we know for any two sufficiently large t1, t2 it holds that

volg∂Mi
(S1 × Ui)

volg∂Mi
(S1 × Vi)

⩾
Ψ(ϵ)t1
2t2

. (5.6)

Let us just fix a small ϵ and rewrite (5.6) as

volg∂Mi
(S1 × Ui)

volg∂Mi
(S1 × Vi)

⩾
t1
4t2

.

According to (5.4), we have mGH convergence (5.1). Moreover, because Ui, Vi con-
verge to U, V respectively under (5.1), the measure m satisfies (5.2).

Let us make a comment that by taking t2 ≫ t1 ≫ 1, the ratio in (5.2) can be
sufficiently large, which means that the reflection f : C0 → C0 does not preserve the
measure m.

Example 5.5. Let {gi} be a sequence of continuous positive functions on [−1, 1] such
that

gi(x) =


√
i−2 − (x+ 1− i−1)2, x ∈ [−1,−1 + i−1];

i−2, x ∈ [1/4, 3/4];√
i−2 − (x− 1 + i−1)2, x ∈ [1, 1− i−1],

and that gi is smooth on (−1, 1) with max[−1,1] gi ⩽ i−1, max[−1+i−1,1−i−1] |g′i| ⩽ J and
sup(−1,1) |(gi)′′| ⩽ J for some constant J > 0.

For each i, let
(Ni, hi) := {(x, y) ∈ R2| |y| ⩽ gi(x)},

where hi := dx2 + dy2. Let (Mi, gi) be the standard product Riemannian manifold of
(Ni, hi) and (S1(i−1), dt2). It is clear that

Ricgi = 0, Ricg∂Mi
= 0,

41



and

|II∂Mi
| ⩽ |g′′i |(

1 + (g′i)
2)3/2 ⩽ J.

Under the convergence (4.27), we have (X, dX) = ([−1, 1], dx, fdx), with

f = lim
i→∞

gi´
[−1,1]

gi(x)dx
.

From our construction, we know gi is not convex on (−1, 1), indicating that II∂Mi
⩾ 0

does not hold for all i. Moreover, we have f = 0 on [1/4, 3/4], which means and the
metric measure space ([−1, 1], dx, fdx) does not satisfy the RCD(K,N) condition for
any K ∈ R and N ∈ [1,∞) because supp(f) ̸= [−1, 1].

We also make a comment about the least dimension upper bound through the fol-
lowing example.

Example 5.6. Under the assumption of Theorem 1.3, if limi→∞ volg∂Mi
(∂Mi) = 0, i.e.

(C0, d,m) is a collapsed Ricci limit space, then it follows from [18, Theorem 3.1] that
the Hausdorff dimension of the (C0, d) is at most n− 2. We will give an example about
collapsing limit space of boundaries of inradius collapsed manifolds. The synthetic upper
dimension bound of this limit space can not be improved to any N ∈ (1, n− 1).

Let (Mi, gi) be the product Riemannian manifold Mi := Ni × [0, i−1], where

(Ni, hi) :=
{
(x, y, z, w) ∈ R4| x2 + i2(y2 + z2+w2) = 1

}
,

with hi being the natural Riemannian metric induced by gR4 , and gi = hi + dt2.

As i→ ∞, we see

(
∂Mi, dg∂Mi

,
volg∂Mi

volg∂Mi
(∂Mi)

)
mGH converges to the RCD(0, 3) space(

[−1, 1], dt, 3t−t3+2
4

dt
)
.

Let us recall the one-dimensional specialization of the Bakry–Émery CD(K, N) con-
dition for smooth weighted Riemannian manifolds (see [12, 13]). For an open interval
I ⊂ R, a function h ∈ C2

loc(I) is a CD(K,N) density on I (i.e. (I, dt, hdt) is a CD(K,N)
metric measure space) if and only if

(N − 1)
(h

1
N−1 )′′(x)

h
1

N−1 (x)
⩽ −K, ∀x ∈ I.

Now for h = 3t−t3+2
4

and N ∈ (1, 3), we set φ = h1/(N−1). Because limt↓−1 φ
′′/φ =

+∞, the upper dimension bound of the metric measure space ([−1, 1], dt, 3t−t3+2
4

dt) can
not be reduced to any N ∈ (1, 3).

Finally, we give an example based on Menguy’s construction [38, Theorem 0.1]. This
example illustrates the distinction between the lower sectional curvature bound case
(1.1) and the lower Ricci curvature bound case (1.2). For clarity, we adhere to Menguy’s
original notation.
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Example 5.7. Let ti be a monotone increasing sequence such that

lim
i→∞

(ti+1 − ti) = ∞, lim
i→∞

ri
i
= ∞,

where ri = 4ti/ log(log ti). Let M := [2,∞) × Σ S2, where Σ S2 is the suspension over
S2, defined as [0, π]× S2/ ∼, with {0}× S2 and {π}× S2 identified to south pole S3

− and
north pole S3

+ respectively. The metric g on M is defined as

g := dt2 + u2(t)
(
dx2 + f 2(t, x) dσ2

)
.

Here dσ2 is the standard metric on S2. The function f : [2,∞)× [0, π] → R is defined as

f(t, x) =



1

l(t)
sin(l(t)x), x ∈ [0, b(t)],

1

l(t)
sin(l(t)b(t)) exp

(
(1− ϵ(t) log

(
x

b(t)

))
, x ∈ [b(t), ϵ(t)] ,

R sin(x+ δ(t)θ(x)), x ∈
[
ϵ(t),

π

2

] (5.7)

such that f(t, x) = f(t, π − x), where R ∈ (0, 1) is sufficient small, ϵ(t) = (log1/4 t)−1, θ
is a smooth monotone non-increasing function such that

θ =

{
1, for x ⩽ 1/2;

0, for x ⩾ 1,

and l, b, δ are smooth positive functions on (0,∞) defined by [38, (1.52)-(1.58)]. The
function u is defined as [38, (1.13), (1.14), (1.19-1.23)]. Both f and u are piecewise C2

functions with jumps in the second derivative at a discrete set of points, but can be
smoothed to C2 while preserving positive Ricci curvature.

Denote by Γt : {t} × Σ S2. From our construction we know for every t ∈ (2,∞), the
hypersurface Γt is homeomorphic to S3, though not necessarily C2-isometric to S3. Let
X = u−1∂x and Σ1,Σ2 be dual vector fields of u(t)f(t, x)dσ. For every hypersurface Γt,
we denote by IIt the second fundamental form of Γt. With respect to the orthonormal
basis {X,Σ1,Σ2}, an application of Koszul formula guarantees that IIt has the following
expression.

IIt :=

 ut

u
0 0

0 ut

u
+ ft

f
0

0 0 ut

u
+ ft

f

 .

By [38, (1.30), (1.69)], for sufficiently large t, IIt has a two sided bound O(1/t). Owing
to [38, (1.168), (1.169)], the intrinsic sectional curvature Sect of Γt satisfies

Sect(Σ1 ∧X) = − fxx
u2f

, Sect(Σ1 ∧ Σ2) =
1− fx

2

u2f 2
,

both of which are positive by [38, (1.64)-(1.66), (1.114)]. Moreover, by [38, (1.107)-
(1.116)], the Ricci curvature of (M, g) is positive everywhere.
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For each i and j = 0, . . . , i− 1, by [38, Section 1.6], B2−iri((ti + jri/i)× S3
−) satisfies

the Perelman’s property [38, Definition 0.13]. This allows us to remove each such ball
and glue in a copy of CP2 along its boundary within the annulus

([ti − 2ri, ti + 2ri]× Σ S2, g).

After smoothing, the resulting Riemannian manifold, which is originally the above an-
nulus, is denoted by (Ni, hi).

According to [38, (1.28), (1.29)], there exists a constant J > 1 such that for all
sufficiently large t it holds Jt ⩾ u(t) ⩾ J−1t. Define the rescaled manifold (Mi, gi) :=
(Ni, ti

−2hi). Then we have (Mi, gi) ∈ M(4, 0, 0, J, J), and

0 < lim inf
i→∞

diam(Mi) ⩽ lim sup
i→∞

diam(Mi) <∞, lim
i→∞

inrad(Mi) = 0.

However, it is obvious that Mi is not diffeomorphic to S3 × [0, 1]. After passing to
a subsequence, assume u(ti)/ti → u∞ ∈ [J−1, J ] as i → ∞. Then a combination of
(5.7) and [38, (1.52)] implies that limt→∞ δ(t) = 0 and {(Mi, dgi)} Gromov-Hausdorff
converges to (Σ S2, dg∞), where the metric g∞ is defined as

g∞ := u∞
(
dx2 +R2 sin2 x dσ2

)
.

This space is smooth except for singularities at the two poles.
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and Riemannian Ricci curvature bounds. Ann. Probab., 43(1):339–404, 2015.

44



[7] L. Ambrosio, S. Honda, and D. Tewodrose. Short-time behavior of the heat kernel
and Weyl’s law on RCD∗(K,N) spaces. Ann. Glob. Anal. Geom., 53:97–119, 2018.

[8] L. Ambrosio, A. Mondino, and G. Savaré. On the Bakry–Émery Condition, the Gra-
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Lectures on Probability Theory (Saint-Flour, 1992), volume 1581 of Lecture Notes
in Mathematics, pages 1–114. Springer, Berlin, 1994.
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[30] N. Gigli, A. Mondino, and G. Savaré. Convergence of pointed non-compact metric
measure spaces and stability of Ricci curvature bounds and heat flows. Proc. London
Math. Soc., 111(5):1071–1129, 2015.

[31] M. Gromov. Synthetic geometry in Riemannian manifolds. In Proc. ICM, volume 1,
pages 415–419, 1978.
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