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ABSTRACT. We construct a strongly bolic metric for a certain class of relatively hy-
perbolic groups, which includes those with C AT (0) parabolics and virtually abelian
parabolics. If we further assume that the parabolics satisfy (RD), applying a theo-
rem of Lafforgue, we deduce the Baum-Connes conjecture for these groups. One of
the key ingredients in our construction is the use of random coset representatives
called masks, developed by Chatterji and Dahmani.

1 Introduction

Originally formulated by Baum and Connes in 1982 in a paper that was eventually published in 2000
in [BCOQ], and later revisited by Baum, Connes, and Higson in 1994 in [BCH94|, the Baum—Connes
conjecture establishes a bridge between commutative and noncommutative geometry. More precisely,
it states that for any locally compact group G, the G-equivariant K-homology of the classifying space
for proper G-actions is isomorphic to the K-theory of the group reduced C*-algebra. The particular
case of discrete groups is already very interesting and highly nontrivial.

Proving the Baum—Connes conjecture for a given group G implies several famous conjectures in
topology, geometry, and functional analysis. For instance, the injectivity of the Baum—Connes map
implies the celebrated Novikov conjecture , while its surjectivity implies according to [GAJV19]
the Kaplansky-Kadison conjecture, which states that when G is torsion-free, its reduced C*-algebra
contains no nontrivial idempotent.

According to Higson and Kasparov in [HK97], the Haagerup property implies the Baum-Connes
conjecture. Consequently, the conjecture holds for groups that act properly on a tree, or more gen-
erally on a median metric space [CDHI0|. However, this criterion does not allow one to prove it for
infinite groups having Kazhdan Property (7"). The first examples of infinite groups with Property (T)
satisfying the Baum—Connes conjecture are due to the remarkable work of Vincent Lafforgue, notably
through the following theorem.

Theorem 1.1.

Let G be a finitely generated group satisfying the following.

e G has the rapid decay property.

o G acts properly by isometries on a uniformly locally finite, strongly bolic, weakly geodesic metric
space.
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Then G satisfies the Baum-Connes conjecture.

The (RD) property is a property of the group reduced C*-algebra. It holds when the operator
norm can be controlled by a simpler norm. In particular, this property is satisfied, among others, by
hyperbolic groups according to results due to de la Harpe [dIH88] and Jolissaint [Jol90]. In our work,
we focus on the second point of the theorem.

Bolic metric spaces were defined by Kasparov and Skandalis in [KS03|, [KS94] in connection with
the Novikov conjecture, and were later strengthened by Lafforgue in the context of Theorem [I.1] A
metric space is said to be strongly bolic when its balls satisfy a smoothness and convexity condition.
In most cases, strongly bolic metrics take non-integer values, which prevents them from being realized
as graph metrics. Examples of such metric spaces include CAT(0) spaces as well as LP spaces for
1<p<oo.

Using Theorem Vincent Lafforgue showed that “classical” hyperbolic groups, i.e. uniform
lattices in simple Lie groups of rank 1 satisfy the Baum—Connes conjecture. Therefore, the uniform
lattices in Sp(n,1) constitute the first example of infinite groups with Property (T) satisfying the
Baum—Connes conjecture.

This result was later generalized by Mineyev and Yu in [MY02] to all hyperbolic groups, prov-
ing that they satisfy the Baum—Connes conjecture, although it is unknown whether these groups are
CAT(0).

A natural question then is to ask to which generalizations of hyperbolic groups this result can be
extended. In this paper, we focus on relatively hyperbolic groups. Relative hyperbolicity was defined
by Gromov in 1987 in [Gro87]. It is a geometric generalization to hyperbolic groups for a larger class
of groups. The rough idea is that a group G is hyperbolic relative to a family of subgroups P if the
geometry of GG is hyperbolic outside of P. Among the many definitions of these groups, we will here
use only Bowditch’s definition [Bow12], which involves the coned-off graph and requires that this graph
be hyperbolic and fine.

According to [DS05], the (RD) property is well understood for relatively hyperbolic groups. In-
deed, a group that is hyperbolic relative to groups satisfying the (RD) property also satisfies (RD).
Therefore, we focus on the second point of Theorem [I.I] namely the construction of a strongly bolic
metric. The strongest result we can hope for is for groups hyperbolic relatively to subgroups with a
strongly bolic action.

In this article, we provide a partial answer to this question in the case where the parabolic subgroups
are CAT(0).

Theorem 1.2. Let G be a group hyperbolic relative to CAT(0) subgroups. Then G admits a metric d
satisfying the following properties:

e d is invariant under the action of G, i.e., d(g.z,g.y) = d(z,y) for all g€ G and z,y € G,
o dis uniformly locally finite and quasi-isometric to the word metric,

e the metric space (G,(i) is weakly geodesic and strongly bolic.

As a consequence, we get the following corollary.

Corollary 1.3. Let G be a group hyperbolic relatively to CAT(0) subgroups with the (RD) property.
Then G satisfies the Baum-Connes conjecture.

More precisely, we obtain the following corollary for families of C AT (0) groups that have (RD)
property.

Corollary 1.4. Groups hyperbolic relatively to following groups:

e virtually abelian,



e cocompaclty cubulated,
e (Cozxeter groups,
and their subgroups satisfy the Baum-Connes conjecture.

This result applies in particular to the fundamental groups of finite-volume real hyperbolic mani-
folds. In this way, we re-establish that these groups satisfy the Baum—Connes conjecture.

In our article, we provide a new proof that hyperbolic groups admit a strongly bolic metric. Our
metric has the advantage of being relatively simple to define. It uses a notion of angle for hyperbolic
spaces introduced in [CDHL20] (see Proposition [3.5]), which generalizes the visual angles of CAT (1)
spaces. In the relatively hyperbolic case, our metric builds on the construction for hyperbolic groups
presented in Section [d] as well as on a notion of random representatives, called masks, introduced by
Chatterji and Dahmani in [CD20].

It is important to note that independently and simultaneously in a recent preprint, Nishikawa and
Petrosyan obtained in [NP25], by different methods, a stronger version of the Baum—Connes conjecture
for a very significant class of relatively hyperbolic groups. This class includes groups all lattices in
rank one Lie groups, which are not covered by our theorem. We nevertheless believe that our work is
of interest in its geometric nature.

Structure of the article. Section [2]is a quick overview on the Baum-Connes conjecture with an
emphasis on strong bolicity.
Section [3]is dedicated to hyperbolic geometry and relatively hyperbolic groups in particular.
In Section [ we give a new proof of the fact that hyperbolic groups admit a strongly bolic metric.
To conclude, in Section [ we prove Theorem As explained above, the main ingredient is the
notion of masks, developed by Dahmani and Chatterji in [CD20], which we present here.
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2 Baum-Connes conjecture and strong bolicity

In this section, we provide a brief introduction to this conjecture. For more general references, we refer
to [Val02] and [GAJV19.

2.1 Quick presentation of the conjecture

The Baum-Connes conjecture is part of Alain Connes’ "noncommutative geometry” program. The
Baum-Connes conjecture was formulated in [BCO0] in 1982 in an article finally published in 2000. The
modern version comes from the article [BCH94] of Baum, Connes and Higson. This conjecture builds
a bridge between geometry/topology on one hand and analysis on the other hand.

In fact, for every locally compact group G, there is a Baum-Connes conjecture. For every locally
compact group G, we can always associate four abelian groups K:°7(G) and K, (C*(G)) (with = 0,1).
We can also construct two group morphisms:

pr K2 (G) = K (CF(G)).



The Baum-Connes conjecture states that pu,. is an isomorphism for = =0, 1.

Conjecture 2.1. (Baum-Connes conjecture)
Let G be a locally compact group. The assembly map:

pr K (G) - K. (CF(G))
s an isomorphism for x =0, 1.

The left-hand side K°’(G) is mentioned as the geometric, topological or the commutative side. Tt
involves a space EG, the classifying space for proper action of G, and K top (@) is the G-equivariant
K-homology of EG.

The right-hand side, K,(C;(G)) is mentioned as the analytic side or the non-commutative side.
CX(Q) is the reduced C*-algebra of G, which is the C*-algebra generated by G in its left regular
representation on the Hilbert space ¢2(G).

The assembly map ., is defined with Kasparov K K-theory and is related to index theory.

The Baum-Connes Conjecture implies various other famous conjectures. We cite these conjectures
here without providing precise statements. For a more precise discussion about the consequences of
the Baum-Connes conjecture, see [GAJV19, Section 4.5.]

It is often said that the surjectivity of u,. has implication in analysis, while injectivity has implication
in topology.

The injectivity of the assembly map implies the Novikov conjecture according to [Lanl5]. We refer
to [FRRYH] for a survey on this conjecture.

The injectivity of the assembly map implies also the Gromov-Lawson-Rosenberg conjecture, this
fact is proved in [BCH94], see [RS95] for a discussion on the Gromov-Lawson-Rosenberg conjecture.

The surjectivity implies the Kadison-Kaplansky conjecture, which we state now.

Conjecture 2.2. If G is torsion-free, then C:(G) has no idempotents except 0 and 1.

A weaker conjecture, formulated by Kaplansky, states that the group algebra does not have trivial
idempotents. For a proof of the fact that the surjectivity of the assembly map implies the Kaplansky-
Kadison conjecture, see [GAJV19, Proposition 4.20.].

The surjectivity of the assembly map implies also the vanishing of a topological Whitehead group.
We refer to [BMV05] for the definitions and a proof of this fact.

2.2 Status of the conjecture

To begin, let us remark that no-counter example of the Baum-Connes conjecture is known.
We give here two ways to prove the Baum-Connes conjecture.
The first way is the Haagerup Property.

Theorem 2.3. [HK97]
Discrete groups with the Haagerup Property satisfy the Baum-Connes conjecture.

The Baum-Connes conjecture is therefore satisfied by amenable groups [BCV95], SO(n, 1) [VGGT4],
SU(n,1) and their lattices [VGGT3|. The conjecture is also verified for groups acting properly on trees
and, more generally, on median spaces according to [CDH10] . It is for this reason that Property (T') is
identified as a difficulty in proving the Baum-Connes conjecture. The first examples of infinite groups
with Property (T') that satisfy the Baum-Connes conjecture were given by Vincent Lafforgue using
the following theorem.

Theorem 2.4. [Laf02] Let G be a finitely generated group satisfying the following.

e G has the rapid decay property.



e (G acts properly by isometries on a uniformly locally finite, strongly bolic, weakly geodesic metric
space.

Then G satisfies the Baum-Connes conjecture.

We will discuss more specifically later on property (RD) and strongly bolic metric spaces.

Thanks to Theorem [I.I} Lafforgue proves the Baum-Connes conjecture for cocompact lattices in
simple Lie groups of rank 1. Cocompact lattices of Sp(n,1) provide the first examples of infinite
Property (T') groups which satisfies the Baum-Connes conjecture. This result was then generalized to
all hyperbolic groups according to de la Harpe [dIH88] and Mineyev and Yu [MY02].

Using different methods, Vincent Lafforgue proved in [Laf12] a stronger version of the Baum-Connes
conjecture for hyperbolic groups, the Baum-Connes conjecture with coefficients.

It should be noted that the Baum-Connes conjecture remains open for the non-uniform lattices of
Sp(n,1) until the work of [NP25].

Vincent Lafforgue identified in [Lafl0] the strong Property (T') as a very important difficulty for
proving the Baum-Connes conjecture, more specifically for proving the surjectivity of the assembly
map. The only results are known for cocompact lattices in SL3(R),SL3(C),SLs(H) and Es(-26).
For example, the surjectivity is open for SL3(Z).

Although it remains an open problem whether the Baum—Connes conjecture is inherited by sub-
groups in general, Lafforgue Theorem pass to subgroups, since the first point of the theorem clearly
does so, and property (RD) is also stable under passage to subgroups.

According to Oyono [OO01], the Baum-Connes conjecture is stable under free or amalgamated
products and HNN extensions.

2.3 Rapid decay Property

We will be very brief regarding the rapid decay property (RD). Introductions to this topic are [Chal7]
and [Sapl5].

The (RD) property is a property of the reduced group C*-algebra. It holds when the operator
norm can be bounded in terms of a simpler, more manageable norm. This property was studied
by Jolissaint in [Jol90], before being used by Connes and Moscovici to prove the Novikov conjecture
for hyperbolic groups [CM90]. The recent interest in this property is Theorem due to Lafforgue
in [Laf02], showing that it is one of the two conditions that allow to prove the Baum-Connes conjecture.

According to [Jol90] and [dIH88|, hyperbolic groups satisfy also the Rapid decay property. For
relatively hyperbolic groups, it was first shown by Chatterji and Ruane in [CR05a] for rank-1 lattices,
before being generalized by Drutu and Sapir to groups that are hyperbolic relatively to subgroups with
property (RD) [DS05]. For a more comprehensive list of groups that do or do not satisfy the (RD)
property, we refer to [Chal7].

More generally property (RD) is satisfied by groups admitting a nice definition of quasi-center for
triangles, this property is called the centroid property in [Sapl5|.

2.4 Strong bolicity

Strong bolicity Kasparov and Skandalis defined bolicity in their work on the Novikov conjecture
[KS03], [KS94]. Vincent Lafforgue strengthened this notion in connection with the Baum-Connes
conjecture and Theorem [I.I} For a more general introduction to this notion and related properties,
see [BK02|.



Definition 2.5. Let > 0. A metric space (X,d) is said to be n-weakly geodesic, if for all x,y € X,
for all real t € [0,d(z,y)], there exists z € X such that d(x,z) <t+n and d(z,y) <d(x,y) -t +n.
For all x,y € X, z belongs to the n-geodesic interval between x and y if:

d(z,z) +d(z,y) < 2.

For all x,y € X, a n-weak-geodesic between x and y is a map o : [0,d(x,y)] = [0,1] such that for
all t €[0,d(x,y)]:

o d(z,0(t)) <t+n,

o d(o(t),y) <d(z,y) —t+n.
(X, d) is said to be weakly-geodesic if there exists >0 such that (X,d) is n-weakly geodesic.

Geodesic metric spaces are 0-weakly geodesic. A geodesic between two points is a 0-weak-geodesic
between those two points.
Let (X,d), for v € X,r e R,, B(x,r) will denote the closed ball centered at x of radius r.

Definition 2.6. A metric space is said to be uniformly locally finite if for all r € R,, there exists
K €N such that, for all x € X, B(x,7) contains at most K points.

Simplicial graphs of bounded valency are particular examples of uniformly locally finite graphs.

Definition 2.7. (Strong bolicity) A metric space (X,d) is called strongly bolic if the following two
conditions hold :

e strongly-B1, if for alln,r >0, there exists R = R(n,r) >0 such that for all x1,x2,y1,y2 € X, with

d(z1,y1),d(x1,y2),d(x2,91),d(x2,y2) > R and
d(z1,22),d(y1,y2) <7, we have:

|d(l‘1ay1) + d(any2) - d(xlay2) - d($27y1)| <.
o weakly-B2', if there exists n >0 and a map m: X x X - X, such that:

— m is a n-middle point map, that is for all x,y e X,
|2d(1‘, m(x, y)) - d(‘ra y)| < 2777
|2d(y, m(x, y)) - d((E, y)| < 277,

— forall x,y,z¢ X,
d(m(z,y),z) < max(d(z,z),d(y, z)) +2n,

— for every p € Ry, there exists N(p) € R, such that for all N > N(p), with d(xz,z) < N,
d(y,z) < N and d(x,y) > N, we have:

d(m(z,y),z) <N -p.

The Bl-condition is a smoothness condition of the distance see Figure [T} whereas the B2-condition
refers to convexity see Figure [2]

Examples of strongly bolic metric spaces include LP spaces for 1 < p < oo as well as CAT(0)
spaces. More recently, Haettel, Hoda and Petyt showed in [HHP25L Theorem 4.18] that under certain
conditions, a cell complex equipped with the piecewise ¢ metric, 1 < p < oo, is strongly bolic.

Using the fact that CAT(0) spaces are strongly bolic, we know that CAT(0) groups admit a
strongly bolic action. As explained in [Val02] Chapter 2|, this class of groups contains, in particular,
groups, which act properly, cocompactly, isometrically on either a Euclidiean building, or Riemannian
symmetric space. Thus, Vincent Lafforgue noted that ’classical’ hyperbolic groups, i.e cocompact
lattices of rank-one simple Lie groups (SO(n,1),SU(n,1),Sp(n,1), Fy—2)) admit a strongly bolic
action.

To apply Theorem [I.I] we need to find a strongly bolic, weakly geodesic metric. Let us note here
that being weakly geodesic implies the existence of quasi-midpoints.
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Figure 2: Part of B2’ condition: convexity

Proposition 2.8. Let n > 0, let (X,d) be a n-weakly geodesic metric space, then (X,d) admits n-
midpoints.

Proof. For every x,y € X, there exists z such that:

i
(e 2) - 2 <,

e
) - M2 <,

this implies directly that (X, (Z) admits a n-midpoint map.
O

Strong bolicity for hyperbolic groups. A very interesting class of groups admitting a strongly
bolic action are hyperbolic groups. Mineyev and Yu [MY02| showed that for any hyperbolic group
G and any of its Cayley graphs X, X can be equipped with a strongly bolic G-equivariant metric.
Moreover, this metric is quasi-isometric to the graph metric of X. This result implies the Baum-
Connes conjecture for hyperbolic groups and their subgroups. A simpler proof of this fact was given
by Haissinsky and Matthieu [MatII]. Their proof uses the Green function associated to a random walk
on the Cayley graph and the fact that for this metric, the Gromov boundary and the horofunction
bordification are the same. Another proof of this fact is given by Lafforgue in [Lafl2] where he proves
that hyperbolic groups satisfy a stronger version of the Baum-Connes conjecture, the Baum-Connes
conjecture with coefficients.

In Section[] we will give a new proof of the fact that hyperbolic groups admit a strongly hyperbolic
metric using Proposition (3.5 Then, we will generalize this method to relatively hyperbolic groups
whose parabolic subgroups are CAT'(0).

Obstruction for actions on strongly bolic metric spaces. By studying, once again, the relation
between the Gromov boundary and the horofunction bordification, Haettel, Hoda and Petyt identified
in [HHP25|] an obstruction to the existence of a semi-simple action on a strongly bolic metric space.



This is a splitting result that generalizes a well-known property of C AT (0)-spaces [BH99, Theorem
6.12].

Theorem 2.9. Let G be a finitely generated group acting by semi-simple isometries on X, a strongly
bolic metric space. If z is a central element in G, then some finite index subgroup of G admits (z) as
a direct factor.

As a corollary [HHP25l, Corollary 4.20.], mapping class groups of surfaces of genus at least 3 do
not act by semi-simple isometries on strongly bolic metric spaces.

In the same way, nilpotent groups do not act by semi-simple isometries on a strongly bolic space.
Indeed, the Heisenberg group with integer coeflicients Hs(Z) is nilpotent, has Z as its center, but
does not virtually split. Thus, to generalize the proof of Section [5| to the non-uniform lattices of
SU(n,1),Sp(n,1), Fy_20), it would be necessary to construct non-semi-simple actions of the parabolic
subgroups.

3 Hyperbolicity and relatively hyperbolic groups

In this section, we recall the notions of hyperbolicity and relative hyperbolicity used in this work.

3.1 Gromov hyperbolicity

Let (X,d) be metric space and z,y € X, a geodesic from z to y is a map ¢ : I » X, where I = [a,b
is an interval of R such that ¢ is an isometry, ¢(a) = z and ¢(b) = y. We will often denote by [x,y] a
geodesic between x and y, even if it is not necessarily unique.

A metric space (X,d) is said to be geodesic if for all x,y € X, there exists a geodesic from z to y.
Let assume that (X,d) is geodesic, for all z,y, z € X a geodesic triangle is the union of three geodesics
[z,y] U [y, 2] U[z,y] between those three points. We will often denote by [x,y, 2] a geodesic triangle
between z,y and z even if it is not necessarily unique.

Definition 3.1. A geodesic metric space (X, d) is 0-hyperbolic for some § > 0 if all geodesic triangles
[z,y,2] are §-thin, i.e. every side of the triangle is contained in the §-neighbourhood of the union of
the other two sides.

A geodesic metric space X is said to be hyperbolic if there exists § > 0 such that X is §-hyperbolic.

The assumption of being geodesic is not mandatory to define hyperbolicity. We recall the definition
of the Gromov-product, let X be a metric space and x,y,z € X,

1
(2, 2)y = 5 (Awv) +d(y, 2) - d(z, ).
Note that the Gromov products are 1-Lipschitz in the three variables.

Definition 3.2. Let § > 0, a metric space X is §-hyperbolic in the sense of Gromov if for all four
points xg,r1, T, r3 € X,
(1:17'1:3)330 2 min((xla 1:2)3207 (ZEQa 1133)3;0) - 5

According to [GAIH90, Proposition 21.], for a geodesic metric space (X,d), if triangles in X are
0-thin then it is 85-hyperbolic in the sense of Gromov and conversely if X is d-hyperbolic in the sense
of Gromov, triangles are 44-thin. From now on, we will speak almost exclusively of geodesic spaces.

Note that the Gromov product between three points has a particular interpretation in a geodesic
hyperbolic space. For all x,y,2 € X in a hyperbolic geodesic metric space, (z,y), is roughly the
distance from z to a geodesic between = and y.



Lemma 3.3. [DKI18, Lemma 11.22]
Let X be a geodesic 6-hyperbolic space. For every x,y,z € X and every geodesic [x,y], we have :

(zly). < d(z[z,y]) < (z|y). + 20.

In Section [4] and Section [p] we will also use the following lemma about geodesics in hyperbolic
space.

Lemma 3.4. [BH99, Lemma 1.15]

Let X be a geodesic space such that geodesic triangles are §-thin. Let v,~v" : [0,T] = X be geodesics
with v(0) =~+'(0). If d(~v(to),im(y")) < K, for some K >0 and to € [0,T], then d(y(¢),7'(t)) <28 for
allt<tg— K -6.

3.2 Visual pseudo-metric in hyperbolic spaces

Here we describe a less conventional property of hyperbolic spaces, which will be used in Section[d To
metrize X, the metric traditionally used is the visual metric, which is a metric comparable to e~c@lv)o,
where o0 is a base point and ¢ is a parameter. The result we will mention here is a generalization of
[AL18] and allows to construct a visual metric on an entire hyperbolic space, not just on its boundary.
This notion of angle generalizes the angle of hyperbolic manifolds coming from their CAT(0) geometry.

Proposition 3.5. [CDHL2(, Proposition 3.2.]

Fiz a §-hyperbolic geodesic space X, and choose €,D >0 such that 0 < € < %. Let o = De 2P

and B = %. For any a € X, there exists a pseudo-distance d2 on X such that :

o d%(x,y) < Be =@M for all z,y e X,
o ae @Wa < d9(z,y) for every x,y e X with d(z,y) > 2D,
o for all g e Isom(X), for all x,y e X, d2*(g.x,g.y) = d2(z,y).

3.3 Relatively hyperbolic groups

In this subsection, we will describe some useful tools to work on relatively hyperbolic groups.

3.3.1 Fine graphs and relatively hyperbolic groups

In this paragraph, we give a definition of relatively hyperbolic groups owing to Farb [Far98] and
Bowditch [Bow12]. The definition is based on a graph constructed from the Cayley graph, the coned-
off graph.

Definition 3.6. (Coned-off graph)

Let G be a finitely generated group and Hy, ..., Hy subgroups of G. We consider Cay(G, S) a Cayley
graph of G with respect to a finite generating set S. The coned-off of G relatively to the subgroups
Hy,...,Hy is the graph constructed as follows : for each i and for each left coset gH; of H;, add a
vertex gH,; and for each h € H;, add an edge starting at gH; and ending at gh. We denote this graph
by Cay(G, S).

Let us remark that, when the subgroups H; are infinite, the coned-off graph is locally infinite, see
Figure

Informaly speaking, if the subgroups H;, i € {1,...,n} and their cosets are the only obstructions of
G to be hyperbolic, then this graph must be hyperbolic because each translate of H; has a diameter
2 for the metric of the new graph. However, in the definition of relatively hyperbolic, we require an
additional combinatorial condition on the coned-off graph, called uniformly finesse.



Cay(G)

Figure 3: Coned-off graph

Definition 3.7. (Fine graph) [Bowl2, Proposition 2.1.]
A graph is fine if for every edge e, for all L >0, the set of simple simplicial loops of length at most
L which contain e is finite.

It is uniformly fine if this set has cardinality bounded above by a function depending only on L. We
denote by @ this function of uniform finesse.

The followings graph are examples of uniformly fine graphs.
Example 3.8. o Any locally finite graph is fine.
e Trees are fine, since they have no loops.

We remark that finesse is not invariant by quasi-isometry. In fact, éa\y(G ,S) is quasi-isometric to
Cay(G,SuHyU...u Hg) which is not uniformly fine. Thanks to this quasi-isometry, Cay(G, S u Hy U
...U Hy,) is hyperbolic if and only if Cay(G,S) is hyperbolic. Therefore, Cay(G,S U Hy U ... U Hy,) is
sometimes used as a model of the coned-off graph, for example, in [Osi06].

Let us give now Bowditch’s definition [Bow12, Theorem 7.10.] of relative hyperbolicity.

Definition 3.9. A pair (G,Hq,...,Hy) of a finitely generated group G and a collection of proper
subgroups is relatively hyperbolic, if one (or equivalently every) coned-off Cayley graph Cay(G) over
Hy, ..., Hy is hyperbolic and uniformly fine.

The uniform finesse condition can be replaced by the Bounded Coset Penetration (BC'P) defined
in [Far98|.

When the coned-off Cayley-graph is hyperbolic but not uniformly fine (or does not satisfy the
(BCP) property), we refer to weakly relatively hyperbolic groups in [Far98|. An interesting example
of a weakly relatively hyperbolic group is the mapping class group of a finite type surface. According
to Masur and Minsky [MM99, Theorem 1.3.], the coned-off graph of the mapping class groups with
respect to a finite collection of stabilizers of curves is hyperbolic, however it is not uniformly fine, if the
surface is not a one-punctured torus or a four-times punctured sphere. Moreover, the article [AAS07,
Proposition 10] shows that the mapping class group is not relatively hyperbolic with respect to any
finite set of infinite-index subgroups. One difficulty of working on relatively hyperbolic groups comes
from the fact that these graphs are not locally finite. Angles and cones, which we define in Paragraph
allow us to solve this difficulty.

3.3.2 Angles and cones

In the next two paragraphs, we return to uniformly fine graphs. We begin by discussing very important
objects in these graphs: angles and cones. Cones will play the role of neighborhoods in uniformly fine
graphs, with the advantage that their cardinality is uniformly controlled. The majority of the results
presented here come from [CD20], and we prove some other. We start with the definition of angles.
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Definition 3.10. (Angle)
Let X be a graph. Given a vertex v e X9 and two unoriented edges e; = {v,w} and ey = {v,w'}
such that v € e; Neg, the angle between ex and e1 at v, denoted by «,(w,w"), is defined as follows :

4y(e1,€2) = dx\ oy (w,w").

In other words, the angle between e = {v,w} and es = {v,w'} at v is the infimum of length of paths
from w to w' that avoid v. In particular, the angle could be equal to +oo.

By convention, we will use the following abuse of notation : if x1,xr2 and v are vertices of X,
distinct from v, we say that «,(x1,22) > 0 if there exist two edges ey, ea, such that v € e; Ney, with
e; on a geodesic between v and z; (i =1,2) and such that «,(e1,e2) > 6. We say that «,(x1,22) <6
otherwise, i.e. for all geodesics between v and z; (i = 1,2) and starting by the edges e; (i =1,2) such
that v € e; Nesy, then «,(e1,e2) < 6.

Figure 4: Angles between e; = {v,w} and ey = {v,w'} seen from v

It should be noted that the angle between two points a and b viewed from ¢ depends only on the
first edge of the geodesics connecting a to ¢ and, respectively, connecting b to c.

Proposition 3.11. (Triangle inequality for angles)
For all edges e1, es and e3 and vertex v such that veey NesNes , we have:

<y(e1,e3) < 4y (er,en) + <y (e2,€3).
Let a,b,ce X\ {v}, we have also:
<y(a,b) < £y(a,c) + <4(c,b).

Proof. The first property comes directly from the triangle inequality in X \ {v}.

To deduce the second inequality with vertices, we just have to come back to the definition of angle
and use the first point.

O
In a §-hyperbolic graph, large angles at a vertex force geodesics to pass through this vertex.

Proposition 3.12. [CD20, Proposition 1.2] Let X be a §-hyperbolic graph and a,b,c vertices in X,
a,b#c.

o if «.(a,b)>120, then every geodesic between a and b goes through c¢;
e ifey, es are two edges such that ¢ € ey Neg and that are on geodesics from c to a, then «.(e1,eq) <

60;

11



o for any 6 >0, if «.(a,b) > 0+ 126 then for all choice of edges e1, ey at ¢ starting geodesics
respectively to a and b, «.(e1,es3) > 0.

Following Chatterji and Dahmani in [CD20], let us define cones.

Definition 3.13. (Cone)
Let X be a graph. Let e be an edge and a number 6 > 0.

The cone of parameter 6 around the edge e, denoted by Coneg(e), is the subset of vertices and edges
of X, v and €' such that there is a path of length at most 0 from e to €' and for which two consecutive
edges make an angle at most 0, i.e.:

Coneg(e) ={e' | Jeg =e,e1,...,en =€
such that n < 0,Vi,Jv; € e; Nejppand< ., (e;,e.401) <0}
u{v | e’ ={v,w} and eg = ¢,e1,....,e, = €'
such that n < 0,Vi,3v; € e; Nejprand <, (e, e41) <0}
Proposition 3.14. [CD20, Proposition 1.10] In a fine graph, cones are finite.
If the graph is uniformly fine, for alle e XY and 0 > 0, the cardinality of Coneg(e) can be bounded
above by a function f of 8, called function of uniforme finesse of X.

The following property allows to use cones in relatively hyperbolic groups as a sort of finite neigh-
borhoods of geodesics in the definition of thin triangles.

Proposition 3.15. [CD20, Proposition 1.10] (Cones and triangles)

In a §-hyperbolic graph, geodesic triangles are conically fine, i.e. for any geodesic triangle [a,b,c],
every edge e on [a,b] is contained in a cone of parameter 508 around an edge €' that is either on [a,c]
at the same distance of a than e, either on [b,c] at the same distance of b than e.

A corollary of this proposition is the fact that in a uniformly fine graph intervals are uniformly
finite even if the graph is not locally finite. Let us recall, that for a simplicial graph X and two
vertices x,2’, I(z,2") is the set of vertices which belong to geodesic between z and z’, in other words
I(z,2")={ue X | d(z,u) +d(u,z") = d(z,z")}.

Corollary 3.16. In a uniformly fine and §-hyperbolic graph X, for all x,2" € X, the cardinality of
I(x,x") is bounded above by a function depending of d(xz,z"), of & and of the function of uniform finesse

f.

3.3.3 Distance formula

In this section, we discuss about the distance formula for relatively hyperbolic groups, proved by Sisto
in [Sis13]. We give the version presented in [CD20]: the word metric is equivalent to the coned-off
metric to which we add the sum of angles at infinite valence vertices.

Proposition 3.17. [CD20, Proposition 1.6.]

Let G be a group hyperbolic relative to (Hy,..., Hy), let dg denote the word metric, for a finite
generating set.

Let X, denote its coned-off graph with respect to the same generating set, with d. its associated
graph metric.

There are A, B > 1 for which, for all g,h € G, for each choice of geodesic [g,h]. in X, if ©(g,h)
denotes the sum of angles of edges of [g,h]. at vertices of infinite valence, then :

Sa(0.h) = B < do(g,h) + ©(9, ) < Adg(g, ) + B.

We will use in Section [5| the following reformulation of the distance formula.
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Corollary 3.18. Let G be a group hyperbolic relative to (Hi,...,Hy), let dg denote the word metric,
for a finite generating set.

Let X, denote its coned-off graph with respect to the same generating set, with d. its associated
graph metric.

Let M > 0. For all g,h € G, O(g,h) denotes the sum of angles of edges of a geodesic [g,h]. at
vertices of infinite valence and Osp (g, h) denotes the sum of angles greater than M of edges of [g,h].
at vertices of infinite valence.

Then d. + O is quasi-isometric to dg.

Proof. We will compare d. + ©s; with d. + © and conclude with Proposition [3.17]
Obviously, for all g,h € G:

de(g,h) + Osni(g, h) <de(g,h) +O(g,h).

On the other hand, if ©.ps(g, h) denotes the sum of angles of edges of [g, h]. at vertices of infinite
valence lower than M, we have:
6SM(97 h) < Mdc(g7 h)

Therefore:

de(g,h) +©(g,h) <dc(g,h) + Mdc(g,h) + ©>p (g, h) < M(de(g,h) +O>n(g,h)).

Then, according to Proposition [3.17] d. + ©./ is quasi-isometric to dg.
O

The following proposition shows that for two vertices of the coned-off graph, the sum of the angles
along two geodesics differs linearly, this will be used in Section [5]

Proposition 3.19. Let G be a relatively hyperbolic group and X. one of its coned-off graph. For any
M > 0, there exists a1, aqo, B2 > 0 such that for all x,y € X, and any two geodesics v and w between
those two points, if we denote by:

o O,(z,y), Ou(x,y) the sum of angles along v, w respectively,

b di/(a:,y) = dc(xay) + GV(may); d:u(.%‘,y) = dc(x,y) + @w(x,y),

o O, (2,y), Osnrw(x,y) the sum of angles greater than M along v, w respectively,
o dlys(2,y) = de(,y) + Osnry (2,9), dpy o (2,Y) = de(2,y) + Osnrw(2,y).

We have:

o di(x,y) <d(z,y) <ard](z,y).

o (2,y) = B < dly (2,y) < agdlyy , (2,y) + Ba.

[ ]
Proof. Let us denote n := d.(z,y). We order the two geodesics in the following way:

o [2,y]ey = {uo, U1, ..., upn} With ug =, u, =y and de(u;, ur1) =1, for 0<i<n -1,

o [2,Y]ew ={vo,v1,...,0n} With vg =z, v, =y and d(v;,v41) =1, for 0<i<n-1.

Let ig € {1,...,n — 1}, there are two cases to consider.

e Either w;, = v;,, then according to the second point of Proposition we have:

€y (Wig-1,Uig+1) € Loy (Vig-1,Vig+1) +126.

13



o Otherwise u;, # v;,, then according to the first point of Proposition we have: <, (Vig—1,Vig+1) <
126 and <y, (Wig-1,Uig+1) < 124.

Then, for all ig € {1,...,n -1}, we have:

gy (Wig-1,Uig11) € <o (Vig-1,Vig+1) + 126,

and therefore:

@y(l‘,y) < (—)w(‘ray) + 125

Thus:
A !

Then by symmetry we get:

1
T35 %(®:9) < i (2,y) <135d,,(2,y),

and aq = 136.
For the second point, we conclude with an application of Corollary [3.18

3.3.4 Triangles and angles

In this paragraph, we will mention the existence of a particular geodesic triangle between any three
points in a fine and hyperbolic graph. Throughout this paragraph, X denotes a J-fine hyperbolic
graph.

Proposition 3.20. [LD25, Proposition 4.18]
Let a,b,ce X we consider the set of points v with the following properties:

e v is contained in every geodesic between a and b and between a and c,

o «,(a,b)>500,

o «,(a,c)>500.

If this set is not empty, it contains a unique point at maximal distance of a.

Definition 3.21. [LD25, Definition 4.19] Let a,b,c € X O qccording to Proposition we define
a as the furthest point from a among the points v with the following properties:

e v is contained in every geodesic between a and b and between a et c,
o «,(a,b)>500,
o «,(a,c)>500.

If the set of points following these three properties is empty, we set a = a.

We define b and ¢ in the same way.

Proposition 3.22. [LD25, Proposition 4.20](see Figure@
Let a,b,c e X we have d(a,a) < d(a,é&). In other words, when we travel along a geodesic from a
to ¢, we pass through a, a, ¢ and c in this order.
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Figure 5: a is closer to a than ¢

Theorem 3.23. [LD25, Theorem 4.21](see Figure@
Let a,b,c € X and a geodesic [a,b] between a and b. There exists a triangle [a,b,c] whose side
between a and b is [a,b] such that :

e the sides [a,b] and [a,c] coincide between a and a,

o the sides [b,c] and [b,a] coincide between b and b,

the sides [c,a] and [¢,b] coincide between ¢ and ¢,

for each v €]a,b[, if we denote by ey and ey the two different edges of [a,b) such that v € ey N ey
then «,(e1,e2) <1000 and similarly this property is also true for |a,¢[ and 1b,¢[.

It should be noted in the proof of [LD25 Theorem 4.21] that one can prescribe a side of the triangle.

a a b b

Figure 6: Particular geodesic triangle between the three points a, b, ¢ with 4, (e1,ez) < 1008

Proposition 3.24. Let a,b,c € XO) such that @+ b # ¢ and [a,b,c] a triangle as in Theorem .
We set ey the edge on [a,b] such that a € e; and es the edge on [a,¢] such that a € ea. We have:

45(61,62) < 126.

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Proposition (see [CD20]).
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4 Strong Bolicity for hyperbolic groups

We will reprove in this section the fact that hyperbolic groups admit a strongly bolic metric. It is one
of the two key steps to prove the Baum-Connes conjecture without coefficient, according to Theorem
of Lafforgue [Laf02].

The fact that hyperbolic groups satisfy the rapid decay property was proved by de la Harpe and
Jolissaint in [dIH88| and [JoI90].

For the fact that hyperbolic groups admit a strongly bolic metric, the following theorem was proved
by Mineyev and Yu [MY02|. This result was reproved by Haissinsky and Matthieu in [Mat11] using
random walks and the Green metric.

Theorem 4.1. [MY02, Theorem 17] Every hyperbolic group G admits a metric d with the following
properties.

e d is G-invariant, i.e. d(g.z,g.y) = d(x,y), for all g,z,y G,
o dis quasi-isometric to the word metric,

e The metric space (G,d) is weakly geodesic and strongly bolic.

To reprove Theorem [MY02], we will use the following notion of an angle defined in Proposition

In any graph (X, d), a projection of a vertex = on a closed subset F' ¢ X is a vertex t € F' such that
d(z,F) = d(z,t).

In the rest of the section, G will denote an hyperbolic group and X will denote a Cayley graph

of G over a finite generating set. We set d the metric on G, § the hyperbolic constant of X, 7 the

In|B
exponential growth rate of of X, i.e. 7 =limsup w

n—»oo n

vertices in Bx (z,n). For all 2,y € X, [z, y] will denote a geodesic between z and y. For all z,y,z € X,
[x,y, 2] will denote a geodesic triangle between z, y and z i.e. a choice of three geodesics between each
of these three points. For every closed set

where |Bx (z,n)| denotes the number of

5
there exists a pseudo-metric d¢ on X comparable to e €(@W)a  Let us choose p such that pe > 7. We
fix 7 € (7, pe), so that there exists C' >0, such that for all n € N, for all z € X, |Bx (z,n)| < Ce™ ™.

We choose 17> 0. We fix € > 0 such that 0 < e < %. According to Proposition for any a € X,

We will need the following counting lemmas to prove further results.

Lemma 4.2. There exists C > 0, such that for all x,y € X, for all n € N, we have:
{geG | d(g.o,[z,y]) =n}| < Cd(z,y)e™ ™.
Proof. The result is clear with the following inclusion :

{geGld(go[x,y])=n}c U (B(zi,n)nG.o).

zi€(z,y]

We deduce that : .
[{g € Gld(g.0,[z,y]) =n}| < Cd(x,y)e" ".

Lemma 4.3. There exists a constant k>0 such that for all x € X :

Z e—epd(a,w) < K.
aeX
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Proof. Let € X:

Z e—epd(a,m) _ Z Z e~EPn

aeX neN {aeX|d(a,z)=n}
'n_—e
< n;\} Ce™ e~
(7'-ep)
< %Ce '—ep)n
< l—e% (since 7" - ep < 0).
With k = 1_67%7 we get the desired result. O

Here, we define D, which will be the strongly bolic metric up to a constant.

Proposition 4.4. For all x,y € X,

D(z,y) =}, d(z,y)"

aeX

18 finite.
Moreover, there exist A, B >0 such that, for all x,y € X:

1
Proof. Let z,ye X :

D(x,y) = Z;{d?(rvvy)p

<y Be~P@Wa (according to the first point of Proposition BA)
aeX

< Y Berepld@l=vD=29) (according to Lemma [3.3)
aeX
< ﬁerés Z Z e—cpd(a,[z,y])
neN {aeX|d(a,[z,y])=n}

< Be?Poe > e P Cd(, y)e™ ™ (according to Lemma 4:2)
neN

C
< 562p55md($7y)

< 00.

Therefore D(z,y) is finite and:

D(z,y) < B’ rd(x,y),

with kK = — ?,_Ep like in Lemma

For the other inequality, we remark that for all a € [z,y], (z|y)s = 0.
Moreover, according to Proposition for every x,y € X with d(z,y) > 2D, and every a € X, we
have that d%(z,y) > ce*@W)e . Then if d(z,y) > 2D, and a € [z,y], we get d*(z,y) > o

From this fact, we deduce that for every x,y € X such that d(x,y) > 2D, we have that:
D(z,y) 2 d(z,y)a”.

Then, there exists a constant K > 0 such that for all z,y € X:
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D(z,y) > oPd(z,y) - K.

If we set A := max(3e?**?k, L) and B := K, we get the desired inequalities of the proposition.

) P

O

The next lemmas will be useful in the rest of the section. The first is an application of the mean
value theorem.

Lemma 4.5. Let t,se€R,, then for all p> 1, we have the following:
[tP — sP| < pmax (P~ sP71)|t - 5.
Proof. For all t,s € Ry, if t < s, according to the mean value theorem there exists ¢ € (¢,s) such that:
|t? — 5P| = pcP |t - s|.
Then clearly,
[t? — sP| < pmax(tP~t, sP7H)|t - s|.
O

We will now prove some lemmas from hyperbolic geometry.
For every x,y,2,a € X, when z is close to a geodesic between x and y, we prove that when the
projection of a onto [z, z] U [z,y] lies in [z, z], then the projection of a onto [z,y] is close to z.

d{a, [z, 2] U [z, y])

dla, [z, y])

L,

4 Y
Figure 7: The projection of a lies in [z, z] then d(a,[z,y]) is close to d(a, z).

Lemma 4.6. Let D > 0. Let z,y,z € X such that d(z,[z,y]) < D. For every a € X such that
d(a,[z,z]U[z,y]) =d(a,[z,z]), we have:

e d(a,[z,y]) <d(a,z) <55 +4D +d(a,[z,y]),

o (z|ly)a<d(a,z) <70 +4D + (2|y)a-
Proof. Let a € X such that d(a,[z,y] U [y,2]) =d(a,[z,z]). We will first prove that:

d(a,[z,y]) <d(a,z) <56 +4D + d(a,[z,y]).

The inequality on the left is clear. See Figure [7] let u be a projection of a on [z,z], let v be a
projection of a on [z,y]. With the assumption that d(a,[x,y] U [y, 2]) = d(a, [z, 2]), we know that
d(a,v) > d(a,u).
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According to [DKI8, Lemme 11.4], there exists u',2’,v" € [z,y], such that: d(u,u’) < 2(D +4) ,
d(z,2")<2(D+6) , d(v,v") <2(D+4) and v, 2’,v" are arranged in this order on [z, y].

The thin triangle property applied to a geodesic triangle [a,u’,v'] which contains 2z, gives the
fact that d(z',[a,u']) <0 or d(2,[a,v’]) < 6. Therefore, we get with another use of the thin triangle
property that d(z,[a,u]) <4D + 56 or d(z,[a,v]) <4D + 5§. Therefore we get:

d(a,z) <d(a,v) +4D + 56 <d(a,[z,y]) +4D + 5.

To conclude, we just have to combine this inequality with the inequalities of Lemma [3.3]
O

In the following lemma, we show that if a point a projects to z on a geodesic [z, y], then z is close
to being a quasi-center of the triangles [z, z,a] and [y, z, a].

Lemma 4.7. Let a,x,y € X and z a projection of a on [x,y] then:
d(a,z) > d(a,z) +d(z,x) —244.

Proof. Let us consider a geodesic triangle [a,x,2]. We denote by ¢ a quasi-center of this triangle, u a
vertex in [x,a] , v a vertex in [z,y] and w a vertex in [a, x] such that d(t,u) < 46,d(¢t,v) < 46,d(t,w) <
49.
We have the following;:
d(a,z) <d(a,v) (since v € [z,y])

<d(a,w) + 86.
Therefore:
d(w, z) <85 (since w € [a, z]).
And thus:
d(a,x) = d(a,u) + d(u,x) (since u € [a,z])
>d(a,z) +d(z,z) - 2d(u, z)
>d(a,z) +d(z,z) — 240.
O
(1
4
T e oy

a
<

Figure 8: z the projection of a on [z,y] is a quasi-center of the triangle [z, a, 2]
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Lemma 4.8. Let z,y,z € X, a geodesic [x,y] between x and y such that d(z,[z,y]) < 85, and two
geodesics [x,z] and [z,y] between x, z and z, y respectively then:

Vae X,d(a,[z,z]u[z,y]) - 116 < d(a,[z,y]) < d(a,[z,z] U [z,y]) + 110.

Proof. According to Lemma each vertex of [x,y] is at a distance of at most 11§ from a point on

[z,z]U[z,y], and vice versa.

Then the inequalities of the lemma follow directly.
O

To show that D is almost a metric, we will need an inequality close to the triangular inequality.
This proposition will be crucial to prove this and crucial to prove that this metric is weakly geodesic.

2
Il
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o
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Figure 9: a projects onto z; on [z,z]U|[z,y]
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Proposition 4.9. There exists a constant C > 0 such that for all x,y € X and z € X, such that
d(z,[z,y]) < 85, we have the following:

|D(f£,y) —D(Z,Z) _D(Zay)| <C.

Proof. Let xz,y € X and z € X such that d(z,[x,y]) < 8. We fix two geodesics [z, z] between x and z
and [z,y] between z and y. We have:

|D(J)7y)—D(J)7Z)—D(Z,y)|
< Y ldi (@) - di (@, 2)" - d2(2,y)"|

aeX

< > |d2 (z,y)? — dZ (z,2)" - d2(z,y)"
{aeX]|d(a,[z,z]u[z,y])=d(a,[z,z])}
+ > |d2 (@, y)P = d2 (,2)" = dZ(z,9)"].

{aeX|d(a,[z,z]u[z,y])=d(a,[2,y])}

We will bound from above the two obtained sums, we get the following:

> |d2(z,y)" = d2(z, 2)P - dZ(z,y)"|
{aeX|d(a,[z,z]u[z,y]=d(a,[z,z])}
< > |d2 (@, y)" - dg (z, 2)"| + dZ (=, y)"
{aeX|d(a,[z,z]u[z,y])=d(a,[z,2])}
< > |d2 (@, y)" - dg (x, 2)"|

{aeX|d(a,[z,z]u[z,y])=d(a,[=,2])}

* 2 dg (z,9)".

{aeX|d(a,[z,z]u[z,y])=d(a,[z,2])}
For a € X such that d(a,[z,z]U[z,y]) = d(a, [z, z]), we have the following:
d*(z,y)P < ﬁe_EP(zly)a
< BemeP(d(@:2)=239) (3ccording to Lemma 0] ).

Therefore:
dg(Z, y)p < 6636175 Z e—spd(a,z)
{aeX|d(a,[z,z]u[z,y])=d(a,[z,z])} {aeX|d(a,[z,z]ulz,y])=d(a,[z,2z])}
< 66236[)5 Z e—epd(a,z)
aeX

< Be?*P¢ g (according to Lemma [E3])

< K.
with K; = 48e%39P¢ .
We will bound the sum Z |dz (2, y)* - dZ (z,2)"].

{aeX|d(a,[z,2]U[z,y])=d(a,[z,2])}
Let us denote N := d(z,z). We order [x,z] in the following sense: [z,z] = {20, 21,..., 25} with
20=2, zy =2 and d(2;, zi+1) =1 for 0 <i < N -1, see Figure

Let i € {0,..., N}, such that d(a, [z, z]U[z,y]) = d(a, [z, z]) = d(a, z). Thus (z|z), > d(a,z;) - 20
and (zly), 2 d(a, z;) — 13§ according to Lemmas [3.3| and

Moreover, the assumption d(a,[z,z] U [z,y]) = d(a,[z,2]) = d(a,z;) implies that we can apply
Lemma to a, z; and z, therefore:

d(a,z) >d(a,z;) +d(z;,2) - 248 > d(a,z;) +i — 246.
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Then we have the following;:

|d% (z,y)P - d*(z, 2)P| < pmax(d®(z,y)’ ", d*(z, 2)P")|d* (z,y) - d*(z, z)| (according to Lemma )
< pmax(d2 (z,y)" ", d2(x, 2)P"1)d2 (y, 2)
< pB? max(esP V@M ome(p-D(l)a)~e(2)a
< pB2e==(P1)(d(a,)-186) -e(d(a,2)-20)
< pB2ePe180 4130 e (p-1)d(az1) -=(d(a,z:) +i-260)

< p/@265135(p+1)e—spd(a,zi)e—si'

Therefore:

2 (2, )" - d (, 2)"|
{aeX|d(a,[z.2][zy])=d(a,[2.2])}

M=

|d2 (2, y)? = d2 (x, 2)"|

=0 {aeX|d(a,[z,z]U[z,y])=d(a,z;)}

M=

p626513§(p+1)e—f;‘pd(a,zi)e—m

%

0{aeX|d(a,[z,z]U[z,y])=d(a,z;)}

N
< p5265136(1)+1) Z e ct Z e—epd(a,zi)
=0 aeX

N

< pﬁ265135(p+1)l<: Z e €t
=0

< Ko.

with Ky :pﬁzealg‘s(p“)n—l_é_g
To conclude, we have:

|D($7y) _D($7Z) - D(Zay)|

<) lde(a,y)? - di (2, 2)” - d2 (2, y)")|

aeX
< > |d2 (z,y)? = d2 (@, 2)" = dZ (2, y)"|
{aeX|d(a,[z,z]u[z,y])=d(a,[z,2])}
+ > |d2 (2, y)? - d2(x,2)" - dZ(z,y)"|
{aEX|d(a,[w,z]u[z,y]):d(a,[z,y])}
SQKl + 2K2
and with C := 2K + 2K5 we get the desired result. O

The next proposition shows that D satisfies a coarse triangular inequality.
Proposition 4.10. There exists a constant C' >0 such that, for all x,y,z € X, we have the following:
D(z,y) < D(z,2) + D(z,y) +C".

Proof. Consider [z,y,z] a geodesic triangle between x,y, z. According to hyperbolicity, every triangle
admits a 40-quasi-center therefore, there exists u € [x,y] such that:

d(u, [z, 2]) < 80,d(u, [y, 2]) <86,
see Figure
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Figure 10: u is at distance 89 from the three sides of the triangle

Then:
D(z,y) - D(z,2) + D(2,y)
<D(z,u) + D(u,y) + C
-D(z,u) - D(u,z) + C - D(z,u) — D(u,y) + C (according to Proposition [£.9])

<3C.
with C" := 3C + 2(A80 + B), we get the desired result.
O
Definition 4.11. For all € > 7, we define the function d: X xX >R, by:
O A e
where C' is the constant of Proposition .
Proposition 4.12. The function d of Deﬁm’tion is a metric on X.
Proof. By definition, d is symmetric and ci(x,y) =0 if and only if z = y.
The triangle inequality is a direct consequence of Proposition
O

The rest of the section will be dedicated to a proof of the following Theorem.
Theorem 4.13. The metric d satisfies the following properties.

o d is G-invariant, i.e. d(g.z,g.y) = d(z,y), for all g,z,y € G,

o dis uniformly locally finite and quasi-isometric to the word metric,

o The metric space (G,cf) is weakly geodesic and strongly bolic.

We already have all the material to prove the first two points.

Proposition 4.14. d is G-invariant, uniformly locally finite and quasi-isometric to the word metric.
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Proof. The fact that d is G-invariant comes directly from the definition of D and d and the fact that
the family pseudo-distance d¢ are G-equivariant according to Proposition
According to Proposition [£.4] there exist A, B >0 such that for all z,y € X:

%d(m,y) -B<D(z,y) < Ad(z,y) + B.
Therefore, for all x,y € X:
%d(x,y) -B+C'<d(z,y) < Ad(z,y) + B+C".
Thus:
Sd(r,y) - B~ C' <d(r,y) < Ad(z,y) + B+

and d is quasi-isometric to d. R
Since d is uniformly locally finite, d is also uniformly locally finite. O

Proposition 4.15. The metric space (X, a?) is weakly geodesic.

Proof. Applying Proposition and [4.14] the proof of the fact that (X,d) is weakly geodesic, follows
easily and it is the same proof as in [MY02][Proposition 14]. Let us recall it for the reader’s convenience.

Let z,y € X and z € [z, y], according to Proposition we have:
CZ(J:? Z) + Ci(Z, y) - CZ(J?, y) <C+ 0,7

where C' is the constant of Proposition and C’ the constant of Definition
It follows that: R X
d(z,z) <d(z,y) +C+C’

hence the image of the map:
d(,.) : [2,y] =10, +oo[

is contained in [0,d(z,y) + C + C']. Moreover, the image contains 0 and d(z, y).
By Proposition there exists M > 0 such that, we have:

|d(z,2) —d(z,2")| < M

when d(z,2") = 1. This together with the fact that [z,y] is a geodesic gives the fact that the image
of [x,y] by the map d(z,.) is M-dense in [0,d(z,y)], i.e. for every t € [0,d(x,y)], there exists z € [z, y]
such that :

|d(z,z) - t] < M.

Then —d(x,z) < M —t.
By Proposition [£.9] we get the following:

d(z,y) <d(z,y) -t+M+C+C".
Then (X,d) is weakly n-geodesic for n = M +C + C'.
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Since hyperbolicity is invariant by quasi-isometry for weakly geodesic metric spaces (see [Laf08]),
we get as a corollary that (X, d) is hyperbolic.

From this, we deduce that (X,d) verifies the weak-B2' condition.
Corollary 4.16. There exists 03 > 0 such that (X, cf) 18 03-B2'.

Proof. According to [BK02|[Proposition 11], hyperbolic metric spaces which admit a midpoint map
are bolic, therefore they satisfy d3-B2’ for some d3 > 0.
(X, 07,) is weakly geodesic and admits a midpoint map according to therefore it satisfies d3-B2’
for some d3 > 0.
O

The last thing to prove is the fact that (X, CZ) satisfies the strong-B1 condition.

The next lemma will be used to compare the projections of a point a onto the geodesics determined
by four points in the Bl configuration. We state the inequalities directly in terms of the Gromov
product.

Y1

d(a, [y1, 2]) | [d(a, [y1,21]) T2

EN )

Figure 11: Projection of a on [z1,y;] and on [za, 1 ]
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Lemma 4.17. Consider r >0 and x1, x2, Y1, y2 € X such that d(z1,22),d(y1,y2) < 7.
Then for every a € X, we have:

o (z1ly1)a -7 < (w2ly1)a < (z1ly1)a + 7,
o (z1ly1)a —7 < (w1ly2)a < (z1ly1)a + 1,
o (z1]y1)a — 2r < (22ly2)a < (21|y1)a + 27
Proof. For the first point, we have on one side:
(2ly1)a < (@1ly1)a +1(@2ly1)a = (21]y1)al < (@1]y1)a + 7
And on the other side:
(@2]y1)a > (z1|y1)a = [(z2]y1)a = (21]y1)al 2 (1]y1)a -7

The second point is direct by symmetry of the role of x1, x5 and y1, ys.
The third point follows directly by applying the argument of the first point twice.

Lemma 4.18. Consider r >0 and x1, x2, y1, y2 € X such that d(x1,22),d(y1,y2) < 7.
Then for every a € X, we have:

e d(a,[z1,y1]) - (r+9) <d(a,[z2,91]) < d(a,[z1,y1]) + (r + ),
e d(a,[z1,y1]) - (r+9) <d(a,[z1,y2]) <d(a,[z1,y1]) + (r +9),
e d(a,[z1,y1]) = 2(r +6) < d(a, [22,y2]) < d(a,[21,91]) +2(r + 0).

Proof. For the first point. Consider a geodesic triangle [x1,22,y1] and a vertex u € [x1,y; | such that
d(a,u) = d(a,[z1,y1]). According to d-thinness, there exists v € [zg,y;] such that d(u,v) < r + 4.
Indeed, there exists w € [21,z2] U [z2,y1] such that d(u,w) < §. If w € [x2,y1], then we take v = w, in
the other case w is at a distance less than r from y;, and then d(u,y;) <7+ 9.

Therefore:
d(a,[z2,51]) <d(a,v) <d(a,u) +d(u,v) <d(a,[21,y1]) + (r + ).

By the symmetry of the roles of [z1,y1] and [z2,y1], we get the reverse inequality.
The second point is clear by symmetry of the roles of [x1,y2] and [22,y1]-
For the third point, the same proof applied to the triangle [z1,z2, y2] gives that:
d(a, [z1,y2]) = (r +6) < d(a, [z2,y2]) < d(a, [71,92]) + (r +0),
and combining it with the second point, we get that:
d(a, [z1,91]) = 2(r +6) < d(a, [22,y2]) < d(a, [z1,91]) +2(r +9),

which is the third point.

Theorem 4.19. The metric space (X, ci) satisfies strong-B1.
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Proof. According to Proposition the fact that (X, (f) satisfies strong-Bl1 is equivalent to the fact
that for all » > 0 and n > 0, there exists R = R(n,r) > 0 such that for all z1, xs, y1, y2 € X, with
d(x1,y1),d(21,92),d(72,91),d(22,y2) > R and d(z1,22),d(y1,y2) <7, we have :

|Ci($1,y1) + Ci(l“myz) - d($1,y2) - CZ($27ZU1)| <.

We will choose R € N even and large enough later. We denote by m a vertex in [z1,y;] such that
d(x1,m) 2 % and d(m,y1) > %. For all a € X, m(a) denotes the projection of a onto [x71,y;] that
is closest to x1. More precisely, this means that 7(a) € [21,31], d(a,[21,91]) = d(a,7(a)), for all
u € [x1,y1], such that d(a,[x1,y1]) = d(a,u), we have: d(x1,u) > d(x1,7(a)). The fact that 7(a) is
the projection of a closest to x; is used only to define the projection of @ in [z1,y; | without ambiguity,

see Figure [12

> R

o=y

>

w3

Figure 12: 7(a) is the projection of a on [x1,1]
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We fix n,r > 0. Consider R > 0 and four points 1, x2, y1, y2 € X, with d(z1,y1),d(z1,y2),d(z2,y1),d(z2,y2) >
R and d(z1,22),d(y1,y2) < 7. In particular, we remark that d(x1,y1),d(x1,y2),d(x2,y1),d(x2,y2) > 0.
Therefore, for all 4,5 € {1,2}, d(z;,y;) = D(z;,y;) + C’, we have the following:

ld(z1,51) +d(w2, y2) = d(21,y2) = d(w2,y1)| = |D(@1,91) + D(22,y2) = D(21,2) = D(2,91)].
Then, we have:

|D(J317?Jl) +D(332,y2) _D(m17y2) _D($2a91)|
<0 2 (e, yn)P + dE (w2, y2)P — d2 (21, y2)P - d2 (22,y1)?|

aeX

< Z |dg(x17y117) +d?(x2792)p_dg($17y2)p_dg(l’2ayl)p|
{aeX|r(a)e[z1,m]}

+ > |dg (w1, y1)" + dZ (w2, y2)" - dZ(x1,y2)" — dZ (x2,y1)"]-

{aeX|mr(a)e[m,y1]}

The goal now is to bound from above by some constant the two obtained sums, when R is great
enough:

> |d2 (z1,y1)" + d2 (22,92)" = dZ (21, y2)" - dZ (22, 41)"|
{aeX]|m(a)e[m,y1]}
< > |d2 (z1,y1)" = dZ (w2,y1)"| + |dZ (w2,y2)" - dZ (21, y2)"|
{aeX]|n(a)e[m,y1]}
< > pmax(d?(z1,y1)" ", d (22, y1)P ") de (21, 22)
{aeX|m(a)e[m,y1]}
+ > pmax(de (w2, y2)" ™", d2 (21, y2)" " )d2 (21, 22).

{aeX|m(a)e[m,y1]}
We will start to bound from above the sum:
pmax(dZ (z1,y1)" ", d2 (2,51)P " )d2 (21, 22).
{aeX|m(a)e[m,y1]}

Let us denote N :=d(m,y;). We order [m,y;] in the following sense: [m,y1] = {20, 21, ..., zn } with
20=m, zy =y1 and d(z;,2;41) =1 for 0<i< N -1, see Figure
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Figure 13: 7(a) = z; € [m, y1 ]

According to the definition of z;, we have d(x1,2;) > % + 1.

Let a € X such that 7(a) = z;, then we have the following;:

max(dg(xla U1 )pila d?(x% U1 )pil)
<B mau((e—E(p—l)(ﬂm\yl)a,7 e—e(p—l)(wz\yl)a)

< Bmax(e s P D(d@,20)720) [p=e(p=1)(d(a.20)=20-1) (according to Lemma 3.3 and Lemma )
< Bes(p—l)(25+r)e—5(p—1)d(a,zi).

To summarize, we have:
max(d2 (1,91)"", d2 (w2, y1)P ") < Bt gme(pmDd(@20), (1)
Still in the case where m(a) = z;, according to Lemma we have:
d(a,z1) > d(a, z;) + d(z;,x1) — 246 > d(a, z;) + % +1 — 249.
Moreover, we remark according to the triangular inequality that:
(z1,22)q > d(a,z1) — d(x1,x2).

Therefore, we get the following:

dZ (zy,w2) <Be w2
<Bee (o) -d(ar,22))

Sﬁe—e(d(a,zi )+ B +i-r-245)

SBee(qﬂr?élé)e—s%e—sie—sd(a,zi) )
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To summarize, we get:
dg(l‘l,l‘g) < ﬂes(r+246)e—a§e—eie—ed(a,zi). (2)
Putting this together, we can bound the sum:
2. pmax(de (z1,y1)" ™" d2 (22,91)" ") de (w1, 22)

{aeX|m(a)e[m,y1]}
N

spy, > max(dZ(z,y)P T d2 (w2, y)P ) dE (a0, 20)
=0 {aeX|m(a)=2;}

N
SPBZ Z z ee(p—l)(26+7-)e—e(p—l)d(a,zi)e—E(d(a,zi)+§+z—r—245) (according to Equations and
=0 {aeX|m(a)=2;}

N
. _e R — ) —ed
SpBQee(;m+2p6+226)e €y Z e 5pd(a,z@)e =
=0 {aeX|m(a)=2;}

N
_e R —ei — )
SpﬁQee(;m~+2p§+226)e €y Ze el Z e epd(a,z;)
=0 aeX

N
B e :
<pBResPre2pit22d) omes > e (according to Lemma [£.3))

1=0
-e(N+1)

_er 1-e

SpBQGE(pT+2p6+225)€ €3 g
1-e¢

LR 1

SpﬁQee(;m"+2p§+226)e €9 g .
—e-

Therefore for R € N large enough and even, et is arbitrarily small and the sum is also arbitrarily
small.

Now, we will bound from above the sum:

> pmax(d (w2, y2)? ", d (z1,y2)P " )de (21, 72).
{aeX]|m(a)e[m,y1]}

For all a such that w(a) = z;, we still have according to Equation
da(l’l 56‘2) < ﬂes(r+245)e—a§e—eie—sd(a,zi)
(> ) - .
For all a such that 7(a) = z;, we have:

max(dZ (za,y2)P ', d2(z1,y2)P ")

< Bmax(e =PV @2ly2)a ome(p-1)(z1ly2)a)

< Bmax(esP-D(da,2)=20-2r) | o=e(p-1)(d(@,2)=20-1)) (4ccording to Lemma [3.3 and Lemma {17])
< Bes(P=1)(2042r) o=e(p=1)d(a,z:)

To summarize, we have:

max(dZ (w9, y2)" ! d2 (21, y2)P ") < pe (P ez, (3)
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Putting this together we can bound the sum:

> pmax(d (w2, y2)" ", d2 (21,52)" " ) (21, 72)
{aeXr(aYelm,u: 1}

N
py. > max(df(wa,yo)’ T d2 (w1, y2)" )2 (21, 70)
=0 {aeX|m(a)=2;}

N
<pB* > S (P (2042r) =e(p=1)d(a,21) p=e(d(a,z:) + 5 +i=r-249) (according to Equations [2] and [3])
=0 {aeX|m(a)=2;}

N
R _ N s
SplBZes(p2r+2p6+225)e el Z Z e—cpd(a,z;) =i
=0 {aeX|m(a)=2; }

N
_e B —ei — .
SpIBQes(;r127"+2p(5+225)6 €3 2:6 €t Z: e epd(a,z;)
=0 aeX

N
_eE i .
<pBResP2r2pie220) me5 > e (according to Lemma [3)
i=0

_ —e(N+1)
SpIBQeE(p2r+2p6+22(§)e—6§ﬁ 1-e
1-e¢
1

_e &
SpIBQes(;r127"+2p(5+225)6 €% - .
— e_

Like in the previous case, the sum is arbitrarily small when R is arbitrarily big.
To conclude the proof of the Theorem, we need to bound from above by 7 the sum:

|d2 (21, y7) + dg (v2,y2)" = d2 (@1, y2)" - dZ (w2, 91)"].
{aeX|r(a)e[z1,m]}

Even if the definition of w(a) is not symmetric in 21, z2, y1,y2, in the previous case, we just use the
fact that 7(a) is a closest point projection on the geodesic [21,y1] to bound the sum for a € X such
that 7(a) € [m,y1], therefore the same proof will work in the case where m(a) € [x1,m] and the proof
is complete. O

We summarize the results of this section with the proof of Theorem

Proof. of Theorem R
Every hyperbolic group admits a metric d which is defined in Definition
This metric is G-invariant, uniformly locally finite and quasi-isometric to the word metric according

to the Proposition X
According to Proposition the metric space (X, d) is weakly geodesic.

According to Corollary (X, d) verifies §— B2 for some 6 and according to Theorem [4.19] (X, d)

satisfies strong-B1, thus (X, d) is strongly bolic.
O

31



5 Strong Bolicity for relatively hyperbolic groups

In this section, we prove the following theorem.

Theorem 5.1. Fvery relatively hyperbolic group with CAT(0) parabolics G admits a metric d with
the following properties.

e d is G-invariant, i.e. d(g.z,g.y) = d(z,y), for all g,z,y € G,
o dis uniformly locally finite and quasi-isometric to the word metric,

e the metric space (G,cf) is weakly geodesic and strongly bolic.

More precisely, we prove this theorem for a broader class of relatively hyperbolic groups, defined in
Section We will also show that it includes also virtually abelian parabolics according to [UM25]
Proposition 8.1].

Corollary 5.2. Groups hyperbolic relatively to C AT(0) parabolics with the (RD) property and their
subgroups satisfy the Baum-Connes conjecture.

More precisely, we obtain the following corollary for families of CAT(0) groups that have (RD)
property.

Corollary 5.3. Groups that are hyperbolic relatively to following classes of groups and their subgroups:
o virtually abelian,
e cocompaclty cubulated,
e (Cozxeter groups,
satisfy the Baum-Connes conjecture.

Corollary 5.4. Fundamental groups of complete real hyperbolic manifolds admits a strongly bolic
metric.

Structure of Section [5l
e Subsection [5.1]is dedicated to notations.

e In Subsection [5.2] we precisely define the class of admissible parabolics subgroups that interest
us and show that this class includes CAT'(0) groups and virtually abelian groups.

e In Subsection we discuss a notion of random representatives on the parabolics, namely masks,
defined by Dahmani and Chatterji in [CD20]. Most of the properties cited come from [CD20],
while some are new.

e In Subsection [5.4] we define for all vertices of the coned-off graph, a pseudo-metric, related to
the masks. These pseudo-metrics will play, in the definition of strongly bolic metric for relatively
hyperbolic groups, the role that angles of Proposition [3.5| played in the definition of the strongly
bolic metric for hyperbolic groups. We prove an important control result for these pseudo-metrics.

e In Subsection[5.5] we prove that for points of infinite valence, the pseudo-metrics are comparable
to the angles of Definition [3.10]in the coned-off graph.

e Subsection is dedicated to the definition of the metric ci, which will be the strongly bolic
metric. In this subsection, we prove that this is a metric.

e In Subsection we prove that dis quasi-isometric to the group metric.
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In Subsection we prove that the metric space (G, ci) is weakly-geodesic.

In Subsection we prove that d satisfies the weak-B2' condition.
In Subsection we prove that d satisfies the strong-B1 condition.

Subsection [5.11] is a conclusion, we summarize all the previous results. We combined Theorem
and Theorem [I.1]to prove the Baum-Connes conjecture for relatively hyperbolic with finitely
generated CAT(0) with (RD) property and virtually abelian parabolics.

5.1 Notations

In the whole section, G will denote a group hyperbolic relatively to proper subgroups Pi,..., P,. We
assume further that all Py, ..., P, are infinite and finitely generated.

Let dg denote a word-distance on G with respect to a finite generating set. Let X. denote a
coned-off graph, defined in Definition [3.6] of G relative to P, ..., P, with the same generating set.
Let d. will denote the graph metric of X., and for all z,y € X,, [x,y]. will denote a geodesic for d.
between = and y. We denote by X ° the set of vertices of infinite valence of X.. We will denote by
I(z,y) ={z € X. | de(z,y) = de(x,2) + de(2,y)} the geodesic interval between x and y in X.. Let us
denote ¢ the hyperbolicity constant of X, and we assume that § is an integer. In what follows, since
parabolics subgroups are assumed to be infinite, we overlook the distinction between G and X \X2°.

For all z,y € X., we denote ©'(x,y) the minimal sum of angles at infinite valence vertices on a
geodesic [z,y]. and for all M >0, ©,,(x,y) the minimal sum of angles at infinite valence vertices on
a geodesic [z,y]. greater than M. We define d' : X, x X, - N as d'(z,y) = dc(x,y) + O'(z,y). We
recall that its restriction to G is a metric quasi-isometric to the word metric according to Proposition
For all M > 0, we define, in the same way d’,, : X, x X, > Nas d_,,(z,y) = d.(z,y) + 0., (z,y).
According to Corollary on G, dj, is also quasi-isometric to dg.

Let H be a finitely generated group with a fixed generating set, let C' > 0 be a constant, we denote
by Probac(H) the set of finitely supported probability measures on H with support of diameter at
most C'. We observe that H embeds into Probac(H) through Dirac measures.

We define the norm ||5|| of a measure on a discrete space X as its £1-norm ||| :== ¥,cx In(2)].
Moreover, we set [|[nAn'|| :=||n - 7']|-

For all K >0, x e R, we set:

(] = Oifx <K
TIK=Y pife> K.

5.2 Assumptions on parabolics

In this section, we describe the parabolic subgroups for which our result is applicable. We begin by
stating the assumptions we require for the parabolics. We then show that C AT (0) groups satisfy these
assumptions.

The following two properties are strengthening of the conditions of the weakly-B2’ property. We
need to assume that the metric defined on the parabolic subgroups satisfies these two properties in
order to establish the weakly-B2’ property for the relatively hyperbolic group.

The first property, which we call n-peakless, means that the distance from a point to a geodesic
reaches its maximum at the ends of the geodesic, up to a constant 7.

Definition 5.5. (n2-peakless) Let 1 >0 and 12 > 0. Let (X,d) be a n-weakly geodesic metric space,
we say that (X, d) is no-peakless, if there exists o > 0 such that, for all x,y,z € X, there exists a
11 -weak geodesic o :[0,1] = X from x to y, such that for t € [0,1], we have:

d(z,0(t)) < max(d(z,z),d(y,z)) + na.

33



The second property, named 7-strongly convex, is a non-symmetric reinforcement, up to an additive
constant, of classical uniform convexity. In fact, given three points x, y, and z, rather than requiring
that z be closer to the midpoint of the geodesic between = and y than to x and y, we require here that
z be closer to every point on the geodesic that lies sufficiently far from both = and y.

Definition 5.6. (n3-strongly-convex) Let n1 20 and ny > 0. Let (X,d) be a n1-weakly geodesic metric
space, we say that (X, d) is ng-strongly-convex, if for all 0 <n < %, for e €(0,1), there exists 6 € (0,1)
such for all x,y,z € X, with d(x,z) < N,d(z,y) < N and d(z,y) > eN, there exists a n1-weak geodesic
o:[0,1] = X from z to y, such that for all t € [n,1-n], we have:

d(z,0(t)) < N(1-96)+ns.

We remark directly from the definition that a geodesic metric space (X, d), which is 7;-strongly-
convex and 7y-peakless for some 7; > 0 and 75 > 0, satisfies weakly-B2'.

Definition 5.7. A finitely generated group P is said to be admissible, if for all C > 0, Probac(P)
admits a P-invariant pseudo-metric, denoted dy, such that:

o d, is weakly geodesic,

dy 1s n-peakless and n-strongly-convex for some n >0 and for the same choice of weak geodesic,

dy verifies strong-B1, weakly-B2',

the inclusion map from (P,dp) to (Probac(P),dy) via the Dirac masses is a quasi-isometry,

for all p,v € Probac(P) with supp(u) N supp(v) + @, we have: dp(p,v) < 2C||pAv|.

The rest of Section [§ will be dedicated to the proof of the following theorem. We will provide the
proof precisely in Subsection [5.11

Theorem 5.8. Fvery group G hyperbolic relatively to admissible subgroups admits a metric d with
the following properties.

e d is G-invariant, i.e. d(g.x,g.y) = ci(x,y), forall g,x,y € G,
o dis uniformly locally finite and quasi-isometric to the word metric,

e the metric space (G,CZ) is weakly geodesic and strongly bolic.

We show in the remainder of this section that CAT(0) groups are admissible.
We prove here that (R",¢?) is O-peakless. In what follows, ||.]| will denote the Euclidean norm and
dp2 the Euclidean distance.

Lemma 5.9. For all x,y,z € R, for all t € [0,1], we have:

dp2 (2, (1 =t)x + ty) < max(dp(z,2),dp(2,y)).

Proof. By applying a translation, we can suppose that z = 0. Therefore, it is equivalent to prove that
for all ¢ € [0,1], we have:
(1= t)x + tyl| < max([|«]l, |lyl])-

This is true for every norm, then this proves the lemma. L
As a corollary C AT (0) spaces are 0-peakless.

Corollary 5.10. CAT(0) spaces are peakless.
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Proof. Let (X,d) a CAT(0) space. Let x,y,z € X and we consider 7,7, % € (R? ds2) a comparison
triangle.

Let p be a point on the geodesic between x and y and p a comparison point, i.e. a point on the
geodesic between Z, ¢ such that dp2(p, ) = d(p,z) and dp(p,7) = d(p,y)-

We have:

d(z,p) < dp=(%,p) (according to the CAT(0) inequality)
<max(dp(2,2),dp(2,7)) (according to Lemma
<max(dp(z,2),dp2(2,y)) (according to the definition of a comparison triangle).

We prove here that (R, ¢?) is 0-strongly-convex.

Lemma 5.11. For all n € (0,1), for all € € (0,1), there exists § € (0,1) such that for all z,y,z ¢ R"
with dp2(z,y) > emax(dpz (z,2),dp2(2,y)), we have for all t € (n,1-n):

dp2(z, (1 - t)x + ty) < max(dpz(x, 2),dp2(z,9)) (1= 9).

Proof. Let € € (0,1), by applying a translation we assume that z = 0. Let us assume that ||z|| < ||y]|
and ||z —yl| > e[|y||.
We will use the following variation of the median identity, for all ¢ € (0,1):

1(1 = t)a +tyl* + 1 (L= 1)z = yl* = (1 = 1)[|]* + tlly]>-
We get the following;:
(1= t)a +tyl* = (1= 8[|z +tl[yl* — (L =)l ~ y]”
< (L=0)llyll* + tllyll* - et (1 - t)]lylI*

<(L-et(1-1)lyl?
< (1—en(1-n))lyl>-

Therefore:

(L= t)x + tyl < /1 -en(1-n)llyll,
and since \/1 —en(1-n) € (0,1), we set:

0:=1-+/1-en(l-n),

and we get the desired result.

As a corollary, CAT'(0) spaces are strongly-convex.
Corollary 5.12. CAT(0) spaces are strongly-convet.

Proof. Let n € (0,1), €€ (0,1) and z,y,z € X such that d(z,y) > emax(d(z,2),d(z,y). We consider
7,7, % € (R%,dy2) a comparison triangle for z, v, z and we remark that this points satisfy the assumptions
of Lemmal[5.11] Let o the geodesic in X between x and y and & the geodesic between Z and §. For all
€ [0,1], by definition of a comparison point, a comparison point for o(t) is &(t).
According to Lemma there exists ¢ € (0,1) such that for all t € (n,1-17), we have:

de=(2,5(t)) < max(de= (7, 2), de= (3,5)) (1 - 6).

35



Therefore, we have:
d(z,0(t)) <dp(2,5(t)) (according to the CAT(0) inequality)
<max(dpz(Z,2),dp=(2,7))(1 - 6) (according to the previous remark)
<max(dez(x,2),de2(2,y))(1 - 9) (according to the definition of a comparison triangle).

O

In order to prove that C AT(0) groups are admissible, we will use barycenter of measures on CAT(0)
spaces.

Proposition 5.13. [Stu03, Proposition 4.3.]
Let (X,d) be a CAT(0) metric space and p1:=Y ,cx ts0e @ finitely supported measure on X, with
Yaex Mz = 1 and the family of positive reals (piz)zex is almost zero.

The function z v ¥ cx pad>(2,2) admits a unique minimum, called its barycenter.

To verify the last condition for admissible groups in the CAT(0) setting, we will use the L' Wasser-
stein metric, which we define here.

Definition 5.14. [Stu03, Definition 4.1.]

Let (X,d) be a CAT(0) space, let p = Y ex padz and v = Y cx Ve0z be two finitely supported
probability measures on X, where (fiz)gzex and (vz)gex are almost zero families of reals numbers such
that YweX Ba = Lgex Vo = 1.

A coupling TI between p and v is probability measure on X? such that the marginals are p and v,
ie =3, yex e yOe,y) where for all x € X, ¥y cx 1y y = pe and for all y € X, ¥pex Uy = vy. The
cost of a transport plan I1 denoted by c(I1) is defined as: c(I1) := ¥, e x e yd(z,y).

The Wassertein distance between p and v is defined as follow:
d" (p,q) = inf{c(I1) : I is a coupling between p and v}.

The following result, due to [Stu03|, allows us to control the difference between barycenters in
terms of the Wasserstein distance.

Theorem 5.15. [Stu03, Theorem 6.3]
Let (X,d) be a CAT(0) metric space.
Let p, v two finitely supported measures on (X,d). We have:

d(Bar(u), Bar(v)) <dV (u,v).

Lemma 5.16. Let (X,d) be a CAT(0) metric space. Let C > 0. Let p,v two finitely supported
probability measure on X of support diameter bounded by C and let assume further that supp(u) N
supp(v) + @.
Then:
d(Bar(p), Bar(v)) < 2C||pAv|.

Proof. Let p and v be two finitely supported measure of support of diameter bounded by C'. We
assume that supp(p) nsupp(v) # @. Therefore, we can write:

o = X0 0, + Nibp i0x, With X7 gy + X%, 1 =1,

o v=Y" pidy, + Zﬁp viby, with Y0 1 + ng v =1,
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if we allow the x; and the y; to not all be distinct.
We set the following transport plan on X x X:

p 1 n m
= ;Mia(sz%) + 1-5P . Z Z HiVi0(a, ;)

i=1 M i>p j>p

An easy computation shows that II is in fact a transport plan between p and v.
We set a:= Y0 | p;.
An easy computation shows that:

lnAv]|=2-a

With another easy computation, we get:

1
l1-a

i i,uiuj <2C(1-a)<2C(2-a),

©>p J>p

c(Il) < 2C

thus ¢(II) < 2C||pAv|.
According to Theorem and Definition [5.14] we get that:

d(Bar(u), Bar(v)) < 2C||pAv||.

We show here that CAT(0) groups are admissible.
Proposition 5.17. CAT(0) groups are admissible.

Proof. Let P be a CAT(0) group. By definition, there exists (X,d) a CAT(0) metric space such
that P acts properly and cocompactly by isometries on it. Moreover, there exists ¢ a P-invariant
quasi-isometry between P equipped with the word metric and (X, d).

Let C > 0, let u,v € Probac(P). We define Probac(X), the set of finitely supported probability
measure of diameter bounded by C' on X. We define ¢*, the map between Probac (P) and Probac(X)
defined by ¢ and by extension on the dirac masses.

We set:

dy(p,v) = d(Bar(p™ (1)), Bar(¢" (v))).
We will prove the dj, satisfies all the assumption of Definition dp is clearly a pseudo-metric on
Probac(P).

As P acts by isometries on (X, d), dp is clearly P invariant.

As ¢ is a quasi-isometry between P and (X,d). There exists 7 > 0 such that for all x € X, there
exists h € P such that d(z,p(h)) <n. We will show that d; is n-weakly geodesic.

Let p,v € Probac(P). We denote by v the unique geodesic between Bar(p* (1)) and Bar(p*(v))
in (X,d).

For all t € [0,1], there exists 4(t) such that d(y(t), (5(t))) <n. Thus 05 € Probac(P) and we
have:

* dy(11,05(1)) = d(Bar(p™ (1)), 7(1)) < d(Bar(¢" (1)), (1)) +n <t +1,
o dy(d50),v) =d(¥(t),Bar(v)) <n+d(vy(t),Bar(v)) < dpy(p,v) -t +n.
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Then dp is n-weakly geodesic.

We will show that dj is peakless. To begin, according to Corollary we know that for all
x,y,z € X and v the unique geodesic between = and y, we have, for all ¢ € [0,1]:

d(z,7(t)) < max(de (2, 2), de2(2,9)).

Let p,v, A € Probac(P), let v be the unique geodesic between Bar(¢* (1)) and Bar(¢*(v)), let o
be a weak geodesic between p and v defined as before. We have the following;:

dp (A, 0(t)) < d(Bar(p™ (X)), v(£)) +n
< max(d(Bar(¢" (1)), Bar(¢" (1)), d(Bar(¢" (1)), Bar(¢" (v))) + 7.

Then dp is n-peakless.

We will show that dj is strongly-convex. Let 7 € (07%)75 € (0,1) and N € R}. Let p,v,\ ¢
Probac(P), with dp(u, \) < N,dp(A\,v) < N and dp(u,v) > eN. Let v be the unique geodesic between
Bar(¢* (1)) and Bar(p*(v)), let o be a weak geodesic between p and v defined as before. According
to Corollary there exists 0 € (0,1) such that for all t € [,1-n]:

d(A (%)) < N(1-9).
Therefore, for all ¢ € [, 1 -n], we have:

dy (A, 0(t)) = d(Bar(¢"(A)), o(t))
<d(Bar(¢™(A)),7(t)) +n
<N(1-6)+n.

Therefore, dp is n-strongly-convex.
As dy is weakly n-geodesic, n-peakless and 7n-strongly-convex, it satisfies weakly-B2" according .
As (X,d) is a CAT(0) metric space, (Probac(P),dy) satisfies clearly strongly-B1.

Let g,h € P. We have by definition: dy(dg4,05) = d(¢(g),e(h)). Therefore as ¢ is quasi-isometry,
the inclusion from (P,dp) to (Probac(P),d;) via the Dirac masses is a quasi-isometry

Finally, let u, v € Probac(P) with supp(p) nsupp(v) # @. Then supp(p* (1)) nsupp(p*(v)) #+ @,
therefore according to Lemma [5.16] we get that, we have:

dy(p,v) = d(Bar(¢" (1)), Bar(¢" (v))) < 2C[|pAv].

We deduce now that finitely virtually abelian parabolics are admissible.
Corollary 5.18. Virtually abelian parabolics are admissible.
The rest of the article will be dedicated to the proof of the following Theorem.

Theorem 5.19. FEvery relatively hyperbolic group with admissible parabolics G admits a metric d
with the following properties.

e d is G-invariant, i.e. cZ(g.:z:,g.y) = (f(:c,y), for all g,x,y € G,
o dis uniformly locally finite and quasi-isometric to the word metric,

e the metric space (G,cf) is weakly geodesic and strongly bolic.
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5.3 The masks

In this subsection, we discuss an important notion in our proof defined by Dahmani and Chatterji in
[CD20), Section 2], namely the masks.

To define masks we need to recall the definition of flow for a uniformly locally fine graph defined also
in [CD20]. This concept generalizes the notion of flow introduced by Alvarez and Lafforgue in [AL1T7]
in the context of uniformly finite hyperbolic graphs. The flow takes an initial point and a target point
and moves the initial point towards the target along "acceptable" paths. In Alvarez-Lafforgue, the
acceptable paths are the a-geodesics of coarse neighborhoods of geodesics. These are not suitable for
uniformly fine graphs because they are not finite. Here, they are replaced by conical a-geodesic cones,
which behave similarly, but whose cardinality is really well controlled. The final step of the flow is a
uniformly bounded support measure contained within the 1-neighborhood of the target point, called
the mask. The idea behind this name is that the support of the mask represents "the set of points that
the target point must hide in order to hide the initial point." Masks will also play the role of random
representative of cosets.

The most important property of masks is that they converge exponentially fast, i.e., for any pair of
nearby points, the difference between their masks is exponentially small in terms of the distance from
the source points to the target point.

Most of the results in this section come from [CD20|; however, we prove certain properties of the
masks. We first recall the definition of a-geodesic and conical a-geodesic.

Definition 5.20. [CD20/
Let X be graph, d its graph metric and o > 0. For any two vertices z,a € X, t belongs to an
a-geodesic between x and a if :
d(z,t) +d(t,a) <d(z,a) + a.

Definition 5.21. [CD20, Definition 1.12.]

Let X be a graph, and x,a € X©). For p>0 we denote by Eq..(p) the set of edges e with d(a,e) = p
that are contained in a geodesic from a to x. We say that t € X belongs to an a-conical-geodesic between
x and a if t is on an a-geodesic, d(a,t) < d(a,x), and :

te N Coneyoa(e).
e,z (d(a,t))

We denote by Uy[a, ] the set of points belonging to an a-conical-geodesic between x and a.

For each p >0, we denote S, 5 (p) the slice of Uy[a,x] at distance p from a, that is the set :

Sa,a(p) ={t € Us[a,z] | d(t,a) = p}
of points in Uy[a,z] at distance p from a.

In the rest of the text, we set o = 24.
The following proposition shows that geodesics are included in the conical a-geodesics.

Proposition 5.22. [CD20, Proposition 1.13.(3)] For every p >0, for all v € I.(x,a) with d.(v,a) = p,
we have:
veS,z(p).

Let us denote by Proba(X,) the set of finitely supported probability measure supported on the
vertex of X..
We recall the definition of the flow step:

T { Proba(X,) x X - Proba(X.) x X*
(n,a) - (Tu(n),a)

We recall here that § is assume to be an integer. Given a and z, we say that the step Ty at z is:
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e initial if d.(a,z) > 5J is not a multiple of 50,
o regular if d.(a,x) > 56 and d(a,x) is a multiple of 56,

e ending if a is of infinite valence and 1 < d.(a,x) < 54, or if a has finite valence, d.(a,x) <5 and
there exists u such that «,(a,z) > 10004,

e stationary in all other cases, i.e. in any of the following three cases:
- x=a,
— a is of infinite valence and x is a neighbor of a,

— a is of finite valence, d.(a,z) <56 and for all u, «,(a,z) < 10004.

We denote by §, the Dirac mass at x and define the flow step T' by defining T,(d,), for a,z two
vertices of X and then extend by linearity on probability measures :

To( D Xe62) = > AT (02)-

Definition 5.23. [CD20, Definition 2.1.] Let a,x € XC(,O). We set rq 4 to be the largest integer r such
that 501 < d.(a,x).

o If the step T, at x is either initial or regular, then Ty(0y) is the uniform probability measure
supported by the slice Sg o = Sq,z(5074,5) as in Deﬁnitionm

o If the step T, at x is ending, and a has infinite valence then T,(d;) is the uniform probability
measure supported by the slice Sq » = Sq (1) at distance 1 from a. If the step is ending and a
has finite valence, then T, (0,) is the Dirac mass supported on the unique ¢ minimizing d.(a,c)
such that «.(a,z) > 9004,

o If the step Ty, at x is stationary, then T,(0;) =0, (and S, = {x}).

See Figure [14}
This proposition shows that the flow is eventually constant.

Proposition 5.24. [CD20, Proposition 2.2.
For all a,x € XC(O), the flow step from is stationary in k: if k> rq , +1, one has T;“‘ﬂl(ém) =
TH(5,).

The stationarity of the flow allows to define limits, the masks.

Definition 5.25. [CD20, Definition 2.5.]

Given any two vertices a and x of X, the mask of a for x is the probability measure given by:
po(a) = TR (5,) = I TG,

where R(a,x) the minimal number of iterations of Ty, on &, so that the stationary step is reached.

For z € X., ae€ X2°, u,(a) will play the role of a random representative of = on the coset associated
to a.

Lemma 5.26. [CD20, Lemma 2.6.] Let x,y € X., a € X, and d.(a,x) = d.(a,y).
If d.(z,y) <80 and assume for both of them, the flow step is reqular. Then we have:

supp(T,(05)) N supp(To(dy)) + 2.
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The following proposition shows that masks have uniformly bounded diameter, see Figure [[4}

Proposition 5.27. [CD20, Proposition 2.4.]

For all x € X, for all a € X°, a #+ x, the measure p,(a) is supported by the 1-neighborhood of
a. Moreover, if e is the first edge of a geodesic segment [a,z]., the measure p,(a) is supported by
Coneigos(e).

For all x € X., for all a e X \X°, p(a) is supported by Coneyigos(a).
In particular, the supports of the masks are uniformly bounded. To be more precise, we set C =
diam(Coney160s(€), and we have diam(p,(a)) < diam(Coneigos(e) < C.

Figure 14: The mask of « on a

In the rest of the section, C' will denote the constant of Proposition [5.27] when we talk about
Probac(P;).

The following proposition says that when the flow passes a large angle, this large angle acts as a
check point.

Proposition 5.28. [CD20, Proposition 2.7.]
Let a,x be vertices in X.. If there exists u € I.(a,x) such that «,(a,z) > (20008)2, then for any y
at distance 1 from x, we have that :

ta(a) = py(a) = pu(a).

The next proposition shows that for two sources of the flow, any point on a geodesic between those
two sources has disjoint masks for each of those sources.

Proposition 5.29. [CD20, Proposition 2.12.]
If d.(z,y) > 106 and if a € G, at distance at least 56 from both x and y, and a € [z,y]. for some
geodesic,

[z (@) Apy (a)]] = 2.

With the following crucial property, we can control in terms of angle the difference between the
masks of two points = and y close to each other at a point a far away from them.

Proposition 5.30. [CD20, Proposition 2.11.]

There exist two constants k <1 and Ry > 0 such that, for all a € X., for every x1,x9 € X, such that
de(x1,m0) = 1, if x is among x1,xa, closer to a, then for all geodesic [x,a]., if ©(x,a) denotes the sum
of angles on the geodesic [x,a]., then if

de(a,z) + O(a,z) > Ry,

41



one has:

1z, (@) Ay (a)]] < ee(:2)*OL02),

The following corollary is a reformulation of Proposition [5.30

Corollary 5.31. There exists a constant k <1 and Ry > 0 such that, for all x,y € X, at distance 1
from each other, for all a € X. and for all geodesics [x,ale, [y,ale, if Os(20006)2 (%, a), Os (200062 (¥, @)
denotes respectively the sum of angles greater than (20006)? on the geodesic [x,a]e, [y,a]e.

For any R > Ry, if ©,(20006)2(2,a) +de(x,a) > R one has:

o [l (a)Apy(a)] < &7,

o 12 (6 Aty (0)] € sy (015000 9,y ) 1)
Proof. We fix two geodesics [z,a]. and [y,a].. We set ©(z,a) the sum of angles on the geodesic
[z,a]., respectively ©(y,a) for the geodesic [y, a]..

If ©(20005)2(z, @) > 0, then there exists u € I.(x,a) such that <,(a,z) > (20006)?, then according
to Proposition [5.28

[z (@) Apy (a)]] = 0.

The same holds for y, so let us assume that ©.(2000s)2 (2, a) = 0 and O (200052 (¥, a) = 0.
We take Ry as in Proposition and R > Ry, therefore we get what follows.
If x is closer to a than y, then:

1 (2) gy ()] € (0 00) (02040, s (0) ¢ Tt
If y is closer to a than z, then d.(a,z) +©,(20005)2 (a,¥) = dc(a,y) + O5(20005)2 (@, ) =1 > R~ 1 and:
i (@) gy (@] € RA=09)4000) e @ s s 00) it

Moreover, we remark that:

1t2.(@) Dy (@) ]| < K™ (Osaononye (042,00, caoposy2 (vsa) ee(3:a))

O

The following proposition will be crucial for defining the strongly bolic metric. It shows that for p
large enough, for all z,y € X, the difference of masks of 2 and y belongs to .

Proposition 5.32. There exists pg > 1 such that for all p>pg and for all x,y € X, :

> Mlpa(a) Ay (a)|l”

aeX,.
18 convergent.

Proof. According to [CD20), Corollary 2.13.], the proposition is true for x € G and y € X..
Let assume that x,y € X2°. Let 9 € G, we have the following:

(S N (@) Ay (@) < (S e (@) Agiag (@) + (S Ntao (@) Apry (a)|P) 7

aeX, aeX, aeX,
< oo( according to [CD20l Corollary 2.13.]).
This proves the proposition. O

The following proposition shows that, for neighbors, there is a uniform bound on this sum. Although
this result is used in [CD20], it is not stated explicitly; we include a proof here for the reader’s
convenience.
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Proposition 5.33. Let py as in Proposition[5.3 For all p > po, there exists D > 0, which depends
only on p such that for all x,y € X. with d.(z,y) =1, we have:

> ks (a)Apy(a)|P < D.
aeX,

Proof. By Definition of the coned-off graph, two adjacent vertices cannot both have finite valence.
Let assume that z € G,y € X, and that d.(z,y) = 1. For all a € X_:

12 (a) Apry (@)]| = [l 1 (27 @) Aoy (27 )|
= ”Ml (x_la)A:uz‘ly(x_la)H'

Therefore the inequality of the proposition is equivalent to the fact that for all x € X, such that
de(1,z) =1, there exists D >0 independent of = such that:

3 lui(a) Apg ()P < D.
aeX,

Similarly to the proof of Corollary 2.13. in [CD20], we consider the set Sdg20005)2 (R,G) ={g €

G,d »(1,9) = R}. Since d/ , IS quasi-isometric to dg, there exists A > 1 and g > 1 such that
(20005) (20005)
(R,G) has cardinality less than AvZ. We denote by Sd;z (R) the union of Sy (R,G)

dE20006)2 00068)2 (20006)2
and of vertices z € X2° such that d220006)2(179) = R. Its cardinality is at most A'yZ for a certain A’
related to the number of parabolic subgroups.

 denotes the constant of Proposition and Corollary Then using Corollary for R
large enough, we have:

> 1 (@) Apz ()| < (1P A
aesS yr (R)
(200065)2

This inequality with the fact that p is chosen in Proposition such that moreover x? < 7%, proves
that the sum X, x,

p1(a)Ap,(a)||P converges and does not depend on x.
O

The next lemma will be useful to describe the vertices of infinite valence, for which masks of
neighbors do not intersect. We recall that for all z,y € X,

I(z,y) ={ze X, | de(z,y) =dc(x,2) +dc(2,9)}.

Lemma 5.34. For all x € X, and all a € XZ° with a # x, for all w e I.(x,a) such that d.(a,u) =1, we
have:

u € supp(paz(a)).

Proof. There are four cases to consider:

1. If do(a,z) = 1, x is the only vertex in I.(z,a) such that d.(a,z) =1, so u = z. The first step is
stationary, thus e (z) = 0, and x € supp(p.(a)).

2. If 1 < d.(a,z) < 56, then the first step of the flow is ending. Therefore T, (J,.) is the uniform
probability measure supported by the slice S, = S, (1) and according to Proposition for
all u € I.(z,a) such that d.(a,u) =1, we have u € S, »(1) so:

u € supp(7u(0s))-

For the next steps the flow is stationary, therefore for all u € I.(x,a) such that d.(a,u) =1, we
have:

u € supp( iz (a)).
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Let us assume now that d.(a,x) > 56. We set r, , as in Definition to be the largest integer
r such that 507 < d.(a,z).

. If the first step of the flow is regular. We can show by induction that for all k € {0,...,74 4 - 1},
for all u € I.(z,a) such that d.(a,u) = (74,5 — k)53, we have:

u e supp(T,* (8,)).

For the initialization, Ty (d;) is the uniform probability measure supported by the slice S, 5 =
Sa,2(50745). Thereby for all u € I.(x,a), d.(a,u) = 56r, 5, we have:

u € supp(Ta1 (02))-

Let us assume that the results hold for some k € {0,...,74 . —2}. Then for all v € I.(a,z) with
dc(a,v) = (rq, — k)5J, we have:
v esupp(T;™ (8)).

A new step of the flow gives the fact that, for all v € I.(a,z) with d.(a,v) = (rq,. — k)59, for all
uel.(a,v) with dc(a,u) = (14, — (k+1))56:

u e supp(T, (6,)) c supp(T4**(5,))-

To conclude the proof of the induction, we just have to remark that the set of such u with
de(a,u) = (rq,e — (k+1))50 and such that there exists v € I.(a,z) with d.(a,v) = (rq. — k)56
with w € I.(a,v) is exactly the set of u € I.(x,a) such that d.(a,u) = (rq — (k+1))50.

Then, for all v € I.(a,z) with d.(a,v) = 55, we have:

v esupp(T, == (0z)),

and therefore supp(u,(a)) c supp(pz(a)) for such v.

A new use of the first point of the proof gives the fact that for all v € I.(a,z) with d.(a,v) =50,
for all w € I.(v,a) such that d.(a,u) =1 :

u € supp(pp(a)).

To conclude, we only have to remark that the set of such w is exactly the set of u € I.(x,a) such
that d.(a,u) = 1.

. If the first step of the flow is initial, then T,(d;) is the uniform probability measure supported
by the slice Sy, = Sg.4 (50745 ), therefore, for all v € I.(x,a) such that d.(a,v) = 56r, 4, we have:

v e supp(7Ta(dz)),

and in the limit we get:
supp(fv(a))  supp(pz(a)).

The previous point gives the fact that for all v € I.(v,a) such that d.(a,v) = 5074, and for all
u € I.(v,a) such that d.(a,u) =1, we have:

u € supp(py(a)).

To conclude, we have to remark that the set of such u is exactly the set of u € I.(x,a) such that
de(a,u) = 1.
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Here, we provide a description of the vertices for which the masks of neighboring points do not
intersect.

Proposition 5.35. Let z,y € X, with d.(x,y) =1, for all a € X2° with:

supp(pz(a)) N supp(py(a)) = @,

we have:
a € Cone(z0005)2 ({7, y})-

Proof. Let ae X°. If a =z or a =y, the result is clear, so we assume that a # z,a # y.
If do(x,a) # d.(y,a), we can assume that d.(z,a) > d.(y,a). Since d.(z,y) = 1, we know that
y € I.(xz,a). According to Proposition [5.34] for all u € I.(y,a) and d.(a,u) = 1, we have:

w € supp(py (a)).

Moreover, u € I.(y,a) c I.(x,a), so u € supp(u.(a)) and then:

supp(pz(a)) Nsupp(py (a)) # @.

Therefore, we can assume that d.(z,a) = d.(y,a). We can also assume that the angles between a
and , and between a and y are bounded above by (20008)?. Otherwise, a use of Proposition will
give that supp(u,(a)) = supp(uy(a)). Therefore, to prove the proposition, we just have to prove that:

d.(a, ) < (20008)>.

We will, in fact, prove that d.(a,z) < 104.
Let us assume that d.(a,z) > 106. We will show that supp(us(a)) nsupp(py(a)) # @. We have
two cases to consider.

e If the flow step for z and y is regular. Since d.(z,y) =1 < 8 and d.(z,a) = d.(y,a), we can
apply Lemma to see that:

supp(7a(02)) nsupp(Ta(dy)) # @,

thus we deduce that supp(u,(a)) nsupp(py(a)) + @.

o If the flow step for z and y is initial. Since d.(a,x) > 100, there exists k > 1 such that T,(d,)
is the uniform probability measure supported by the slice S, 5 = Sq,2(5k0) and T, (d,) is the
uniform probability measure supported by the slice S,y = Sa,4(5k9).

Let us consider z’ € I.(z,a) and y’ € I.(y,a) such that d.(2',a) = d.(y',a) = 5kd, we know that
x' € supp(T,(d;)) and that y" € supp(Z,(d,)). Moreover, by d-hyperbolicity, we remark that
de(2',y") €25 +1 < 8. Since k > 1, the flow step for z’ and y’ is regular, then a new use of
Lemma [5.26] give that:

supp(Ta(62)) nsupp(To(0y)) # 2.
Since supp(7,(82+)) nsupp(T,(,)) c supp(T2(6,)) nsupp(T2(d,)), we conclude that:
supp(piz(a)) Nsupp(py(a)) # 2.

Therefore, we know that d.(a,z) < 106 < (20005)? and thus a € Cone 20005y ({z,y})-
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With the following corollary, we count the number of masks that do not intersect for each pair of
points.

Corollary 5.36. Let us fiz x,y € X.. Let us assume that d.(x,y) = n.

Consider a geodesic [x,y]. between x and y in X..

We order [x,y]. in the following sense: [x,y]. = {xo, X1, ..., Xn} withxo =, T =y and de(z;, Ti41) =
1for0<i<n-1.

We set:

A:={ae X | Jig€{0,....,n~1} such that supp(p, (a)) N supp(pis,,,,(a)) =3}

Then A c Coneaooos)2 ([2,y]c) and therefore there exists a constant L > 0, which depends on the
hyperbolicity constant and on the function of uniform finesse of X, only, such that :

|A| < Ld(z,y).
Proof. Let a € A, then by definition there exists ig € {0,...,n — 1} such that:

supp (i, (a)) N supp(La,,., (@) = 2.

According to Proposition [5.35] we have:
a € Cone(20005)2 ({Tig, Tig+1})-
According to Proposition there exists L > 0 such that, for all e € Xc(l):
|Cone(20005)2 (€)] < L.

Thereby :

n—1

A c | Coneanoos)2 ({Zis ziv1}) = Coneanoosyz ([, y]e)-
i0

And to conclude :

n-1

|A| < | |UJ Cone(a000s)2 ({%i, Tir1})| < Ln < Ldo(,y).
=0
O

5.4 Definition of pseudo-metric associated to every vertex of the coned-off
graph

In the rest of the text, G will denote a group hyperbolic relative to admissible subgroups [5.7] Let

X, denote one of its coned-off graphs. Let d, denote the strongly bolic pseudo-distance in the set

of probability measures with support of diameter at most C', without distinction in the parabolic P;,

where C' is the constant of Proposition Let P; be a parabolic subgroup, g € G, u,v € Probac(gP;),
we set:

dy(p,v) = dp(g7 1, g7 0).

This is well defined since dp is P;-invariant.
For all a € X, we will define a pseudo-metric, which will serve as a crucial tool in the construction
of the strongly bolic metric.

Definition 5.37. Let x,y € G we set:

o whenae X2, do(x,y) = dp(pz(a), py(a)), where dy is the strongly bolic metric on the associated
parabolic,
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o when a € XAXE, da(e,y) = | () Apy ().
In particular, for all a € X., the associated function d, is a pseudo-metric.

The following lemma will be used to prove the crucial result that allows us to have precise control
on d,.

We recall that for all z,y € X,, for all M > 0, ©'(x,y) denotes the minimal sum of angles on a
geodesic between x and y and ©,,,(z,y) denotes the minimal sum of angles greater than M on a
geodesic between x and y.

x t U U Y

Figure 15: Angles on the sides of triangles [a,t, %] are bounded by 1000.

Lemma 5.38. Let [z,y]. be a geodesic in X., u € [x,y]. and a € X., and M >1005. Lett e X, be a
projection of a on [x,y]e-
There exist two geodesics [u,a]., [t,a]. such that:

6>M(aa U) 2 @>1W(a’t) - 124,

where Ospr(a,u),Ospr(a,t) denotes the sum of angles greater than M on [a,u]., [a,t]. respectively.

In particular, we have:
Osn(a,u) > 0L, (a,t) - 126,

Proof. We can assume that u € [y,t].. We choose a geodesic triangle [u,a,t]. as in Theorem in
which the triangle [4,a,t]. fits nicely and is such that [u,t]. c [z,y]., see Figure

To begin, let us note that € [y,t]. c [z,y]. and £ € [t,a]. then f = ¢ since ¢ is a projection of a on
[z, y]e.

In the case, where t, a, @ are not all different, we have [a,t]. c [a,u]. and the result follows directly.

Let us assume that ¢,a,u are all different. Let us denote, Osps(a,u) the sum of angles greater than
M on [a,u].. In the case where a # &, we denote by ey the edge of [a,a]. such that @ € e;. We denote
by es the edge of [a,t]. such that @ € e; and e} the edge of [a,u]. such that a € e}. In the same way,
we denote by fi the edge of [a, 4], such that @ € fi and in the case where @ # u, fo the edge of [@,u].
with @ € fo. According to Theorem the angles along [a, @] are bounded by 1004, and therefore:

d C_')>J\4(a7u) = ®>M(a7&) + [46(6176,2)]%% + [‘{ﬂ(flva)]>M + @>M(1~L,U),

e and O,p/(a,t) =0, (a,a) +[«a(er, e2)]sm,
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with the convention that the angles «;(ey,e}), «z(e1,e2), «5(f1, f2) are equal to zero when e,
respectively fi are not defined.
According to the triangular inequality and to Proposition we have:

|«z(e1,eh) — «z(e1,e2)| < «5(e2,eh) <126.

This gives the first inequality of the proposition, the last point follows directly.

O
The following counting lemma will be useful later on.
Lemma 5.39. There exists a constant A > 1 and vg > 1, such that for all x € G, for all integer n:
{a € Xe | dianos)2(7,a) <n}| < Avg.
Proof. The argument is similar to the proof of Proposition [5.33] combined with Corollary
O

This lemma shows that if a point a belongs to a cone around a geodesic, the sum of the angles
between the point a and its projection onto the geodesic is uniformly bounded.

Lemma 5.40. Let x,y € X, and a € X., and t € X, a projection of a on [x,y]., there exists an integer
Co > 0 such that a € Cone(a0005)2 ([,y]c) implies that:

d(20005)2(a,t) < Co.

Proof. Since a € Cone(ag00s)2 ([#,y]c), we know that d.(a,t) < (20005)2.

Moreover, there exists a point u € [z,y]. and a geodesic from w to a such that all angles in this
geodesic are bounded by (20006)2.

Therefore, according to Lemma [5.38] we get that:

(200052 (£, @) < 126.
Hence:
{20005y (a;) < (20006)* + 126,
and with Cy = (20006)? + 125 we get the desired result.
U

With this proposition, we can control the difference between two consecutive masks on a geodesic
toward a point a using the distance from a to this geodesic.

Proposition 5.41. Let z,y € G and a € X.. We choose a geodesic [z,y]c = {xo,T1, ..., Tn } with g =z,
Ty =y and de(xi,@is1) = 1 for 0 < i <n-1, with n = d.(z,y). Let ig € [[0,n]] such that z;, is
projection of a on [x,yle. If dz20005)2 (a,2;,) > Ry, with Ry the constant of Corollary we have
the following,for all i € [[0,n]]:
112, (@) Az, (@) € 140 oy (e i,
where k denotes the constant of Proposition[5.30,

Proof. Let i € [[0,i9 - 1]]. If dzzoood)z (a,z;,) = Ry, according to Lemma there are two geodesics

from a to x; and from a to x;,; respectively, such that the sums of angles greater than (2000)? on
these geodesics are equal to @'(20005)2 (a,2;)-

Therefore, according to the second point of Corollary we have the following:
H/Jz: (a)AM:EIH (CL)H < 59220005)2 (a,zio)+min(dc(a,m7¢),dc(a,m7¢+1)).

According to Lemma since x;, is the projection of a on [z,y]., we have the following:
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o de(a,x;) 2dc(a,xiy) +de(miy, x;) — 246 2 d(a,z;,) + 19 — 7 — 240,
. dc(&,l‘i_ﬂ) > dc(a,xio) + dc(dfio,l‘“l) - 246 > dc(a,xio) +10 — (Z + 1) - 249.
Thus min(d.(a,z;),de(a, 2;+1)) > de(a, 2, ) + 49 — i — 249 and we have:
e, (@) Aty (@)]] € K247k oonsya (D=(07D)
The same proof applies when i € [[ig,n —1]]. O

The following theorem is the most important result of the section. For all x,y € G and for all
a € X2 sufficiently far from [z,y]., it allows us to control d,(z,y) by a decreasing exponential of the
distance in the group from a to the geodesic [x,y]..

Theorem 5.42. Let x,y € G and a € X, we choose a geodesic [x,y]. between x and y. Let t € X, be
a projection of a on [x,y].. There exists Cy >0 and Ky >0 such that d220005)2 (a,t) > Cy implies that:

do(,7) gKlﬁd,<2°°°5’2(a’t)a
where k denotes the constant of Proposition[5.30,

Proof. Let us denote n := d.(x,y). We order [z,y]. in the following sense: [z,y]. = {xo,Z1,...,Tn}

with zg = 2, x, =y and d.(x;,2441) =1 for 0 <i<n-1. Let ig € [[0,n]] such that ¢ = z;,. We will start

‘}clo prove that for all @ € X, such that for d’(2000§)2 (a,t) > Cy, with Cy the constant of Lemma we
ave:

da(,y) < C(llpag (@) Apiay (@) || + - + ||, -, (@) Apia, (a)]]),

with C the constant of Proposition
If a is of finite valence, this is clear. Indeed:

da(2,y) = [l1z(a) Apy (a)|
<lptzo (@) Apigy (@) + o + [lptz, -, (@) Apiz, (a)]
< C(|lpzo (@) Apizy (@) + o + |tz (@) Az, (@)]]) (since C' > 1).

Assume that a € X2°, if dzmooé)g (a,t) > Cy, we know according to Lemma that a ¢ Cone(z0005)2 ([, ¥]e)-
Therefore, according to Corollary for all ¢ € [[0,n — 1]], supp(fz, (a)) Nsupp(ps,,,(a)) # @ and

according to Definition [5.7} we have:
da(xi’ mi+1) < CH/“LII (a)A:uxu-l (a)H
Hence:
do(z,y) <do(xo,21) + oo + do(Tp1, Tp)
< C(||/~Lro (@)Apig, (@) + o + [|p,,_, (@) A, (@)]])-

Let us assume further that dl(zoooa)z(aat) > Ry, the constant of Proposition w We can apply
Proposition to get what follows.

n-1

do(@,y) < C( Y llia, (@) Apia,,, (a)]| (since C' 2 1)

=0

n—1
- d ) +|i—i e
< Cr™0 Yok (200052 (0:1) li=ol (Proposition [5.41])
i=0

-248 (5000592 (@5t) & i
< Ok K (20008 Ok + > K
i=0 i=1

!
< 057245’€d(20005>2 (a,t) 2

1-k

Then with C; = max(Cy, Ry) and K; = Cx 2% 2 we get the desired result. O

1-x7
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5.5 Comparison between angles and masks at vertices of infinite valence

In this section, we show that for points x,y in the coned-off graph, for all a € X2°, d, is quasi-isometric
to the angle between = and y as seen from a.

Proposition 5.43. There exist A, B >0 such that for all z,y e X, and ae X°, a + z,y:

1
Zda(w,y) -B< «4(2,y) < Ady(z,y) + B.

Proof. We will start to prove that for all u,v € X, and a € X2° such that d.(u,a) =1 and d.(v,a) =1,
there exist A > 0 such that :

1
Zdb((sua(sv) < Aa(x,y) < Adb((smév)-

If we denote gH the parabolic coset associated to a for g € G and H a subgroup of GG, we denote by
dg the graph distance in H. Therefore dg (u,v) is the length of the shortest path in the 1-neighborhood
of a between u, v in X..

We set the two edges e = {a,u} and f = {a,v}. This path avoids a, then by definition of angles:

<q(e, f) <dp(u,v).
Moreover, according to Definition there exists 3 > 1, such that :

%dbwm) B < dgr(u,0) < Bdy(5.,8) + .

Therefore,
‘{a(evf) < 6db(5u7(sv) + B

For the converse inequality, assume that «,(u,v) = n and denote by wy,...,u, the vertices on a
shortest path from u to v that avoids a. Let us denote w; the projection of each u; on gH. Then
looking at the triangle [;, u;, uiz1], we get a path of length smaller than 80 + 2, which avoids a, then
4 (i, uit1) < 80 + 2. Using the fact that X, is uniformly fine, there are finitely many transitions
1 *uiy1. Thus, there exists K > 0, such that dg (i, u;,1) < K. Thus, dg(u,v) <nK < 4(u,v)K.

With the first point, we conclude that there exists A > 1 such that:

1
Zdb((su,év) -A< Aa(u,’U) < Adb(éu,év) + A.

In particular, the inequalities apply for all z,y € X,, for all a € X2° and for all u € I.(x,a) and
v e l.(y,a) such that d.(u,a) = d.(v,a) = 1.

Moreover, according to Definition 0y = pyu(a) since the first of the flow is stationary and
according to Lemma [5.34] u € supp(y,(a)). Therefore, by Definition we have:

dp (00, () < 2C.

In the same way, we have d(6,, 1y(a)) < 2C, then for all u € I.(x,a) and v € I.(y,a) such that
de(u,a) =d.(v,a) = 1, we have:

%db(um(a)uy(a)) - %20 S A< 40 (us0) < Ady(pa(a)y(a)) + A2C + A,

Since this inequality is true, for all u € I.(z,a) and v € I.(y,a) such that d.(u,a) =d.(v,a) =1, we
have: .
Zda(-T,y) -B< Aa(xay) < Ada(x’y) + B’

with for some B and d,(x,y) = dp(pz(a), pty(a)) by Definition W
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5.6 The strongly bolic metric

In this subsection, we will define the strongly bolic metric and prove that it is indeed a metric.
We need some preliminary lemmas before defining it.

Lemma 5.44. Let M >65. Let x,y € X., a geodesic [z,y]. between x and y and z € Conep([x,y]e).
Then for allve X., v+x,y, 2z, we have:

o «,(x,2)<2M,
o or «,(z,y) <2M.
Proof. We will prove by contradiction that there exists no v such that:
o «,(x,2)>2M,
o «,(z,y)>2M.

In the case, where z € [z, y]., if there exists a such v this means according to Proposition that
v €[z, 2].N[z,9]e, which is not possible.
Suppose that z ¢ [x,y]., we denote by ¢ a projection of z on [z,y].. Since z € Conep([x,y].), for
all v # ¢, we have:
<y(z,t) < M,

moreover we have:
A-t(l',Z) < M7 At(zay) < M.

This implies directly that ¢t # v. We apply the triangle inequality two times and we get:
o 2M < £ (x,2) < 4,(x,t) + 2,(¢,2),
o 2M < 44(y,2) < «y(y,t) + <o (t,y).

Therefore, we find again according to Proposition[3.5|that v € [z,t].N[¢,y]., which is a contradiction.
O

The following lemma is an analogue of Lemma [4.6]in the coned-off graph for the coned-off distance
plus the sum of angles along a geodesic.

&€ Y

Figure 16: The projection of a on [z, z].U[z,y]. lies in [z, 2], t is the projection of a on [z,y]..
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Lemma 5.45. Let x,y € X, , we choose [x,y]. a geodesic between x and y. Let z € Coneagsra([2,y]e),
we choose two geodesics [z, z]. and [z,y]. between x,z and z,y respectively. Let a € X, such that
de(a,[x,2]c U [z,y]e) = de(a, [z, 2].). We denote by t € X, a projection of a on [z,y].. Then there
exists a constant V' > 0 independent of x,y, z,a such that:

1
d(20005)2 (a: 1) 2 ?d,(zooog)2 (a,2) =V = «4(a,2),
2

where o2 is the constant defined in Proposition

Proof. We choose z,y, z,a,t € X, under the same assumptions as in the lemma. The result is clear
when z = ¢, so we suppose that z # t. We know according to Lemma [£.6] with the right constant that
there exists V' > 0, that d.(a,t) > d.(a,z) - V. We consider a triangle [a, z,t]. as in Theorem We
can choose the side [z,t]. so that [z,t]. c [2,y].. We note that as ¢ is the projection of a on [z,y].,
t =t (see Figure [16). We denote by ©.(20005)2(a,t), ©s(20005)2(a,2) the sum of angles greater than
200062 on [a,t].,[a, z]. respectively. There are two cases to consider.

In the first case, we assume that a, z,t are all different. If a # a, we denote by e; the edge on
[a,a]. such that @ € e; and eq, e} the edges of [a,t]., [a, z]. respectively such that a e eanel. If z + Z,
we denote by f1, fo the edges of [a,Z]., [z, Z]. respectively such that Z € fi n fa, see Figure We
consider «z(ey,e2), «5(e1,¢e5), «:(f1, f2) with the convention that the angles are equal to zero in the
cases where the edges are not defined.

Then according to Theorem |3.23] we have:

® 0.(20005)2 (a;1) = O5(20005)2 (@, @) + [ «a(e1,e2)] (200052

® 0.(20006)2 (@, 2) = O5(20005)2 (@, @) + [£a(e1, e3)](20008)2 + [« 2(f1, f2)](20005)2 + O5(20005)2 (%, 2)-

To begin, let us remark that:
|«a(er,e2) — «aler,eh)| < «a(ea, e5) <124,

according to Proposition [3.24]
We will show now by contradiction that:

[ «2(f1, f2)](20005)2 + O (20005)2 (%, 2) = 0.
Therefore, we assume that:
e there exists v €]z, Z[, such that «,(z,a) > (20005)2.
o or <:(fi, f2) > (20005)2.

We denote by u a projection of a on [z, z]. U [z,y]., let us recall that u € [z, z].. Assume that we
are in the first case, then there exists v €]z, Z[ such that:

2,(z,y) > (20000)2.
Since u is a projection of z on [z, 2], U[z,y]., we also have the following:
«4(a,u) <120.
By the triangular inequality, we get the following:
<4 (u,z) 220008 — 126.
Since u € [z, 2], we have:

<,(z,2) > 20008 — 126.
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Then we get a contradiction with Lemma [5.44]

In the case where «:(f1, f2) > (20006)2, we have «:(z,a) > (20000)2. By definition of Z, we have
«5(z,9) > (20006)? — 126 according to Proposition Since u is the projection of [z,2]. U [z,¥y]c,
we have:

«z(a,u) < 120.

Therefore:
2 z(z,u) > 20008 — 120,

and since u € [z, z]., we get,

«z(w,u) 220008 — 126

then we get a contradiction according to Lemma

We conclude by applying Proposition [3.19

In the second case, the triangle [z, a,t]. is a tripod, since t is a projection of a on [z,y]., we have
t€[a,z].. Therefore:

0.(20006)2 (@, 2) = O5(20005)2 (a; 1) + [ £ (2, @)](20005)2 -

We conclude again by an application of Proposition [3.19

This lemma allows us to control the angle «(a,z) from the Lemma [5.45]

Lemma 5.46. Let z,y € X, , we choose [z,y]. a geodesic between x and y. Let z € Coneagsra([T,Yy]e),
we choose two geodesics [z, z]. and [z,y]. between x,z and z,y respectively. Let a € X, such that
de(a,[x,2]c U [2,9]c) = de(a,[x,2].). We denote by t € X, a projection of a on [z,yle. If «¢(z,a) >
(20006)2 + 125 then:

10(da(z,y)) - 0(da(x, 2)) - 0(da(2,9))| = 0.

Proof. We will use Proposition to prove that in this case:
pa(a) = pz(a).

According to we have . (a) = pi(a).
We denote by u € [, z]. a projection of a on [z, z]. U [z,y].. Therefore, we have:

«(a,u) <126.

Therefore:
<4(z,u) > (20005)2,

and since u € [, 2], we get,
24(z,u) > (20008).

Then another use of Proposition [5.28] gives:
pa(a) = pe(a).

Therefore, we finally have:

10(da(2,y)) = 0(da(,2)) = 0(da(z,9))|
=[0(dy(pe(a), py(a))) = 0(dp(pe(a), py(a))) = 0(dp(pi(a), pi(a)))l
=0.

53



The following lemma is an analog of Lemma [£.7] in the coned-off graph for the coned-off distance
plus the sum of angles along a geodesic.

Lemma 5.47. There exists a constant W > 0 such for all x,y € X, every geodesic [x,y]., for all
a€ X, let te X, be a projection of a on [x,y]., for all z € [z,y]. we have:

1
d(20005)2 (@, 2) 2 ?(d&oood)Z(aat) +dc(t,2)) =W,
2

where ay is a constant defined in Proposition [3.19
Proof. According to Lemma [£.7] we have:

de(a,z) >d.(a,t) +d.(t,z) — 240.
Then, according to Lemma [5.38] there exist two geodesics [a,t]., [a, z]. such that:

O (200062 (2, @) > O(20006)> (£, a) — 124,

where © (20005)2 (2, a) and O (2000s)2 (t, @) denotes the sum of angles greater than (20006)? on these two
geodesics.

Then, we conclude by an application of Proposition [3.19]
O

The following lemma is an analogue of Lemmal[4.§in the framework of relatively hyperbolic groups.

Lemma 5.48. Let be z,y € X., we choose [x,y]. a geodesic between x and y. Let be a vertex z €
coneses2([x,y]c). We choose two geodesics between [z, z]. and [z,y]. between x, z and z,y respectively.
Let a € X¢, u e X, a projection of a on [x,y]. and v € X, a projection of a on [x,z].U[z,y].. There
exists Z >0 which depends only on §, such that:
y L
d(20005)2 (a; 1) 2 ?d(zoooé)Z(av”) -7 - «y(a,v).
2
Proof. According to Lemma [{.8] with the appropriate constant, there exists Z > 0 which depends on §

only such that:
de(a,u) 2 d.(a,v) - Z.

To conclude the proof of the lemma, we need to prove for all w € X., w #,v,u that:
44 (u,v) <3008

First let us prove this fact.
Let ¢ denote a projection of z on [x,y]..
We start by proving by contradiction that:

<, (u,v) <3004.

Let assume that:
<, (u,v) > 3006.

Since v is the projection of a on [z, z]. U [z, y]., we have that:
4 ,(a,v) <126.
Let us assume that v € [z, 2], without loss of generality, then we get:

2, (u,z) > 3009,
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this implies that z € [z,u]. ¢ [%,y].. To conclude, according to the triangle inequality, we have:
< (a,u) > 4, (u,v) - «,(a,v) > 126,
which contradicts the fact that u is a projection of a on [z,y].. With the same idea, we have also that:
«4(u,v) <3000.

When w # z,t, we will bound the angles between u and ¢, the angles between v and z and conclude
thanks to the triangle inequality and the fact that the angles between z and ¢ are bounded.
Let assume that there exists w # v, w # z such that:

44 (v, 2) > 1000.

According to Proposition this implies that w € [z,z]. U [2,y].. Moreover, since v is the
projection of a on [z, z]. U[z,y]., we have that:

44 (a,v) <126.
Let assume without loss of generality that v € [z, z]., then we get that:
< (x,2) > 1009.

Thus:
“p(x,1) 2 2y (2, 2) = 44 (x,t) 21008 — (266 +2) > 124.

Therefore w € [z,t]. ¢ [2,y]e.
However:
A’w(avu) 2 ‘(w(uav) - Aw(a7v) > 126;

which contradicts the fact that u is a projection of a on [z,y].. In the same way every angle
between u and t is bounded by 1006. Thus for all w # z,t, we have:

Lo (u,0) € 2p(u,t) + 24, (t,2) + £ (2,0v) < 3006.

We now show that this fact allows us to conclude. Let us consider a triangle [a,u,v] as in Theorem
Let assume first that this triangle is a tripod. If w € [a,v]., we have:

@>(20005)2 (a,v) = @>(20005)2(a,u)+[4u(aa ”)](20006)2 +@>(20006)2(U,U) = 9>(20005)2(aau)+[4u(a,U)](20005)27

according to Inequality [5.6] and we conclude according to Proposition
If u ¢ [a,v]., we denote by w the center of the tripod and we have:

° ®>(20005)2(a, v) = @>(20006)2(a, w) + [Aw(avv)](ZOOO(S)Q + 6>(20005)2 (w,v)
o ®>(20005)2(aa u) = ©.(20005)? (a,w) + [Aw(avu)](20006)2 + ®>(20005)2(w,u)

According to Inequality [5.6] we have O, (20005)2 (w,v) = 0. To control [ £ (a,v)](20005)2, We apply
the triangular inequality to get:

|<w(a,v) = «yp(a,u)| < <4 (u,v),

and we use again Inequality

Let assume now that [a,u,v] is not a tripod, then a,a,? are all different. If a # @, we denote by
e1 the edge on [a,a]. such that @ € e; and eq, e} the edges of [a,v]., [a,u]. respectively such that
aceyney. If v+0, we denote by fi, fo the edges of [a,?]., [v,7]. respectively such that ¢ € fi n fo.
We consider «;(e1,ez), «z(e1,eh), «5(f1, f2) with the convention that the angles are equal to zero in
the cases where the edges are not defined. We get:
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b ®>(20005)2(a7 u) > 6>(20005)2 (a,a) +[«a(er, 6’2)](20005)2,
® ©.(20005)2 (@, V) = O5(20006)2 (@, @) + [ «a(e1,e2)](20005)2 + [ <5(f15 f2)](20005)2 + O5(20006)2 (T, V).

According to Inequality we have:

O. (200062 (0, v) = 0.

According to Proposition |«a(er,eb)— «z(e1,e2)| is bounded. and finally according to Propo-
sition «5(f1, f2) is close to «;(v,u), which is bounded according to Equation
We conclude by an application of Proposition [3.19
O

This lemma allows us to control the angle «,(v,a) from the Lemma m

Lemma 5.49. Let be z,y € X., we choose [x,y]. a geodesic between x and y. Let be a vertex z €
coneggssa([x,y]e). We choose two geodesics between [z, z]. and [z,y]. between x, z and z, y respectively.

Let a € X, ue X. a projection of a on [x,y]. and v € X, a projection of a on [x,z].U[z,y].. If
<, (a,v) > (20008)? + 128 then:

10(da(z,y)) = 0(da(x, 2)) - 0(da(2,9))| = 0.

Proof. We assume whiteout loss of generality that v € [z, z].. We will use Proposition to prove
that in this case:

pz(a) = piz(a).

According to the triangular inequality for angles, we have:
Au(a7x) 2 Au(a,’l]) - Au(U,I).

In the case where «,(v,z) > 124, this implies that u € [v,z]. and then the case that «,(a,v) >
(20008)? + 124 is in contradiction with the fact that v is the projection of a on [z,z]. U [z,y].. Thus:

<, (a,2) > (20006)%

According to Proposition [5.28] we get that p.(a) = p,.(a).
The same idea applies to prove that p.(a) = p,(a).
Therefore, we finally have:

10(da(z,y)) - 0(da(x, 2)) = 0(da(2,9))]
=[0(db(pu(a), py(a))) = O(dp(pu(a), py(a))) = 0(d(pu(a), pula)))|
=0.

O

Proposition 5.50. There exists a real number P > py > 1, where pg is the real number of Proposition
[5-3 and a constant o >0 such that for all x € G:

P g
“3d 2(a,z)
Z K a% (20008) <o

aeX,
where K is the constant of Proposition[5.30, oo the constant of Proposition[3.19
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Proof. We fix x € X,.
According to Lemma there exist A > 1 and g > 1 independent of x such that for all n e N
the set, S’d/(2 vone (n)={ace de,(zooozs)? (a,z) =n} has cardinality less than A~ according to Lemma
0

[(.39] Thus, for all n €N, for all P eR:

Py P
T ged (0 T g
a€sS
(20006)2
=
We choose P such that k2 < ,%G, therefore the sum converges and does not depend on . O

We define here a function from R, to R, which is equal to the identity up to a multiplicative
constant for large values and equal to t — t* for small values. The strongly bolic metric will be defined
as the sum of the d,, for all a € X., to which we apply this function. The idea is that when the
contribution of a parabolic is small, the metric will be similar to the one in the hyperbolic case. When
the contribution of a parabolic is large, we will rely on the strong bolicity of d,.

Definition 5.51. Let ty be a constant with ty > A((20008)? +188) + AB +2, where A, B the constants
of Proposition [5.73
We define 6 : R, - R, as:
[P if t<to
b(t) = { tyt ift >t

where P is the real number of Proposition[5.50,
Let us check that 6 is a lipschitz function.
Lemma 5.52. 0 is Pt} ~-lipschit.

Proof. 6 is differentiable everywhere except at to and |0’ < PtE 1.
6 is clearly Pt{’~!-lipschitz on [0,t0] and on [tg, oo[.
Let s <ty <t.
0(t) - 0(s) = 0(t) - 0(to) + 0(to) - 0(s)
< Pt (t - s).
O

We notice here that for all @ € X, x,y € G when the value d,(x,y) is large then a has infinite
valence.

Lemma 5.53. Let z,y € G and a € X, such that d,(x,y) > to, then:
e ae X,
o <,(x,y)>(20006)% + 186 and in particular every geodesic between x and y goes through a.

Proof. Let x,y € G and a € X,, d,(x,y) > to > A((20005)? + 185) + AB with A, B the constant of
Proposition By definition, for all a € G, for all z,y € G, do(x,y) <2. Astg>2,ae X°.
Moreover, according to Proposition we have «,(x,%) > (20006)2 + 184.
Finally, this fact implies that a belongs to every geodesic between x and y according to Proposition
0. 12l
O

Lemma 5.54. For all x,y € G, the sum

Z da(‘ray)Pv

aeX,

18 finite.
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Proof. According to Proposition [5.3] for all =,y € X, there is a finite number of a € X, such that :
Itz (@) Ay (a)[] = 2.

Otherwise the sum " ||z (a)Apy(a)||P° would diverge, with py the integer of Proposition

aeX,
Then the set &, , = {a € X; | ||pz(a)Apy(a)]| = 2} is finite.

Moreover, for all a € X.\&; ,, we have supp(uz(a)) nsupp(puy(a)) # @, then according to Definition
b7

da(z,y) < Cllpa(a) Ay (a)]l

Therefore :
> da(z,y)’ = Y dazy)’+ Y da(zy)”
aeX. ae€y y aeX \Ex y
< 3 do(zy)P+CP Y |lua(a)Apy(a)||” (according to the previous remark)
ae€y y aeX\Ex,y
< Y da(z,y)"+C7 Y (@) Apy (a)][”
ae€y y aeX,.

< oo (according to Proposition [5.3] and the fact that P > py).

This proves the lemma.
O

Just as in the case of hyperbolic groups, we define here a function which will be the metric up to
a constant.

Proposition 5.55. For all xz,y € G,

D(I,y) = Z e(da(x’y))

aeX,.

18 finite.

Proof. Let x,y € G, let [z,y]. be a geodesic between x and y. Let a € X, such that d,(z,y) > to, then
according to Lemma we have a € [x,y]..
Therefore we have the following:

D(Z‘,y) = Z e(da(xvy))-" Z e(da('x’y))

ae[z,ylec aeX \[z,yle

Yo 0da(zy))+ Y, da(z, y)? (according to the previous remark)
ac[z,y]e aeXc\[z,y]e

> 0(do(z,y) + Y da(z,y)”

ae[z,yle aeX,
< oo (according to Lemma and the fact that [z,y]. is finite.)

IA

O

The following property is crucial, as it will allow us to show that D satisfies a coarse triangular
inequality. It will also be used to prove that the strongly bolic metric is weakly geodesic. The outline
of the proof is very similar to the proof of Proposition [4.9]in the case of hyperbolic groups, with some
additional technical difficulties. The next proposition applies in particular for two vertices x,y € G and
every z € GnlI.(x,y).
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Figure 17: If ag € B, then ag is a checkpoint and p,(a) = py(a).

a
'
=2
T I<85+1
T = ZN t Y

Figure 18: a projects onto z; on [z, z]. U [z,y].
Proposition 5.56. There exists v > 0, such that for all x,y € G and all geodesic [x,y]. between x and
y and for all z € G such that z € Coneggsia([z,y]c), we have:
|D(z,y) - D(x,z) - D(z,y)| < v.

Proof. Let x,y € G and z € G under the assumption of the proposition. We will show that there exists
v > 0 such that:

|D(z,y) = D(z,2) - D(z,y)| < ;{ |6(da(x,y)) - 0(da(x, 2)) - 0(da(2,y))| < v.

Let us remark first that as z € Coneagsi2([,y]c), according to Lemma for all a € X, we have:
da(waz) < tO or da(zay) < to,

with tg the constant of Definition [5.51
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Therefore for all a € X, assuming without loss of generality that d,(z,y) < to, we have:

10(da (1)) = 0(da(x,2)) = 0(da(2,y))| < Pty " |da(,y) = da(z, 2)| + 6(da(2,y)) (according to Lemma [5.52)
< PtF ', (2,y) + da(2,y)"
<(P+1)th,

with P the real number of Proposition [5.50
Let us denote by B the set of a € X, such that:
e do(z,y) 2 to,

e or d,(z,z) > to,

e or d,(z,y) >to.

We will start to show that:

%IG(da(%y)) = 0(da(,2)) = 0(da(2,y))| < 45 (P +1).

We consider a triangle [z, v, z]. as in Theorem
According to Equation [5.6] we have that:
e Bn|zz[=0g,

e and Z € B implies that z=2 =g.

Therefore, we have:
Be ([@,&]culfyle) n X7

If Bn[z,%[.# @, we define ag as the point in B [z, Z[. closest to &, see Figure We will show
that, for all a € Bn [z, Z[., a # ag, we have:

112(a) = fay (@) and 11, (@) = jia, (),
and this will imply that:

|9(da(x7y)) - a(da(xv Z)) - e(da(zvy)”
=|0(dy(pa(a), tray (@) = 0(dy(pia(a), tray (@) = 0(db(pay (@), tay (@)))]
=0.

To do so, we will show that, for such a, we have «,,(a,z) > (20000)?, and <,(a,y) > (20005)>
and we will apply Proposition Since ag € [z, Z[., we know that ag ¢ [z,y]., then according to
Lemma we know that dg,(z,y) <to. Then ag € B implies that d,, (x,y) >t or du,(z,y) 2 to.

In the case where d, (z,y) > to, we know according to Lemma that <., (z,y) > (20005)2 +60.
As a € I.(z,a0), £q,(a,y) > (20006)% + 125 > (20005)? according to the second point of Proposition
Thus, we deduce that:
<a0(a,2) 2 <40(a,y) = €40(y,2) 2 (20005)27

since ag ¢ [y, z]c.. We proceed in the same way for the case dy, (x,2) > to.
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Therefore, when Bn [z, Z[.+ @:

>

|0(da(m7y)) - e(da(xa Z)) - a(da(z7 y))|
aeBn[z,z].

<10(dag (2,y)) = 0(day (2, 2)) = 0(day (2,9))] +10(dz (x,y)) - 0(dz(x, 2)) - 0(dz(z,y))|
<2(P+1)tf.

The inequality is trivially true when Bn [z, %], = @, with the same computation for Bn[g,y]., we
deduce that:

Z |9(da(x,y)) - e(da(mvz)) - a(da(zay)”
aeB
= D 10(da(z,y)) - 0(da(w,2)) - 0(da(2,y))|
aeBn[z,%].
+ Z ‘e(da(xay))_e(da(xaz))_e(da(zay)”
aeBN[7,yle
<4t (P+1).
Now, we will show that there exists a constant 17 such that:
Z |da($7y)P - da(:L',Z)P - da(zay)P| <.

aeX \B
We have :

aeX \B
<

> lda(a,y)” —da(w,2)" ~da(2,9)"]

S |da(‘ray)P_da(va)P_da(z7y)P|
{aeX \Bldc(a,[z,2]cu[2,y]c)=dc(a,[z,2]c) }
+

|do (2, y)P —da(2, Z)P —da(z, y)P|
{aeX\Bldc(a,[z,2]cU[2,y]c)=dc(a,[2,y]c)}

We will bound from above the first sum, the same idea will apply to the second sum. For all a € X,
such that d.(a, [z, 2].U[2,v].) = dc(a, [z, 2].), we denote by ¢ a projection of a [z, y].. We can suppose
that «,(a,z) < (20008)? + 126, otherwise, according to Lemma we have:

|da(1'7y)P - da(x7 Z)P - da(zay)P| =0.
Then according to Lemma there exists V' > 1, independant of a, (up to a change of V'), such
that:

1
d(20008)2 (ast) 2 2 (200052 (@, 2) = V.
2

(4)
In the same way, with v a projection of a on [z,y]. and v a projection on [z, z].U[z,y]., we can

always suppose according to Lemma that «,(a,v) < (20006)2 + 120. According to the Lemma
there exists a constant Z > 1 (up to a change of Z), such that:

1
(20005)2 (@, 1) > ?dEQOOOS)Q(av v) - Z.
2
We obtain the following:

{aeX \B|d:(a,[z,z].U
< 2. da(2,9)" = da(2,2) | +da(z,9)"
U[Z7y]0):d0(a7[w7z]c)}
= Z |da(1‘,y)P—da(aj7Z)P|
{aeX\Bldc(a,[z,2]cU[2,y]c)=dc (a,[2,2]c) }
+

(5)

I8}

|da($,y)P - da(xa Z)P - da(z7 y)P|
Wle)=de(a,[z,2]c)}

{aeX \Bld:(a,[z,2].
<

da(z,9)".
{aEXc\B‘dc(av[xaz]cu[zvy]c)=dc(av[mvz]c)}
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To start with, we bound from above the sum:

da(z,y)".
{aeX \Bldc(a,[z,2]cu]2,y]c)=dc(a,[z,2]c)}

Let a € X, such that d.(a, [z, 2z].U[z,9].) = dc(a, [z, 2].). Let us denote t € X, a projection of a
n [z,y].. We have as noted in Inequality

1
(20006)2 (@, 1) > ?({(20006)2 (a,z)-V.
2
Then there exists a constant Cy > 0 such that:
d220005)2(aa z)2Cy = d220005)2(avu) > (.

Moreover, according to Corollary as z € G, the set {a € Xc | d{5004)2(a,2) < C2} has cardinality

Cy
less than Avy:>.
Thus, according to Theorem and Lemma [5.45 for all a € X, with d.(a,[z,2]. U [2,y]c) =
de(a, [@,2]c) and dyg004)2(a,2) > Cz, We have:

Ld (a,z)-PV
] 2 2\a,
( ,y)P < K3 (20006)

(6)

Therefore, according to Lemma |5.53 for all a € X, such that d.(a,[z,2]. U [z,9].) = dc(a, [z, 2].),
we get the following:

da(zvy)P
{aeX \B|de(a,[z,2]eU]2,y]e)=de(a,[z,2]c)}
< > do(z,y)"
{aeXcl|de(a,[@,2]cu]2,y]c)=de(a,[x,2]c) }
§A752t5+ Z K%d,(%oosﬂ(aaz)fPV
aeX.
SAPyg?t(};+H—PV Z H?Pgdzmooa)?(%z)
aeX,

SA’y(C;ztéj +k PV (according to Proposition [5.50)). (7)
Now, we will bound from above the sum:

|da(‘r; y)P - da(xv Z)P|
{aeX\Bldc(a,[x,2]cU[2,y]e)=de(a,[2,2]c) }

Let us denote N :=d.(x,z). We order [z,x]. in the following sense: [z,z]. = {20, 21, ..., 25} With
20=2, 2y =« and d.(z;,2i41) =1 for 0<i < N -1, see Figure
Let us remark that, for all a € X, with d.(a,[x,2].U[2,¥y].) = dc(a, z;), we have:

dE20005)2(‘1a z) 2 dc(a,z)
>de(a,z;) +de(z,2) — 246
>de(a,z;) +i— 240
> i — 240.

and also according to Lemma [5.47] on the geodesic [z, z]., we have:

1.
220005)2 (a,2) 2 ?(Z + d220005)2 (a,2)) - W.
2
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Moreover, for all i € {0,..., N}, for all a € X, there exists a constant C3 > C; such that for all
a€Xe, de(a,z) = de(a, [2,2]c U[2,y]c) and d{y5004)2(a,2i) > C3, we have according to Theorem
and to Inequality

22 9200052 (0:70)-Z df (a,2:)
do(z,y) < KO3 GOOD and dg(x,2) < k7200092357 (8)

Therefore:

|da($7y)P —da(z, Z)P|
{aeX\Bldc(a,[z,2]cU]2,y]c)=dc(a,[x,2]c) }

N
<y > o (2, 9)" = da(2,2)"

=0 {ae X \B|dc(a,[2,2]cU[2,y]c)=dc(a,2:) }
N
<Py
=0 {ae X \B|d.(a,[z,z].U[z,y]c)=dc(a,2:)}
< PAGY

N
+Py > max(dg(z,y)" ™, do(z,2)F K

1=0 {ae X \B|dc(a,[x,2]cU[2,y]c)=dc(a,2i) }

max(dg(z,y)" ™, dy(2,2)F 1) d,(2,y) (according to the mean value theorem)

1 g7
(,ng(zonms)2 (a,2)-V (

according to Inequality [7])

N i N i P-1, 1\
: _ _ 5 W _(p_1y7- - (Z=5+-1)d (a,2i) . ..
< PAYGHE + PV AR S S k3 + Pk w-(P-1)Z-V Soke: Y k3 (200052342 (according to Inequalities [§])

i=0 i=0 aeX,

N+1
2

. — — ]- —K 2 W _(p- — N 4 Led ( ) 1) . ..
< PANGHE + PVl AN ———— + Pw v (P-1)Z-V DI (20008)2 2% (according to Proposition [5.50)
=0 aeX,

1-x

o

Q
™

1 w_(p-1yz-v N i
< PAYGE + PRV ANS ——— + PR 3 (PDZY S el
1-k* i=0
1

mw""

N+1

W (P-1)Z-V 1-k
2 0’71

< PA'yg3té) + Pn_vt5_1A721 + Pk

|-

NS
—_
|

=N

1-kr°
1 W _(P-1)Z-V 1

< PA'ygi‘téD + Pn_vtéj_lAfygl — + Pk 3 =D o
1-k°3 1-k

Therefore, combined with Inequality [7} the sum:

Z |da(x7y)P - da(xvz)P - da(zay)P|7
aeX \B

is bounded by a constant independent of ,y and z. This concludes the proof of the proposition. [

The next proposition shows that for two neighboring points of the same parabolic a, D is comparable

to d,.
Proposition 5.57. There exists a constant A > 0 such that for all x,y € G and ay € X°, with
de(x,a0) = de(ag,y) =1, we have:
|D(z,y) - t§ ey (x,9)| < A.
Proof. To begin, we remark that:
10(dag (2,y)) = tg " da, (2, y)| < 2t5 -
In fact, if O(da, (7,y)) = t5 1 da, (2, y), it is trivially true. When 6(da, (x,v)) = do, (7,y)", then:

|9(dao (x,y)) - tg_ldao (x7y)| < dg, (xvy)P + t(l):)_ldao (x,y) < 2t(IJ:"
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Moreover, according to Lemma for all a € X.,a # ag, we have: 0(d,(x,y)) = do(z,y)F. Then:

|D(a:,y)—té)_1da0(x,y)| §2t(IJ)+ Z da(xvy)P'

aeX.,a*ag

We will bound the last sum from above by a constant. Let us choose a geodesic [z, y]. between z

and y. According to Corollary [5.36} if a ¢ Cone(ao00s)2 ([, ¥]c), we have, for all a # ap:
da(2,y) < da(x,a0) + da(a0,y) < C(llpa (@) Aptag ()l + [|1a, (@) Apy (a)])-

As d.(x,y) <2, there exists a constant A > 0 independent of  and y such that:

|Cone(20005)2 ([z,y]o)l < A

Then:
S da(z,y)’
aeX.,a%ag
MG+ ;{ CP (|12 (@) Aptag (@) || + [|pag (@) Ay (a)])*
MY+ CPICY M (a) Aptag (@I7)F + (3 Mttag (@) Ay (a)||7) 717

aeX,. aeX,

M+ cP27 D (according to Proposition [5.33)).
O

With A :=t5(A+2) + CPQiD, we get the desired inequality.
To conclude this subsection, it remains to show that D satisfies a coarse triangular inequality. The

next lemma will be used to prove it.

lL <)
[ I

&z T

z
[ ]

Figure 19: Angles between u and v and between v and w are bounded
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Lemma 5.58. Let us consider z,y,z € X, such that I.(x,y) nI.(y,2) nI.(z,x) =@. Let [z,y,z]. be
a triangle between x,y and z. There exists u € [x,y]. N G such that:

o ue Coneggyia([z,2]e),
o u e Conegsra([2,Y]c)-

Proof. Since I.(x,y) nI.(y,z) N I.(z,2) = @ are all different, a triangle [x,y,z]. is not a tripod.
According to d-hyperbolicity of X. and [GAIH90, Proposition 21|, [z,y, z]. admits a 4é-quasicenter.
Up to choosing neighbors, we can find:

e ueGnlx,yle.,

e ve[z,x].,

e and w € [2,y].,

e such that d.(u,v),dc(u,w),d.(v,w) <85 + 1,
see Figure [19

Moreover, we could choose u, v, w such that:
o |d.(u,z)-d.(v,z)| <1,
o lde(u,y) - de(w,y)| <1,
o |de.(v,2) —de(w, z)| < 1.

We will show that every angle between u and v is bounded, the proof is similar to the proof of
[CD20l Proposition 1.10]. Let us denote by o¢ a geodesic between u and v. Let us denote by oy
the subsegment of [z,y]. obtained from u and extended by 3¢ in the direction of x, unless it reaches
x before. (Otherwise, following the geodesics [z,y]. and [z, z]. provides a path of length at most
146 +2). Denote ¢¢ = u its initial point and o} its endpoint. By hyperbolicity, there exists a segment
at least 2§ long, o9 from of to [z,2].. Let us denote o3, the subsegment of [z, z]. that closes the loop
09010203. By the triangular inequality, o3 is at least of length 135 + 1. This gives a loop of length
260 + 2, then all the angles between u and v are bounded by 266 + 2. The same proof applies to prove
that «,(x,u) <260 +2,4,(u,y) <265 +2. We conclude by symmetry of the roles of u,v,w.

O

We now prove that D satisfies a coarse triangular inequality.
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Zz

Figure 20: Case where z,¢, Z are not all different and ¢ € X2°.

Proposition 5.59. There exists a constant Ciriangle > 0 such that for all z,y,z € G:
D(z,y) < D(z,z) + D(z,y) + Ctriangle-

Proof. Let x,y,z € X.. We consider a triangle [z,y,z].. There are two cases to consider wether
I.(xz,y)nI.(y,z)n1.(z,z) is empty or not.

1. Let us assume that I.(z,y)nI.(y,z)nI.(z,2) # @. There exists a vertex ¢ belonging to the three
intervals.

e In the case where t € G, we can apply Proposition [5.56 Then we get:

D(z,y) - D(z,2) - D(z,y)
<D(zx,t) + D(y,t) +v
-D(x,t) - D(t,2) +v - D(y,t) — D(¢,2) + v (according to Proposition [5.56))
<3v.

e In the case where t € X2°, we will apply Proposition and the fact that for all a € X,
d, verifies the triangular inequality. We denote ¢, as the neighbor of ¢t on [z,t]., t, as the
neighbor on [t,y]., and t, as the neighbor on [z,t]., see Figure Then, we get:

D(z,y) - D(z,2) - D(2,y)
<D(z,ty) + D(ts,ty) + D(ty,y) +2v
-D(x,ty) - D(tg,t,) — D(t,,2) +2v
-D(y,ty) — D(ty,t.) — D(t.,2) + 2v (according to Proposition applied three times)
<D(ty,ty) — D(ty,t.) — D(t,t,) + 6V
<P My (te,ty) + A —t0 " dy (e, t.)
+A — 12" dy(t,,t.) + A+ 6v (according to Proposition [5.57)
A N (dg(tarty) = da(ta, ts) = da(ts,t,)) +6v
<6v (according to the triangular inequality for d,).
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2. Let us now assume that I.(z,y) nI.(y,2z) nI.(z,2) = @. According to Lemma see Figure
there exist: u e Gn[z,y]e,v € [z, 2] such that:

® U € CO’n626+2([5L’7 ]c)a
)

z
o ue Conesgia([2,y]e

According to Proposition [5.56} we have:
b |D(I7y) _D(I7u) —D(U7y)| <v,
e [D(x,2) - D(z,u) - D(u,y)| < v,
e [D(z,y) - D(z,u) - D(u,y)| < v
and thus:
D(z,y) - D(z,2) - D(2,y)
<D(z,u) + D(u,y) +v
-D(z,u) - D(u,z) +v - D(y,u) - D(u, z) + v (according to Proposition [5.56)
<3v.

With Clriangle = 67, we get the result.

O
Definition 5.60. We define the function d:GxG >R, by:
d(a,y) - { é?(f&y) + Ciriangle gﬁi ’ Z
where Criangle 15 the constant of Proposition .
Proposition 5.61. The function d of Deﬁm'tion is a metric on X..
Proof. By definition, d is symmetric and d(z,y) =0 if and only if = = y.
The triangle inequality is a direct consequence of Proposition [5.59]
O

The rest of the article will be dedicated to the proof of

5.7 The bolic metric is comparable to the group metric

In this section, we will show that the metric d is coarsely smaller than the group metric, that is, there
exists an increasing and unbounded function p; such that for all z,y € G:

p1(da(z,y)) < d(z,y).

For the reverse inequality, since d is G-invariant G is finitely generated, we directly know that d is
smaller than G with linear control.

The fact that the strongly bolic metric is coarsely bigger than the group metric will be used to
show that this metric is uniformly locally finite. The other inequality will be used to prove that the
strongly bolic metric verifies the strongly-B1 condition.

In Subsection [5.8] we will use the fact that these two metrics are weakly geodesic to show that
these two metrics are in fact quasi-isometric.

Proposition 5.62. There exists M >0, such that for all x,y € G:

d(z,y) < Mdg(z,y).
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Proof. We set S a generating of G associated to dg. We set M := maxgg (2(1, s).
Let 2,5 € G. Let n = dg(x,y). Then there exists s1,...,5, € S such that 7'y = s1,..., 5, and we
have:

d(z,y) =d(1,27"y)
<d(1,s1) +d(1,s3) + ... +d(1, sp)
< MdG(‘T7y)

We prove now the reverse inequality.

Proposition 5.63. There exists an increasing and unbounded function py such that, for all x,y e G:
pi(da(z,y)) <d(,y).
Proof. Let a € X2°, according to Proposition @
4q(x,y) = 00 = dqg(w,y) — 0.

We fix a geodesic [z, y].. In the construction of the coned-off graph, two vertices of infinite valence
cannot be adjacent, therefore:

1
|[xay]c n G| 2 §d6(xay)

Moreover, according to Proposition if d.(x,y) > 106, for all a € [z,y]. at distance at least 59
from z and y, we have [|p;(a)Apy(a)|| = 2. Thus, if we suppose that d.(z,y) > 100, we have:

D(z,y)2 Y, 0(da(z,y)),

ae[z,y].NG

> Y |lus(a)Apy(a)|lP (according to Definition [5.37),
ae[z,y].nG

1
Z§dc(.’L‘, y)2P —= 106 (according to Proposition [5.29)).

Then:
de(z,y) > 00 = D(z,y) — oo.

To conclude, we use Theorem [3.17] the distance formula and Definition [5.60, to show that there
exists an increasing and unbounded function p;, such that for all x,y € G:

Pl(dG(ﬂf,y)) < dA(fﬂ,y)

5.8 Weak geodesicity and quasi-isometry with dg

In this section, we will show that the metric dis weakly geodesic. We will use this fact and Subsection
to show that d and dg are, in fact, quasi-isometric.

Recall that a metric space (X,d) is said to be weakly geodesic if there exists 1 > 0 such that, for
every pair of points x,y € X and every ¢ € [0,d(z,y)], there exists a point z € X such that d(z,z) <t+n
and d(z,y) <d(z,y) —t+n.

Recall that the parabolic subgroups of G are admissible as in Definition [5.7] Therefore, we have
assumed that for all parabolic subgroups P, for all C' > 0, Probac(P) admits a strongly bolic metric
and these metrics are weakly geodesic. Thus, by taking the maximum of the weak geodesicity con-
stants, we can assume that there exists € > 0 such that dp is e-weakly geodesic, where d; denotes the
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associated strongly bolic metric, without distinction on the parabolic.

According to Proposition for any pair of vertices x,y € X, and for any geodesic [z, y]. between
these two points, a vertex z € G n [x,y]. satisfies the equality case of the triangle inequality for d up
to a bounded error.

However, this is not sufficient to show the weak-geodesicity of d, since two adjacent vertices u and
v of a parabolic vertex a can be at an arbitrarily large distance for d. In this case, we will use the
weak-geodesicity of d,. The projection of the weak geodesic between v and v on the 1-neighborhood
of a will allow us to construct a path in X. between u and v for which the steps are bounded for d
and whose vertices satisfy the equality case of the triangle inequality up to a bounded error.

Proposition 5.64. For all a € X2°, for all x,y € G with d.(z,a) =d.(a,y) =1, for all t € [0,d,(z,y)],
there exists u € G with d.(u,a) =1 such that:

o do(z,u)<t+4C +¢,

o do(u,y) <dg(z,y)-t+4C +¢,

o and «,(x,u) 2120, «4(u,y) =124,

where ¢ is the weak geodesic constant of dy and C'is the constant of Proposition[5.27 .

Proof. After applying a translation if needed, we denote by P the parabolic associated to a. Let
x,y € G under the assumptions of the proposition. Recall that d,(x,y) = dy(65,d,). According to the
e-weak geodesicity of dy, for t € [0,d,(z,y)], there exists A € Probac(P) such that:

o dp(dz,A) <t+e,
o dy(XN,9y) <dy(z,y)-t+e.
Furthermore, by adjusting ¢ if necessary, we can assume that:
dy(0z,A) > A126 — AB +2C, dp(),0,) > A126 — AB +2C,

where A, B are the constants of Proposition [5.43}
Let u € supp(A), then u € G and according to the last point of Definition we have:

dp(A, 0,) <4C.
Therefore, we have:
o dy(6y,0,) <t+4C +¢,
o dy(0y,0y) <do(z,y)—t+4C +¢,
o dy(05,0,) > A126 - AB, dp(u,dy) > A126 - AB.
According to Proposition the third point gives the following:
2oz, u) 2126, 44(u,y) 2126
O

The next definition describes the weak geodesic in a parabolic or equivalently in the 1-neighborhood
of a vertex of infinite valency.
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Definition 5.65. ( Privileged weak geodesic in a parabolic)
Let a € XZ° and P the associated parabolic subgroup, for all x,y € G with d.(z,a) = d.(a,y) =1, we

call a privileged weak geodesic, denoted by [x,y]a,, a set of vertices in the 1-neighborhood of a with
the following properties:

a’

o z,y€z,yla,
o [z,y]a, is a (4C + e)-weak geodesic,

o for allue[z,yla,,u#+x,y,
<o(zyu) 2126, «,(u,y) > 126.

o [z,y]a, is n-peakless and n-strongly-convex for some n > 0.

According to Proposition [5.64] for all a € X2°, for all z,y € G with d.(z,a) = d.(a,y) = 1, there
exists such a set of vertices [z,y]q, -

Definition 5.66. Let x,y € G, such that d.(z,y) = n. We consider a geodesic [x,y]. between those
two wvertices ordered as follows [x,y]. = {xo,%1,...,xn} with xg = x, , =y and de(x;,xi41) = 1 for
0<i<n-1.

We set, (even if its depend on the choice of a geodesic):

[z,y]5=([z.ylenG)v U [2i1,%i1]a,, -

reXZ

[i-1, Tisila,, [j-1, %js1]a., [Tr-1, Trs1as,

] |
N N N

T = X Z;

< ®
I
8
S

Figure 21: Weak geodesic between x and y with 3 points of infinite valency
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Proposition 5.67. The metric space (G,(i) is weakly geodesic.

Proof. We will show that the set defined in Definition [5.60] is a weak geodesic between x and y.

Let z,y € G, such that d.(z,y) = n. We consider a geodesic [z,y]. between those two vertices
ordered as follows [x,y]. = {zo, %1, ..., Zn} With zg =z, 2,, =y and de(2;,241) =1 for 0<i<n—-1. We
consider the associated set [z,y]; = ([z,y]c N G) Uy exe[Tio1, Tis1 ], -

Let z € [x,y]. n G, according to Proposition [5.56, we have:

Ci(l’, Z) + J(Z7 y) - d(x, y) v+ 2Ctm'angle~
Let ig € {1,...,n— 1} such that x;, € X°. Let z € [2;y-1,%io+1]d, - According to Definition
0
we have:
<oy (Tig-1,2) 2120, 44, (2,%i541) 2 120.

Therefore, since z;,-1 € I.(x,x;,) and x;,41 € I.(24,,y), we get that:
< (2,2) 2120, 44, (2,y) 2126.
Thus, according to Proposition we get that:
® Ti-1 € IC((E,Z)7
o and x;,41 € I.(2,y).
We get:
J(xv Z) + CZ(Zvy) - d(xvy)
< D(w,255-1) + D(2iy-1,2) + D(2,Zi541) + D(%i541,9)
- D(z,2i5-1) — D(xiy-1, Tig+1) = D(Tig+1,y) + 40 + 2Criangie (according to Proposition [5.50))
< D(xig-1,2) + D(2,%5941) = D(Ti9-1, Tig+1) + 4V + 2C1riangie
< tgil(dqu‘,o (xi()*lv Z) + dfio (Zv xio+1) - dIiO (xico*la :L'ioJrl))
+3A +4v + 2C4rigngie (according to Proposition |5.57)
< t5_1(4(] +€)+3A+4v + 2Cpiangle (according to Definition [5.65)).

Then for all z € [x,y] ;, we have:
ci(;v, 2)+ cf(z, y) - d(;v, y) < tg_l(QC +¢) +3A +4v + 2Criangle-
Hence, the image of map: R
d(z,.) : [z,y]; > [0,00)

is contained in [0,d(z,y) + t§1(2C + ) + 3A + 4v + 2Criangie ], it contains 0 and d(z,y).

Let z € [z,y] 5. If 2z € [7,y] 5 — (U ex=[Ti-1,Ti+1]a,, ), there exists 2’ € [z,y]. NG with d.(z,2") = 1.
According to Proposition there exists 7 > 0 such that for all 2,2’ € G with d.(z,2") = 1, we have:

ld(z,2) —d(z,2")| < d(z,2") < 7.

If 2 € Upexe[®i-1,Ti+1]a,,, there exists ig € {1,...,n}, such that z;, € [z,y]. n X° and 2 €
[xio,l,xioﬂ]dmio. According to Definition of [xio,l,xioﬂ]dzm, there exists 2’ € [xio,l,:cioﬂ]dmio
such that:

|y (Tig-1,2) = da, (Tiy-1,2")| <4C + e

Therefore: ) R ) R
|d(z,2) —d(z,2")| < |d(xiy, 2) — d(24,,2")| + 2v

< tép_1|dgﬂi0 (Tig, 2) = da, (ig, 2")| + 20 + 2

<td'2C + e+ 2 + 2v.

71



Thus, the image of the map:
d(x,.) s [2,y]; > [0,d(z,y) +1§7 (4C + €) + 3A+ v + 2Cyriangic],

is max (7,5 12K + e + 2A + 2v)-dense in [0,d(z,y)], i.e. for every t € [0,d(x,y)], there exists
z € [x,y]; such that:
|d(z, z) — t| < max (7, t5 14C + € + 2A + 2v).

It follows that ci(x, 2) <t +max(7,t514C + e + 2A + 2v), and according to the previous discussion,
we have:

d(z,y) <d(z,y) —d(z,2) + 5 (4C + €) + 3A + v + 2C,,;
<d(z,y) -t +max(7,t54C + e + 20 + 20) + t5H(AC + ) + 3A + dv + 2Ctriangle-

To conclude (G, d) is n-weakly geodesic for
7 := max (T, t0P_14C' +e+2A+20) + t§‘1(40 +)+3A + 4 + 2Ciangle-
O

The fact that (G, cf) is weakly geodesic allows us to improve the coarse equivalence between d and
d¢ into a quasi-isometry.

Proposition 5.68. (G,d) and (G,dg) are quasi-isometric.
Proof. According to Proposition there exists M > 0 such that for all 2,y € G, we have:
d(z,y) < Mdg(z,y).

For the converse inequality, we use that d is e-weakly geodesic for some ¢ > 0. Let us consider a
weak geodesic v = {wp, w1, ..., w,, } between x and y, with wg = , w,, = y. We assume further that
there exists 8 > 0 such that d(w;, wis1) €[5, 28] for 0 <i <m —1. We remark that:

d(z,y) > id(wi,wiﬂ) -me2m(p-¢).

=0

Then:
1

-

d(z,y).

_ Moreover, according to Proposition there exists ag > 0, such that for all u,v € G with
d(u,v) <28, we have:

m <

da(u,v) < as.

Thus:
m as
dg(z,y) < ZdG(wiale) <mag < 5-c
i=0 -

d(z,y).
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5.9 d verifies weak-B2’

In this subsection, we will show that d verifies weak-B2'. We recall, according to Definitions and
there exists n > 0, such that for all a € X2°, d, satisfies n — B2’, and for all z,y € X, with
de(z,a) =d.(a,y) =1, there exists [z,y]q, a sequence of vertices in the 1-neighborhood of a, such that
[x,y]a, is a n-weak geodesic, n-peakless and n-weakly convex.

Proposition 5.69. Let x1,y1 € G and x2,ys € G such that xo,ys € I.(x1,y1). There exists a geodesic
between x1 and y1 and a geodesic between xs and ys in X, such that the associated weak geodesic
[z1,91]4 and [22,y2]; satisfy:

[30272/2](1 c [ffl,yl]d-

Proof. Let x1,y1 € G, such that d.(x1,y1) = n, 22,y2 € G such that d.(x1,22) =1l € Nand d.(x1,y2) = k.
We consider a geodesic [x1,%1]. between those two vertices which contains xs,yo between those two
vertices ordered as follows [Z1,y1]c = {20y vy 21y <oy Zky ooy Zn } With 29 = 21, 27 = T2, 2k = Y2 2, = y1 and
dc(zi,ziﬂ) =lfor0<i<n-1.

We set the associated weak geodesic sequence as in Definition [5.66

[z1,91]4 = ([, 91]enG)u U [2im1, 2],

2 €XZ

with [z_1, Zi"’l]dzi a weak geodesic sequence as in Definition W

Then [22,y2]; = ([z2,92]c.NG) U U [2i-1, Zi+1]dzi is a weak geodesic sequence, according
zi€X g ie{k,...,l}
to Proposition and is included in [z1,y1] ;-
]

Lemma 5.70. Let x,y € G, we denote by [x,y]. a geodesic between x and y and [z,y]; the weak
geodesic sequence associated to [z,y]. as in Definition , Let z € G, we set t € X. a projection of
z on [x,y].. We set also t, € [x,t]. such that d.(t,t;) =1 and t, € [t,2]. such that d.(t,t,) =1. We
have the following:

o ifte@, then d(z,x) > J(z,t) + cZ(t,x) -V = Chiriangle;
e otherwise t,,t, € G and ci(z,x) > ci(z,tz) + ci(tz,tw) + az(tl., z) =V = Clriangle,
where v is the constant of Proposition and Ciriangle 15 the constant of Proposition |4.10

Proof. If t € G, there are two cases to consider.

If <,(z,2) > 126, then t belongs to every geodesic between x and z, then d(z,z) > d(z,t) +d(t, z) -
V = Ciriangle according to Proposition Otherwise, we set a the triangle [z, z,t]. We notice that
angles between ¢ and its projection on [z, z]. are bounded by 268 + 2, then t € conesgsio([, 2].), then
it satisfies again the assumptions of Proposition [5.56]

If t ¢ G, we apply the same method to prove that ¢,,t, € conesgsia([x,2].) and we conclude
according to Proposition [5.56

L

We prove here that d satisfies weak-B2'. We conjecture the stronger property that d is also -
strongly convex for some 7 > 0.

Proposition 5.71. (G’,cz) verifies weak B2', i.e. there exists my 20 and a map m: X x X - X such
that:

e m is a n1-middle point map, that is for all x,y e X,
2d(z,m(z,y)) - d(z,y)| < 2m,

2d(y, m(x,y)) - d(z,y)| < 2m1,
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e forallx,y,zeX, . . R
d(m(z,y),z) < max(d(z,z),d(y, z)) +2m,

o for every p € R,, there exists N(p) € R, such that for all N > N(p), with d(z,z) <N, d(y,z) < N
and d(x,y) > N, we have:
d(m(z,y),2) <N -p.

Proof. According to Proposition and , for all z,y € G, there exists m € [z,y]; such that:
|2dA(xa m) - dA(:L'7 y)| < 27]7

2d(y,m) - d(z,y)| < 2n.
We will start to prove the first point, i.e there exists 1; > 0 such that for all z,y,z € G,

cZ(m, z) < max((f(x, z), ci(y7 2)) + 2. (9)

We denote by t a projection of z on [z, y]..

<=

[ 3

Figure 22: Case where ¢ as finite valence

1. To begin, let us assume that ¢ € [z, y]; see Figure In this case t € G and we choose the right
geodesics such that the associated weak-geodesic of Definition satisfies [x,y]; = [=,t]; U
[t,y];, according to Proposition m By the symmetry of the roles of x and y, we can assume

that m € [t,y] ;. In this case, we remark that d(z,y) > d(z,t) +d(t,y) = v = Ciriangie according to
Lemma [5.70l Thus:

CZ(Z, y) 2 J(Za t) + Cz(ta y) Il Ctriangle
CI?(Z, t) + d(tv m) + d(ma y) —V-= Ctriangle -1

\%

2 d(z7 m) —V- Ctriangle -n.

2. We assume in this case that ¢ ¢ [z,y];, i.e. t € [z,y]l.n X°. We set t, the vertex of [z,t]. such
that d.(t,,t) = 1, t, the vertex of [¢,y]. such that d.(t,,t) =1 and ¢, the vertex of [¢,z]. such
that d.(t,t.) = 1.

e Let us assume that d.(m,t) =1 and m ¢ [z,y]. see Figure Equivalently this means that
m e [tm ty]d'
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e <

Figure 23: Case where t as infinite valence and m is close to t

In this case, as d; is peakless according to Definition we have:
di(ts,m) <max(di(ts,tz), di(tz, ty)) +n.
Let us assume without loss of generality that:
dt(tz, m) < dt(ty, tz) +1.
Thus: R
d(z,y)
2 d(zatz) + Ci(tmty) + d(tya y) -2 - 2Ctm‘angle
(according to Lemma applied two times)
2 J(Zv tz) + t(})j_ldt (tzv ty) + CZ(ty, y) -2v - 2Ctriangle -A
(according to Proposition [5.57))
2 Ci(Z, tZ) + tOP_ldt (ma tz) + d(tyv y) -2v- 2Cftriangle - A - 2t0P_177
>d(z,t.) +d(m,t.) +d(ty,y) - 20 = 2Ciriangie — 2A - 2651
(according to Proposition [5.57))
>d(m, z) = 2v = 2C,riangte — 2A — 265710,

e Let us assume that d.(m,t) > 1 or m € [x,y]. in this case see Figure We can assume by
the symmetry of the roles between x and y that m € [t,,y];. In this case we apply Lemma

to t, and we get ci(z, y) > cf(z, ty) + ci(ty,y) - v = Clrigngle- Thus:

CZ(Zv y) 2 Ci(Z, ty) + Cz(ty7 y) il Ctriangle
2 d(zv ty) + CZ(ty, m) + d(mv y) —Vv- Ctriangle -n

> d(z, m) - v = Cirigngle — 1.
To conclude, we have:

cZ(z7 m) < maux(cf(x7 z), d(y, 2)) +2v + 2Ciriangie + 20 + 2téj_177.

Then d satisfies Inequality |§| for some 77 > 0.
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z

Figure 24: Case where ¢ as infinite valence and m far from ¢

We will now show that for every p € R,, there exists N(p) € R, such that for all N > N(p), with
d(z,z) < N, d(y,z) < N and d(z,y) > N, we have :

d(m,z) <N -p.

We will apply the same disjunction as the previous point. We still denote by ¢ a projection of z on
[z, ]

1. Let us assume in this case that t € [z,y];, i.e t € G. We assume without loss of generalities that
m € [t,y] ;. Thus, according to a previous computation:

d(za y) 2 J(Z7 m) + Cz(m7 y) —v- Ctriangle =1
By definition of m, we have:
- N
d(y,m) > - = 1.

Then: N
ci(z,m) < cf(z,y) - d(m, Y) + v+ Ciriangle + 1 < N - 5 + v+ Ciriangle + 27.

Then for every p € R,, if we take IV large enough, we have:

d(z,m) <N -p.

2. Let us assume in this case that t ¢ [x,y];. We set t, the vertex of [z,t]. such that d.(t;,t) =1,
t, the vertex of [t,y]. such that d.(t,,t) =1 and ¢, the vertex of [¢, z]. such that d.(¢,t.) = 1.

e Let us assume that d.(m,t) > 1 or m € [z, y]. in this case. We can assume that m € [t,, y] ;.
This case is similar as the previous one. According to a previous computation, we have:

(i(z,y) > tf(z,m) + Ci(m, y) —V- Ctriangle =1

We still have: N
d(y,m) 2 5 -7
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Then again:

5 N
d(Z, m) <N - 5 +U+ Ctriangle +2n.
Then for every p € R,, if we take IV large enough, we have:

d(z,m) < N -p.

Let us assume that d.(m,t) = 1 and m ¢ [x,y].. In this case, we have m € [t,,t,];. We
rewrite o : [0,1] - [0,d(x,y)] the weak geodesic [ty,t,]a,- Let p > 0. Let us assume further
that d(t.,t,) > d(t.,t,), then according to the fact that d satisfies Inequality |§| for some
m > 0, we have d(t.,m) <d(t,,t,) +m.

If we assume that d(y,ty) > P+ 2Ciiangte + 2v+n1.

We have: ) ) )
d(z,m) <d(z,t,) +d(t,,m)

< CZ(Zatz) + dA(tzaty) +1M
< cZ(z,y) - J(yvty) + 2Ctrmngle +2v + m
<N -p.

If we assume that d(x,tm) > d(tz,m) + P+ Ciriangle + v, We have:

d(z,m) < d(z,ty) +d(ty,m)

< 0?(2', x) - ci(x, ty) + Clriangle + V + cf(tw, m)

<N -p.
Let us assume now that J(y, ty) < p+2Ctriangle +2v and d(a:, ty) < az(tm, m)+p+Clriangle + V-
We will use in the case the fact that d; is 72-strongly convex for some 75 > 0.
By definition of m, we have d(y,m) > % - .
Then: N N

d(tv’ m) 2 5 /A d(yv tu) 2 5 -n-pr- 2C(triangle - 2v.

For the same reason, cf(a:,m) > % —n. Thus:

. A A N
2d(ty,m) + p+ Chriangle + v 2 d(x,t5) + d(tz,m) > 5 7,

then:

CZ(t m)> g_ Ctriangle _Z_E_Q
T = 4 .

Then for N large enough, there exists 0 < 7 < % such that m = o (t), t € [n,1-7].

Moreover: R R R
d(tz, ty) > d(tz, m) + d(m, ty) - Ctriangle -V
3 3 5
2 ZN - 5(77 +p) - i(ct'riangle + 1/)~

Therefore, for N large enough, for all € € (0, 2), we have:
cf(tm, ty) 2 (N +2v + 2Ciriangle)-

In this case: R R R R
d(z,y) >d(z,t.) +d(t, ty) +d(ty,y) — 2v = 2Ciriangle-
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Therefore: R
d(tz,ty) <SN+2v+ 2Ctriangle

Then: . R
d(tr, ty) > €d(t2, tT)

Then, according to the fact that d; is n-peakless, there exists § € (0,1) such that we have:
d(t.,m) < (1-08)d(ts,ty) + 1.
Moreover: R R R
2d(tz,t,) >d(te,t.) +d(t., t,)
>d(ts,t,)

>SN
2

Thus, for N large enough, we have:
d(t.,m) <d(t.,t,) -p.
To conclude, we remark that:
d(z,m) <d(z,t.) +d(t,,m)
<d(z,t:) + d(ts,ty) +d(ty.y) =p

<N —p.

This proves finally that d satisfies weakly-B2'.

5.10 d verifies strong-B1

In this subsection, we prove that d verifies strong-B1. We need some preliminary lemmas.
This lemma corresponds to Lemma [1.1§]in the relatively hyperbolic context, as it takes angles into
account.

Figure 25: Comparison of projections onto the geodesics [x1,91]. and [x1,y2]. when the angle at 1y
is large.
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Lemma 5.72. Let r > 0. Let x1,x2,y1,y2 € G such that d'(z1,22),d" (y1,y2) < 7. Let a € X. and let
us denote:

o t€[x1,y1]c a projection of a on [x1,y1]e,
o ue[x,y2]c a projection of a on [x1,y2]c,
e ve[xa,y1]e a projection of a on [x2,y1]e,
e we[x2,Y2] a projection of a on [x2,y2]c.

There exists Ay >0, which depends on r and § only, such that:
* diaon0s)2 (@ 1) 2 aig (200062 (@,1) = <u(a,t) = Ay,
* diao00)2(@:0) 2 aigd,(mooa)z (a,t) = «y(a,t) = Ax,
* d(a000)2 (@ W) 2 fgdboooa)?(ai) = “w(a,t) = A,
where ay is the constant of Proposition[3.19
Proof. We consider the geodesics [z1,y1]c and [z1,y2].. According to Lemma [4.18] we have that:
de(a,u) > de(a,t) — (r+9).

To conclude we need to control the sum of angles greater than (20008)? between a and u by the
sum of angles greater than (20006)? between a and ¢.

L If <y (21,y2) < max(r,120), we have yp € conemax(r,126)([*1,¥1]c). In this case, we apply the
same proof as in Lemma [5.48] with x; playing the role of x, y; the one y and y, the one of z.
We get a constant A\; which depends on 7 and § only such that:

1
(200062 (@, 1) > ?dzzoooay (a,t) = «u(a,t) = A,
2
where a is the constant of Proposition

2. It remains the case where «,, (x1,y2) > max(r,12¢), in this case y; € [z1,y2]. according to
Proposition and t ¢ I.(a,u). We consider a triangle [a,u,?] as in Theorem with the
side [t,u]. ¢ [z1,y2]c- As u is a projection of a on [z1,y2]¢, @ = u.

e In the case where [a,u,t] is a tripod, we have u € [a,t]., therefore:
0..(20005)2 (@, 1) = O5(20006)2 (@, 1) + £ ¢(a,u) + O5(20005)2 (U, 1).

For all w € [u,t]., we have the following. If w € [y1,y2]c, then <, (u,t) <r. If we[x1,91]e,
we will show by contradiction that <, (u,t) < (20005)?. Let us assume then that <, (u,t) >
(20006)2. Since w € [x1,y1] and ¢ is a projection of a on [z1,y1]., we have <, (a,t) < 12§
according to Proposition This implies that:

Aw(avu) 2 Aw(u,t) - Aw(tvu) > 1263

which is in contradiction with the fact that w € [x1,y2]. and that u is a projection of a on
[1,y2]e- Thus:

O (20005)2 (U, t) <77
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e Let assume now that [a,u,t] is not a tripod, then a,u, are all different (see Figure . If
a # a, we denote by e; the edge on [a,a]. such that a € e; and eq, e}, the edges of [a,t].,
[a,u]. respectively such that a € e; nef. If ¢ # t, we denote by fi, fo the edges of [a,t].,
[t,t]. respectively such that ¢ € f1 n fo. We consider «; (e, e2), «5(e1,€h), «;(f1, f2) with
the convention that the angles are equal to zero in the cases where the edges are not defined.

We get:
- ®>(20006)2(aa u) > O, (20005)? (a,a) +[«a(er, 6'2)](20006)2,
= ©,(20006)2 (@, 1) = O5(20005)2 (@, @) +[ <5 (€1, €2)](20008)2+[ £ 7(f1, f2)](20006)2 +O>(20005)2 (t, ).

In the same way as the previous case, we have ©,(20005)2 (t,t) < r?.

B:24] we have:

According to Proposition

|«z(e1,eh) — «z(er,e2)| < 126.
According to Proposition again, «;(f1, f2) is 126 closed to « ;(¢,u) which is smaller than r.
We conclude with an application of Proposition [3.19]

O

The following lemma allows us to handle the case where the angle between the two projections is
large in Lemma [5.72]

Lemma 5.73. Let r > 0. Let x1,x2,y1,y2 € G such that d'(x1,x2),d (y1,y2) <r. Let a € X, we set:
o lette[x1,y1]e a projection of a on [x1,y1]e,
o we[xy,y2]e a projection of a on [x1,y2]e,
o ve[xa,y1]e a projection of a on [x2,y1]e,
o we[x2,y2]. a projection of a on [x2,ys2]c.
If one of the following conditions holds:
o «,(a,t)>(20006)% + 128 + max(r, 125),
o <,(a,t)>(20008)2 + 126 + r + max(r, 126),

o <,(a,t)>(20006)? + 126 + r + max(r, 129),

we have:
0(da(21,91)) +0(da(22,92)) = 0(da(21,y2)) = O(da(w2,91))| = 0.

Proof. Let us assume that «,(a,t) > (20005)2 + r, the other cases will follow by symmetry between
1,%2,Y1,Y2. We will prove using Proposition that:

Moy (a) = /Lyl (a) = N’y2 (a)

Let us remark first by contradiction that «,(t,z1) < 124. Indeed, if we have «,(¢,x1) > 124, this
implies that u € [z1,t]. ¢ [21,%2], in contradiction with the fact that <,(a,t) > (20008)% +r > 126
and the fact that ¢ is a projection of a on [x1,y1]c.

Thus we deduce that:

sy (a,x1) > 4y(a,t) = «,(t,21) > (20008)* + max(r, 128) > (20005)?,
which implies that 4, (a) = p1,(a) according to Proposition [5.28]

In the same way, one can prove that «,(a,y2) > (20008)? + r and that p,,(a) = u,(a).
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From this we deduce that:

Au(aﬂyl) 2 Au(aﬂyQ) - Au(ylayZ) > (20005)2,

since d'(y1,y2) < r. Therefore, p,, (a) = pu(a).
We finally have p,, (a) = py, (@) = py, (a) and this implies that:

0(da(21,91)) +0(da(22,92)) = 0(da(21,y2)) = O(da(w2,91))| = 0.
O

Lemma 5.74. Letr >0, y1,y2 € G such that d'(y1,y2) <r. Let a€ X, and t € X, a projection of a on
[y1,y2]c, then there exists Ao > 0 which depends only on r and § such that:

1
d220005)2(aa t) > gd@ooo(sﬁ(avyl) - «4(a,y1) - Az,
2
with as the constant of Proposition[3.19

Proof. To begin we remark that:
dc(a7t) 2 dc(avyl) -7

We need now to control the difference between large angles from a to ¢t and large angles from a to ;.
In the case where t € [a,y1]., we have:

0.(20006)2 (@5 Y1) = O5(20005)2 (@, ) + [ < +(a; Y1) ]5(20005)2 + O>(20005)2 (£, Y1)-
The fact that d'(y1,y2) < implies that ©, 200052 (¢, y1) < r2 then:

9>(20005)2(a7t) 2 @>(20005)2(a7y1) - «4(a,y1) - .

Proposition [3:19 gives the desired inequality for some Ay which depends on § and r only.

In the case where ¢ ¢ [y1,a]., we consider a triangle [y1,t,a]. as in Theorem where the side
[t,y1]c is a subset of [y1,y2].. As t is a projection of a on [y1,y2]., we have ¢ =t and t,7; and a
are all different. If a # a, we denote by e; the edge on [a,a]. such that @ € e; and ey, e} the edges of
[@,y1]e, [a,t]. respectively such that a € ex ney. If y; # 31, we denote by fi, fo the edges of [a, 1],
[y1,%1 ] respectively such that 37 € f1 0 fo. We consider «;(e1,e2), <a(e1,e5), <4, (f1, f2) with the
convention that the angles are equal to zero in the cases where the edges are not defined. If a # a, we
denote by e; the edge on [a,a]. such that @ € e; and es, e} the edges of [a,y1], [a,t]. respectively
such that @ € esnel. If y; # 41, we denote by f1, fo the edges of [a,y1]e, [y1,91]c respectively such
that 41 € fi n fo. We consider «;(e1,e2), 2a(e1,€5), 24, (f1, f2) with the convention that the angles
are equal to zero in the cases where the edges are not defined. We get:

® 0.(20005)2 (@, 1) = O5(20005)2 (@, @) + [ <z (€1, €5)] (200052
® 0.(20005)2 (@, Y1) = O5(20005)2 (@, @) +[ <z (€1, €2)](20008)2 +[ <47, (f1, f2)](20006)2 + O (20005)2 (41, Y1)-

As in the previous case, we have ©,(20005)2 (¥1,%1) < r2. Moreover according to Proposition ,
we have:
|«z(e1,eh) — «z(er,e2)| < 126.

Again according to Proposition the angle «, (f1, f2) is 120 closed to «, (y1,t) which is smaller
than r since d'(y1,y2) < r. Thus:

0. (200052 (@5 ) 2 O (20005)2 (@, Y1) = r? -7 —126.

We conclude again with an application of Proposition [3.19]
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This Lemma allows us to control the angle «;(a,y;) of Lemma m

Lemma 5.75. Letr >0, y1,y2 € G such that d'(y1,y2) <r. Let a € X, and t € X. a projection of a on
[y1,y2]es if <¢(a,y1) = (20000)% + 7, then:

da(y17y2) =0.

Proof. We will prove that if 4(a,;) > (20006)? + r, we have:

fy, (@) = iy, (a).

According to Proposition [5.28] we know that:

fiy, (@) = pu ().
Moreover:
<4(a,y2) 2 «4(a,y1) = <¢(y1,92) 2 (20006)?,
then, we new use of Proposition gives the fact that:

pyy (@) = pe(a),

and this implies that d,(y1,y2) = 0.
O

We now have almost all the ingredients to prove strong-B1 for d. The following proposition simply
shows that we can apply strong B1 for d, uniformly on a € X2°.

Proposition 5.76. For all n,r > 0, there exists R = R(n,r) > 0 such that for all a € X2°, for all

T, T2, Y1,Y2 € X, with do(x1,91),da(21,Y2),da(®2,91),da(x2,y2) > R and do(z1,22),da(y1,y2) < 1,
we have:

|do(x1,91) + da(22,y2) — da(x1,92) = da (22, 91)| < 1.

Proof. Recall that the group G is hyperbolic relative to a family of admissible subgroups Pi,..., P,.
Therefore for each P;, for each C > 0, Probac(P;) admits a strongly bolic metric. Thus these metrics
must satisfy strong-B1. For all i, > 0, there exists R; such that for all ¢ € X7 associated with P;, for all
X1, T2, y1,y2 € X, with do(z1,y1),de(1,Y2), da(x2,91),da(x2,y2) > R; and dg(x1,21),de(x2,22) < 1)
we have:

|do(x1,91) + da(22,y2) — da(x1,y2) = da (22, 91)| < 1.

Taking R as the maximum of the R;, for all a € X, for all 21,22, y1,y2 € X, with do(21,91), do (21, y2),
do(xo,y1),de(x2,y2) > R and dg(x1,21),ds (22, 22) < 7, we have:

|do(x1,91) + da(22,y2) — da(x1,y2) = da(22,91)| < 1.
O

Here, we will prove the most important result for cZ, namely strong-B1. According to Proposition
the distance formula, there are two cases to consider when the distance d(x1,y;) is large: the case
where there is a large angle between 7 and y; in the coned-off graph, or the case where the distance
between x7 and y; in the coned-off space is large

Theorem 5.77. The metric space (G,cf) satisfies strongly-B1.
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Proof. Let us recall that for all z,y € G, d'(z,y) = d.(z,y)+0’(z,y), where ©(z,y) denote the minimal
sum of angles at infinite valence vertices on a geodesic between [x,y].. According to Proposition
m and to Proposition the fact that (X, cf) satisfies strong-B1 is equivalent to the fact that
for all » > 0 and 1 > 0, there exists R = R(n,7) > 0 such that for all z1, x2, y1, yo € G, with
d'(z1,y1),d (x1,y2),d (x2,y1),d (x2,y2) > R and d’'(z1,x2),d (y1,y2) <7, we have:

|Ci(l'1, yl) + C2(1‘27 y2) - Ci(l‘l, 92) - CZ(.’1327 y1)| <.
We will choose R € N even and large enough later. Let us assume that:
d'(z1,y1) 2 R

This implies that:
de(z1,91) +©(z1,51) 2 R.

There are two cases to consider.

1. Let us assume in the first one that:

de(z1,91) < VR.

Thus, if R >4, we get:

S

\/ﬁg)%ﬁ(ia(xlayl)) >0(71,v1) 2

Therefore there exists ag € X2° such that:

Aao(xlvyl) 2

*[3

We will show that for R large enough, for all a € X, a # ag, we have:

0(da(71,91)) +0(da(2,y2) = 0(da(z1,y2)) = 0(da(z2,91))| = 0.

To do so we remark that for all a € X,, a # ag, we have:

o

Aao(mha’) + Aao(a’vyl) 2 Aao(xlvyl) 2

Let us assume without loss of generality that:

-5

A‘ao (‘Tlva) Z
Thus we get:

R
0y (72,0) > 40y (21,0) = 0, (1,22) > L5 -1,

Therefore, if we take R large enough such that @ -7 >(20006)?, we have:
240 (21,0), €4, (x2,a) > (20008).
Then according to Proposition [5.28] this implies that:

Py (@) = pay (@) = pao (@)
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Thus:

|9(da(x1,y1)) + e(da($2ay2)) - e(da(x17y2)) - a(da($27yl))|

:|9(db(/~"l’1 (a)7 Hoyy (a))) + e(db(ﬂzl (a)7 Ky (a‘))) - g(db(ﬂah (a)a Hoyy (a))) - e(da(ﬂﬂn (a)a Hyy (a)))|
=0.

Thus, we get:

ld(z1, 1) + d(22,y2) — d(21,y2) — d(22,91)]
=[0(dag (21,91)) + 0(day (72,Y2)) = 0(day (21,y2)) = 0(day (22, 91))-

We have:

° Aao(xlayl) 2 @a

L4 Aao(x%yl) 2 @ -,

b Aa0($1,y2) 2 @ -,

o 4a0(l‘2,y2) > @ - 2r.
Thus, according to Proposition [5.43] if we take R large enough, we have:
jd(21,91) +d(x2,y2) = d(21,y2) - d(2,91)]
=|0(dag (71,y1)) +0(dag (22, 92)) = O(day (71,y2)) = 0(dag (22, 91))]
:t(1)3_1|d110 (-Th yl) + dao (xQ’ y2) - dao (1’1, y2) - dao (1‘27 y1)|

We conclude with an application of Proposition [5.76} we can find R independent of ag such that:
|da0 (mla yl) + dao (3727 y2) - dag ($17 y2) - dao (-TQ, y1)| <n.

. Let us assume in the second case that d.(z1,71) > VR. Again, we will choose R large enough
later.

Let us denote by B the set of a € X, such that:

da(wlayl) Zth
or do(r1,y2) 2 to,
or da(‘r%yl) 2 tOv

or dq(z2,y2) > to.

We have the following:

|‘Z($17y1) + ‘i(l’myz) - J(Il,yQ) - J($2,y1)|

< ZBW(da(xhyl) + H(da(:c27y2)) - 9(da($1,y2)) - 9(da(x27y1))|

+ 3 Jda(@1,51)" +da(@2,92)" = da(21,92)" = da(z2,91)"|.
aeX,

(a) We will start by showing that for R large enough, we have:

leg |0(da(21,y1) + 0(da(22,92)) = 0(da(w1,92)) = O(da(2,91))| < 4.
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We fix four geodesics [x1,y1]e, [T2, Y2]e, [71,Y2]es [T2,Y1]e. According to Lemma we
know that:

Be ([z1,y1]c Uz, y2]e U [z1,92]c U [22,91]c) N X7
We will show that for R large enough, we have:

Yo 10(da(z1,y1) + 0(da(2,y2)) = 0(da(21,y2)) = 0(da(22,91))| < 7.

aeBn[z1,y1]c

This will implies the same result for Bn[za,y1]e, BN [21,y2]e, BN [22,y2]c by symmetry of
the roles of x1,y1, 22 and ys.

We denote by m a vertex in [z, ¥ ], such that d.(z1,m) > %dc(xhyl) -1 and d.(m,y1) >
1dc(z1,y1) - 1. We remark the following:

Y 10(da(zr, 1) + 0(da(w2,y2)) = 0(da(21,2)) = 0(da(22,91))]

aeBn[z1,y1]c

< [ ; _— 10(da(z1,y1) + 0(da(72,y2)) = 0(da(w1,92)) = O(da(T2,91))|
aeBn[z1,y1]c,ac[z1,m].
+ >, 0(da(w1,y1) +0(da(z2,y2)) = 0(da(1,92)) = 0(da(w2,91))].

aeBn[z1,y1]c,a€[m,y1]e

Let us bound from above the first sum, the bound for the second sum will follow by sym-
metry.

Let a € X, such that a € [z1,m]., we have:
de(a, [y1,y2]c) 2 de(a,y1) —r (since de(y1,92) <7)

1
> §dc(:v1,y1) —1-r (since a € [z1,m].).

Thus if R is large enough, we could apply Theorem to a and [y1,y2]. and we have:
da(y1,y2) < Klndc(%[yl;yz]c) < Klﬁédc(w17y1)—1—T,

where K7 is the constant of Theorem [5.42}
Thereby, we get:

> 10(da(z1,91) +0(da(T2,92)) = 0(da(21,y2)) = O(da(z2,91))|

aeBn[z1,y1]c,ae[z1,m]c

< > 2Pt{ ™ du(y1,92) (according to Lemma [5.52))

aeBn[z1,y1]c,ae[z1,m].
<2PtP 1, (w24 Erv) 1o
<2PtP 1 RRI BT

for R large enough.

The last term converges to 0 as R tends to positive infinity, thus for R large enough, it is
smaller than 7.

To conclude, we proved that:

2;3 10(da (1, y1) +0(da(22,2)) = 0(da (21, 92)) = O(da(w2,91))] < 4.

(b) Now, we will prove that for R large enough, we have:

> lda(@r, )" +da(@2,42)" = da(21,42)" = da(22,91)"] < 2.
aeX \B
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We will choose R € N even and large enough later. We denote by m a vertex in [z1,¥1].
such that d.(zy,m) > g and d.(m,y1) > %. For all a € X, w(a) denotes the projection
of a onto [21,y1]. that is closest to 2. More precisely, this means that m(a) € [z1,y1]e,
de(a,[z1,y1]e) = de(a,m(a)), for all uw € [z1,y1]e, such that d.(a,[z1,y1]c) = de(a,u), we
have: d.(x1,u) > de(z1,7(a)). The fact that w(a) is the projection of a closest to x; is used
only to define the projection of a in [21,y;1]. without ambiguity.

We have the following:

Z |da(1’1,y1)P + da(x27y2)P - da(IlayZ)P - da(x27y1)P|

aeX \B

< > lda(21,51)" + da (22, 42)" = da(21,92)" = da(2,51)"|
aeX \B,m(a)e[z1,m].

+ > lda(z1,51)" + da(22,92)" = da(@1,92) " = da(z2,51) 7.

aeX \B,m(a)e[m,y1]c

We will bound from above the first sum, the same proof will apply for the second by
symmetry. To do this, we remark that:

Z |da (1, yl)P +do (22, yz)P - da(l'17y2)P —dq (2, yl)P|
aeX \B,m(a)e[z1,m].

< Z Pmax(da(mlayl)P_17da(xla:U?)P_l)da(yl7y2)
aeX \B,m(a)e[z1,m].

+ > Pmax(dq(z2,y1)" ", do(22,52) 77 )da(y1,92)-
aeX \B,m(a)e[xz1,m].

Again, we will bound the first sum. For the second sum, the same proof will apply. Let us
denote N :=d.(xz1,m). We order [m,z1]. in the following sense: [m,z1]. = {20, 21,-..,2n8}
with zg =m, 2y =21 and de(2;,2i41) =1 for 0<i < N - 1.

T

a

>

oy
v
=~

Figure 26: 7(a) = z; € [x1,m]

If R is large enough, for all @ € X, with a € [m, x1]., we could apply Theorem to a and
[y1,Yy2]c, combined with Lemma and Lemma [5.75 we get:

1 p —
a2 d20005)2 (@:91)—w2

da(y1,92) < K1k , (10)

86



where ws := Ag + (20006)? + r with Ay the constant of Lemma
For all i € {1,...,n} and a € X, such that 7(a) = z;, we have d (z“yl) >i+ £ thus:

d(20008)2 (@, Y1) 2 de(a, y1)
>d.(a,z;) +de(2i,y1) - 246 (according to Lemma

R
>de(a,z;) +i+ 3 - 246

>0+ E_ 244.
2
We have also according to Lemma on the geodesic [x1,y1].:

1. R
d(20005)2 (2, 1) 2 W(Z + 5 + d(a000)2 (@, 21)) = W.

Moreover, according to Theorem for all ¢ € {1,...,n} and a € X, such that w(a) = 2
except for a finite number of a, we have:

max(dq(21,91)" ", da(21,92)77")

P-1)d z)  (P-1)(Z5d, 2(a,z:)-w)
< Ky max(sF 7 @000z (47 g oy (20009 )(according to Lemmata [5.72] and [5.73))

< Kllip 1d220005)2(a721,)—(P—1)W17 (11)

where wy := A1 + (20008)? + 128 + max(r, 128) with \; the constant of Lemma
Thus, we get:

Pmax(dy(v1,y1)" 7, da(z1,92) ") da(y1,92)
aeX \B,m(a)e[z1,m].

N

<PY ¥ max(da(rn )" da(en,52) ") d (v, 2)
1=0 ae X \B,m(a)=z;

N
%d220005)2 (a,y1)-wa

<Py > max(dg(z1,51)" " da(z1,92) ") K1k®
=0 aeX \B,w(a)=2;

(according to Equation [10))

=

) i
2

_245_, R i
< PK127g1t0/£ o3 203 ZHQE (bound for the a closed to [z1,¥y1]c)
i=0

2% —(P-1)wi-w J s 3 1d’(20005)2 (a,zi) %ld’(zoooéﬂ (a,zi) . .
+ Pr**2 g 1Tz Z K2 Z K “ K2 (according to Equation [T1])
i=0 aeX \B
C _%_‘W 1 Rz
S PK 2yg'tok 2 ——r*°2 (geometric sum)
1-rk°3
_R_ N i Py )
+ PK/ 2&% KJ_(P 1)‘-’-)1 UJ2 Z Z (x% d(20005)2(a7zl)
=0 aeX,.
2495 R
T T Tw2 1 57
< PK12'yg1ton o2 K72
1-Kk°2
B N i
— — — 2 4 . o .
+ P (PrDwimwz o203 5 > k°2 (according to Proposition [5.50)
=0
cy, ~How 1 Pl P_1 1 L
< PK 2y tok 2 K2 + Pr(P-Dwi—ws 5 k2 (geometric sum).
2 4
1-r“2 1 - K2
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As R goes to infinity the last term goes to zero therefore, for R big enough, we have:

Pmax(dg(z1,y1)" " da(z1,92) " da(y1,y2) <.
aeX \B,m(a)e[z1,m].

Hence:

> lda(@1,91)" +da(22,2)" = da(21,42)" = da(22,91)"] < 2.
aeX \B

This concludes the proof.

5.11 Conclusion

We give a proof of Theorem [5.19

Proof. of Theorem [5.19

The function d of Definition is a metric on G according to Proposition m

By definition d is G-invariant.

According to Proposition d is quasi-isometric to the word metric, therefore d is uniformly
locally finite.

The metric space (G,cf is weakly geodesic according to Proposition m

According to Theorem d satisfies the strong-B1 condition and the weak-B2’ condition according
to Proposition therefore d is strongly bolic.

O

As CAT(0) groups are admissible, we deduce Theorem [5.1

Proof. of Theorem According to Proposition CAT(0) groups are admissible. We apply The-

orem [5.191
O

According to Lafforgue’s theorem [I.I] we present here our results concerning the Baum-Connes
conjecture.

Proof. of Corollary [5.2]

Let H be a subgroup of a relatively hyperbolic group G with CAT(0) parabolics with the (RD)
property. According to Theorem there exists a metric d on G such that (G,cf) is weakly geodesic
and strongly bolic. According to Proposition d is quasi-isometric to the word metric on G
therefore it is locally uniformly finite and the action of H on G is proper. Finally, H satisfies the
(RD) property according to [CR05a]. According to Theorem we deduce that H satisfies the

Baum-Connes conjecture.
O

In this corollary, we provide families of CAT'(0) groups for which the (RD) property is known.

Proof. of Corollary [5.3]
According to [UM25] Proposition 8.1], virtually abelian groups are CAT(0), therefore they are
admissible according to Proposition They satisfy (RD) property according to Jolissaint [Jol90].
Cocompactly cubulated groups are C AT'(0) by definition, they satisfy (RD) property according to
[CRO5D).
Coxeter groups are CAT'(0) according to [Dav25|, they satisfy (RD) property according to [CR05D].
O
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Proof. of Corollary [5.4]

According to [BH99, Lemma I1.10.27], Fundamental groups of real complete hyperbolic manifold are
hyperbolic relatively to virtually abelian subgroups, therefore they satisfy the Baum-Connes conjecture
according to Corollary 0
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