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BICOMBING THE MAPPING CLASS GROUP AND TEICHMULLER SPACE
VIA STABLE CUBICAL INTERVALS

MATTHEW GENTRY DURHAM

ABSTRACT. In this mostly expository article, we provide a new account of our proof with Minsky
and Sisto that mapping class groups and Teichmiiller spaces admit bicombings. More generally, we
explain how the hierarchical hull of a pair of points in any colorable hierarchically hyperbolic space
is quasi-isometric to a finite CAT(0) cube complex of bounded dimension, with the added property
that perturbing the pair of points results in a uniformly bounded change to the cubical structure.
Our approach is simplified and new in many aspects.

1. INTRODUCTION

The recent infusion of techniques from cube complexes into the study of mapping class groups
of finite-type surfaces has had dramatic consequences, including toward our ability to control top-
dimensional quasi-isometrically embedded flats [BHS21], build bicombings [DMS20, HHP23], and un-
derstand their geometry at infinity [DZ22, Ham21,Dur23], among others [ABD17, Pet21,DZ22, Zal25].

The central result facilitating most of the above work was the cubical model theorem of Behrstock—
Hagen—Sisto [BHS21]. It says, roughly, that the coarse convex hull of a finite set of points in the
mapping class group is quasi-isometrically approximated by a CAT(0) cube complex, which is a higher
dimensional analogue of Gromov’s tree approximation theorem for hyperbolic spaces. The cubical
model theorem was later generalized by Bowditch [Bow19] (to certain coarse median spaces) and the
author [Dur23] (to allow for points at infinity). All versions hold in the broader context of hierarchically
hyperbolic spaces [BHS17b], a framework for studying a wide variety of spaces with blended negative
and positive curvature, e.g. Teichmiiller spaces [Bro02, Raf14, Durl6], that built off the seminal work
of Masur-Minsky [MM99, MMO0Ob] on the mapping class group; see Section 3.

The cubical approximation theorem allows one to build any number of cubically-defined (and hi-
erarchically well-behaved) paths between a pair of points by importing them from the cubical model
of their hull. This observation was at the core of two recent proofs that the mapping class group is
bicombable'. The two proofs, due to Haettel-Hoda-Petyt [HHP23] and Minsky, Sisto, and the au-
thor [DMS20], are very different but both depend crucially on this cubical model machinery. See also
a recent elegant proof of bicombability using wallspace techniques due to Petyt—Zalloum [PZS24].

The purpose of this paper is to explain a new proof of the two-point version of the main technical
result of [DMS20] via the machinery in [Dur23], which we state here informally (see Theorem 9.9):

Theorem A. The hierarchical hull of a pair of points in a colorable HHS can be stably approximated
by a CAT(0) cube complex.

With this tool in hand, bicombability is a straight-forward application of cubical techniques essen-
tially via the arguments in [DMS20, Sections 5 and 6]:

Corollary B. Let S be a finite type surface. Then its mapping class group and Teichmiller space
with the Teichmiiller metric admit bicombings by hierarchy paths.

Remark 1.1. One can upgrade both of these statements to ensure coarse equivariance in the presence
of an appropriate group action. In particular, in [DMS20] we showed that the bicombings in Corollary
B are coarsely equivariant with respect to the mapping class group action, and that the mapping class

TRoughly, a bicombing on a metric space is a transitive family of quasi-geodesic paths that are stable under small
perturbations of the endpoints; see Definition 2.16.
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group is semi-hyperbolic in the sense of [AB95]. This equivariance upgrade is relatively straight-forward
once one has the bicombing, but we have omitted it since it adds yet another layer complexity to the
statements and proofs in an already technical construction. We point the reader to [DMS20, Remark
2] for a discussion of how equivariance works for this construction.

We have several motivations for writing this paper. First, we wanted to give a simplified account of
the cubical model results in [DMS20,DMS25] in less generality. Roughly speaking, the cubical model for
a finite subset F' of an HHS from [BHS21] is produced from a wallspace on a family of trees obtained by
projecting F to each of the hyperbolic spaces in the hierarchy. The proof of bicombability in [DMS20]
proceeds by using hyperbolic geometry techniques—culminating in the Stable Tree Theorem [DMS20,
Theorem 3.2]—to produce a family of trees which is coarsely stable under bounded perturbations of
F. In this paper, we simplify a number of aspects of this initial portion of the argument by limiting
ourselves to modeling only a pair of points instead of arbitrary collections of points and rays.

The second motivation is to explain how to combine the stability techniques from [DMS20] with
the new cubical model construction from [Dur23]?. This involves a new, more elementary proof of
the key Stable Trees Theorem for intervals; see Section 8 below. Notably, with Minsky and Sisto, we
recently [DMS25] implemented a significant expansion of the techniques from [DMS20] utilizing the
framework of [Dur23]®. This allowed us to build an asymptotically CAT(0) metric [Karll] on any
colorable HHS, construct a Z-boundary (in the sense of [Bes96, Dra06]) for any colorable HHG (see
also [Ham25] for mapping class groups), and establish the Farrell-Jones Conjecture [FJ93] for many
HHGs, including extra-large type Artin groups. This paper can be seen as explaining the simplest
possible case of the main technical construction in [DMS25].

Unsurprisingly, combining the work in [DMS20] and [Dur23] involves an exposition of both, though
we have mostly focused on where they meet. We summarize the main features of this (mostly) expos-
itory paper as follows:

e We give an exposition of the basic cubical model construction from [Dur23], which is signifi-
cantly simplified from the much more general setting considered therein, (i.e., which allows for
modeling points at infinity).

e We explain how to combine the stability techniques from [DMS20] with the cubical model
construction of [Dur23]. In particular, this involves defining a refined notion of a stable de-
composition (Definition 8.12), and giving a new proof of the Stable Trees Theorem 8.14 for
intervals. We note that these stable decompositions also appear in [DMS25].

e Using the above, we prove bicombability of mapping class groups (and HHSes) via the stable
cubulation techniques from [DMS20], while restricting ourselves to the simplified setting of
cubical models for pairs of points. Notably, the bicombing construction from [HHP23] also
depends on the cubical models (from [BHS21]), so one can also see this paper as supplying an
exposition for some of the underlying technology of their construction.

e By focusing on the bicombing result (Corollary B), we are able significantly simplifly the
endgame of the path construction. In particular, we utilize Niblo-Reeves paths [NR9S8] in the
cubical model instead of the more elaborate version of Niblo—Reeves contractions from our
work with Minsky and Sisto [DMS20, Section 5].

1.1. Background reading. Our main focus in this article is explaining how to adapt the stable
cubulation techniques from [DMS20] to the cubical model setup from [Dur23], which we note is done
in much more general setting in [DMS25]. As such, the reader will benefit from a variety of contextual
information and motivation in and around cube complexes and HHSes. We provide some suggested
reading in the list below:

2This construction has many extra benefits as compared to the construction from [BHS21]. We point interested
readers to the in-depth discussion in the introduction of [Dur23].

3The first version of this expository article appeared before [DMS25], but we have subsequently adapted it to account
for that paper.
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e See Sisto’s notes [Sis17] and the background in Casals-Ruiz—Hagen-Kazachkov [CRHK21] for
an introduction to HHSes. While we do give a proof of the harder bound of the Distance
Formula in Corollary 6.11, we expect the reader to be familiar with the general framework.

e See Farb-Margalit [FM11] for an introduction to mapping class groups, and [BHS19, Section
11] and there references therein (particular, Masur-Minsky’s work [MM99, MMOODb]) for its
hierarchically hyperbolic structure. Similarly, see Rafi [Raf07, Raf14] and the author [Durl6]
for the hierarchical structure on Teichmiiller space with the Teichmiiller metric.

e For an introduction to bicombings and semihyperbolicity, see Alonso—Bridson [AB95].

e For background on cube complexes, see Sageev’s notes [Sagl4] and Schwer’s book [Sch].

e For a discussion of cubical techniques in HHSes and related objects, see Zalloum’s expository
article [Zal23].

1.2. Structure of the paper. The paper begins with a high-level discussion of the endgame for
the bicombing construction using cubical approximation techniques. In particular, in Section 2, we
will extract the key facts that we prove about colorable hierarchically hyperbolic spaces, namely the
Stable Cubes Theorem 9.9 and Stable Moves Theorem 2.13, to build a bicombing on any metric space
possessing the properties described in the former. This includes the much simplified construction of
the bicombing paths themselves via Niblo-Reeves paths in Subsection 2.3.

With this setup as motivation, we then proceed to describe the cubical model construction for
HHSes. Sections 4 through 6 explain the interval version of the cubical model theorem from [Dur23].
The heart of the paper is in Sections 7 and 8, where we explain how to build the stabilized family of
intervals which serve as input, as well as in Section 9, where we see how to plug this stabilized input
into the cubulation machine.

1.3. Acknowledgements. This work was supported in part by NSF grant DMS-1906487 and NSF
CAREER DMS-2441982. The main thanks go to Yair Minsky and Alessandro Sisto, as our papers
[DMS20, DMS25] are at the center of this article. Thanks to Thomas Koberda for his efforts in
coorganizing the first Riverside Workshop on Geometric Group Theory? in 2023 (and its subsequent
versions), which was supported by NSF grant DMS-2234299. Thanks also to Harry Petyt for giving
many detailed comments which greatly improved the paper. This paper was written for the conference
proceedings and I appreciated Thomas’ patience and encouragement while completing it. Thanks also
to the other speakers—Anne Lonjou, Marissa Kawehi Loving, and Jean-Pierre Mutanguha—for their
outstanding minicourses. Finally, thanks to the attendees of RivGGT23 where my minicourse covered
some of the material in this paper, and the UCR graduate students who attended my topics course on
the construction in [Dur23].

2. BEGINNING AT THE END

The purpose of this section is to prove the main consequence of the technical results we will spend
the rest of the paper establishing. That is, we will begin by explaining how the Stable Cubical Intervals
Theorem A (Theorem 9.9) is enough to prove bicombability of the mapping class groups and colorably
hierarchically hyperbolic spaces, more generally.

We begin with a brief primer on CAT(0) cube complexes and a discussion of Niblo-Reeves paths
and their stability under hyperplane deletions. In Subsection 2.2, we give a precise version of our
stable cubulations result along with its associated path-building construction. In Subsection 2.4, we
then define and discuss bicombings. In Subsection 2.5, we explain how to put these parts together to
give a bicombing for any metric space satisfying some version of our stable cubulations setup.

2.1. Wall spaces, cube complexes, and hyperplane deletions. This subsection includes a quick
set of definitions and references for readers unfamiliar with CAT(0) cube complexes.

Our approach here follows most closely Roller’s approach [Roll6] to Sageev’s cubulation machine
[Sag95], which uses the notion of wall-space as introduced by Haglund-Paulin [HP98]. See Sageev’s

4https ://sites.google.com/view/riggthew-2023/home
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notes [Sagl4], as well as Hruska-Wise [HW14], for excellent expositions on this subject. We note that
we will later take an approach using medians in Section 6.

A cube complex is a CW complex obtained by gluing a collection of unit Euclidean cubes of various
dimensions along their faces by a collection of (Euclidean) isometries. A cube complex X is non-
positively curved when it satisfies Gromov’s link condition, and every non-positively curved simply
connected cube complex admits a unique CAT(0) metric.

A hyperplane in a CAT(0) cube complex ¥ is a connected subspace whose intersection with each
cube o = [0,1]™ is either & or the subspace obtained by restricting exactly one coordinate to % In
particular, every hyperplane partitions . This motivates the definition of a half-spaces and pocsets,
following Roller [Rol16].

Definition 2.1 (Pocset). Let (X, <) be a partially-ordered set. A pocset structure on X has the
additional structure of an order-reversing involution A — A* satisfying
(1) A+ A* and A, A* are <-incomparable;
(2) A< B = B* < A*.
e Given A < B, the interval between A and B is [A, B] = {C|A < C < B}.
e The pocset (2, <) is locally finite if every interval is finite.
e Given A, B € X, we say A is transverse to B if none of A < B, A < B* A* < B, A* < B*
holds. The pocset (X, <) has finite width if the maximal size of a pairwise transverse subset is
finite.

In a CAT(0) cube complex, every vertex is contained in exactly one half-space associated to each
hyperplane. The following notion abstracts the combinatorial structure of such a family of half-spaces:

Definition 2.2 (Ultrafilters and the DCC). Given a locally finite pocset (3, <), an ultrafilter c on ¥
is a subset of ¥ satisfying
(1) (Choice) Exactly one element of each pair {A, A*} is an element of «;
(2) (Consistency) Ac o and A< B = Bea.
e An ultrafilter « satisfies the descending chain condition (DCC) if every descending chain of
elements terminates.

We can now define the dual cube complex to a locally finite, discrete, finite-width pocset:

Definition 2.3 (Dual cube complex). Given a locally finite, discrete, finite-width pocset (2, <), we
define a CW complex X (X) as follows:

(1) The O-cells X(© of X are the DCC ultrafilters on (%, <).

(2) Two 0O-cells o, B are connected by an edge in XV if and only if |aAB| = 2, ie. a = (8 —
{A}) U {A*} for some A € X.

(3) Define X inductively by adding an n-cube whenever the boundary of one appears in the
X (=1 _gkeleton.

The following is a theorem of Roller [Rol16], building on Sageev [Sag95]:

Theorem 2.4 (Sageev’s machine). Given a locally finite, finite-width pocset (¥, <), the CW complex
X (%) is a finite dimensional CAT(0) cube complex, where the dimension is equal to the width of (X, <).

o We call X(X) the dual cube complex to (X, <).

We note that the dual cube complex to the pocset coming from the hyperplanes of a CAT(0) cube
complex is (isomorphic to) that cube complex.

The following lemma is useful for obtaining isomorphisms between cube complexes whose wall-
spaces we can directly compare. Its proof is an exercise in the basics of CAT(0) cube complexes which
we leave to the reader.

Lemma 2.5. Let W, W’ be wallspaces, and let v : Hyy — Hy be a bijection of their half-spaces, which
preserves complements and disjointness. Then ¢ induces a cubical isomorphism h : D(W) — D(W')
between the corresponding dual CAT(0) cube complezes.



Finally, in our stable cubulations theorem, we will want to realize maps between certain cube
complexes as a sort of collapsing of a controlled piece of their combinatorial data. The right notion
here is of a hyperplane deletion. The motivating example is where one has a wall-space W(H) on
some set of walls H, and one removes some collection of the walls H — G, to obtain a restriction map
DW(H)) — DOW(H — G)) between their dual cube complexes in the sense of [CS11]. This map
collapses the carriers of the hyperplanes in G (recall that a carrier of a hyperplane h is naturally
isomorphic to h x [0, 1]).

2.2. Stable cubes and stable moves. We will prove Corollary B in an ostensibly more general
framework than that of (colorable) HHSes”. That is, we only need a metric space which satisfies the
following definitions. The first is effectively a weak two-point version of the cubical model property
for HHSes from [BHS21], proven in Theorem 6.4 in this paper.

Definition 2.6 (Weak local quasi-cubicality). Let X be a metric space. A Bg-cubical model for a pair
a,be X is a CAT(0) cube complex Q of dimension at most By satisfying the following:

(1) There is a (By, Bo)-quasi-isometric embedding Q:0-X (the cubical model map),
(2) There are two distinguished vertices a,b € Q so that any ¢*-geodesic v € Q between a,b is
sent to a (By, Bp)-quasi-geodesic Q(v) € X between a, b.

o We say X is Bo-weakly locally quasi-cubical (wLQC) if there exists By > 0 so that any pair
a,b e X admits a Bp-cubical model.

While CAT(0) cube complexes have many standard metrics (all of which are quasi-isometric), the
convenient one for us is the /*-metric, which, for vertices in a single unit cube, is just the sup-metric.
The next definition is extracted from Theorem 9.9 below. This property holds for colorable hierar-
chically hyperbolic spaces, e.g., the mapping class group and Teichmiiller space; see [DMS20, Theorem
4.1] for the original, more general version, and [DMS25, Theorem 9.1] for the state-of-the-art. Part of
our purpose here for extracting it from the HHS setting is to highlight the structure of the endgame.

Definition 2.7 (Stable weak local quasicubicality). We say that a metric space X is By-stably wLQC
if there is a By so that the following holds:
e For any a,b,a’,b' € X with dx(a,a’) < 1 and dx(b,b’) < 1, there exist By-cubical models

Q9,90 and @', Qy for a,b and a’,b’ so that the following diagram commutes up to additive
error By:

Q

Q
A\‘

e In the above,
(1) Q,90,8,Qf are cubical model maps and hence (By, By)-quasi-isometric embeddings,
(2) the map Iy is a cubical isomorphism,

SWe actually suspect that coarse median spaces satisfying some version of the property in Definition 2.7 will be HHSes,
though it is unclear to us what exactly the right property is, e.g. perhaps a factor system in the sense of [BHS17b].



(3) the maps Ag, Aj are induced by deleting at most Bp-many hyperplanes, and
(4) Ao, A} take the distinguished vertices associated to a,b and a/,b in Q, Q' to those in

Qo, Qy, respectively.

Requirement (4) says that the way that the cube complexes Q, Qp model a,b align, and similarly
for @', Q) and o/, b’. Note that if X satisfies Definition 2.7 then it satisfies Definition 2.6.

Remark 2.8. Theorems 6.4 and 9.9 actually provide a lot more information about these cubical models.
In particular, if X is an HHS and a,b € X, then the cube complexes Q and Qy above model the
hierarchical hull of a,b (Definition 3.12), which is a coarsely convex subspace which encodes the
hierarchical geometry between a,b. Moreover, the combinatorial geometry of the cube complex encodes
essentially all of this hierarchical data. See the introduction of [Dur23] for a detailed discussion.

2.3. Stable moves. In this subsection, we establish the key path-building portion of our bicombing
construction, namely the Stable Moves Theorem 2.13. This involves proving that a well-studied family
of paths in a cube complex due to Niblo-Reeves [NR98] behaves well under hyperplane deletion. These
paths were at the center of their construction of a biautomatic structure on an CAT(0) cubical group,
and so it is quite agreeable that they play a central role in our construction of a bicombing for our
sort of quasi-cubical spaces. While we have maintained some of the structure and terminology from
our work with Minsky and Sisto in [DMS20, Section 5], our limited setting allows for a much simpler
path construction.

Let X be a finite CAT(0) cube complex with X = hully(a,b) the cubical hull® of a,b € X°. Set
H = H(a,b) to be the set of hyperplanes in X separating a, b, so that X = X(#) is the dual cube
complex to H. Recall that we can think of vertices of X as coherent orientations on hyperplanes in H.

Definition 2.9. Let p e X°. A hyperplane h € H is transitional, denoted h € T'(p, H), if

(1) h separates p from b, and
(2) pis adjacent to h, i.e. h crosses some cube of which p is a vertex.

We note that there is a natural partial order < on H, where h < h’ when h separates h’ from a, or
equivalently h’ separates h from b. In our special setting with X = hullx (a,b), every vertex p € X°
occurs on some ¢!-geodesic from a to b. The property of transitionality for h € T(p, H) is encoding
that h is minimal in the partial order on H(p,b) < H.

The following lemma says that minimal elements in the partial order must cross:

Lemma 2.10. Ifhy,hy € T(p,H), then hy crosses hs.

Proof. If hy and hs do not cross, then, without loss of generality, there is a half-space of hy containing
a,hy. On the other hand, p is adjacent to hy. This implies that p, a are in different half-spaces of hy,
which is a contradiction. g

With this lemma, we can define our Niblo—Reeves paths pg = a,p1,...,p, = b as follows [NR9S]:
e Let po = a.
e By Lemma 2.10, pg is the corner of a unique cube Cy for which the set of hyperplanes that
cross Cy is precisely T'(p, H). Set p1 to be the diagonally opposite corner of Cy. Equivalently,
p1 is obtained from pg by flipping orientations on the hyperplanes in T'(p, H).
e Define p; for ¢ = 1 recursively with p; in place of pg.
Thus, at each step p; — p;+1, the path crosses the set of <-minimal hyperplanes in H(p;,b). The
following proposition states the basic properties of the Niblo—Reeves paths:

Proposition 2.11. Continuing with the above notation, the following hold:

(1) There exists some n so that p, = b.
(2) For all 0 < i< n, we have d%(pi,pi+1) = 1.
(3) Any path obtained by concatenating ¢ -geodesics between p;, p;+1 for 0 < i < n is an £*-geodesic.

6The assumption that X = hullx (a, b) is not necessary, but is convenient for our purposes.
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Proof. For (1), observe that the sequence p; only crosses hyperplanes separating a from b. Each step
p; — pi+1 of the sequence crosses the collection of <-minimal hyperplanes in H(p;,b) < H. Now (1)
is equivalent to the claim that H = |J; H(pi,b), which is to say that this process exhausts the set of
hyperplanes separating a and b, which is clear because H is finite.

Ttem (2) is by construction, since p; and p;+1 are opposite corners of a cube.

Finally, item (3) follows from the fact that H(p;,b) < H(pit1,b) with H(pi+1,b) — H(pi,b) =
H(pi,pi+1). Hence if h € T(p;,b), then h does not separate p; from p; for j < i. This says that
the sequence {p;} does not cross any hyperplane twice, and it follows that the concatenation of the
0'-geodesic segments will not either, making it an £'-geodesic. O

The following is a useful observation about this construction:

Proposition 2.12. Let ® : Q — Q' be an isomorphism of cube complexes. If v is the Niblo—Reeves
path between a,be Q°, then ®(~) is the Niblo—Reeves path between ®(a), ®(b) € (Q')°.

We can now state the main result of this subsection.

Theorem 2.13 (Stable moves). Suppose that h € H is hyperplane, and let Ay : D(H) — D(H — {h})
denote the hyperplane collapse map. Set An(a) = a’ and An(b) =V'. Let py,...,p, denote the Niblo—
Reeves path in X = D(H) between a,b and py, . .., py, the path between o', b in D(H — {h}). Then the
following hold:

(1) We haven <m + 1.
(2) For all1l <i<n, we have d%(ﬂf{h})(Ah(pi),p’i) < 1.

In other words, Niblo-Reeves paths are stable under hyperplane deletion maps.
The following notation will be useful for us:

Definition 2.14. Let h' € H. We set ty (a, H), called the transition index of h', to be the index i at
which h' € H(p;, pi+1). Similarly, if h' € H — {h}, we define ty(a’, H — {h}) to be the index i so that
h' € H(p}, piy1)-

Lemma 2.15. Ifh' € H — {h}, then ty(a,H) = tw(a’,H — {h}) + 6 for § € {0,1}.

Proof. This is essentially [DMS20, Lemma 5.12], though the proof is basically immediate in our setting.
Note that the transition index tn = dw(a,h) + 4. Since the £* distance between a’ and h’ measures
the maximal length of a chain of hyperplanes separating them (plus %), that distance can be at most
1 more than dy(a,h). This completes the proof. O

Proof of the Stable Moves Theorem 2.13. Suppose hy, hy separate Ay (p;) and p} in X’ = D(H — {h})
but do not cross, since we are done if all such hyperplanes cross.

Without loss of generality, we may assume that h; separates Ap(p;) from hy. Let j =ty (', H —
{h}). Then j < tn,(a’,H — {h}) < i, with the latter inequality following because p; ; has already
crossed hy (and hy). Thus j + 1 < i.

But then ty, (a, H) < tn, (¢/,H—{h}) +1 = j+1 < 4, which says that hy separates p; from a, which
is a contradiction. g

2.4. Bicombings. Our ultimate goal is to prove that mapping class groups and Teichmiiller spaces
admits bicombings (Theorem A). Roughly, a bicombing on a space X is a family of uniform quasi-
geodesic paths that is transitive (i.e., connects any pair of points of X), and for which paths in the
family between pairs of endpoints that are close to each other uniformly fellow-travel in a parameter-
ized fashion. The notion of bicombing was first introduced by Thurston in the context of algorithmic
problems in groups. It is a straightforward but informative exercise to prove that geodesics in hyper-
bolic and CAT(0) spaces satisfy this property, and this is precisely what the definition is intended to
generalize.

The following definition is essentially from [AB95], as restated in [DMS20, Definition 6.4]:



FIGURE 1. Stable Moves: A simple example of how Niblo-Reeves paths behave under
hyperplane collapses. In each cube complex, the red vertices correspond to a,b. The
orange hyperplanes are collapsed when passing to Qp = Qf. The Niblo-Reeves path
in Qg between a,b travels in a straight line between the red vertices. The Niblo—
Reeves paths in Q (blue) and Q' (purple) descend to paths which are close to it the
Niblo—Reeves path in Qg, and hence close to each other. This example is a modified
version of [DMS20, Figure 25].

Definition 2.16 (Bicombings). A discrete, bounded, quasi-geodesic bicombing of a metric space X
consists of a family of discrete paths {I'; 4} yex and a constant { > 0 satisfying the following:

(1) Quasi-geodesic: For any x,y € X with d = dx(z,y), there exists n, , < d¢ + ¢ so that the
path T'z , : {0,...,n5,} — X is a ((, ()-quasi-isometric embedding with I'; ,(0) = 2 and
Fz,y(nz,y) =y; and

(2) Fellow-traveling: If 2',y’ € X and dx (z,2"),dx (y,y') < 1, thenforallt € {0,..., max{n, ,, na v }},
we have

dx (Do y(t), Dar (1) < €.
For our purposes, the fellow-traveling condition in item (2) is the key challenge. At this point, there
are many constructions of uniform quasigeodesics in mapping class groups.

2.5. Building the bicombing. We are now ready to define the bicombing. Let X be By-stably
wLQC (Definition 2.7). For any a,b € X, let Q be a CAT(0) cube complex provided by Definition 2.7
and a, be Q the distinguished vertices associated to a, b.

We can define a family of paths {T'y »}4 pex by taking I'y  to be the image under the quasi-isometry
0 : Q — X of the Niblo-Reeves path between a, b. By Definition 2.6, this is a uniform (By, By)-quasi-
geodesic between a, b.

Theorem 2.17. The family of paths {Tap}tapex forms a discrete bounded quasi-geodesic bicombing
on X.

Proof. We need to confirm the properties in Definition 2.16. The paths are clearly discrete and are
(Bo, Bp)-quasi-geodesics by assumption. So we need to show that they satisfy the fellow-traveling
property in item (2) of that definition. This is a direct application of the properties in Definition 2.7
and Theorem 2.13.

Let d,B € Q and do,go € Qq be the distinguished vertices associated to a,b, and the same for
a, b e Q and ag, ZA)E) € Qf with &/, ¥, respectively. Note that Ag(@) = do, etc, by item (4) of Definition
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2.7. Let A,Ag,A',A{ be the Niblo-Reeves paths in 9, Qy, @', 9 connecting the respective pairs
(a, ) (ao,bo) (@, b), (aO,B’) in their respective cube complexes Q, Qp, @', Qj. So in our notation,
I, Q(A) and Loy = Qo (A"). We have the following estimate

<2> dx (Tap(i), Tar (i) = dx(A(A(')) (N (i)

(3) < dx (€0 Ag(A (1)), Q0 o AH(A(i))) + 2By
(4) < dx(Qo(Ao(i), U (Ay(0))) + 4By

(5) < dx (@) 0 To(Ao(4)), Q) (A) (i) + 580
(6) = dx(Q(AH(1)), Q2 (AH (1))

(7) = 5B0.

In the above, (3) follows from commutativity of the top and bottom triangles in diagram 1, (4)
follows from Theorem 2.13, (5) follows from commutativity the middle triangle of diagram 1, and (6)
follows from the fact that the cubical isomorphism Iy : Qy — Qf identifies the paths Ay and Ajp, i.e.
Ao(i) = A (i) for each i (Proposition 2.12). This completes the proof.

O

With this in hand, we can prove our bicombing result:

Proof of Corollary B. Mapping class groups and Teichmiiller spaces of finite type surfaces are colorable
HHSes (see Section 3 for references), so they are stably weakly locally quasi-cubical by Theorem 9.9.
Hence Theorem 2.17 provides a bicombing by pushing forward the Niblo—Reeves path in an appropriate
cubical model to the respective space. Any such ¢*-geodesic can be completed to an ¢!-geodesic by
connecting vertices via £-geodesic segments as in Proposition 2.11. But now Proposition 6.9 says that
the images of these paths are hierarchy paths (Definition 3.9). This completes the proof. g

Remark 2.18. A reader familiar with both [BHS21] and [DMS20] will note that one usually uses the
fact that the cubical model maps are quasi-median maps to get this last hierarchy path property.
However, we have avoided discussions of median structures in this paper because they are unnecessary
for our purposes. See [Dur23, Section 15] for how our cubical model construction works with medians.

3. A BRIEF PRIMER ON HHSES

Hierarchically hyperbolic spaces were introduced by Behrstock—Hagen—Sisto in [BHS17b, BHS19],
building off of work of Masur-Minsky [MM99, MMOOb] on the mapping class group, among others
[Bro02, Raf07, Raf14, Durl6, EMR17].

For our purposes, we will introduce the basic foundational concepts that we need. It turns out that
the cubical model construction is a foundational-level construction, as one can use it to prove key facts
like the Distance Formula 3.8; see Bowditch [Bow19] and [Dur23].

The following is a complete list (at the time of writing) of the spaces known to be hierarchically
hyperbolic. With the exception of some cubical examples, all of them are colorable (Definition 7.1),
and so our main results Theorem A and Corollary B apply:

e Hyperbolic spaces.

e Mapping class groups [MM99, MMO0Ob, Aoul3,BHS17b] and Teichmiiller spaces, with both the
Teichmiiller [Raf07, Durl6] and Weil-Petersson metrics [Bro02].

e Many [HS20], but not all [She25], CAT(0) cubical groups, including all right-angled Artin and
Coxeter groups [BHS17b].

e Fundamental groups of closed 3-manifolds without Nil or Sol summands [BHS19, HRSS22].

e Quotients of mapping class groups by large powers of Dehn twists [BHMS24a] and pseudo-
Anosovs [BHS17a].

e Surface group extensions of Veech groups [DDLS23,DDLS24, Bon24] and multicurve stabilizers
[Rus21] of mapping class groups.

e The genus-2 handlebody group [Che22].
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Artin groups of extra-large type [HMS24].
Many free-by-cyclic groups [BGGH25].
Admissible curve graphs [CR24].
The class of HHSes is closed under products and appropriate combinations [BHS19], including
graph products [BR22] and graph braid groups [Ber21].

We note that there are non-colorable cubical HHSes [Hag23] and non-HHS cubical groups [She25].
CAT(0) cube complexes are obviously locally modeled by cube complexes and, moreover, are bicom-
bable [NR9S], so they are not of interest in this paper in any event.

3.1. Basic setup of an HHS. Roughly, a hierarchically hyperbolic structure is a pair (X, &) where
X is a uniformly quasigeodesic metric space and & is an index set for a family of uniformly hyperbolic
spaces {C(U)}yes. The ambient space X admits a family of uniformly coarsely Lipschitz projections
7y : X — C(U), and those projections, along with certain relations on the family &, largely control
the coarse geometry of X.

The following extracts some of the properties we need from the axiomatic setup [BHS19], see [Sis17]
for a discussion.

(1) For each U € & there exist an Fg-hyperbolic space C(U) and a Eg-coarsely surjective
(Es, Eg)-coarsely Lipschitz map 7y : X — C(U), with Fg independent of U.
(2) The set & has the following relations:

e It is equipped with a partial order = called nesting. If & # ¢, the set & contains a
unique —-maximal element S.

e It has a symmetric, anti-reflexive relation 1 called orthogonality. If U = V', then U,V
are not related via L. Furthermore, domains have orthogonal containers: if U € & and
there is a domain orthogonal to U then there is a domain W such that V = W whenever
vV _1U.

e For any distinct U,V € & unrelated via 1, =, then we say U,V are transverse and write
UMV.

(3) There exists an integer called the complexity of X and denoted &(&) such that whenever
Uy, Us,--- U, is a collection of pairwise non-transverse domains, then n < £(&).
(4) If U = V or UAV, then there exists a set p¥, of diameter at most Eg in C(V).
(5) If U = V, there is a map py; : C(V) — C(U), called the relative projection of U to V which
satisfies the following: For z € X with dy (7y (z), p¥) > Es, we have 7y (z) = oy (v ().
S

For two points ,y € X, it is standard to use dy(z,y) to denote deyy(my (x), 7u (y)), and similarly
for subsets of X. For a subset A € X, we will also use diamy(A) to denote the diameter of the set
v (A) < C(U).

3.2. Basic HHS facts. We now collect some useful facts about HHSes from various places.

The following definition from [Beh06, BKMM12,BHS19], will be important for us. The idea here is
that we want to combine all of the projections my : X — C(U) for each U € & into a global projection
II: X - [[,C(U). The following definition uses the relations on & to constrain tuples in [ [, C(U).

Definition 3.1 (Consistent tuple). Let & > 0 and let (by) € [[;;eq 2€¥) be a tuple such that for each
U € &, the U—coordinate by has diameter < k. Then (by) is k—consistent if for all VW € &, we
have
min{dy (bv, oy’ ), dw (bw, pyy)} < &
whenever VAW and
min{dw (z, pYy,), diamy (by U pi¥ )} < &
whenever V = W.
e We refer to the above inequalities as the consistency inequalities.

The following is a key fact for us. It says that the image of IT: X — [ [, C(U) consists of uniformly
consistent tuples:
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Lemma 3.2. There exists 0 = 0(&) > 0 so that if x € X, then the tuple (my(z)) € [[yes C(U) is
0-consistent.

On the other hand, we would like to know whether all consistent tuples in [ [, C(U) essentially
come from X'. That is the content of the following Realization Theorem. In particular, says that any
tuple satisfying Definition 3.1 can be coarsely realized via a point in X. It is [BKMM12, Theorem 4.3]
for mapping class groups, [EMR17, Theorem 3.2] for Teichmiiller space with the Teichmiiller metric,
and [BHS19, Theorem 3.1] for the general HHS case:

Theorem 3.3 (Realization). For each k > 1 there exists 0.,0,, = 0 such that the following holds. Let
b = (by)ves € [ [pes 2€WV) pe k-consistent.

Then there exists x € X so that dy (by, 7w (x)) < 0. for all U € &. Moreover, x is coarsely unique
in the sense that

diamy {x € X|dw (bw, 7w (x)) < 0. for allU € &} < 0,.

Remark 3.4. Notably, the proof of Theorem 3.3 in [BHS19] does not involve the hyperbolicity of the
associated spaces {C(U)}ues, and actually follows from a weak form which is axiomatized into the
HHS setup. In this sense, realization is a purely hierarchical fact which plays a similar role to the
existence of a coarse median in Bowditch’s analysis [Bow19)].

Perhaps the main technique in HHSes is taking an object in the ambient space X and projecting
it to all of the hyperbolic spaces, doing hyperbolic geometry, and then reassembling the pieces via
hierarchical tools like the Realization Theorem 3.3. Toward that end, and recognizing that HHSes are
fundamentally coarse spaces, we will usually want to restrict ourselves to the relevant collection of
hyperbolic spaces to which an object has a sufficiently large projection.

Definition 3.5 (Relevant domains). Given a subset A < X and K > 0, we say that U € & is
K-relevant for A if diamy (A) = K. We denote the set of K-relevant domains for A by Relg (A).

The following Passing-Up lemma is a foundational fact about HHSes; in fact, it can be taken to be
an axiom [Dur23, Proposition 4.15]. Roughly speaking, the passing-up lemma says that if z,y € X
have a large number of lower complexity relevant domains, then there must be some higher complexity
relevant domain containing at least one of them, thereby allowing us to “pass up” the —=-lattice.

Lemma 3.6 (Passing-up). Let X be an HHS with constant Eg. For every D > 0 there is an integer
PU = PU(D) > 0 such that if V € & and x,y € X satisfy dy,(z,y) > Es for a collection of domains
{UEY with each U; € Gy, then there exists W € Gy and i with U; © W such that dw (z,y) > D.

As an example of how this lemma is foundational, we observe the following corollary. The original
proof is embedded in the proof of Theorem 3.3 in [BHS19, Theorem 3.1}, but not explicitly stated. We
give a proof for completeness:

Corollary 3.7. For any x,y € X, the set Relgs (z,y) is finite.

Proof. Let C be the coarse Lipschitz constant for all of the projections ny for U € &, and set D >
Cdx(z,y) + C. If #Relp, (z,y) > P(D), then the Passing-Up Lemma 3.6 provides a domain W € &
with dw (z,y) > D, which is impossible. O

Another fundamental fact about HHSes is the following distance formula, which originated in work
of Masur-Minsky [MMO0Ob], and found various iterations elsewhere [Bro02,Raf07, Dur16, KK14] before
being generalized to all HHSes in [BHS19]. See [BHS19, Theorem 4.5] for a proof from the now-standard
HHS setup, and also [Bow19, Theorem 1.2] and [Dur23, Corollary C] from proofs using cubical model
techniques, which we also recover here below in Corollary 6.11.

Theorem 3.8 (Distance formula). There exists Ky = Ko(&) > 0 so that if K > Ky and z,y € X,

then
dx(w,y) = Y [du(z,9)]k
UeG
where the coarse equality = depends only on G and K.
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Philosophically (for our purposes), the distance formula says that if we want to understand how
to move between two points in an HHS, it should be enough to focus on the set of relevant domains
between them.

The next definition is of a special kind of path in an HHS. The proof of their existence is always
tied up in the proof of the more difficult bound of the distance formula, as is the case in this paper in
Subsection 6.4. Otherwise, we will not need this notion.

Definition 3.9. A path v: 1 — X in an HHS (X, &) is a L-hierarchy path if its projection ny (y) <
C(U) is an unparameterized (L, L)-quasi-geodesic for each U € &.

We end this subsection with a basic observation, which generalizes the observation that if two
subsurfaces U,V are not transverse, then their boundary curves must be disjoint up to isotopy.

Lemma 3.10. Suppose that U, V,W € Relg,(a,b) for a,be X.

(1) IfU,V =W and U,V are not transverse, then dw (p$,, piy;) < Es.
(2) IfUAV and W =V with W,U not orthogonal, then dy (ply, pi¥ ) < Es.

Finally, we end with a key HHS axiom, originally proven for mapping class groups in [MMO00a,
Theorem 3.1]:

Axiom 3.11 (Bounded geodesic image). If U =V and v € C(V) is a geodesic with dy (p%,v) > Es,
then diam(py; (7)) < Es. Furthermore, for any z,y € X and any geodesic v connecting my (z), 7y (y),
if dv(p%,7) > Es, then d(my(x), 7u(y)) < Ee.

3.3. Hierarchical hulls and related basic facts. In our HHS setup, the basic object we will want
to consider is the following hierarchical notion of a coarse convex hull. These hierarchical hulls are
built out of consistent tuples of points whose coordinates are contained in the hyperbolic hulls in
each domain. More specifically, given a pair of points z,y € X, for each, U € &, we set Hy =
hully (7y ({2, y})), where hully denotes the hyperbolic hull in C(U).

Definition 3.12 (Hierarchical hull). Given a constant § > 0, we define the 0-hull of z,y to be all
z € X so that dy(z, Hy) < 6 for all U € 6.

e We denote the 6-hull of z,y by Hy = hullp(z,y).

One of the key facts about hierarchical hulls is that they are hierarchically quasiconvexr [BHS19,
Lemma 6.2], see [RST23] for more on convexity in HHSes. We do not need this definition for our
purposes, but we do need the following consequence:

Lemma 3.13. For any 6 > 0, there exists is a (J,J)-coarse Lipschitz retract gp, : X — Hy, where
J=J(6,6)>0.

In the above lemma, the map gg, : X — Hp is a hierarchical analogue of a cubical gate map. When
z € X, the point g, (z) € Hy is defined by coordinate-wise closest-point projection of 7 (2z) to Hy and
then applying the Realization Theorem 3.3; see [BHS19, Proposition 6.3] and the surrounding text for
details.

3.4. Consequences of the Passing-up Lemma 3.6. The following statements are useful for the
sort of distance formula related hierarchical accounting that we need to do the proof of the cubical
model theorem. The first says that any given relevant domain for a pair x,y € X can only nest
into boundedly-many other relevant domains for x,y. It first appeared in [DMS20, Lemma 2.15];
see [CRHK21, Lemma 11.13] for a different proof and [Dur23, Lemma 4.8] for a version that allows
x,y to be at infinity.

Lemma 3.14 (Covering). For any HHS (X,8), there exists N = N(&) > 0 so that the following
holds. For any x,y € X and all U € Relsoge (,y), there are at most N domains V € Relsopes (z,y) so
that U = V.
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Another consequence of Lemma 3.6 is the following distance formula type statement, which is a
less general version of [Dur23, Proposition 4.14]. Roughly, it says that the number of medium-sized
relevant domains for a pair x,y can be accounted for (i.e., in terms of the domain projections) by
large-sized domains higher up the hierarchy in a precise fashion.

Proposition 3.15 (Bounding large containers). Let K1 > 50Fg, Ko > K1 +47Es, and x,y € X with
Uy = Relk, (x,y),Us = Relk, (x,y), and V =U; —Us. Then the following hold:

(1) For all but PU(K3) — 1 domains V €V, there exists W € Uy with V = W.
(2) For any W € Us, if W = {V € V|V = W} then we have #W < dw(x,y) with constants
depending only on & and Ks.

The above proposition is useful for proving the following slight generalization of the Distance For-
mula 3.8. It’s useful for circumstances, such as in Section 5.1, where we want to make distance
formula-type arguments where the summands are only coarsely equal to the standard distance formula
terms. Probably the key example of this is when we want to replace dy(z,y) with dr, (z,y), where
each Ty is a uniform quasi-geodesic in C(U) between 7y (x) and 7y (y). This originally appeared
in [Min10, Lemma 9.6] for mapping class groups, and see [BHMS24b, Theorem 2.9] (which depends
on the distance formula) and [Dur23, Corollary 4.17] (which does not) for proofs in the HHS setting.

Corollary 3.16. Let x,y € X. Suppose that 0 : Ry — R, is a function satisfying
J(dU(xv y)) = dU(xv y)

for each U € G, where the constants in = are independent of U. Then for any K1 > 50Es, we have

2 [dU(x7y)]K1 = Z [U(dU(w7y)>]K1

UelUd UeU

where the constants in = depend only on &, K1, and o.

4. FROM HIERARCHICAL HULLS TO COLLAPSED INTERVAL SYSTEMS

In the next three sections, we will give an overview of the cubical model construction for the
hierarchical hull of a pair of points in an HHS from [Dur23]. The original construction is due to
Behrstock-Hagen-Sisto [BHS21], and see also Bowditch [Bow19] for a version in the more general
setting of coarse median spaces satisfying HHS-like axioms.

The main goal of this section is to explain how to take a pair of points a,b € X in an HHS (X, &) and
produce a family of intervals which encode the relevant hierarchical data in a fairly efficient manner.
Roughly, the result of this process is a collection of intervals {IA“ Uueu equipped with a family of
relative projections satisfying certain HHS-like properties, where the index set U = Relk (a,b) is the
set of K-relevant domains for a,b (Definition 3.5). For any such collection of intervals, one can define
a notion of 0-consistency (an exact form of Definition 3.1), which defines a special 0-consistent subset
Q of the product | [, ZA’U. In Section 5 below we will explain why this set Q is quasi-isometric to the
hierarchical hull of a, b in X. Finally in Section 6, we will axiomatize the properties any such family of
intervals satisfies, explain how it admits a natural wallspace structure, and show that the associated
0-consistent set Q is isometric to the cubical dual of this wallspace.

4.1. Basic setup of the section. For the rest of this section, we fix a constant K > K, where
Ky = K¢(6) > 0 is the constant from the Distance Formula 3.8. In this section, we will be able to
allow K to be as large as necessary.

Fix also a,b € X. Let U = Relg(a,b) = {U € S|dy(a,b) > K} denote their K-relevant set. To
each U € U, let ¢y : Ty — C(U) denote a (C, C)-quasi-isometric embedding of an interval between
ay and by, so that ¢y(ay) = my(a) and ¢y (by) = 7y (b). Here we can assume that C' = C(&) > 0
depends only on the ambient HHS. Note that we are only taking a quasi-isometric embedding, instead
of a geodesic, because that is the level of generality that we will require later.

We also set some terminology for ay, by, since they will play a distinguished role below.
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Definition 4.1 (Marked points on intervals). For each U € U the points ay, by € Ty are called marked
points.

We note that in the basic construction explained in this section, marked points will always been the
endpoints of the intervals Tyy. This will also be true of our collapsed stable trees defined in Subsection
9.2, though not necessarily of the stable intervals themselves.

The discussion in this section closely follows [Dur23, Sections 6 and 7]. Given the technical na-
ture of this part, we will mostly state definitions and important properties, providing sketches where
convenient but leaving the details for the reader to verify.

4.2. Reduced interval systems. Our first goal is to push the hierarchical data associated to a,b
onto the family of intervals {Ty}yeys. This involves producing a notion of relative projection between
the intervals and verifying some HHS-like properties for them.

These interval projections are defined simply by closest-point projecting the relative projections of
(X, ) to the images of ¢y (Tyy) = C(U) then pulling back to Ty via ¢p;'. We write 677, rather than
pg, for the relative interval projections among the Ty;. These interval projections are interval versions
of the “tree projections” described in [Dur23, Section 6].

The following lemma, which summarizes the basic properties that we need, says that the 65 behave
in essentially the same way as the pl‘f. Its proof is an exercise in the definitions and the basic properties
of an HHS; see [Dur23, Lemma 6.13].

Lemma 4.2. For any C > 0 there exists Rc = Rco(C,6) > 0 so that the following holds:

(1) If UKV € U, then both (55 c Ty and 63 c Ty are sets of diameter at most Rc which are
Re-close to a marked point of Ty, Ty, respectively. Moreover, dy(¢u(8Y), ply) < Rc, and
similarly for 6%.

(2) IfU =V el, then §Y < Ty has diameter bounded by Rc. Moreover, dy (¢v(69),p%) < Re.

(3) IfU,V =W elU with U,V not transverse, then diamry, (0%, U &)y;) < Rc.

(4) IfUAV and W =V and W,U not orthogonal, then diamr, (6); U 0/ ) < Rc.

(5) (Bounded geodesic image) If U = V € U, then any component C < Ty — Ny (8{}) satisfies
diamy, (6} (C)) < Rc.

It will be useful for us to abstract the properties obtained for the intervals Ty in the last subsection.
We are doing this so that we can later plug in the intervals produced by the Stable Interval Theorem
8.14 below directly into this setup.

Definition 4.3 (Interval system). Given R > 0, an R-interval system for a,be X and U = Relg(a, b)
is the following set of data:
(1) For each U € U, we have an interval Ty and a (R, R)-quasi-isometric embedding ¢y : Ty —
C(U) so that dff*s(¢y (Ty), hully (a, b)) < R.
(2) For each U € U, there exists a marked point ay € Ty with de)(dv(av), mv(a)) < R, and
similarly for b.
(3) There are &) sets which satisfy the conclusions of Lemma 4.2.

Remark 4.4. When stabilizing the construction of the cubical models in Section 9, we will want to
use the stable intervals provided by Theorem 8.14 below. For these, we will induce an interval system
structure by a slightly more careful construction than just working directly with Gromov trees, e.g.
item (2) in Definition 4.3 is immediate in that setting. But the upshot is the same: the rest of the
material in this section also holds for that setup.

4.3. Interval consistency. The goal of this subsection is to define a map ¥ : hullx(a,b) — [ [, Tv
and show that its image satisfies the appropriate analogue of Definition 3.1 in this setting. Toward
that end, for any o > 0, we set Z, < [[;;o, Tu to be the set of a-consistent tuples.

We can now define our map ¥ : H — [ [, Tv for H = hully(a,b). Let x € H and for each U € U,
let 2y denote a choice of a point in Yy (z) = ¢y (pr(rr(z))) < Ty, where py : C(U) — ¢u(Ty) is
closest point projection. For each x € H, this defines a tuple (Y (x)) = (zv) € [ [y Tv- That is, the
coordinate-wise maps 1y : H — Ty combine to a global map ¥ : H — [ [, Ty.
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Lemma 4.5. For any R > 0, there exists ag = ap(S,R) > 0 so that if {Ty}ueu is an R-interval
system for a,be X and x € hully(a,b), then ¥(x) = (xy) is ag-consistent.

Proof. Let x € hully(a,b). The corresponding tuple (my(zy)) is O(f, &)-consistent by Lemma 3.2.
Moreover, by definition of H = hully(a,b) (Definition 3.12), we have dy(my(zv), Hy) < 6, where
Hy = hulle(y(a,b) and 0 = (&) > 0. Hence dy(ry(zv), ¢u(Ty)) < 0 for some § = 0'(S,6) > 0
At this point, a straight-forward argument using the properties in Lemma 4.2 gives the required
consistency constant ag = (S, R). We leave the details to the reader. [l

4.4. Interval thickenings. Our next goal is to define a way of collapsing the relative projection data
associated to intervals Ty, i.e. the (55 , in an interval system to remove coarseness from the setup. The
idea is that Definition 4.3 roughly encodes the projection data up to a controlled error. In slightly
more detail, observe that each interval Ty contains the relative projections (55 for V = U. We would
like to collect close-by relative projections into single intervals called cluster components, so that we
can later collapse them. One complication is that the 6[‘]/ need not be subintervals of Ty, so we need
a couple of constants—one to determine what it means for relative projections to be “close”, and the
other to guarantee that cluster components which are not close satisfy a minimum distance bound.

We will use the following slightly more abstract setup, as it will be useful later during our stabiliza-
tion process:

Definition 4.6 (Thickenings). Let T' be an interval with a decomposition T'= A U B into collections
of segments. Given 1,79 > 0, the (1, r2)-thickening of T' along B defines a decomposition 7' = T, U T,
into edge T, and cluster T, components as follows:

(1) First, take the r1-neighborhoods in T of the components of B. Call the collection of these
neighborhood B, and their complement T'— B = A.

(2) Second, connect any two subintervals in B which come within ro of each other in T by the
geodesic between them. Call the resulting collection of subintervals T, and set T, =T — T..

In our current context, we can take B to be the collection of (55 c Ty segments for V = U along
with the marked points ay, by on Ty (Definition 4.1). Thus a thickening of Ty along this collection
B expands the 55 segments and ay, by and combines nearby expansions. For each U € U, we denote
the resulting decomposition of the thickened interval by Ty = Tf; u Tf;. When we perform an (r1,72)-
thickening to each interval in an interval system, we refer to the resulting collection of thickened
intervals as a (r1,79)-thickening of the interval system.

Remark 4.7. In our context, we will be able to control the constants 1,72 > 0 in terms of the ambient
HHS, and, importantly, we will be able to choose our largeness constant K to be independent of them.

4.5. Collapsed intervals and 0-consistency. Let {Ty}yey be an R-interval system for a,b € X.
Fix 7, = r;(R,&) > 0 for ¢ = 1,2 to be determined soon. For each U € U, let Ty = Tf, u T, denote
its (r1,r2)-thickening, as in Definition 4.6.

Let qu : Ty — fU denote the map which collapses each component of T{ to a point, each of
which we call a collapsed point. The resulting object fU is an interval. Note that by construction
ay,by € T¢ for each U € U. Hence each of ay, by determines a marked point ay, bU € TU7 and these
marked points ay, by will be the endpoints of the (collapsed) interval TU Moreover, the decomp051t10n
Ty = T u Tf descends to a decomposition T, U TU v TU, where the components of TU are the
collapsed points corresponding to the components of Tf;, and the components of TU are isometric
images of the components of T .

Combining these gy maps With our coordinate-wise projections ¥y : H — Ty, we get coordinate-
wise maps @ZA)U :H — fU to the collapsed intervals, and hence combining these gives a global map
\/I\’ H — HU fU-

We can define collapsed relative projections 55 in the obvious way, by composing with the quotient
maps qu. Similarly, consistency in this setting is the appropriate analogue of Definition 3.1, except
now all coarseness has been removed:
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Definition 4.8. A tuple (Zy) € [ [;oy Ty is 0-consistent if the following hold:
(1) For any UMV €U, either &y = oy or &y = 0.
(2) For any U = V € U, either &y = 35 or Ty € Sl‘j(gﬁv) cTy.

e We let Q denote set of 0-consistent tuples in HUeu ZA“U.

We can prove that U has image in Q:

Proposition 4.9. For any R > 0, there exists Ry = R1(R, &) > 0 so that for any r1 > Ry and r9 > 0,
if {Tu}veu are the collapsed intervals associated to an (r1,re)-thickening of an R-interval system for
a,be X and x € hully(a,b), then ¥(z) = (Zy) € Q.

Proof. We need to prove 0-consistency of \fl(x) as in Definition 4.8.

First suppose that UAV e U. Since ¥(z) = (zv) is ap-consistent by Lemma 4.5 where ag =
ao(R,0,8) > 0, we have, without loss of generality, that dr, (zr,0;) < ao. Hence qu(zy) = 35 as
long as 1 > ag.

Next suppose that U = V € U. If dp, (vv,6Y) < ag < r1, then qy(zy) = 35, and we are done.
Otherwise, we have diamr, (zy U 6} (zv)) < o while also dry, (zv,8Y) > ag. By taking ag > R, we
have that diamz, (6 (vv) U frr) < R for some f € {a, b} by the BGI property in item (4) of Definition
4.3. In particular, setting r1 > ap + R, then both zy and 8} (xy) are within ag + R < r1 of fy,
and hence gy (zy7) = qv (0} (zv)). Finally, observe that gy,'(qv(xy)) is contained in the component of
Ty — Ngr(6Y) containing v, and hence gy (0} (zv)) = Sg(qv (zv)). This completes the proof. O

4.6. Controlling the collapsed intervals. In this subsection, we record the following technical
lemma, which is in part a collapsed version of Lemma 4.2, but also contains the conclusion of Propo-
sition 4.9. The statement and its proof are basically [Dur23, Lemma 7.13].

Lemma 4.10 (Collapsed interval control). Let R > 0 and 1y > Ry for Ry = R1(R,6,8) > 0 as in
Proposition 4.9. There exists Ry = Ra(R, &) > 0 so that for any ro > Ra, the following hold for any
(r1,r9)-thickening of an R-interval system for a,be X:

(1) For any x € H = hully(a,b), the tuple \Tl(ac) € Q is 0-consistent.

(2) IfUANV €U, then both 35 € fU and 35 € fv are in {dU75U}.

(3) If UV el, then 33 coincides with a collapsed point.

(4) For any U € U and any x,y € H, we have dy(z,y) = dr, (zu,yv) = df, (2v,Ju), with the

constants in = depending only on & and R.

(5) If 2,y € H and U € U and Py (z), Py (y) are distinct collapsed points, then dy(x,y) > 50Es.

(6) If U e U is cy-minimal, then df, (&U,BU) > K — 2ry, with the constants in > depending only
on & and where K = K(&) > 0 is chosen independent of the setup.

(7) (Bounded geodesic image) Suppose V.= U, C Ty — 0y is a component, then 55(0) is a
point. In particular, if f € {a,b} with fu contained in C, then 55(0) = fy.

(8) If & € Q, then {U € U|iy ¢ {&U75U}} is pairwise non-transverse, and hence has cardinality
bounded in terms of G.

(9) If 2 € Q, then E(2) ={U eU|iy € ff}} is pairwise orthogonal.

)
)
)
)

= W

Remark 4.11. Ttem (5) is notably the first time that the constant ro from Definition 4.6 plays a
substantial role. This is important later in proving that the map U:H — Q between 0-consistent
set Q and the hierarchical hull H = hully(a,b) is a quasi-isometry. Another notable statement is
item (6), which is about =y-minimal domains, namely domains U for which no V € ¢ has V = U.
Here is where our largeness constant K plays a crucial role. In particular, since nothing nests into a
Cy-minimal domain U, the map qy : Ty — fU only collapses the ri-neighborhood of each endpoint,
and hence the diameter of fU is coarsely bounded below by K. This is also important for confirming
that U: H — Qs a quasi-isometry; see Section 5 below.
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Proof. Ttem (1) is Proposition 4.9. Item (2)follows from item (2) of Definition 4.3 by choosing r; > 2R.
Similarly, item (3) follows from Definition 4.3 (namely, item (1) of Lemma 4.2) by choosing 1, > 2R.

Ttem (4) follows directly from the construction and item (3) of Definition 4.3.

Ttem (4) is an immediate consequence of the definition of the hull H (Definition 3.12) and the
construction in this subsection. In particular, by assumption ¢y : Ty — C(U) is an (R, R)-quasi-
geodesic between 7y (a), 7y (b), giving the coarse equality, while the inequality follows because qy :
Ty — fU collapses subintervals and therefore is distance non-increasing.

For item (5), if ¢y (2), Py (y) are in distinct clusters, then dr, (z,y) > r2, and hence dy (z,y) > o
by item (4). Hence choosing 75 large enough gives the desired lower bound.

For item (6): When U € U is —y-minimal with respect to U, then qy : Ty — TU only collapses the
r1-neighborhoods of ay, by in Ty. Since dy(a,b) > K by assumption, it follows that dr, (av, by) > K,
while the map quy : Ty — T v only collapses the ri-neighborhoods of ay,by. Thus provided that
K — 2r; > ry (which we can arrange), the claim follows.

For item (7): By item (1), if fy is a marked point, then O-consistency of (f/) = \i/(f) implies that
SY(fu) = fv because dr, (0% (fv), fv) < ag < 71, where we note that ag = ag(R,S) > 0 by Lemma
4.5. On the other hand, since C'n 8}, = &, we have dr, (g5 (0),6)) > R. Hence item (4) of Definition
4.3 says that diamg, (0%/(C)) < R, while also 6{/(fr) = 6}, (C). Hence dr, (69(C), fv) < ap + R < 11,
where we guarantee the last inequality by increasing r; as necessary. It follows then that 35(0) = fV,
as claimed.

For item ( ): Suppose U, V are transverse and & ¢ {ar, by }. Since &Y € {ay, bU} by item (2) and
hence zy # 5 , it follows from 0O-consistency of & that &y = 5U Thus zy € {ay, bV} and so the set in
the statement of item (8) is pairwise non-transverse, and hence has bounded complexity by item (2)
in Subsection 3.1.

Finally, for item (9): Recall that T, 5= Ty — T¢ 5, where T” are the collapsed points. Hence E(%) is
the set of domains where Zy; is not a collapsed point. Supposmg that U,V are neither orthogonal nor
(by item (8)) transverse. When V = U and 2y = 5U, we are done by items (1) and (3). When V = U
and Ty # 5U, item (7) implies there is some f € {a,b} so that 8y v(@u) = fv, while O-consistency says
that 2y = 5V( U), giving 2y = fy. Hence if U and V are not orthogonal, then one of 2y or £y must

be a collapsed point, proving this item. This completes the proof.
O

5 W:H — QIS A QUASI-ISOMETRY

In this section, we explain why the map U:H -0 (Proposition 4.9) between the hierarchical hull
H = hully(a,b) of a pair of points a,b € X and the 0-consistent set associated to any sufficiently wide
(r1,7r2)-thickening of an R-interval system for a,b is a quasi-isometry. There are two main parts to
this:

(1) Proving that U:H—>Qisa quasi-isometric embedding, and
(2) Proving that W is coarsely surjective. This is accomplished by defining a coarse inverse 2 :
Q — H, so that ¥ o is coarsely the identity on Q.

As we shall see, these two results have fairly different flavors—(1) is essentially purely hierarchical,
while (2) has distinctly cubical elements. Ttem (1) essentially says that one can encode the distance
formula in X as the ¢!-distance in a product of intervals. Its proof involves mostly distance formula-
type arguments and we present it in full. On the other hand, the proof of item (2), which is contained
in [Dur23, Sections 9-11], is rather involved and many of the details of the argument are not crucial
to our expository purposes in this article. Thus, in this section, we will mostly explain the basics of
the construction, including the points where our simpler setting simplifies things considerably.

The one exception here is the Tree Trimming Theorem 5.14, which is a distance-formula like tool
that we need both here and for our stability results in Section 9. We will discuss it in detail and
present its proof in Appendix A.
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For the rest of this section, fix a,b € X and let H = hully(a,b) to be their hierarchical hull. Fix
a largeness constant K, which we will be able to control relative to all other involved constants, and
set U = Relg(a,b). Finally, fix R > 0 and an R-interval system {Ty }yey for a,b. Let {fU}Ueu denote
the family of collapsed intervals corresponding to an (71, rs)-thickening, where r; = r;(R,0,&) > 0 are
provided by Proposition 4.9 and Lemma 4.10.

5.V : H > Qis a quasi-isometric embedding. The content of this subsection is roughly
contained in [Dur23, Section 8].

Before we state the result, we set some additional notation: For numbers A, B, the notation [A]p
means 0 when A < B and A when A > B. For x € H and U € U, we will write

e z=my(x)eC(U);
e zy = Yu(z) € Ty;
e iy =vYu(z) e Ty.

Theorem 5.1. There exists K1 = K1(6) > 0 so that for any Ko > Ky and any x,y € H, we have
that
dx(a,b) = Z [du (2, y)] K, = Z dz, (v, Ju)
Ues Ueld
where the constants in = only depend on & and the choice of Ks.

We note that the left coarse equality of the above statement is simply the Distance Formula 3.8,
hence the content is the right coarse equality. In fact, one can obtain the (more difficult) lower-bound
in the distance formula by combining the above theorem with the construction of hierarchy paths via
cubical models, as we do below in Corollary 6.11.

Before beginning the discussion of the proof properly, we make a couple of simplifying observations,
which are all basically distance formula-type manipulations.

First, note that if x,y € H and V € Relg(z,y) but V ¢ U, then dy(z,y) < K + € for some
€ = ¢(6) > 0. This is because 7y (x), 7y (y) € Ng(hully (a,b)). Hence by taking Ko > K; > K + €, we
may increase the threshold to remove any extraneous domains. That is:

D ldu (@), = Y [du (@, )], -
Ue® Ueu
We next observe that for any =,y € H, item (4) of Lemma 4.10 implies that dy (z,y) = dr, (xv, yu),
with constants depending only on &. Thus we can use Corollary 3.16 to replace the terms dy(z,y)
with dr, (zy,yr) in the sum, namely:

Z [dv (2, y)]k, = Z ldr, (zv, yu)] K,
Ueld UeUd
The two bounds in Theorem 5.1 are proven separately. The upper bound only requires the basic
details from the construction of the fU and some distance formula tools. We have included the full
proof of the proposition for clarity but also because it is used in proving the existence of hierarchy
paths and the upper bound of the distance formula; moreover, the argument is similar to the proof of
Corollary 3.16, which actually implies the proposition.

Proposition 5.2 (Upper bound). There exists K1 = K1(&) > 0 so that for any Ky > Ky and any
x,y € H we have

(8) Z [dU(x7y)]K2 > Z d’fU ('%U/QU)
Ueld Ueld
with the constants in > depending only on & and Ks.

Proof. As above, let K1 > K +e€ and set K > K1 +100Es. Let U; = Relg, (z,y), so that Us c Uy c U.
If U € U satisfies yy = gy, then the corresponding term disappears on the right-hand side. Hence it
suffices to account for the domains in V = {V e U|dy (z,y) < K3 and &y # Ju}, which appear on the
right-hand side (RHS) but not the left-hand side (LHS) of equation (8).
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For this, item (9) of Lemma 4.10 says that Zy is not contained in some cluster point of fU for
only boundedly-many U, and the same for §y. (In fact, we can take 2y = ay and Jy = ZA)U, be this
will not simplify things.) This means that, up to ignoring a bounded collection of domains V' < V,
if V.e V-V then &y and gy are at distinct cluster points, and so dy (z,y) > 50Eg by item (5) of
Lemma 4.10, i.e., V — V' < Relsop, (7, y), while also dg, (Zv,9v) =ry = 1.

One finishes the proof with an application of Proposition 3.15 as follows. Set U; = Relg, (z,y) and
observe that V — V' < U; — Us. Proposition 3.15 says that up to ignoring a subset V' < V — V' with
#V" < P(K3), for each V € Vo =V — (V' U V") there exists some domain W € Uy determining a term
on the RHS with V = W. Moreover, it says that the set of domains W = {V € V|V = W} for which
each such W accounts in this way satisfies #W < (1 + A) - dw (x,y) + A, for some A = A(K3,S) > 0.

Combining these observations leads to the computation

Z dU(x’y) Z dU(xay)+ Z dv(l‘,y)-i- Z dz(l‘,y)

Ueld> Ueldo Vey-y’ ZeV'
< DA+ A)-dy(z,y) + A) + Ky - P(K2)
U€U2
< (1+24)- ) du(z,y) + Kz - P(K2)
UEZ/{z

where the last inequality follows from the fact that dy (z,y) > Kj for each U € Us. This completes the
proof.
O

‘@ - St
au Ty 5U Yu by

FIGURE 2. Proof of Proposition 5.3: The subcluster C” isolates the portion of C' which
intersects [zy, yu] but avoids the (g + R)-neighborhoods of 2y and yy. The (pink)
net of J-sets from =-minimal domains V = U with 6); = C’ coarsely encodes the
length of C’, with the BGIA property guaranteeing that 2y = dy and §y = by and
hence dg (2v,9v) = K — B? — 21y for each such V.

Proposition 5.3 (Lower bound). There exists K1 = K1(6&) > 0 so that for any Ks > K; and any
x,y € H we have

(9) Z [dU(x7y)]K2 < Z d’fU ('%U/QU)
Ueld Ueld
with the constants in < depending only on & and Ks.

Proof. Observe that since dy (z,y) < dr, (xy,yu) for each U, it suffices by Corollary 3.16 to show that

Z [dTU (anyU)]K2 < Z df’U(fUagU)'
Ueld Ueld

For this bound, there are possibly domains U € U where dpy, (v, yu) > Ko but there is a discrepancy
dr, (zy,yu) > d, (Zu,9u). Let W denote the collection of such domains.

Since 7T v is obtained from Ty by collapsing clusters, we need to analyze the clusters which separate
xzy from yy, i.e. those clusters C, ..., C,, which intersect, in that order, the geodesic [zy,yy] in Ty.
The proof is mainly a BGIA 3.11 type argument along with an application of Proposition 3.15 and the
Covering Lemma 3.14.
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Continuing with the above notation, for each ¢, let C! = C;n[zv, yu |1, —(Bag+r(ZU) U Bag+r(Y0)),
where ap = (R, S) > 0 is the interval consistency constant provided by Lemma 4.5; see Figure 2.
Observe that for each i, if we set V; = {V e U|V = U and 6}; = C;} then {§/|V € V;} is (ra + 2r1)-
dense in C;. Hence we can find a subcollection V! so that
e Each V € V] is =y-minimal;
e For each V € V', we have §}; < C/;
o {67|V eV} isa (2ry + 4r1,r2)-net on C! (see Definition 5.4 below).

Note that the increase in the net constants in the third item is required to guarantee the second
item. In particular, we have #V; > diamyp, (C}) > diamg, (C; N [zv,yu]) — 2(a0 + R), where #V;
denotes the cardinality of V;.

Let V € V/. Then, by construction, dr, (6);,7v) > a + R and dr, (6, yu) > oo + R. Hence, up to
switching the roles of a and b, the BGI property (5) of Lemma 4.2 says that dr, (6¥ (av), 0% (zv)) < R
and dr,, (67 (bv), 07 (yv)) < R.

Lemma 4.5 says that the tuples (ap), (bv), (zv), (yv) are all ag-consistent. Thus since dry, (ay, 8Y) >
R + ap and similarly for by, 2y, yu, ao-consistency forces that dry, (av,d% (ar)) < ag, and similarly
for by, xv,yv. As such, we get that dr, (xv,av) < ag + R and dr, (yv,by) < ag + R, and so that
dr, (xv,yv) = dgy, (ay,bv) — 20 — 2R, from which we can conclude that 4y = 2y and by = Jv by
requiring r, > ag + R.

On the other hand, since each V € V! is —y-minimal and dy(a,b) > K, item (4) of Lemma 4.10
says that dp (av, by) > K. Hence we obtain that dp, (v, 9v) = dg, (av, by) > K.

Thus for each U € W, we have

dTu(vayU) = d’f’U(j:Ung) + ZdiamTu(Ci [ [J:UayU]TU)
1=1

< dz, (Ev,9v) + ). #V

i=1

n
< dz (@ gu)+ ), | S day, @viv)
=1 \vev,

Finally, the Covering Lemma 3.14 says that any domain V' € U can nest into only boundedly-many
domains in U, with bounds determined by &. Hence, each —=;-minimal domain V' € & must account
for at most boundedly-many U € W in the above way. Thus, using an argument similar to the end of
the proof of Proposition 5.2, we can account for the distance lost by collapsing clusters in each domain
in W with these large —y-minimal domains by increasing the multiplicative constant for the estimate
in equation (8) by a bounded amount. This completes the proof. O

We used the following definition in the above proof:

Definition 5.4 (Net). Given constants a, A > 0, a (a, A)-net on a subspace Y < X of a metric space
is a collection Z — Y of points so that:

(1) Z is a-coarsely dense in Y, i.e. for every y € Y there is some z € Z with d(z,y) < a, and
(2) For any z,2’ € Z, we have dx(z,2') = A.

In particular, an (a, A)-net Z on Y satisfies #7 = diam(Y’) with the constants depending only on
a,A.

5.2. The map Q: Q — H and honing clusters. With Theorem 5.1 in hand, in order to prove that
U:H—Qisa quasi-isometry, we need to explain why T is coarsely surjective. The proof of this fact
is quite involved and beyond the scope of an expository paper. As such, we will mostly present key
ideas and not a full detailed proof because the proof is not greatly simplified versus the most general
version, see [Dur23, Sections 9-11].



21

In this subsection, we will construct a map Q : Q@ — [[,,,Tv, and sketch why its image is 3-
consistent for some 8 = B(6, R, ry,r2) > 0. Upgrading this to a map Q: Q — H involves standard
HHS techniques. In Subsection 5.4, we will prove our Tree Trimming Theorem 5.14, which is a
useful distance formula-like tool that will allow us modify our collapsed interval setup while coarsely
preserving the geometry of Q. This tool is a key ingredient in Subsection 5.6, where we sketch why Q
is a coarse inverse to ¥, namely that dg(\I/ o Q(x), &) is bounded independently of & € Q.

We can now set about defining the map Q : Q@ — [[; o, Tv, which is defined coordinate-wise. To
put things more precisely, we want to define ) so that:

e For each & € Q, the tuple () is w-consistent for some w = w(&) > 0, and
e when & = (2y) € Q and (zy) = Q(&), then gy (zy) = &y for each U € Y.

Unsurprisingly, the cluster subintervals, which are collapsed under each gy : Ty — T U, play a key
role. In particular, these cluster subintervals can have arbitrarily large diameter, and so if a coordinate
Ty € fU lies in a cluster point of f’U, then its preimage q[}l(xch) is that whole cluster. Choosing a
point within that cluster then requires utilizing the coordinates for V = U with oV = Zy. We think
of this process as honing the cluster.

Honing clusters: Let & = (Zy) € Q. When U € U has &y € fﬁ, then the definition is simple:

Ty = qal(;%U), which is a unique point. For the other domains, we need some more setup.

Remark 5.5. The reader should be warned here that one has to deal with the case where all coordinates
Zy are contained in a collapsed point. When this happens, there is not an obvious choice of collection
of minimal domains to work with, and in order to determine coordinates back in the intervals Ty, one
must use all of the hierarchical data at hand.

Suppose that U € Y and Zy ¢ fg Let C denote the cluster in Ty so that qu(C) = &y. The first
step is to associate a marked point Iy € {a,b} to each =y-minimal domain V = U with 6); = C. We
then use these Iy, to hone the clusters of the larger U € U in which such V are involved.

Suppose then that U € U is —y-minimal. Since fU has no internal cluster points, Zy is either a
marked point—either ay or BU—or a point in f’f} If the former, let Iy be the corresponding marked
point—i.e. either a,b. If the latter, set Iy = J. We note that ay # EU by construction when U is
Cy-minimal. R

Now suppose that U € U is not —y-minimal. We have that either £y € Tf7, in which case we set
ly = g and zpy = q&l(ﬁcU). Otherwise, 2y is contained in a collapsed cluster ¢y (C) for the cluster
C c Ty. Let Bpnin(C) denote the set of c-minimal domains V' = U so that (55 c C. Observe that if
Bmin(C) = &, then diamr, (C) is bounded in terms of r1, 75 and hence in terms of &.

We now explain the honing process for domains in B, (C'), which will associate to #y a bounded
diameter subset of the cluster C' in Ty (Lemma 5.11).

Let V € Bpin(C). Then we set

CY =hullg(C n (N, (55) uly)),

which is a subinterval of C, see Figure 3. Finally, let By (& ﬂVeBm,,, ©) CU be the total intersection

of the C};.

In Lemma .9 below, we prove that if V,W € Bin(C), then C’[‘]/ N C’E/ # (. Since each C’I‘J/ is a
subinterval, it follows from the Helly property for trees that By (z) is nonempty. Finally, in Lemma
5.11 we prove that this intersection has diameter bounded in terms of &.

Thus we can define a tuple Q(2) = (zy)yey as follows:

e For U e U with U € E(2), we set zy = q;;' (dv7).
e For U € U with U ¢ E(&) and U —y-minimal, we let 2y be any point in qal(;fsU).
e Otherwise, we let xy € By (2).

The following is immediate from the construction:

A~

Lemma 5.6. For every & € Q and U € U, we have qu(zy) = Zy.
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FIGURE 3. The cluster C (green) in Ty is identified with &y in fU. Since V' € Bnin(C),
its shadow 4}, (orange) avoids all branches of T;. The marked points and leaves Iy
(pink) chosen by #y determine the half-subtree Cf; (blue) of C' chosen by V.

In Proposition 5.12 below, we prove that (xy) is a w-consistent tuple for w = w(&) > 0.

Remark 5.7 (Cubical flavor). The process of cluster honing is one of the few places where one sees
cubical-like features appearing in a non-explicitly cubical part of the construction. In particular, it is
crucial that the two endpoints ay, BV for every —y-minimal V are distinct in IA“V. Hence =-minimal
domains determine a choice of endpoint between a, b, like a wall choosing a half-space.

When U is not —y-minimal and 35 = Zy, then the coordinate &y either chooses neither endpoint
of fv (if 2y € ﬁe,), or chooses one of ay, by . This choice then determines a sort of “half-interval” C(‘]/
of C'; where we can think of 65 as functioning like a hyperplane here. In Lemmas 5.9 and 5.11 below,
we see that the intersection over all such “half-intervals” By = (\yep. ©) CY is nonempty and has
bounded diameter, and this ultra-filter-like behavior is forced by consistency of the tuple Z.

Remark 5.8 (A warning). The reader should be warned that one has to deal with the case of € Q
where Zy is a cluster or endpoint for every coordinate U. While, as in the previous remark, such
points determine unambiguous coordinates in Ty for all =-minimal domains U € U, there is no way to
leverage this data alone into choosing coordinates in Ty for domains V' higher up the =-lattice. One
must utilize the full set of relations between all of the domains.

5.3. Bounding intersections. In this subsection, we prove the supporting statements we need to
define the map Q: Q — [ [, Tv. Again fix & € Q.
The first says that the CY for V € By, (C) have pairwise nonempty intersection:

Lemma 5.9. If V,W € Buin(C), then CY n C # &. Moreover, if dr, (6;,6)Y) > ra, then at least
one of 8, < CYf or 8y = CYj holds.

Sketch of proof. We provide a sketch of the proof, see [Dur23, Lemma 9.9]. We shall observe item (1)
during the course of the proof of the sketch.

By definition of CY; = hullg((N,., (65) U ly) n C), we may assume that N, (67) N N, (6%) = &,
and hence that VAW by item (3) of Lemma 4.2. The idea now is that 4}/, 8]} must occur separately
along the cluster C. Without loss of generality, we can assume that ) separates ay from 6}y . One
can then use the consistency of (Zy) and Lemma 4.2 and 4.10 to show that at least one of Iy, = b or

lw = a, which would force CYf n C}} # &, as required; see Figure 4.
O

As discussed above, we can define By = mVeBm;n ©) CY and it must be non-empty by the Helly
property for trees as long as Buyin(C) # .

Remark 5.10. The Helly property for trees says that if one has a pairwise-intersecting collection of
subtrees then the collection has nonempty total intersection. In the general version of our current
construction from [Dur23], the trees and subtrees in question need not be finite diameter. This is one
place where the arguments in our current context are simpler than that considered in [Dur23].
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FIGURE 4. The impossible situation in which VAW € Bpin(C) choose non-
intersecting sides C}/ (pink) and C}}’ (blue) of C' (green). This forces inconsistency
of &y and Zw.

The next lemma bounds the diameter of By :
Lemma 5.11. There exists By = B1(6,r2) > 0 such that for all U € U, we have diamr, (By) < Bj.

Proof. If By is too wide (relative to r3), then we can find VW € By,in(C) with (5‘U/76[V]V < By and
v < dr, (0f,00) < 21 for v’ = 1'(ra) > 0, since the d-sets for domains in B, (C) coarsely cover
C with coarseness depending only on ro. By Lemma 5.9, we must have at least one of §; < CYV
or 8fY = CJ, or possibly both. In fact, both must hold, for if 6); ¢ C}/, then 8} ¢ By, which
is impossible. But then Cf n Cy < hullo(N,., (37) U N, (67)), which has diameter bounded by
2r' + 2y since dry, (0,01 ) < 2r'. Since By < Cf n C, this completes the proof. O

We are now in place to state the consistency result:

Proposition 5.12. There exist o, = ,(S,r1,72,R) > 0 and a map Q : Q — Y so that for any
& € Q, the tuple Q) is ay,-consistent. Moreover, if Q&) = (zv), then qu(zy) = &y for each U e U.

The proof of this proposition is a somewhat elaborate exercise in the definition of Q2 and the con-
struction of the clusters, in which one utilizes many standard HHS-type arguments. Unlike other
proofs in this paper, the proof of this fact in our current setting is not substantially different from
proof in the general case in [Dur23, Subsection 9.5], beyond the need for working with =-minimal
bipartite domains as defined in [Dur23, Definition 9.2] instead of all —-minimal domains. Thus instead
of repeating it here, we leave it to the interested reader to check the details.

5.4. Tree trimming. In this subsection, we introduce a useful tool for modifying collapsed interval
systems and their associated O-consistent sets. These “tree-trimming” techniques will allow us to
perform controlled collapses of subintervals across the various collapsed intervals IA’U while coarsely
preserving the associated Q-distance. We think of them as a more flexible version of the distance
formula, as they allow us to modify distance terms instead of just throwing them out by increasing a
threshold. For our purposes, they will be used in two different ways: We will need them in the proof
of coarse surjectivity of ¥ : H — Q, and they will also be useful later in Subsection 6.3 to modify the
cubical structure on Q.

The main idea is simple: Given a famlly of Sublntervals B across of the family of intervals TU, we
want to collapse these subintervals Ay : TU — TUO coordinate-wise and then combine them into a
global collapsing map A : @ — @', where Q' is the O-consistent set of [ [, T U0, defined the same
way as in Definition 4.8. Formally, we use the following definition:

Definition 5.13 (Admissible trimming setup). Given B > 0, a B-admissible trimming setup is a
collection of trimming intervals B in the various Ty . satisfying the following:

e For each component F € wo(nye), there are at most B-many components D € B with D c E.
e For each component D € B satisfies |D| < B.
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Given a B-admissible trimming setup B on {f Utveu, for each U € U let Ay : JA“U — fug denote

the map which collapses each trimming interval in Ty to a point. These allow us to induce projection
data on the Ty as follows: For V = U and VAU, we set (0))o = Ap(d}), and if U = V, we set
(3[‘;)0 =Ayo 35 o A‘_,l. We let A :[],,Tv — [ [, Tv,0 denote the product map.

Theorem 5.14 (Tree Trimming). There exists By = By (6, K) > 0 so that for any B < By, there
exists L = L(&, B) > 0 so that the following hold:

(1) We have A(Q) < Q.

(2) There is a map Z: Q@ — Q so that Ao E = idg/. In particular, A(Q) = Q’.

(3) The map A : Q — Q' is an (L, L)-quasi-isometry.

While the statement is quite believable in light of the Distance Formula 3.8, the proof of this theorem
is quite involved. While these ideas were first developed in greater generality in [Dur23, Section 10]—
where it also works when the underlying data involves more than two points and also hierarchy rays—
the proof these is only slightly more involved than that required in our setting. Moreover, many of the
technicalities from dealing with rays are dealt with in separate arguments, so the interested reader is
encouraged to see a full proof there.

Instead, we will present a short sketch below, which will hopefully provide enough intuition to make

the statement believable. We have included a proof of the stated version of Theorem 5.14 in Appendix
A.

Sketch of proof. The fact that A(Q) ¢ Q’, namely that A preserves O-consistency, is immediate from
the fact that the Ay just collapse subintervals, so coordinates which were collapsed projections remain
collapsed projections, showing item (1).

Item (2) is the most involved part. For each U € U, let Cy = Ap'(9r). The goal is to pick, for
each U € U, a point £y € Cy and then prove 0-consistency of the tuple & = (£7). Note that A(2) = ¢
for such a tuple, by construction.

The proof is similar in spirit to the cluster-honing procedure from Subsection 5.2. The main dif-
ference is that the collapsing subintervals are not automatically associated to a collection of domains,
and this is where the work lies. The argument is inductive on level in the =-lattice and requires a
careful analysis of the construction and number of hierarchal techniques.

Finally, for item (3), since Al|g is surjective and distance non-increasing, it suffices to prove that
dg < dg, and for this it suffices to bound the distances in each U € U.

Given Z, 9 € Q with 2/ = A(2) and §' = A(g), the concern is that somehow one will have arbitrarily
shrunk distances during the trimming process. However, each edge component of fU through which
the geodesic [Zy, Ju] passes can only contain boundedly-many subintervals collapsed. However, all
but at most two of such edge components have endpoints which are cluster points labeled by 35 for V
c-minimal. Since for such V', the map Ay : fv — f{/ collapses subintervals of total diameter at most
B2, we can use these —-minimal domains to account for all information lost up the hierarchy.

Making this precise takes care and utilizes Proposition 3.15. The interested reader can see [Dur23,
Section 10]. O

5.5. Converting to simplicial intervals. One application of the Tree Trimming Theorem 5.14 is
that we can replace the family of collapsed intervals ZIA’U with a family of simplicial intervals, where
the cluster and marked points lie at vertices. The idea here is that one can trim each edge component
FEc fﬁ to have a nonnegative integer length simply by collapsing some small segment of F of length
less than 1. The family of such segments is an 1-admissible trimming setup, and this provides us a
family of intervals {IA}’J}UEu where Ay : YA’U — YA’& collapses these small segments, and A : Q@ — Q'
combines these to a map between their O-consistent sets.

Corollary 5.15. Suppose that {Ty }uey are the collapsed intervals associated to an (ry,rs)-thickening
of an R-interval system for a,b e X. There exists Lsimp = Leimp(R, X) >0 so that A : Q — Q' is an
(Lsimp, Lsimp)-quasi-isometry.
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e In particular, up to a uniform quasi-isometry of Q, we can assume that the collapsed intervals
Ty are all simplicial intervals with cluster and marked points at vertices.

See [Dur23, Subsection 10.1] for more discussion. We note that the above corollary will not be used
in the proof of the Main Theorem A, because we will carefully construct stable intervals to be simplicial.
However, it is necessary for taking general intervals in each hyperbolic spaces and performing the above
constructions to form a hierarchical family of intervals (see Definition 6.1, which is necessary for our
proof of the distance formula below (Corollary 6.11).

5.6. From Q: Q — [[,,Tv to Q:Q — H. We return to our main task, namely defining a quasi-
isometry Q:90— H. So far, we have defined a map Q : @ — [],o, Tv, which was the bulk of the
work. Our next step is to upgrade this to a map Q:Q — H. Since this part of the argument mostly
uses standard HHS techniques, we will just outline it, with appropriate citations to [Dur23].

For each & € Q, we first take our tuple Q(2) = (zy) < [[,, Tv and push it forward to a tuple
(yv) € [ [, C(U) by ¢v(xv) = yu, where ¢y : Ty — C(U) are the maps provided by the R-interval
system structure (Definition 4.3). These combine to define a map @ : [[,;o, Tv — [y, C(U). By
Proposition 5.12, there is some o, = (&, R,71,72) > 0 so that the tuple Q(Z) € [ [, Tv is -
consistent. Using just the R-system axioms and standard HHS techniques, [Dur23, Proposition 6.17)
implies that (yi) € [ [o C(U) is consistent in the sense of Definition 3.1 for some consistency constant
depending only on &, ay,.

Since dy (a,b) < K for all V e & —U, it follows that by choosing yy € my (a) for all V e & —U, then
the complete tuple (yu) € [[ee C(U) is f-consistent for § = 3(6, R, K) > 0 (as a,, only depended
on & and R).

Now with a complete consistent tuple in hand, we can apply the Realization Theorem 3.3 to define
a map Realg : [[;cg C(U) — & which takes each S-consistent tuple and produces a point z € X whose
projections coarsely coincide with the tuple, with error depending on 3, &.

Finally, [Dur23, Lemma 6.6], which depends on the more general fact [BHS19, Proposition 6.3],
provides a (J, J)-coarse retraction map rety : X — H, where H = hully(a,b) where J = J(&) > 0.
This map is just closest-point projection to hully(a,bd) in each C(U) plus Theorem 3.3.

Combining these, we get a map Q:0-H given by Q= rety o Realg o @ o (2. Our main goal is to
show that ¥ o Q) : Q — Q is coarsely the identity, where U:H— @ is the map defined in Proposition
4.9.

Before analyzing this total composition, we want to look at an intermediate step. For convenience,
if a > 0, we let Z, denote the collection of a-consistent tuples in HUGL{ Ty . Define

®,: 2, > H

by rety o Realg o ®.

The following proposition says that this map behaves coordinate-wise as one might expect upon
composition with the coordinate maps 9y : X — Ty, which we recall are defined by ¢y = ¢E1 opyony,
where py : C(U) — ¢y (Ty) is closest-point projection.

Proposition 5.16. There exists Di = D1(K, &) > 0 so that if x = (zv) € Z,,,, then we have

(1) dpy, (zy, vy 0o Py, (x)) < Dy for allU €U, and
(2) #{U e U|dr, (zv, v 0 Po,(x)) > 20, + 3R} < D;.

o In particular, by choosing L > 2a,, + 3R, we get

3 [dry, (20, %0 0 @a, ()] < D3
UeU

Sketch. This proposition is a special case of [Dur23, Proposition 11.4], and the proof is almost entirely
the same. The proof of item (1) is a definition chase. It is basically saying that consistency in the
interval setting is roughly consistency in the hierarchical setting, and that flowing from the former to
the latter and back only moves coordinates a bounded amount.
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On the other hand, the proof of (2)—which says that only boundedly-many coordinates move more
than a bounded amount—is more involved, but also fairly standard. It uses a variation on the Passing-
Up property from Lemma 3.6, and the BGI property from Definition 4.3. Set ¢y o®,_(z) =y = (yv).
The idea here is that if there are too many coordinates where dr, (zv, yv) > 2a,, + 3R, then we can
force the existence of some coordinate Ty where dry, (xw, yw) > D1, which is impossible by (1). O

9.7. The map Q- Q — H and coarse surjectivity of T. We are ready to analyze the map
Q= ®,, 00 : 9 — H. Since \I/( ) € Q by Proposition 4.9, we see that ToQ: Q — Q. We prove
that this map is coarsely the identity:

~

Proposition 5.17. There exists My = My(R, &) > 0 so that for any & € Q, we have dg(Z, \IfoQ(i)) <
M,.

Sketch. This proposition is a special case of the proof contained in [Dur23, Subsection 11.2]. Since the
details of the proof are very similar to the original, we will again only provide a sketch.

Fix £ € Q and let § € ¥ o ﬁ(:ﬁ) We will argue coordinate-wise since that is how the ¢! distance
on Q is defined. The difference from the usual HHS style argument here is that dg is an ¢! sum not
involving a threshold. To get around that issue, we will make an argument using Proposition 5.16 and
Tree Trimming 5.14 as follows. We show that all coordinate distances dﬁ] (Zy, yu) are bounded in
terms of & and K, with all but boundedly-many (in terms of &) being bounded in terms of &. We can
then collapse the subintervals between Zy and ¢y in the latter domains while only incurring a bounded
error globally, resulting in images for Z, ¢ which are bounded distance in the quotient, showing that
Z, §J were bounded distance in Q.

Let (&) = (zy) and ¥ OQ(:EC) = (yu), and observe that since go§2(&) = &, the tuples (zy), (yu) are
exactly the type in the statement of Proposition 5.16. Moreover, since ¢ o Q(§) = § by construction,
while ¢ is 1-Lipschitz by item (4) of Lemma 4.10, it will suffice to control the coordinate-wise distances
of the dr, (zv, yv) in order to utilize the above argument.

Let V = {U € U|2y # Ju}. One proceeds inductively on the —y-level. Let V5, < V denote the
Cy-minimal domains in V.

By item (8) of Lemma 4.10, for all but A-many U € V,,;, with A = A(&) > 0, we have 2y, ju €
{au, EU}, and hence for all but at most A domains in V,,;,, we have that Zy, gy are the (opposite)
endpoints of fU. By item (6) of that lemma, dr, (ay,by) > dz, (au, I;U) > K, while K can be taken
to be as much larger than 2« + 3R as we need, as o, and R depend only on &. Since Proposition
5.16 bounds the number of domains U € U where dr, (zy,yy) > 2, + 3R, we can conclude that
HVmin < D1 + A.

Now let V' € V—V,,i,, denote the set of non-minimal domains V' where &y # gy and dr, (zv,yy) <
2av, + 3R, which we note only excludes boundedly-many domains by item (2) of Proposition 5.16.

Since the maps qy : Ty — Ty are 1-Lipschitz (item (4) of Lemma 4.10), we have dy (2v,v) <
2ay, + 3R. The idea now is to use the Tree Trimming Theorem 5.14 to collapse the geodesics [Zv, Gy ]
between Zv, §jy in fv to points. Each interval fv contains at most one such geodesic, and each such
geodesic has a length bounded independently of K. Hence the set of such intervals across both —=-
minimal and non-minimal domains with this distance bound is an admissible trimming set in the sense
required for Theorem 5.14.

If we take f", to be the interval obtained from fv post-trimming and @’ the corresponding 0-
consistent set, then the images &',§ of &,§ now satisfy #{, = ¢;, for all but boundedly-many V,
and the remaining distances are all bounded by some function of D; by item (1) of Proposition 5.16.
In particular, do/(Z,§) is bounded. But the map A : @ — Q' is a uniform quasi-isometry, so that
means that dg(Z,9) is also bounded, which is what we wanted. We leave checking the details to the
reader. g
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6. BUILDING A CUBE COMPLEX FROM A HIERARCHICAL FAMILY OF INTERVALS

The goal of this section is to explain how to take a special collection of intervals satisfying cer-
tain HHS-like properties, and to produce from them a CAT(0) cube complex. The details of this
construction motivate the stabilization techniques we develop later in this article.

6.1. Hierarchical families of intervals. In this subsection, we axiomatize the properties we need
from a family of intervals in order to build a cube complex. The purpose of this axiomatization is to
allow us to modify our construction in various ways while preserving the axioms, as any setup which
satisfies the axioms produces a cube complex. The properties themselves are motivated by the HHS
axioms and the properties in Lemma 4.10.

Definition 6.1 (Hierarchical family of intervals). A hierarchical family of intervals (HFI) is the
following collection of objects and properties:

(1) A finite index set U of domains with relations =, h, L so that
e C is anti-reflexive and anti-symmetric, and gives a partial order with a bound on the
length of chains;
e A is symmetric and anti-reflexive;
e There is a unique =-maximal element S’
e Any pair of domains U,V € U satisfies exactly one of the relations.
(2) There is a bound on the size of any pairwise L-comparable subset of U.
(3) To each U € U there is an associated finite simplicial interval T .
(4) A pair of labels F' = {z,y} which determined the endpoints, called marked points &y, v, of
the interval T v for each U € U.
(5) A family of relative projections determining:
e For each U,V e Y with V = U or VAU, there is a vertex 35 € f,(JO) called a cluster point.
(6) There exist projection maps 33 : fU — fv when V &= U, satisfying the following properties:
(a) (Consistency) For each f € F', we have Sg(f[]) = fv.
(b) (BGI) If C < Ty — 35 is a component, then 35(0) coincides with f for f € F with
fU eC.
(7) U, V,W €U with V,W © U, VAW, and §)] # 6}, then 6U(8}) = 6 e Ty,

Remark 6.2. In [Dur23, Definition 12.1], the definition of a hierarchical family of trees allows for the
trees to have more than 2 leaves. This is only needed for modeling tuples of 3 or more points.

The following is an immediate consequence of our work in Section 4, especially Lemma 4.10:

Lemma 6.3. Let R >0, r1 > Ry = R1(R,S) > 0 as in Proposition /.9 and r9 > Ry = Ro(R, &) > 0
as in Lemma 4.10. For any (r1,r2)-thickening of an R-interval system for a,b € X, the associated
family of collapsed intervals and their collapsed projections form a hierarchical family of intervals.

As above in Definition 4.8, we can define a O-consistent subset of the product [, fU. Our next
goal is the following theorem:

Theorem 6.4. The 0-consistent subset of an HFI is a CAT(0) cube complex. Moreover, there is a
bijective correspondence between its hyperplanes and the edges of the factors.

6.2. Median graphs and dual cube complexes. The proof of Theorem 6.4 that we give here
will use the notion of median spaces. The connection between median graphs and CAT(0) cube
complexes goes back to Roller’s [Roll6] reframing of Sageev’s construction [Sag95], see also [CNO5,
Nic13]. Notably, Chepoi [Che00, Theorem 6.1] showed that every median graph is the 1-skeleton of a
unique CAT(0) cube complex. Bowditch explains these connections in detail in [Bow22, Section 11].

Let X be a space and m : X3 — X a ternary operator. We call (X, m) a median algebra if for all
a,b,c,d,e € X we have

m(a,b,¢) = m(b,a,¢) = m(c,a,b), m(a,a,b) =a, m(a,bm(c,de))=m(m(a,b,c),m(a,b,d),e).
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A graph T is median if all choices of vq,vs,v5 € T'(©) there exists a unique point lying on some
geodesic from v;, v; for all 4, j; then m(v1,ve, v3) is that unique point.

Given a,b € X, the (median) interval between a,b is I(a,b) = {z € X|m(a,z,b) = z}. We say a
median algebra (X, m) is discrete when I(a,b) is finite for every a,b € X. A subalgebra is a subset
S < X which is closed under m. In particular, locally finite median graphs are discrete median algebras.

Every median algebra (X, m) determines a graph called its adjacency graph T'(X) as follows. We
say that a,b € X are adjacent when I(a,b) = J. The vertices of I'(X) are the points of X, with
a,b € X connected by an edge in I'(X) exactly when a,b are adjacent. This graph is median exactly
when (X, m) is a discrete median algebra [Bow22, Lemma 16.1.2].

Every CAT(0) cube complex X admits a canonical median structure as follows. For any a,b e X 0,
let .J(a,b) denote the set of £!-geodesics between a,b. Then given a,b,c € X we have m(a,b,c) =
J(a,b) nJ(a,c) nJ(b,c) is a single point, and (X, m) is a median structure with X(*) a median graph,
with notably J(a,b) = I(a,b) for all a,be X(©). Moreover, it is immediate that X(1) = T'(X©), since
median adjacent vertices in X (9 are exactly those spanning an edge in X ).

Proof of Theorem 6./4. First, observe that Y = [ [;,o, IA’U is a product of simplicial trees and hence a
CAT(0) cube complex.

Next, observe that Q@ — Y is a cubical subcomplex as follows. For any & € Q, let C' = ) be the
minimal cube containing Z in its interior. Presuming C' is not a vertex, minimality says that Z; is
in the interior of an edge in each of the defining coordinate intervals of C, whose domain labels are
pairwise orthogonal by item (9) of Lemma 4.10. This means that we can freely alter those coordinates
of & to be any choice of points in those edges, meaning C' = Q. Hence @ is a cubical subcomplex of ).

It is enough then to show that 0 = Y is a discrete median subalgebra. For once that is done,
it will follow that T'(Q) is a median graph, but evidently T'(Q) = Q), as Q is a cubical subcomplex
of ). Since every median graph is the 1-skeleton of a unique CAT(0) cube complex [Che00, Theorem
6.1], it follows that @ must be that cube complex, completing the proof.

The claim boils down to three exercises that we leave for the reader:

e Any (finite) product of median spaces admits the structure of a median space, where the
median on the product is the tuple of medians in the coordinates.

e For any &,B,é e 0 we have (mU(dU,l;U,éU)> € Q. This can be proven using a basic
U
consistency argument (see [Dur23, Lemma 15.12]).
o With this median structure, a,b € Q(©) are median adjacent exactly when they span an edge
in o),
Finally, observe that the hyperplanes of ) are of the form h x [ ], IA“V for h some hyperplane in

T, v. Since Q is a median subalgebra of ), the hyperplanes of Q are just hyperplanes of ) intersected
with Q, so the moreover statement follows. This completes the proof. O

6.3. More tree trimming and hyperplane deletions. In Subsection 5.4, we introduced our tree
trimming techniques, which allowed us to take a family of collapsed intervals and collapse a further
family of subintervals while maintaining control over their associated 0-consistent subsets. In this
subsection, we need a further refinement applied to HFIs and their associated cube complexes.

To set up the statement, let {fU}UEL{ be a hierarchical family of intervals, as in Definition 6.1. Fix
a constant B > 0, which will control the size and number of subintervals we will collapse across all of
the intervals. In our applications, we will be able to control the size of B, but notably not with respect
to the largeness constant K, unlike in the statement of Theorem 5.14.

Definition 6.5 (Admissible simplicial trimming setup). Given B > 0, a B-admissible simplicial
trimming setup is a collection of trimming intervals B in the various Ty . satisfying the following:
(1) For each De Bwith Dc E e wo(vae), we have

(a) D is a subinterval of F with endpoints at vertices, and
(b) the length I(D) of D is a positive integer whose length is bounded above by B.
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(2) The number of subintervals in B is bounded by B, that is #8B < B.

Remark 6.6. We note that the conditions in Definition 6.5 guarantee that each quotient interval YA’U@
is a simplicial interval of the usual type we consider. The requirement that each segment D € B
has endpoints at vertices guarantees that when we collapse such a segment, then it only affects the
interval-hyperplanes it contains, preserving those in its complement.

We use the same associated notation as in Subsection 5.4. Furthermore, we note that if fg c B,
then diam(fU) < B? and T v, is a point. Let Uy < U denote the subset of domains for which fU,O
is not a point. By ignoring the domains in & — Uy, we can consider the set of collapsed intervals
{YA’U@}UeuO, where we remove any labels SZ from IA’U from any domain V = U with V e U — Uj.

The following theorem expands on Theorem 5.14 in the HFI setting:

Theorem 6.7. Let B > 0 and {fU}Ueu be an HFI. For any B-admissible simplicial trimming setup
B, the following hold:

(1) The collections {fU,o}Ueu and {fy,o}yeuo are HFIs. We let Q', Qg denote their corresponding
0-consistent subsets. R R

(2) We have A(Q) = Q', where A : [[, Tu — [ [, T, is the global collapsing map.

(3) There exists a map E: Q" — Q with Ao E = idg .

(4) The map Alg : @ — Q' is a (1, B?)-quasi-isometry.

(5) At the level of cube complexes, the map A : Q — Q' is a hyperplane deletion mayp deleting at
most B2-many hyperplanes.

Proof. Ttem (1) is straightforward, since we are just collapsing simplicial subintervals. Items (2)—(3)
follow from Theorem 5.14, where in the argument we just replace the HFT axioms (Definition 6.1) with
the appropriate properties from Lemma 4.10. The fact that A deletes at most B?-many hyperplanes
from [, Ty, so item (5) follows from the “moreover” part of Theorem 6.4. Finally, item (4) follows
immediately from item (5). This completes the proof.

O

6.4. Hierarchy paths and the distance formula. With Theorem 6.4 in hand, we can make some
observations about the cubical structure of @ and how it relates to its hierarchical nature. In particular,
we get a proof of the (more difficult) lower bound of the Distance Formula 3.8 and the existence of
hierarchy paths.

The following lemma is [Dur23, Lemma 14.7], and we have included its proof here for completeness.

Lemma 6.8. Let &,9 € Q. Let v be any combinatorial geodesic in Q from & to §. Then for allU e U,
the projection Ty (y) € Ty is an unparameterized geodesic between Ty and gy .

Proof. Since combinatorial geodesics do not cross a hyperplane twice and the restriction quotient
7y + @ — Ty is 1-Lipschitz, it follows that 7y () does not backtrack either. This completes the proof.
O

This lemma plays two roles: it’s useful for proving that an isomorphism of HFIs induces an isomor-
phism of their cubical duals (Proposition 6.12), and, in the next proposition, we use it directly to show
that combinatorial geodesics in a cubical model get sent to hierarchy paths (Definition 3.9) in the ambi-
ent HHS. That is the content of the next proposition, which is simplified version of [Dur23, Proposition
14.8]:

Proposition 6.9. Leta,be X, K > Ky where Ko = Ko(6) > 0 is from Theorem 3.8, U = Relk (a,b),
and let H = hully (a,b). Let {Ty }ueu be any R-interval system for a,b and {fU}Ueu the HFI associated
to any (r1,ra)-thickening for r1 = Ry,ro = Ro with r1 a positive integer. Let Q be the corresponding
0-consistent set and Q: Q — H the quasi-isometry constructed in Section 5.

o If &,l; are the points Q corresponding to a,b and vy is a combinatorial geodesic between them,
then Q(y) < H is an (Lnp, Lnp)-hierarchy path between a,b for Ly, = Lpy(R, 71,72, K, &) > 0.
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Proof. The following is a fairly complete sketch of the proof, which is simpler than the more general
version from [Dur23, Proposition 14.8].

Since the map Q Q — H is effectively defined coordinate-wise, its enough to consider the
coordinate-wise maps By : fU — Ty as described in Subsection 5.2, as the map ¢y : Ty — C(U) is an
(R, R)-quasi-isometric embedding by assumption. For this, we can let 4y denote the coordinate-wise
projection of v to each IA“U7 and we want to show that By (vy) is an unparameterized quasi-geodesic
in TU.

By construction, By (yv) < [av,bu] = Tu, so it suffices to show that this path never backtracks
an unbounded amount. Proceeding by induction in the =y-level in U, if U € U is =-minimal, then
the amount of collapsing in gy : Ty — fU is bounded by 2r;, and we are done by Lemma 6.8.
For non-minimal domains U € U, note that by Lemma 6.8, backtracking in Ty is only possible if
vu (t),vyu(s) are at the same collapsed point corresponding to some cluster C. If there are times s < ¢
so that dr, (Bu (v(s),bv) —dr, (Bu(y(s)), by) » 1007 + 1007y, then there is some =;-minimal domain
V © U with 8] = qu(C) for which By (yy(t)) is on the side of ayr while By (v (s)) is on the side of
by, with both (5072 + 507 )-away from 6);. But then consistency and the BGI properties from Lemma
4.2 implies that By (yy(t)),ay and By (yv(s)),by are R-close, and so vy (t) = ay and vy (s) = by,
which contradicts the base case of this induction. This completes the proof. O

Remark 6.10. Since the map 0:0 > Xis uniformly quasi-median [Dur23, Section 15], one could
alternatively use the fact that median paths in HHSes are hierarchy paths [BHS21, Lemma 1.37].

As a consequence of Propositions 6.9 and 5.3, we obtain the lower bound of the Distance Formula
3.8:

Corollary 6.11. There exists Ko = Ko(&) > 0 such that for all K > Ky and any z,y € X, we have

Z [dU(xvy)]K < dx(xvy)'
Ues

6.5. Isomorphisms of HFIs and their associated cube complexes. In this final subsection, we
will discuss when two HFIs to determine isomorphic cube complexes. This statement, while unsurpris-
ing, motivates what happens in the subsequent sections, hence its placement here.

Let {fU}Ueu and {f Utueu be two HFIs over a common index set I and common relations, i.e.
U,V € U have the same relation in both HFIs. Any family of maps iy : fU — f{] induces a global
map I: [[yq Tv = [yey Tt where I((2v)) = (iv(2v)).

The following proposition, which is an interval version of [Dur23, Proposition 14.12], gives sufficient
conditions for the induced map to be an isometry I : @ — @’ which induces a cubical isomorphism
between their dual cube complexes.

Proposition 6.12. Let {fU}UGL{ and {f{J}UGU be two HFIs over a common index set U with marked
points F' = {a,b}, and let Q, Q' be their corresponding 0-consistent sets. Suppose that for each U € U,
there is a simplicial isometry iy : Ty — T, which also satisfies:

(1) We have iy (av) = ), € T}, and iy (by) = b}, € T}, /

(2) For allV el withV = U or VAU, we have ZU(S[‘;) = (35) .

A~ A / A

(3) For all V el withU  V and &y € Ty, we have (55) (iv(@v)) = iv (8 (2v)).

Then the corresponding map induces a cubical isomorphism I : @ — Q'.

Sketch of proof. The proof of this version below is the same as the original, which is, in turn, an exercise
in the construction from this section plus Lemma 6.8. The main idea is that items in the statement
guarantee that the global map I induced from the coordinate-wise isometries preserves 0-consistency
and distances, i.e. we have I : @ — Q' is an isometric embedding, with surjectivity following from a
consistency argument. Since the interval-wise maps respect the simplicial structure, we have that I is
also a cubical isomorphism via Lemma 2.5. We leave the details to the reader.

O
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7. CONTROLLING DOMAINS

In this section, we turn toward the proof of our main technical result, namely the Stable Cubical
Interval Theorem 9.9, which is a stabilized version of the cubical model construction for a pair of points
a,b in any HHS X. The goal is to show that if we perturb a,b a small amount to a pair of points
a’, b with dy(a,a’) <1 and dx(b,b') < 1, then we can produce cubical models Q for a,b and Q' for
a’, b’ which are isomorphic up to deleting boundedly-many hyperplanes. Doing so requires carefully
controlling the main inputs into the cubulation machine—namely the families of intervals we construct
from the projections of the points.

The first step in the process involves explaining how to gain control over the set of relevant domains
(Definition 3.5) for a pair of points F' = {a,b} ¢ X and its perturbation F’ = {a’,b'} as above. In the
next sections, we explain how to take this projection data to build a family of stable intervals that we
can plug into the cubulation machine.

The main bit of work for this first part has already been done for us by Bestvina—Bromberg—
Fujiwara [BBF15] and Bestvina-Bromberg—Fujiwara—Sisto [BBFS20]. The work we did with Minsky
and Sisto in [DMS20] mostly adapts their setup to the HHS setting, and makes some straight-forward
but important observations.

In [DMS20, Subsections 2.3 and 2.4], we were dealing with the situation where F, F’ were finite sets
of points with cardinality possibly larger than 2. Nonetheless, all of the arguments there reduce to
considering pairs of points, and so the proofs for our current setting are essentially the same. As such,
we will mainly explain the setup and key statements, only giving minimal sketches of proofs.

7.1. Colorability. The hierarchical setting in which [BBFS20] works is for the following class, which
was first defined in [DMS20, Definition 2.8] and later used in [HP23, Pet21]:

Definition 7.1 (Colorable HHS). We say that an HHS (X, &) is colorable if there exists a decompo-
sition of & into finitely many families &;, so that each &; is pairwise-rh.

o We refer to the &; as BBF families.

Remark 7.2. The notion of colorability was inspired by work of Bestvina-Bromberg-Fujiwara [BBF15],
who proved that the curve graph is finitely-colorable. As a consequence of this, the set of subsurfaces
of a given finite-type surface S can be decomposed into finitely-many families of pairwise-interlocking
subsurfaces, which the above definition directly generalizes. See [DMS20, Subsection 2.3] for a detailed
discussion of this connection.

7.2. Stable projections. Our next goal is to state a theorem which equips any colorable HHS with
a set of projections which satisfy certain key stability properties. We need some definitions first.
Given a pair of points F = {z,y} < X and K > 0, we let U(F) = Relg(F). It V € U(F), then we
let UV (F) = {W e U(F)|W = V}.
The following definition [DMS20, Definition 2.13] describes the domains we want to control when
perturbing F':

Definition 7.3 (Involved domains). Let F' = {x,y}, F' = {z/,y'} < X be so that dx(z,z') < 1 and
dx(y,y') < 1. For K > 0, we say that V e U(F) v U(F") is involved in the transition between F and
F’ if one of the following holds:

(1) my (F) # mv (F").

(2) UYV(F) # UV (F).

The following, which combines the statements of [DMS20, Theorem 2.9 and Proposition 2.14], states

that, for any colorable HHS X', we can replace its given projections with coarsely equivalent projections
with which we can control involved domains up to a bounded error:

Theorem 7.4. Let (X,8) be a colorable HHS with standard projections #_,p_. Then there exists

0 > 0 and new projections m_, p_ with the same domains and ranges, respectively, such that the
following hold:

(1) The new projections m—_, p_ coarsely coincide with the old ones #_, p_. More precisely:
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(a) If X,Y lie in different &; and psy is defined, then py = psys .

(b) IfX,Y € &, then dlfews(pX %) < 0.

(c) Ifre X and Y € &, then d#o% (my (z), 7y (z)) < 6.

(2) There exists Ko = Ko(X) > 0 and No(X) > 0 so that if K > Ky, then the following holds.

Let z,y,2',y € X with dx(z,2') < 1 and dx(y,y’) < 1, and let U = Relg({z,y}) and
U = Relg({2',y'}) be the relevant sets for the new projections w—. Then:

(a) #(UALU') < Ny, and if Ve UNU', then dv (x,y) < K and dy(2',y) < K.

(b) There are at most Ny domains V- € U(F) v U(F") involved in the transition between F'

and F'.

Sketch of proof. The existence of new projections satisfying the conditions of item (1) is essentially
an immediate consequence of the construction in [BBFS20, Theorem 4.1]. Item (2), which regards
stability of the relevant sets U,U’, requires a bit more work, but the key ideas are as follows:

Using [BHS19, Proposition 2.8] (which generalizes [CLM12, BKMM12, BBF15]), there is a partial
order < on Rel(z,y), which becomes a total order on Rel’(x,y) = Relg(z,y) n &; for each i. In
particular, we can think of each Reli(m,y) as an interval X7 < --- < X,,. One of the additional
properties that the new projections 7_, p_ satisfy (see [DMS20, Theorem 2.9]) is that if X <Y along
both Rel(z,y) and Rel(z’,y'), then 7y (z) = my (2') = p3 and 7x(y) = mx(y') = p%. Using this, one
can show that Rel(z,y) and Rel(z’,y’) can only differ at their first or last elements in the order <.
Hence # (Rel’(z,y)ARel'(z/,y')) < 4; see [DMS20, Lemma 2.11 and Proposition 2.12]. Since there
are only boundedly-many BBF families &;, item (2a) follows easily.

A similar argument can now be used to control the number of involved domains of type (1) of
Definition 7.3, see the proof of [DMS20, Proposition 2.14]. For involved domains of type (2), this is
an immediate consequence of item (2a) and the Covering Lemma 3.14, which bounds the number of
domains W € U into which a given V € U can nest. O

8. STABLE INTERVALS

With the new HHS projections provided by Theorem 7.4, we now turn toward converting stabilized
projection data into stable families of intervals, in partivuvlar stabilizing the input into the cubical
model construction from Section 4.

Our ultimate goal is to produce cubical models for pairs of nearby points that differ by a controlled
number of hyperplane deletions (Theorem 9.9). Since the hyperplanes in the cubical models come
from edges of the simplicial intervals in our HFIs (Theorem 6.4), it will suffice to build HFIs where
the intervals only differ by boundedly-many bounded-size collections of edges. That is the content of
the Stable Intervals Theorem 8.14.

We first explain the build-up to this theorem and defer the explicit statement. We will work in the
setting of a hyperbolic space with a hierarchical-like configuration. The construction is a somewhat
long and delicate exercise in hyperbolic geometry and we will mainly provide a detailed sketch.

8.1. Basic setup and assumptions. For the rest of this section, let us assume that Z is a J-
hyperbolic geodesic space. The first bit of notation we want to set is a choice of geodesic between any
pair of points. That is, for any x,y € Z, we fix (once and for all) a geodesic A(x,y). More generally,
if C,C" ¢ Z are finite subsets, then we let A(C, C’) denote a choice of geodesic between them whose
length satisfies |A\(C,C")| = dz(C,C"), and we require symmetry, namely A\(C,C") = A\(C’, C).

It will also be necessary to perform a slight modification on the geodesic function A, so that its result-
ing length is an integer. To fix this, we let A\o(C, C") denote the restriction of A(C,C") : [0,dz(C,C")] —
Z to the interval [0, |dz(C,C")|]. The effect of this is to trim A(A, B) so that it has positive integer
length and their lengths satisfy I[(A(C,C")) — I(Ao(C,C")) < 1. While not necessary, one could make
this symmetric by trimming both the sides by half of I(A(C,C")) — I(Ao(C,C")). In the course of the
arguments, however, one can usually work with A instead of Ag.
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Now, for the rest of this section, we fix a pair of points {a,b} — Z. Furthermore, let Y < Z be a
finite (but possibly arbitrarily large) set of points of Z and let € > 0 so that dz(A(a,b),y) < €/2 for
all y € Y. We call such an arrangement (a, b; )) an e-setup in Z.

In the hierarchical setting, Z will be one of the hyperbolic spaces C(U) for U € U, and the points
will be the points in pY; for V = U € U. The proximity condition of the points in ) to A(a,b) comes
from BGIA 3.11.

Notation 8.1 (O(e)-notation). In this section, we will often want to get controlled bounds over various
distance quantities, where the bounds will depend on our choice of € and the hyperbolicity constant §
for Z. When a number A is bounded above as a function of €, d, we will simply write

A < O(e),
since 4 is given to us, while we need some flexibility to choose e.

The following lemma, which is essentially a consequence of the Morse Lemma for hyperbolic spaces,
gives us control over how far A(C,C”") can get from A(a,b) when C,C’ < Y, and are thus e-close to
Aa, b):

Lemma 8.2 (Fellow-traveling, d-hyperbolic). Let Z be d-hyperbolic and geodesic, and v a geodesic
between a,b € Z. For every e > 0 there exists € = O(e) > 0 so that the following holds:

o Suppose ' is a geodesic connecting points x,y € N (), and that x',y’ are closest points to x,y

on vy, respectively. Then any geodesic [x,y] satisfies d2%([z,y], [2/,y]) < €.

As a consequence, if C,C’ < Y are finite subsets, then A\(C,C") c N (A(a,b)). Finally, it will be
convenient for us to assume that ¢ > e.

8.2. Clusters and the cluster graph. Our first goal is to group the points of Y into clusters of
nearby sets. To that end, let E = E(¢) > € be sufficiently large, to be determined below.

Let Cg denote the graph whose vertices are points of Y u {a, b}, with two points z,y € Y U {a, b}
connected by an edge exactly when dz(x,y) < E. The connected components of Cg are called F-
clusters, or simply clusters when FE is fixed.

For any E-cluster C, let s(C') = hully(4 4)(Px(a,5)(C)) denote the hull (in A(a, b)) of the closest point
projection of C' to A(a,b). The set s(C) is called the shadow of C' on A(a,b).

The following lemma controls how shadows of clusters are arranged along A(a,b). Its proof is
straightforward (see [DMS20, Lemma 3.6]), so we leave it to the reader to check (:

Lemma 8.3. If E > 5¢ and C # C' are distinct E-clusters, then s(C) n s(C') = .

In what follows, we will need to adjust the cluster constant £ a number of times, but we will usually
omit the constant and refer to them simply as clusters.

We now can define our notion of cluster separation using Lemma 8.2. The idea here is that clusters
are e-close to A(a,b), and hence geodesics connecting them stay €’-close to A(a,b) by Lemma 8.2.

Definition 8.4. Let C1,Cs, C3 be clusters. Given € > 0, we say Co €'-separates Cy from Cj if there
exists a minimal length geodesic connecting C; to C3 which passes within 2¢’ of Cs.
e Given E > 0, the E-cluster separation graph for (a,b;Y), denoted Gg = Gg o (a,b; Y) is defined
as follows: The vertices of Gg are clusters, and two vertices are connected by an edge if and
only if they are not 2¢’-separated by another cluster.

The following is essentially a consequence of Lemma 8.3. It states that the cluster graph is an
interval with the order of vertices corresponding to the order of the cluster shadows along A(a,b). We
omit its proof, which uses only hyperbolic geometry and Lemma 8.3.

Proposition 8.5. Let Z be -hyperbolic, A(a,b) a geodesic connecting a,b€ Z, and Y < Z finite with
Y c No(A(a,b)). Also let € = €'(e,0) > 0 as in Lemma 8.2, with also € > .

There exists E = E(e,0) > 0 so that the E-cluster separation graph Gg - (a,b; Y) is an interval whose
order coincides with the order of cluster shadows along A(a,b), with the endpoint clusters containing
a, b, respectively.
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FIGURE 5. Proof of Lemma 8.8: Clusters can have multiple pairs of closest points. In
this example, the red and pink points on C are equidistant from their matching point
on C5, while the red and pink cluster points in C; are both within 7¢ of the endpoint
of the shadow s(C}) nearest s(Cs), and the same for the roles of C1, Co switched. In
subsequent arguments, this will allow us to conclude that connecting points between
clusters are close even after we alter the clusters.

8.3. Stable intervals defined. We are now ready to describe the stable intervals.

By Proposition 8.5, the cluster separation graph is an interval. Our stable intervals admit a decom-
position into two families of intervals, namely of edge components and cluster components. An edge
component connects adjacent clusters at their nearest points, while a cluster component connects the
endpoints of whatever edge components are connected to a given cluster.

Definition 8.6 (Stable interval). Let Z be d-hyperbolic, a,b € Z with A(a,b) a geodesic connecting
them, and Y  Z finite with J < N_2(A(a,b)). The stable interval for this setup is the union of the
following two families of geodesic segments:

(1) (Edge components) For each adjacent pair of C,C" of clusters in G = Gg «(a,b; V), the edge
component between them is \o(C, C").

e The edge components comprise the edge forest, which we denote by T..

(2) (Cluster components) For each cluster C, we let C7,Cs be the clusters adjacent to C in G.
Let r(C) = C n (AM(C1,C) u A(C,Cs) U {a,b}), where A(C;,C) = ¢ if C' is an endpoint
cluster, for the appropriate i € {1,2}. The cluster C' then determines the cluster component
u(C) = A(r(C)).

e The cluster components comprise the cluster forest, which we denote by 7.

e The stable interval is T(a,b;Y) = T. u T,, by which we mean the abstract union of these
two forests, where we attach A\o(Cy,C3) to the corresponding endpoints of u(Cy), u(Cs) for
adjacent C'1, Cs as determined by G.

e Welet ¢ : T(a,b;Y) — Z denote the map induced from the fact that its pieces are geodesics
in Z.

Remark 8.7. We note that stable intervals are abstractly intervals, but not necessarily as subsets of Z.
In particular, the points a, b need not be the “endpoints” of the stable interval T', either abstractly or
in Z. However, their images in the collapsed stable interval will be the endpoints, see Subsection 9.2.

The following lemma is the key to controlling the structure of T'(a,b; ). We omit its proof since it
again uses only hyperbolic geometry, though see Figure 5 for a schematic:

Lemma 8.8. Let C1,Cy be distinct clusters along A(a,b). Suppose that p1 € C1 and pa € Cy are
closest points, while x1 € s(C1) and x2 € s(Ca) are closest points. Then dz(x;,p;) < Te fori=1,2.
As a consequence, the following hold:
(1) For distinct clusters Cy,Ca, we have |d(C1,Cy) — d(s(Cy), s(C2))| < 14e.
(2) For any p € T,, we have that dz(p,Y U {a,b}) < dz(p,dT.) + O(e).
(3) For any components VW of T = T, u T, we have diamz(s(V) n s(W)) < O(e).

With the above lemma in hand, we can prove the following structural proposition:

Proposition 8.9. There exists Ly = Lg(0,€) > 0 so that the following hold:

(1) T(a,b;Y) is an interval with endpoints contained in Y U {a,b} whose images in Z are O(e) of
a,be Z.
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FIGURE 6. This figure, which is essentially [DMS20, Figure 11], is an example of two
phenomena. First, the edge components of a stable interval can have bounded overlap
in the space Z. This can lead to a bounded multiplicative error in the quasi-isometric
embedding ¢ : T(a,b;Y) — Z; see item (3) of Proposition 8.9. In the figure, the
multiplicative constant is at least 122, Second, the image of T'(a,b;Y) in Z need not

100°
itself be an interval, as the clusters can form leaves on the image.

(2) For every cluster C,we have that d2%%*(u(C),C) < Ly and ¢(Tc) = N1, (Y U {a,b}).

(3) The map ¢ : T'(a,b;Y) — Z is an (Lo, Lo)-quasi-isometric embedding with image Lo-Hausdorff
close to A(a,b).

(4) Each edge component of T has positive integer length.

Proof. For (1), observe that T'(a,b; Z) is an interval by construction and Proposition 8.5, and the end
clusters contain a,b, respectively, also by that proposition. Since each cluster C < Ng(\(a,b)), if
a € C, then the outer-most endpoint of p(C) must be within F of a, as required.

For (2), observe that each cluster C is within Hausdorff distance O(e) of s(C'), while Lemma 8.8
implies that p(C) is within Hausdorff distance O(e) of s(C). The conclusion follows.

Ttem (3) is essentially a consequence of Lemma 8.8 and the construction as follows. By Lemma 8.2,
the image under the map ¢ : T'— Z of each component of T, and T, is within O(e) of its shadow on
Aa,b). In other words, for any component V' of T, or T, the shadow map induces a (1, O(¢))-quasi-
isometry s : (V) — s(¢(V)). On the other hand, Lemma 8.8 says every pair of components of 7" have
shadows on A(a,b) with O(e)-bounded overlap. It follows that ¢ : T — Z is an (O(e), O(e))-quasi-
isometric embedding, as required.

Finally, item (4) follows because we have used the function Ay as our connectors in Definition 8.6,
which performs a small surgery at one of the ends of A so that the result has integer length. This
completes the proof. d

8.4. Stable decompositions. Having defined stable intervals above, we are almost ready to state
the Stable Intervals Theorem 8.14. The motivation for the definitions in this section comes from our
desire to plug things into our cubical model machinery. We describe how this works in Subsection 9.3
below, and we point the reader to it for motivation for what follows.

A stable decomposition involves decomposing a pair of stable intervals for a pair of admissible
setups into subintervals, with some maps which identify and organize the various pieces. The purpose
of the next definition is to give shorthand for requiring that the various maps involved respect how
the various pieces are oriented towards the endpoints of the ambient intervals.

Definition 8.10 (Order-preserving maps). Let 17,75 be two intervals with the endpoints of T; labeled
by a;,b;. Suppose that T; = T; ; uT; 2 are subdivisions of 7; into finite collections of subintervals with
#T]_’]_ = #TQJ (and hence #T]_’Q = #ng).
e We say an isometry ig g : E — E’ between components £ < T1; and E' < Ty, is order
preserving if ig g sends the endpoint of E closest to a; to the endpoint of E’ closest to as.
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e We say a bijection « : mo(11,1) — mo(Io,1) is order-preserving if it coincides with the bijection
obtained by recording the orders of appearance of the components of T; ; along T} from a; to
b;.

Remark 8.11. Using the above notation, note that an order-preserving bijection o : mo(T1,1) — mo(T2,1)
automatically induces an order-preserving bijection 3 : mo(17,2) — mo(T2,2). Moreover, in this paper,
we will only be working with intervals between a pair of points, which are usually denoted by (some
form of) a,b. We will always take order-preserving to mean as one moves from the a-side to the b-side
of the given intervals.

We also set one last bit of notation: Given a stable tree T = T, u T, for an e-setup (¥;{a,b}), if
y e Y u{a,b}, welet Cy denote the cluster containing y, and p(C)) the corresponding component of
Te.

The following definition contains the stability properties we want:

Definition 8.12 (Stable decomposition). Let Z be §-hyperbolic and geodesic.

(1) Given N > 0, two e-setups (a,b; ) and (a’,b'; V') are (N, €)-admissible if
(a) dz(a,a’),dz(b V) <,
(b) Y. = Npa(Aa,b) 0 N (M@, ),
(c) [ YAY'| < N.
(2) Given an e-setup (a, b; V), an edge decomposition of its stable interval T' = T, UT, is a collection
of subintervals T < T..
(3) Given L > 0, Yo < Y n)', and two (N, e)-admissible setups (a,b; V) and (a’,b’;)’), we say
that two edge decompositions Ts < T, and T, < T. are YVy-stably L-compatible if
(a) Each component of T and 7% has positive integer length with endpoints at vertices of T,
and T, respectively.
(b) There is an order-preserving bijection « : m(Ts) — 7mo(T2) between the sets of stable
components.
(c) For each stable pair (E,E’) identified by «, there exists an order-preserving isometry
ipp E—E.
(d) For all but at most L pairs of stable components (E, E’), we have ¢(E) = ¢(E’) are
identical with ¢(x) = ¢'(ig g (z)) for all € E.
(e) For the (at most) L-many remaining stable pairs (E, E'), we have dz (¢(x), ¢’ (ig g (z))) <
Lforallze E.
(f) The complements T, — T and 7. — T% consist of at most L-many unstable components of
diameter at most L.
(g) The induced order-preserving bijection 5 : wo(T — Ts) — mo(T’ — T4) satisfies:
(i) (Endpoints) Let D, denote the component of T'— T containing u(C,), and define
Db, Da/, Db/ similarly. Then B(Da) = Da/ and ﬂ(Db) = Db/.
(ii) (Identifying clusters) For any y € ), let D,,, D, denote the components of T" — T
and T" — T containing u(Cy), u(Cy), respectively. Then B(D,) = D;,.

Remark 8.13. The above definition is a refinement of the properties contained in [DMS20, Stable Tree
Theorem 3.2], where we have set up these stable decompositions to plug nicely into the cubical model
machinery described earlier in the paper. How this process works is described below in more detail in
Subsection 9.3, but for now we motivate some parts of the definition. Roughly speaking, the points
Y and )’ stand in for the relative projection data on each interval, with each component of T' — T
and T" — T! being labeled by some such point. Eventually, we will collapse each of the components
of T — Ty and T' — T to points. Item (3g) says that the common labels Y n )’ are identified, as
well as the endpoint pairs a,a’ and b,b’. The rest of the statement now says that the components of
T, and T are in bijection with each other, where identified components are isometric, and the order-
preserving properties explain how to glue these components to obtain an isometry between collapsed
intervals. Finally, the proximity properties in items (3d) and (3e) are necessary for controlling the
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maps back into the ambient HHS; see the proof of Theorem 9.9. A more general version can be found
in [DMS25, Definition 10.18].

8.5. The stable interval theorem. With Definition 8.12 in hand, we can now state the main result
of this section, Theorem 8.14 below. It says that the stable intervals for a pair of admissible e-
setups admit compatible stable decompositions—that is, decompositions into subintervals which are
in bijective correspondence with idenitified pairs uniformly close, up to ignored a bounded collection
of bounded-length subintervals. We first state this technical result, and then prove a corollary which
gives the main upshot for our purposes of building stable cubical models.

For a bit of setup, recall the notion of a thickening of an interval from Subsection 4.4. This was a
way of taking an interval with a decomposition T'= A U B into collections of segments, and expanding
and combining one collection of the segments. Our stable intervals come with such a decomposition
T =T, uT., and we will always mean a thickening of a stable interval T to be a thickening of T" along
the components of the cluster forest T,.. Finally, we denote the components of the resulting thickening
by T'=T, u T,, and we note that T, = T, and T, < T,.

Theorem 8.14 (Stable intervals). Let Z be d-hyperbolic and geodesic. For any €, N > 0 and positive
integers r1,r9 > 0, there exist Ly = Lq1(d,¢,N) > 0 and Ly = Lo(d,¢,N,71,72) > 0 so that the
following holds. Suppose (a,b;Y) and (a',b'; V') are (N, €)-admissible e-setups and let T =T, 0T, and
T =T, U T, denote their stable intervals. Then
(1) There exist (¥ n Y')-stable Li-compatible decompositions Ts < T, and T. < T, and
(2) There exist (Y n Y')-stable Lo-compatible edge decompositions Ty < T, and T/, < T, of the
(r1,r2)-thickenings of T, T along T.,T..
e Moreover, we have Ts < Ts and Ty < T7.

Remark 8.15. In the HHS setting, we will be able to control each of the constants d, €, N, 1, 75 in terms
of the ambient HHS structure. We have written the statement with two conclusions because the first
conclusion is a mild reformulation of the original theorem [DMS20, Theorem 3.2], while the second
is what we actually need for the cubulation machine discussed in this paper. Notably, the second
statement will be an easy consequence of the first.

Before we move onto the proof, we observe the following corollary, whose statement and proof
motivate the statement of Theorem 8.14. In particular, this corollary will allow us to verify the
interval-wise condition in Proposition 6.12 and give us the cubical isomorphism we need for the Stable
Cubulations Theorem 9.9; see Subsection 9.3.

Corollary 8.16. Let (a,b;Y) and (a/,V';Y’) be (N,¢)-admissible e-setups with (Y n Y')-stable L-
compatible decompositions Ts < T, and T, c T.. Let A: T — T and A’ : T" — T' denote the quotients
obtained by collapsing each component of T — Ty and T' — T to a point. The following hold:

(1) T and T' are simplicial intervals where each collapsed component of T — T and T' — T' is a
vertex, and

(2) There exists an isometry ® : T — T’ which is induced from the bijections o : mo(Ts) — mo(T?)
and B : mo(T —Ts) — mo(T" — T7), and the isometries of pairs of stable components ig o(g)
E — a(FE) for E < T,. Moreover, we have
(a) ®(A(a)) = Al(a’) and D(A(b)) = A'(V),
(b) Ify e Yn Y and Dy € mo(T — Ts) and D, € mo(T — T) contain u(C,) and pu(Cy),

respectively, then ®(A(D,)) = A'(Dy).

Proof. First, observe that T and 7’ are intervals because T, T’ are and each component of T'— T, and
T’ — T/ is a subinterval. They are simplicial intervals with the given description because Theorem
8.14 (specifically item (4a) of Definition 8.12) provides that each component of Ts,T. has positive
integer length, and so the distance between the points corresponding to pairs of collapsed components
of T — T, and T" — T is a positive integer.

For the second conclusion, we can define & : T — T’ as follows: For each vertex v e T corresponding
to a component C € mo(T — Ts), we define ®(v) = v/, where v’ is the vertex of T' corresponding to
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B(C) € mo(T" —T7). If now x € T is not such a vertex, then x € A(FE) for some component E € 7o(T%).
So we define ®(x) = A’(ig o(g)(z)). The fact that these piece-wise maps glue coherently is a direct
consequence of the fact that « is order-preserving. The subitems of (2) are direct consequences of item
(3g) of Definition 8.12. This completes the proof. O

Remark 8.17. Notably, the above corollary holds whenever we have a stable decomposition, so in
particular when this is a stable decomposition arising from the thickened versions of our stable intervals.

8.6. Detailed sketch of the proof. In lieu of a full proof (see Appendix B), we provide a detailed
sketch of Theorem 8.14 with figures illustrating the key technical arguments, which are easier to
understand at a fairly close level than to write down carefully. Our proof strategy here follows more
closely the proof of [DMS25, Theorem 10.23] than the original [DMS20, Theorem 3.1].

The goal is to show that the stable intervals (Definition 8.6) for pairs of admissible e-setups admit
stable decompositions in the sense of Definition 8.12. Roughly, these are decompositions of the intervals
into collections of subintervals, which are either identical (as in item (d)), or the same length and
uniformly close (as in item (e)), or are one of boundedly-many unstable components we can ignore (as
in item (f)). We need to show how to constraints on the input data assumed in item (1) translates
into control over the components of the stable intervals.

To begin the sketch, first observe that the two main assumptions of Theorem 8.14 on the setups
(a,b;Y) and (a’,b'; V') are that

e The sets of cluster points ), )’ are close to both A(a,b) and A(a’,b’") and have bounded sym-
metric difference, and
e The endpoints pairs (a,b) and (a’,b’) are within € of each other.

This suggests the following iterated proof strategy:

(1) First, show that we can build a stable decomposition when we add a single nearby cluster
point, while keeping the endpoints the same.

(2) Next, show that we can iteratively combine stable decompositions to obtain a stable decom-
position.

(3) Finally, show that we can build a stable decomposition when we only wiggle a single endpoint
and keep everything else (including the cluster sets) the same.

Steps (1) and (3) can be thought of as moves, where we only change one piece of data at a time, and
we will see that type (3) moves are basically type (1) moves. For step (2), we will want to iteratively
perform type (1) moves by adding the extra cluster points of J' — ) to the setup (a,b;)), thereby
shifting from (a,b;Y) to (a,b;Y u )’). Then we make two type (3) moves to shift (a,b;Y v )') —
(a/,b; YY) — (a/,t'; Y U )'). Finally, we make another sequence of iterated type (1) moves to shift
from (a’,0’;Y U Y') down to (a’,b';)’). Since this total sequence of moves is bounded by N + 2, we
will be done.

For step (1), there are two main cases—the split cluster case, where we add a point z to Y far from
all Y-clusters; and the affected cluster case, where z is close to some existing Y-cluster. See Figures
7 and 8, respectively, for relevant schematics. The philosophy here is simple: adding a cluster point
only affects things locally, thus one only needs to make bounded local modifications.

Step (2) of the proof now involves iteratively applying step (1), and thus one must show that one
can coherently combine two pairs of stable decompositions across a common setup. Figure 9 shows
a schematic for the argument, in which one has three stable trees T7,75,7T3 with associated stable
decompositions, so that those for 17,7, and 15,75 are compatible. The idea is to intersect the two
decompositions on T, and pull them back to 717, T5.

The associated stability constants increase a controlled amount with each iteration, but we are
assuming that we only need to perform boundedly-many such iterations in Theorem 8.14.

Finally, step (3) is an application of steps (1) and (2). To get the idea, we can consider the following
restricted setup, which we highlight to focus on what happens when we perturb an endpoint. Let
a,b,a’ € Z and Y c Z be finite with I < N j2(A(a, b)) N Nja(a’,b). The following collection of setups,



39

each of which differs by adding or deleting one cluster point, or by switching the role that a,a’ or b, b’
play between cluster or endpoint:

(1) (a,b;Y), (3) (a,b;Y v {a,a’}), (5) (a',6;Y v {d}),
(2) (a,6;Y v {a}), (4) (@',6;Y v {a,a'}), (6) (a';b;).

Hence we can use steps (1),(2), (3) plus iteration to change the roles of endpoints once we have
added all of the necessary cluster points. See Appendix B for the full argument.
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FIGURE 7. Step (1) of the proof of Theorem 8.14, split cluster case: In the first
figure, the two edge components of the two stable intervals are shown. The point z
forms an individual cluster and therefore must be inserted as a vertex in the graph
G, between clusters Cp,Cs. Every cluster to the left of C'; is unchanged, as are all
of the connecting segments (in pink), and same for those to the right of Cy. The
second figure shows the stable decomposition of the stable intervals. Here, we need to
include the shadow of the cluster z on A(Cy, Cs) as an unstable component. This cuts
A(Cq, C9) into two segments, which are paired with A(C1, z) and A(z, Cs), though these
need to be slightly truncated so guarantee they have the same lengths; the unstable
segments accomplishing this are red. The third figure shows the stable decomposition
for their (r1,72)-thickenings, which are subsets of the edge components T, < T and
T! < T, are indicated in brown. Note that this can result in collapsing an entire edge
component if its diameter is less than ro —2r;. These brown segments refine the stable
decompositions T < T, and T < T_.
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FIGURE 8. Step (1) of the proof of Theorem 8.14, affected cluster case. Two phenom-
ena are shown. In the top figure, there are three affected clusters, P, Q, R, for (a,b;Y)
which combine with z into a new cluster C’ for (a,b; Y U {z}). By definition, P,Q, R
must be O(e) apart, and actually are adjacent in G. The clusters C7,Cy appear in
both setups, and the subgraph of G to the left of C coincides with the same subgraph
for ', and similarly for C5. So the corresponding (pink) components form (stable)
components of T, < T, and T, < T.. The components of T, connecting P,Q, R are
declared unstable and, in this example, the components A(Cy, P) and A\(R, Cs) of T,
coincide with the components A(C1,C’) and M\(C’,Cs) of T, and hence are stable.
The second figure shows the stable decomposition for the (r1,r2)-thickenings, which
are just the thickenings of the components of Ty = T2, and hence are also exactly
the same. In the second example, the same discussion applies to the outside parts.
For the middle of the graph, z combines with the cluster A, which results in pairs of
segments A(C1, A) and A(C1,C"), and A\(A, Cs) and A(C’, Cy), which have O(e)-close
endpoints and are thus O(¢)-Hausdorff close, with the same length up to error O(e).
Small surgeries provide the required stable components for the stable intervals T, 7",
shown in the third figure. The fourth figure shows the stable decomposition for the
(R, r)-thickenings of this example.
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F1GURE 9. The proof of Theorem 8.14, iterating stable decompositions: The idea
for the iteration argument is to intersect the stable decompositions TSI’Q N TgQ c Ty
for T1,T;, respectively, and then use the isometries which identify the stable pairs
for Ty, Ty to give a refined stable decomposition for (77,7%), which can be combined
with a refinement for (T%,73) via simple composition. In the schematic (which is not
happening in Z), we have lined up the stable intervals 77,75, T3 to indicate how to
refine the pairwise stable decompositions for (71,T5) and (1%, T3) for one for (11, T3).
The orange segments correspond to cluster components of the intervals, while the blue
and green segments correspond to the unstable components for the pairs (77, 7%) and
(T>,T3), respectively. The complement of the orange, blue, and green segments on
Ty form the refined stable decomposition on 75, and the purple squares indicate how
these segments induce refined stable decompositions on T} and T3.

9. STABLE CUBICAL MODELS

In this section, we explain how to combine the cubulation machinery described in Sections 4—6 with
the Controlling Domains Theorem 7.4 established in Section 7 and the Stable Interval Theorem 8.14
from Section 8. Over the first two subsections, we prove that our stable intervals can be plugged into
our interval system machinery to produce an HFT for any pair of points a,b € X in an HHS.

The heart of the section is then explaining how to relate two such HFIs for a pair of points a, b and
a perturbed pair a’,b’. We explain this below in detail in Subsection 9.3.

9.1. Stable intervals form an interval system. Our first goal is to explain how to take the family
of stable intervals associated to a pair of points a,b € X and produce a hierarchical family of intervals.

First, we need to induce a collection of relative projections on the stable intervals which turn them
into an R-interval system (Definition 4.3) for a uniform R = R(S) > 0.

Let U € U. Recall that the BGIA 3.11 says that if dy (a,b) is sufficiently large for V € &, then
pY; < Nes(A(a,b)) when V = U and, even better, p}; = Ngg(a U b) when VAU. If we set Vi =
{py|V = U e U}, then (my(a), 7y (b); Vu) is an e-setup in C(U) for € = 2Eg in the sense of Subsection
8.1. In particular, our stable interval construction (Proposition 8.9) applies.

For each U € U, let Ty = Ty, U Ty, denote the stable interval for the setup (a,b; Vy) in C(U).
Recall that each component of Ty . coincides with u(C') for some cluster C' of points in Yy u {a, b}
(Subsection 8.2). Importantly, item (2) of Proposition 8.9 says that ¢y (u(C)) is O(e) (and hence
0(6)) Hausdorff close to C itself. This property is what makes the following definition work:

Definition 9.1 (Stable interval projections). For each U € U, we define the following stable interval
projections:

e For each V € U with V = U, let C be the cluster containing p};. Define

5y = oy (hull, o) (P (u(ey) (p1))) < 1(C),
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where py : C(U) — ¢y (1(C)) is the closest point projection to the geodesic segment ¢y (11(C)) =
u(C).

e For each V € U with VAU, let f € {a,b} denote the point (provided by Definition 3.1)
for which dy (7 (f), pY;) < €, and let C denote the cluster containing f. Again we define
8 = ¢y (hull, o) (Do, (uie) (1)) © 1(C).-

e If U = V, then we define the interval projection map &); : Ty — Ty by 0} = ¢51 opry, opyOdy .

The next lemma says that these projections turn the family of stable intervals into an interval
system. The proof, which we leave to the reader, involves verifying the conditions of Definition 4.3
(and hence Lemma 4.2, and one does this via Lemma 3.10 and Proposition 8.9.

Lemma 9.2. There exists Ry = Rs(S) > 0 so that the stable intervals {Ty ey endowed with the
stable interval projections forms an Rg-interval system for a,b.

9.2. Thickenings of stable intervals, their collapses, and HFIs. In this subsection, we explain
why collapsed thickened interval systems of stable intevals form HFIs.

To begin, in Subsection 4.4, we took an interval system {Ty }yey along with its relative projection
data (55, and then thickened the intervals along the components B of a decomposition Ty = A U B,
where B consists of these 55 along with the marked points a7, by. Then in Subsection 4.5, we collapsed
along this thickening which induced collapsed relative projections on the collapsed intervals. On the
other hand, the thickenings of stable intervals we considered in the Stable Intervals Theorem 8.14 were
thickenings along the cluster components.

The following lemma, whose proof we leave to the reader, says that these thickenings coincide, and
hence that the corresponding collapsed trees are identical:

Lemma 9.3. For any U €U, let Ty = AU B be the decomposition where B is the union of all §); for
V = U along with ay,by. Let Ty = Ty, U Ty,. denote the decomposition provided by Proposition 8.9.
There ezists Ry = R3(6) > 0 so that for any r1 > Rs and ro > 0, the (r1,r2)-thickenings of Ty along
B and along Ty, are identical.

The upshot of Lemmas 9.2 and 9.3 is that we can plug our stable intervals directly into our interval
system machinery. The next step is to explain how to produce an HFT (Definition 6.1) from this system
using the thickenings and collapsing procedures discussed in Subsections 4.4 and 4.5.

Continuing with our notation, Lemma 9.2 says that the stable intervals {Ty }yey endowed with the
interval projections via Definition 9.1 form an Rs-interval system for a,b € X, where Ry = R4 (&) > 0.
Since Ry = Rs(6) > 0, Proposition 4.9 and Lemma 4.10 provide constants Ry = R1(&) > 0 and
R5(&) > 0 so that for any r; = Ry and 79 > Ra, the conclusions of Lemma 4.10 hold for the family
of collapsed intervals {fU}Ueu obtained from the (r1,2)-thickening of the system {Ty}yey. We also
want to assume that 1 > Rz = R3(S) > 0 so that Lemma 9.3 holds.

The next proposition states that as long as ry is a positive integer, the collapsed intervals fU are all
simplicial intervals, where the collapsed points lie at vertices. The proof is a straightforward application
of the ideas in the preceding sections, so we leave it to the reader.

Proposition 9.4. As long as r1 = max{R1, R3} is a positive integer and ro = R, the family of col-
lapsed stable intervals {Ty }ueu associated to an (r1,r2)-thickening of {Tv }veu along Ty,. and endowed
with their collapsed projections forms a hierarchical family of intervals.

We note the following immediate corollary of Proposition 9.4 and Theorem 6.4:

Corollary 9.5. Let a,be X, K > Ky for Ky as in Theorem 5.8 and U = Relk(a,b). Let {fU}Ueu be
the associated family of stable intervals. Then the hierarchical hull H = hully (a,b) is quasi-isometric
to the dual cube complex of the associated HFI, with constants depending only on & and K.

9.3. From a perturbed pair to a family of stable decompositions. In this subsection, we explain
how the basic setup of this paper can be plugged into the machinery we have built so far.

For the rest of this section, assume that we have a colorable HHS (X, &) endowed with the stable
projections from Theorem 7.4. Let K > K¢ = Ko(&) > 0 be as in item (2) of that theorem.
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Also for the rest of this section, fix a,b,a’,b’" € X so that dx(a,a’),dx(b,b') < 1. We refer to the
points o', b’ as a perturbed pair from a,b. Let U = Relk(a,b) and U’ = Relg (a/,b'). Let {Ty}veu and
{T};}vewr denote the families of stable intervals produced as above.

The first thing to observe is that item (2)(a) of Controlling Domains Theorem 7.4 provides that

(1) UAU'| < Ny = No(S), and
(2) Each domain V € UAU' satisfies dy (a,b) < K" and dy (a',V") < K’, where |K — K| is bounded
in terms of G.

Ttem (2) plus Lemma 4.10 says that each of the associated collapsed intervals TA“V or f{, for Ve UAU'
has bounded diameter. For the rest of the domains, namely the domains U € Uy = U nU’, we want to
obtain compatible stable decompositions between the intervals Ty and T7;, which we do as follows.

First, observe that if V = U € Uy, then dy (a,b) > K > Eg and dy (a¢/,b') = K > Eg, so the BGIA
3.11 implies that pl; © Nge(Av(a,b)) n Nge (Au(d’,b')), where Ay is the function which assigns a
geodesic in C(U) to any pair of points from Subsection 8.1. Hence taking e = 2Fg in our stable tree
setup suffices to make (my(a), 7y (b); V) and (mwy(a’), 7y (b'); V};) into e-setups in C(U) (item (1) of
Definition 8.12).

Moreover, for each U € Uy, Theorem 7.4 provides that

(a) The p-sets for the domains in &/ and U’ which nest into U—namely Vi and ), respectively—
satisfy |Vu AY(| < No = No(6), and

(b) If UF < Uy is the set of domains U € Uy for which Yy # Y|, or my(a) # my(a’) or my(b) #
my (b)), then #UF < Np.

Hence, by item (a), these e-setups are (Np, €)-admissible in the sense of item (2) of Definition 8.12
for all domains in Uy, while item (b) says that for domains in Uy — U, these e-setups exactly coincide.
Thus item (2) of the Stable Intervals Theorem 8.14 implies that the (r1, r2)-thickenings of their stable
intervals Ty, T}, admit Lg-compatible stable decompositions, where Ly, = Ls(&) > 0 by choosing
r1 = max{Ry, R3} and r2 = Ry, since the constants R; = R;(&) > 0 depend only on &. In particular,
we have:

Proposition 9.6. For each U € Uy, the (ri,rs)-thickenings of the stable intervals Ty = Ty.e v Ty,c
and Ty, = Ty, v T, . along Ty, Ty, respectively admit Ls-compatible stable decompositions, where
Ly = Ly(&) > 0.

o Moreover, if U € Uy — U, then Ty = Ty, and these thickenings coincide exactly.

For each U € Uy, let Ay : fU — on and Ay : IA“’U — f{JO denote the maps which collapse the
unstable components these decompositions to points; we note that these maps are the 1dent1ty when
U € Uy —UE. By Definition 8.12 of a stable decompos1t10n the subintervals of the TU and T being
collapsed for U € Uy along with the whole intervals TV,T{/ (whichever is defined) for Ve UAU’
collectively form (L? + 2K’Np)-admissible simplicial trimming setups for {fU}UeL{ and {ZIA’&}UGU/, in
the sense of Definition 6.5. This is because the set (U U U’) — Uy has at most Nyp-many domains by
(1) above, each of which has diameter bounded by K’, while the unstable pieces for the domains in Uy
consist of at most Lo-many pieces of diameter at most Lo.

Set L3 + 2K’ Ny = Sy, which we note depends only on & and our choice of K. We now obtain the
following from Theorem 6.7 and Proposition 9.6:

Proposition 9.7. The following hold:

(1) The collections {,—fUﬁ}Ueuo and {f{],o}Ueuo are HFIs. Let Qq, Qf denote their corresponding
0-consistent subsets.

(2) The combined maps A : Q@ — Qg and A’ : Q' — Qf satisfy A(Q) = Qo and A'(Q') = Q) and
are both (1, S2)-quasi-isometries.

(3) There exists maps Z: Qg — Q and = : @ — Q" with AoE =idg, and A' 0 E' = id%.

(4) At the level of cube complexes, the maps AQ — Qg and A’ : Q' — Q) delete at most Sa-many
hyperplanes.



Using this proposition, we can define maps ﬁo 1 Qo —» X and Q{) 1 Qp — X by Qo = Qo= and
Q= QoZ where Q: Q@ - X and ' : Q@ — X are the quasi-isometric embeddings defined Subsection

For the final piece of setup, we want to observe that these HFIs {fU,O}UeZ/{O and {f(ljp}Ueuo admit
an isomorphism in the sense of Proposition 6.12. For this, we require the following lemma, whose proof
is a straightforward application of the definitions and Corollary 8.16.

Lemma 9.8. For each U € U, the isometry iy : fmo — fl’])o provided by Corollary 8.16 satisfies the
conditions of Proposition 6.12.

o Thus these component-wise isometries combine to give an isometry Iy : Qg — Qf.

9.4. Statement of the stable cubulations theorem. We are now ready to state the stable cubical
intervals theorem:

Theorem 9.9 (Stable cubical intervals). Continuing with our standing notation, there exists ¥ =
Y(6,K) > 0 so that the following diagram commutes up to error X:

e In the above, Iy : Qy — Qf is the isomorphism from Lemma 9.8.
e In particular, any colorable hierarchically hyperbolic space is X-stably weakly locally quasi-
cubical (Definition 2.7).

Proof. Tt remains to prove that the upper, lower, and middle triangles coarsely commute. The proof
for the upper (and hence the lower) is essentially automatic by construction. In particular, by item
(2) of Proposition 9.7, the map Ag : @ — Qq is a (1, S7)-quasi-isometry for Sy = Sy(&,K) > 0. On
the other hand, item (3) of that proposition implies that Ay o 2 = idg, while fAZO : Qg — X is defined
by (AZO = Qo =. Hence the top triangle commutes up to error Sy, and the same holds for the bottom
triangle.

For the middle triangle, we want to show that dx(ﬁo(i’), ﬁ{) oIp(2)) is bounded in terms of &, K for
any & € Qp. However, we note that the maps ﬁo : Qg — H and Ago .0 - Qo are quasi-inverses
(with errors depending on &, K), and similarly for ﬁ’o : Q) — H' and Ago U H - Q. Here,
H = hully(a,b) and H' = hully(d’,?’). But since dx(a,a’) < 1 and dy(b,b') < 1, it follows from the
Distance Formula 3.8 and Definition 3.12 that d{*“(H, H') is bounded in terms of &.

Hence it suffices to show that for x € H n H' (so that @(x) and \/I\/’(x) are both defined), we have

dgy (Ag o U'(2), Iy o Ag o U(z)) < %,
for ¥ = ¥(6,K). Set Ajo \/I\/’(x) =&y = (2) and Ip o Ag o \fl(x) = 4o = (J170), where we note that
both &y, 9} € Qf.
We argue component-wise that do; (20, ) is bounded. Recall that the map ¥ : H — Q is defined
component-wise (over the set U) by Yy = qu o q&al o py o my, where my : X — C(U) is the HHS
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projection, py : C(U) — ¢y (Ty) is closest point projection, ¢y : Ty — C(U) is the (Lo, Lo)-quasi-
isometric embedding provided by Proposition 8.9 (here Ly = L(S)), and qu : Ty — f’U is the map
which collapses a uniform thickening of Ty along the cluster components, with constants depending
only on &. The map ¥’ : H' — Q' is defined similarly.

First, we can reduce to involved domains in Uy = U nU'. If U € UAU’, then a,b and o',V have
bounded diameter projections to U in terms of K and &, while also each such domain is involved in the
sense of Definition 7.3 and hence there are only boundedly-many by Theorem 7.4. Next observe that if
U € Uy is not involved, then the stable trees Ty, T}, for the two setups are exactly the same, and hence
have identical thickenings, and thus the stable decompositions the pair are the (identical) collection
of edge components for each, and their corresponding collapsed trees JA“U and IA“{J are identical. Hence,
for uninvolved U € Uy, we have 27, = ;-

Let U € Uy be involved. Since there are boundedly-many (in &) such domains by Theorem 7.4, it
suffices to bound the diameter df{m(ibvo’ 1) in terms of &.

The distance df[,] 0(@’1])0, ¥17,0) is measured in the edge components of IA}’])O which separate them, and
these edge components are stable components of 77;. This means that if the distance dz, (27, 9770)
U,0 ’ ’
is very large, then there must be either

(1) some long stable component E’ < Ty, . so that some long segment of Ay (g (E')) separates
2179 from gy, g, or

(2) if no such long component exists, there must be some large number of such stable components
separating them.

In case (1), let E' < Ty s be the stable component paired with £’ < T7; .. Note that ¢ (E£) U ¢ (E')
is uniformly quasi-convex (in &), and hence 7y («) has a uniformly bounded projection to it. However
the fact that a long segment of Ay (qu(E')) < 17, separates iy, from §y; o means that some large
diameter portion of ¢y (E) U ¢} (E’') coarsely (in &) separates py(my(z)) from py(my(x)), which is
impossible.

In case (2), we can assume that no such long stable component exists, so that the distance
dﬁ'}.o(i’/&o’ §17,0) corresponds to some sequence F, ..., By, < Tj; ; of short stable components of length

bounded in terms of &. Let E; Ty,s denote the stable component paired with E!. By Proposition
8.9 and the fact that dx(a,a’) < 1 and dx(b,0’) < 1, we have that ¢y (Ty) and ¢ (T;) are within
bounded (in &) Hausdorff distance in C(U). Since each of the E! are uniformly close (in &) to E; and
the bijection a : mo(Ty,s) — mo(17; ;) is order-preserving, it follows that the hulls hully, (7,)(E1, En)
and hully, (77 )(E1, Ey,) are within uniform (in &) Hausdorff distance of each other, and hence their
union is uniformly quasi-convex (in &). Thus, if Ay (g7, (E7)), -, Ay (g (Er,)) separate 27, from g,
in ZA}’J’O, then the union of these hulls coarsely (in &) separates py (my(z)) from py (7 (x)).

Since each of the segments E/ is bounded length, the union of these hulls is long if the number of
segments n is very large. Moreover, each pair of segments E;, E; | is separated by some complementary
component C; < Ty; — Ty, .. By construction, all but boundedly-many (in &) of these components
corresponds to some cluster component of 77;. Since there are only boundedly-many (in &) involved
domains, by choosing n to be sufficiently large, there exists some C; which contains a —,-minimal
domain V — U which is both —y-minimal and —;-minimal. But this is impossible, for the BGIA
3.11 would imply that dv (oY (pu (v (2)), p¥ (pf; (7 (x)))) > K, and this cannot happen as we can also
arrange 1y () to be as far from pg as necessary. Hence no such long sequence Ef,...E! can exist,
completing the proof.

O

APPENDIX A. PROOF OF THE TREE TRIMMING THEOREM 5.14

Below is a re-statement of Theorem 5.14. See Subsection 5.4 for the contextual definitions and
notation.
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Theorem A.1 (Tree Trimming). There exists By = By (6, K) > 0 so that for any B < By, there
exists L = L(6, B) > 0 so that the following hold:

(1) We have A(Q) c Q.

(2) There is a map E: Q" — Q so that Ao E = idg/. In particular, A(Q) = Q’.

(3) The map A : Q — Q' is an (L, L)-quasi-isometry.

Proof. The fact that A(Q) c Q', namely that A preserves O-consistency, is immediate from the fact
that the Ay just collapse subintervals, so coordinates which were collapsed projections remain collapsed
projections, showing item (1). Items (2) and (3) require more work and we provide a detailed sketch
of both.

Item (2): Surjectivity of A: Q — Q': Let §j € Q. We will construct a point £ € Q with A(Z) =
9 by a coordinate-wise argument, thereby defining a map = : Q@' — Q with Ao = = idg.

For each U e U, let Cy = Agl(ng). Our goal is to pick, for each U € U, a point &y € Cy and then
prove O-consistency of the tuple & = (Zy/). Note that A(2) = § for such a tuple, by construction. The

proof is by induction on the nesting level in U/, and is similar to the construction of the map Q: OQ—H
as in Proposition 5.17. The main difference is that the collapsing subintervals are not automatically
associated to a collection of domains, and this is where the work lies. The proof is basically the proof
of the analogous fact in [Dur23, Theorem 10.2], except that our setup is much simpler. What follows
is a very detailed sketch, which leaves some small bits to the reader.

For the base case, let U € U be £y-minimal. If gy € fU70 is not contained in Ay (B) for some B € B,
then Cy < fU is a point and we set &y = Cy. If jy € Ay (B) for some B € B and B ¢ IA”U does not
contain an endpoint, then let Zyy € Cyy be any point. If instead Cyy does contain an endpoint, then it
is possible that it contains both endpoints, and we need to choose one.

The following claim, which is exactly [Dur23, Claim 10.3], does not require U to be —y-minimal:

Claim A.2. If W,Z € {V eU[VAU, and v # (8Y)o}, then &Y = §Z.

With Claim A.2 in hand, we can define &y for =;-minimal U as follows:

o WP ={VellVAU and Jw # (8 )o} # &, then we set 2 = 6} for any (and hence all,
by the claim) W e Wg.
o If W{}‘ = (¥, then we let Zyy be any marked point in Cy.

At this point, we also want to set Iy to be equal to the endpoint &y when U is —y-minimal, where
ly = & when Cy does not contain an endpoint of T, v. These labels will play a similar role as in the
cluster honing process in Subsection 5.2.

For the inductive step, suppose that U is not —=;-minimal and that we have defined Zy for all
V £ U and, in particular, for all —;-minimal V € U. As before, if Cy does not contain a marked
or a projection 85 for some V = U, then we let £y € Cy be any point. If Cy happens to contain
one of the endpoints but no 35 for V £ U, then Cpy contains only that one endpoint (since U is not
Cy-minimal), and we let 2y € Cy be any point

Otherwise, we set C = Cy and let Vy denote the set of =;-minimal domains V' = U so that 35 eC
(or equivalently, (55)0 = §u). For each V € Vy, set CY = hullc(sg u e (2y)), namely the convex
hull in C' of 55 and the projections of the marked point labeled by Iy, down to the convex subset C.
The following claim, which is exactly [Dur23, Claim 10.4], helps us choose a point in such a Cy:

Claim A.3. For every V,W € Vy, we have C}f n C}} # . Moreover, at least one of 35 e CY or
S € CY holds.

Proof. We may assume that 35 # 35[/7 and hence that VAW. If CY n CYf = &, then Sl‘f ¢ O
and 3{1}[/ ¢ CY, and it follows that Iy # ly. The BGI property in (7) of Lemma 4.10 plus item (4) of
Lemma 4.2 imply that 6¥ ¢ AL (9v) and o ¢ A (Gw), and hence gy # (0} ) and Jw # Crans
which is a contradiction of O-consistency of . This proves the claim. g
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Hence the Helly property for trees implies that ﬂVeVU C(‘]/ c JA“U is nonempty. This intersection,

nonetheless, may contain many SZ for V € Vy. The following claim, which is exactly [Dur23, Claim
10.6] helps us make a consistent choice:

Claim A.4. Suppose V,W € Wy;, then 35 = 3["}/

Proof of Claim A.j. For a contradiction, suppose that SEV # Sg, so that VAW. Then again the
BCI property in item (7) of Lemma 4.10 implies that 8y, = 64,(8;) and 61 = 6V (). But then
gw # (0%)o = (0%)0((6F)0) and gy # (81 )0 = (0Y)o((0¥ )o), which contradicts O-consistency of g,
completing the proof. O

Finally, this last claim helps us make a consistent choice between 55 sets and marked points when
Cy contains both:

Claim A.5. The following holds:
(1) If there exists VU so that gy # (35)’, then for all W € Vi with S}}V #* 35, we have Zy = 3“//‘,
(2) If there exists W € Vy with 9w # (65,)(9ur), then for all VAU with §¥ # &Y, we have
v = (67
e In particular, if V e W/ and W € W5, then 35 = SEV

Proof of Claim A.5. Suppose VAU as in item (1) of the claim, and let W € Vi, with 53/ # 35 Then
WAV, and since W — U, we have (3“’/‘/)0 = (35)0 # v, and hence Zy = 31‘/{,, by definition of Zyy .
Now suppose W € Vy, as in item (2), and that VAU with 33’ # Sl‘j Then WAV. By 0-consistency
of §, we have that gy = (0¥ )o. But since oy # o}y , we have (67 )0 # (01} )o, and so gy = (0% )0 = (63 )o
since W = U. This completes the proof. g

We are finally ready to define our tuple &, which we do domain-wise for each U € U:

(1) If gy is not a marked or cluster point of YA’U70, then we let £y € Cy be any point in A,}l(gjy).
(2) For any U of type (1): If VAU or U = V, we set &y = 64, and if U = V, we set 2y = oY (2y).
(3) If U is —y-minimal and 9y is a marked point of ZIA’U70, then there are three subcases:
(a) The set Wi = {W e U[WHU and (8Y,) # §w} is nonempty, and we set &y = oF for
any (and hence all by Claim A.2) W e W;
(b) W5 = {V e U|(0%) (4r) # 9v and (8Y,) (9vr) # Gw} is nonempty, and we set #7 = 63
for any (and hence all by Claim A.4) V e Wg; or
(c) Wl’}‘ and W are both empty, and we set £y to be any point of ff, contained in Cy, in
particular a point which is not a cluster or marked point.
(4) Proceeding inductively, if U is not in cases (1)~(3) above, then [y, CY # & and has finite
diameter. There are three subcases:
(a) 2y = 3,‘}‘/ for any W e W{*} ifW{}“ #* o,
(b) &y = 35 for any V e Wi when Wz # &, or
(¢) Otherwise, both W{} and W are empty, and we set £y to be any point in f’ﬁ N Cyp.
Finally, we prove that & = (2y) is O-consistent by a case-wise analysis, similar to the proof of
Proposition 5.12. Showing this will complete the proof of surjectivity of A : @ — Q'. The proof
closely follows the analogous part of the proof from [Dur23, Theorem 10.2].

UAV: We may assume that Ty # 35, for we are done otherwise. Then gy # (55)0, and so
Ju = (6)7)o by O-consistency of §. Tt follows that 6} € Cy = Ay (Jrr), and necessarily 8y € {av, by},
so we may assume without loss of generality that 35 = ay. If U is —y-minimal, then our choice of Zy
in (3) says that y = 35, as required.

Now suppose that U is not —y-minimal. Set Vi to be the set of =-minimal W = U with 8}}‘/ eCy.
Let W € Vi be so that §}Y # 8. Then WhV and (8% )o = (0%)o # 9v, and so 2w = 8y, = aw, with
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the first equality following from our choice in (3) and the last equality by 0-consistency of a. But this
says that a = lyy, and hence ay € O} for all W € Vi (including those for which 5W = 5V =ay).
It follows then that Gy € (ycy, CY¥ and so £y = ay by definition of # in item (4a) above.

V £ U: We may assume that Ty # g(:ﬁU), for we are done otherwise. Then gy # (SQ)O(QU),
and 0O-consistency of § implies that gy = (35 ), and thus 3[‘]/ eCy = A{]l (Juv). We claim that for all
W e Vy, we have 55 eCcy.

To see this, is suffices to consider W € Vy with SEV # 55 Then WAV, But 2y # 55(33(]), so if also
oy ¢ CY, then &y # 06U (0)¥) = 6V, while also &y # 05, (8)) = d%,, which both use the BGI property
in item (7) of Lemma 4.10. But then gy # (81 )o and g # (3% )o, which contradicts O-consistency
of §.

Hence 35 e C for all W € Vy. It follows that SZ € Nwevy Cl/, and then (4b) says that 2 = 35

Hence (£) is O-consistent. Since A(Z) = ¢ because &y € Ay (jv) for all U € U, we are done with
the proof of surjectivity of A : @ — @', and this also deﬁnes the map Z: @ — Q by () = 2, as
defined above. This completes the proof of item (2).

Item (3): A: Q — Q' is a quasi-isometry: The proof of this part proceeds similarly to its ana-
logue in [Dur23, Theorem 10.2], though with some modest simplifications (see especially [Dur23, Sub-
section 9.1]).

Since A|g is surjective and distance non-increasing, it suffices to prove that dg < dgs, and for this
it suffices to bound the distances in each U € U.

Let #,9 € Q with & = A(Z) and §' = A(g). We may assume that 2y # gy for any U € U that we
will consider. We begin by making a useful reduction.

Observe that item (9) of Lemma 4.10 implies that there are at most boundedly-many domains U € U
for which Zy, jy are in the same component of fﬁ, where the bound is controlled by &. For such U,
we have dg, (Zv,9v) < dj 71 (#);,91,) + B? because at most B-many subtrees of diameter B have been

deleted from that edge. Hence we may deal with these boundedly-many domains with an additive
constant in the distance estimate comparing do(%,9) and do/(2',4’). Hereafter, we assume that at
least one of &y, §y coincides with a cluster, or they are separated by at least one cluster.

There are two cases, (1) U is cy-minimal and (2) otherwise.

Case (1): Then fﬁ has one component. So there are at most B-many subtrees of diameter at most

Bin T, 5 being collapsed. By item (9) of Lemma 4.10 there are at most boundedly-many (in &) such
cy-minimal U for which one of Zy, §y is not a cluster point. We may deal with such U by increasing
the additive constant in the distance estimate. R

The general case is where 2, jy are the distinct endpoint clusters of the interval Ty. In this case,

dgy (@/Uv?%J) dz, (2v,9v) — B* 2 K — B® — 21y,

by item (6) of Lemma 4.10. Hence by choosing K = K(&) > 0 sufficiently large and requiring that
B}, — 2ry < K, we can guarantee that dz, (2],,9(,) > 1 allowing the estimate
U

dg,, (2v.§v) < dgy (3, 91) + B < (1+ B*)dg, (1, §p).

U
Thus we can account for these domains via a bounded multiplicative error.

Case (2): Suppose that U € U is not =;-minimal. Since &y # §y, there is some collection of edge
components E1,...,E, C fﬁ separating 2y from ¢y, i.e. intersecting [Zu, Ju]s #,- By assumption,
each such component contains at most B-many subintervals in B of diameter at most B which are
collapsed by Ay : TU — TU Moreover, adjacent intervals F;, ;1,1 are attached at some collapsed
cluster C;. For each such collapsed cluster C;, choose a =y-minimal domain V; = U with 81‘? e C;.
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Observe that
dz, (Ci, Ci1) < dgy (Au(Ci), Au(Ciyr)) + B
< dpy (Au(C), Au(Cin)) + Bz (3,.95,)-

Hence we can account for the lost distance along [£y, §ir] between each pair of successive collapsed
cluster points C;, C;41 (i.e., the distance lost in the edge E;) by distances in the —;;-minimal domains
V;. Similarly, we can use V7, V}, to account for any lost distance between &7, C7 and C,,, §ji, respectively.
Since each domain in U nests into at most boundedly-many domains in &/ by the Covering Lemma
3.14, the proof of case (2) is complete. This completes the proof of the theorem. O

APPENDIX B. PROOF OF THE STABLE INTERVALS THEOREM &.14

We will give a fairly complete accounting of the two main arguments involved in Theorem 8.14. See
Subsection 8.6 for a detailed sketch and outline. The two key arguments involve showing that we can
stably add one cluster point and then that we can iterate this process.

B.1. Adding a cluster point. In this subsection, we explain how to build a stable decomposition
when adding a cluster point to the setup. This is the main bit of work for Theorem 8.14.

Proposition B.1. Let Z be a geodesic §-hyperbolic space, € > 0, and r1,r9 > 0 be positive integers.
Let (a,b;Y) be an e-setup and further fix a point z € N ja(X(a,b)). Then
(1) (a,b;Y U {z}) is an e-setup;
(2) The two setups (a,b;Y) and (a,b;Y U {z}) are (1, €)-admissible;
(3) There exists Ly = L1(0,€) > 0 so that the stable intervals T and T" for the setups (a,b;Y) and
(a,b;Y v {z}) admit Y-stable Li-compatible decompositions;
(4) There exists Ly = Lo(6,€,71,72) > 0 so that the (r1,rq)-thickenings of T, T' admit Y-stable
Lo-compatible decompositions.

Proof. Since the points a,b have not changed, the first two conclusions are automatic from the as-
sumptions.

Choosing FE » €, Proposition 8.5 implies that both G = Gg(a,b;Y) and G’ = Gg(a,b; Y U {z}) are
intervals. There are two main cases: (a) d(z,C) > FE for all clusters C, or (b) otherwise.

We will deal with these cases separately, though the arguments are similar. Moreover, for each case,
we will want to deal both with the original decompositions of the stable tree T' = T, U T, as well as
its (r1,r2)-thickening T' = T, U T.. The compatible decompositions for the latter will be refined for
the decomposition for the former, with possibly a slight increase in the error depending on 1, rs.

Case (a), z forms a split cluster: In this case, z forms its own cluster and, in particular, does
not affect membership of any other cluster. Moreover, it cannot be an endpoint cluster of G’, as those
necessarily contain ¢ and b. Hence there exist two clusters C7,Cy which are adjacent in G but are
separated by z in G’, say with C7 on the side of a and Cs on the side of b. In this sense, we think of z
as splitting the clusters C1, Cs.

Lemma 8.3 implies that z separates two clusters C,C’ for (a,b;Y) if and only if s(z) separates
s(C), s(C") along A(a,b). It follows then that the subgraph of G connecting the cluster containing a
to C1 is identical to the subgraph of Gg(a,b; Y U {z}), and similarly for the subgraphs connecting Co
to the cluster containing b. This says that for any pair C,C’ on the a-side of z in G', Ao(C,C’) is
an edge component of both T and 7”7, and similarly for such pairs on the b-side of z. Thus we can
include each such component of E < T, and F < T/ in the respective stable decomposition Ts < T,
and T < T/, where the identity map is the map described in parts (3c) and (3d) of Definition 8.12.
By construction, each of these pieces has positive integer length, thus verifying property (3a).

To construct the rest of the stable decompositions, namely stable pieces of type (3e) in Definition
8.12, we need to compare the component A\g(C1, Cs) < T, to the two components \g(C1, 2)UMp(z,Cs) <
T!. First, Lemma 8.8 says that the endpoints of A\(Cy,C3) and A(C1,z) on Cy are 14e-close, and
hence the endpoints of Ag(Cy,C3) and Ag(C1, z) are within 14e + 2, and similarly for Cs. It follows
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from d-hyperbolicity of Z that A\o(C1, C2) and Ao(Ch,z) U Ao(z,C2) are O(e)-Hausdorff close. Now,
unless C1,Cy are O(e€)-close in Z—in which case we can declare all three of these geodesics to be
unstable—then the shadow s7(z) of z on T will be properly contained in \y(C7,C2) and have O(e)-
bounded diameter. Hence we can decompose these geodesics into O(e)-close stable pieces and unstable
pieces labeled by z, as described in property (3f), while satisfying the length requirement of (3a)
and proximity requirements of (3d) and (3e); see Figure 7 for a heuristic picture. For the bijection
a : mo(Ts) — mo(T2), since Ty, T have the same number of components, we can take let a denote
the natural order-preserving bijection, i.e. the one obtained by moving along the geodesics [a,b]r
and [a,b]r.. By construction, this bijection identifies the components we want so that the related
conditions (3d) and (3e) are satisfied.

Finally, we need to confirm the properties in (3g) for the order-preserving bijection 3 : mo(T —Ts) —
mo(T'—T%) induced by «. Since f3 is order-preserving (with the order being “from a to b”, as in Definition
8.10), (3(g)i), i-e. that the components of T — T and T" — T associated to a and b are identified, is
automatically satisfied. For (3(g)ii), note that Y n (Y u{z}) = Y, and, by construction again, if y € ),
then j identifies the component D, of T'— T corresponding to y with D;, the component of 7" — T
corresponding to y. In this case, this is because all such components are exactly the same. This proves
part (1) of the statement.

For part (2) of the statement, we want to consider how the (71, r2)-thickenings of T', 7" along T, T’
respectively affect the decompositions Ty = T, and T, < T,. First, observe that T, < T, and T, < T
by definition. In particular, consider a component D < T,, where D = \y(C, C") for adjacent clusters
C,C". Then the (ry,rs)-thickening of D either truncates D to Dipick = D — (por, (C) U pirr, (C7)), or
possibly removes D entirely from T, if dp(u(C), u(C")) < ro — 2ry. A similar statement holds for
components of T7.

By the above, most components of T and 7. are identical components of T,, T/, and hence their
thickenings are exactly the same by the above. For the remaining components, namely \o(C1, 2), Ao (z, C2)
of T! and A\o(Cy, C2) of T¢, each is either truncated or removed as above. The remaining two compo-
nents of the stable decomposition Ty correspond to A\o(C1, z) and Ag(z, C3), and so one can construct
the corresponding components of T, by applying the same procedure to the (r1,rs)-thickening of
Xo(C1, z) and Ag(z,C2). Note that this can inflate the proximity constants, but only in terms of r1, 7.
The rest of the proof goes through unchanged; see Figure 7.

Case (b), z affects other clusters: Suppose now instead that there exists some cluster C for
(a,b; ) so that d(z,C) < E; we say C is an affected cluster.

Claim B.2. If 3E — 56e¢ > 2F, then there are at most three affected clusters, and they are adjacent
in G.

Proof. Suppose that C1,...,Cy are four clusters appearing in that order along A(a, b).
Lemma 8.8, since d(C;, Ciy1) = E, we have d(s(C;), s(Ci11)) > E — 14, for i = 1,2, 3.
Since the shadows are disjoint segments of the geodesic A(a,b), we have that

d(s(Ch),s(Cy)) = d(s(Ch),s(C2)) + d(s(C2),s(C5)) + d(s(Cs), s(Cy)) = 3E — 42e.
Hence if 3F — 56¢ > 2F, then item (1) of Lemma 8.8 says that
d(01,04) = d(S(Ol),S(C4)) — 14e = 3E — 56¢ > 2F.

By item (1) of

This is impossible if z is E-close to both C7, Cy. Hence there are at most three affected clusters and
they are adjacent vertices in G. O

Let C’ denote the cluster formed by z and the affected clusters from (a,b;)). Note that the
membership of all other (a,b; Y)-clusters are unchanged by the addition of z. Let C; and C5 be the
clusters adjacent to the affected clusters in G on the side of a and b, respectively. As in the split cluster
case above, Lemma 8.3 implies that Cy separates all clusters on the a-side of G from C’, and similarly
for Cs and clusters on the b-side. Hence the subgraph of G connecting the cluster containing a to C}
is the subgraph of G’ connecting the (same) cluster containing a to Cy, and similarly for the b-side of
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G and G’. As such, all of the corresponding components of T, and T, are exactly the same, and have
positive integer length by construction, verifying properties (3a), (3c), and (3d) of Definition 8.12 for
these components.

The forests T, and T? have some remaining components which we need to decompose. In T,, there
are the at-most 2 components of T, which connect the affected clusters. By assumption, these segments
are at most O(e) long, so we can declare them to be unstable components.

We now explain how to handle the two remaining components. Let A be the affected cluster
adjacent to C7 in G. It is enough to show that the geodesic segments A(Cy, A) and A(Cp,C’) are
O(e)-Hausdorff close, since then the lengths of A\o(Cy, A) and Ag(C1, C") are the same up to error O(e),
and we can declare a small end segment of each unstable, so that their (stable) complements have the
same (positive integer) length and are O(e)-close. But this endpoint proximity statement is again a
consequence of Lemma 8.8, since the endpoints of A(C, A) and A(Cy, C") are within 7e of the endpoint
of s(Cy) on A(a,b), while s(C") contains s(A) and its endpoint is at most (E + €)-away. Finally, the
bijection 8 : mo(T — Ts) — mo(T" — T.) required for (3g) is defined similar to the split cluster case
(a), with the proof of condition (3(g)i) being basically the same. For condition (3(g)ii), observe again
the Y n (Y u {z}) = ). Assuming that y € Y is contained in an affected cluster in the (Y;{a,b})
setup—since otherwise, it is contained in an identical cluster in the (¥ u {z};{a,b}) setup—then it
corresponds to the single component which gets identified with the component of 7" —T7 corresponding
to the single cluster containing both y and z. This completes the proof of (1) in the affected cluster
case. See Figure 8 for a heuristic picture.

The argument for (2) in the affected cluster case is essentially identical to the split cluster version:
All but a few components of Ts < T, and 77 < T/ are identical and thus have identical (rq,rs)-
thickenings. And the remaining components of Ty, T” are constructed by pairing the corresponding
components of T, T/ adjacent to or connecting the affected clusters, and then either declaring them
unstable or modifying them pairwise to achieve the length bound. As above, this can be accomplished
post-thickening; see Figure 8. This completes the proof of the theorem.

O

B.2. Tterating stable decompositions. Next we move to proving our iteration statement (Propo-
sition B.6). The main work is the base case of combining two pairs of stable decompositions across a
common setup.

For this, suppose we have three setups (a;, b;; ;) for i = 1,2, 3, satisfying that V; = Nj2(M(ay, bx))
for all ¢, j, k, and that )y < J); for each i. Suppose that the stable intervals associated to (a1, b1; Y1) and
(a2, ba; Vo) admits YVy-stable L-compatible decompositions, and the same for (aq, ba; Vo) and (as, bs; V).
Our goal is to induce new stable decompositions on 77,7» and T5, T3 which encode the stable decom-
positions from T5, T3 and 17, T5, respectively. The following describes the properties we want for these
induced decompositions:

Definition B.3 (Refined stable decompositions). Let (a,b;)) and (a’,b’;)’) denote two admissible
e-setups and let Yy = Y n Y'. Suppose we have two compatible )y-stable decompositions Ts < T and
T; = T'. We say another pair of stable decompositions Ts o = T' and T, , < T" refine Ty < T and
T! < T’ if the following hold:

(1) We have T o < Ty and T; , < T, and

(2) Let B: mo(T —Ts) — mo(T" — T¢) and By : mo(T — Ts0) — mo(T" —T¢ y) denote the associated
order-preserving bijections. Suppose C; € mo(T — Ty) and let Cy 9 € mo(T — Ts,0) denote the
component containing C; (which exists because Ts g < Ts). Then G(C) < Bo(Ch0)-

Remark B.4. Condition (2) in particular is used to verify the properties in (3g) of Definition 8.12
during our iteration procedure. For item (3(g)i), since § identifies the component of T — T containing
the cluster component associated to a to the component of 7" — T containing the cluster component
associated to a’, the refinement condition (2) forces the same to hold for Sy. A similar observation
works to verify item (3(g)ii).
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Following our notation from before the above definition, let ¢; : T; — Z denote the maps into Z.
Moreover, assume that we have
e a ))-stable decomposition Tsl,2 C Te,2 which is L-compatible with TS2’ 1 © T,,1 for the setups
((11, bl; yl) and (ag, bg; yg), and
e a ))-stable decomposition ng C Te2 which is L-compatible with Tﬁg c T, 3 for the setups
(ag,b2; Vo) and (a3, b3; Vs3).

Proposition B.5. There ezists Vy-stable 4L?-compatible decompositions Tsz,’ c T, and T 3 CTes
which refine T2, and T2,

Proof. Note that the stable decompositions T} , and T2, both live on Ty. Set Tj;’ = T},nT2,. Observe

that T, 2 — T;g’ = (Teo —T75) U (Tez — T2,) has at most 2L-many components each of diameter at
most 4L?; note that the larger diameter bound accounts for unstable components to combine, but
there are at most 2L-many of them. Moreover, by item (3) of Definition 8.12, the endpoints of each

component of Tsl,2 and T, 3,2 are at vertices of the components of T, » which contain them, and hence
this property holds for each component of TS1 23

We first produce refined decompositions of T 1 cT. 21 and cT! 9, and the same argument
produces the refined decompositions T1 3 < T?’2 and T We will then see the properties of
Definition B.3 allow us to combine these7 using Tl2 as a brldge to connect them.

We can induce a decomposition 7, 52 2 on Ty by taking the collection of all iy P LB T5123) over
all stable pairs (E,E’) of T1,T» as identified by the bijection oy 2 : mo(Ts1) — 7o(Ls,2). Observe
that any component V < 213 is contained in some component V < E < T, < T, 1, and the map
ig.plv:V —ig g (V) is an isometry, where E' = a3 2(F), and vice versa. Thus the components of
T, f 13 are in bijective correspondence with the components of T;g,’ with identified components being
isometric. Moreover, the natural order-preserving bijection af , : mg (Ts2 ) = m (Tsl’g’) (as in Definition
8.10) coincides with the bijective correspondence induced from o o and the various order-preserving
isometries i . We also note that the various restrictions ig _g/|V are order-preserving since ig g is.
Next observe that the images ¢1(V) and ¢2(ig g (V)) are either exactly the same or are L- Hausdorff
close in Z as items (3d) and (3¢) of Definition 8.12. Thus the decompositions 7> 1 cTyand T 2 cTh
satisfy all the properties of Definition 8.12 except possibly (3g). We also want to show that they give
a refinement as in Definition B.3.

To prove (3g), it will suffice to show the refinement property (Definition B.3), as explained in Remark

B.4. Property (1), namely that le3 < T2, and T,3 < T?,, of Definition B.3 holds by construction.

For property (2), we argument one component at a time. In particular, let ﬂiz s mo(Ty — Ti 13 ) —
mo(To — T§123) be the natural order-preserving bijections (which exists via Remark 8.11 because of ,
does).

First, since the (unstable) components of 77 — T, 21 only get expanded when passing to 177 — T s, 13 , it

follows that the first component Cy < T — Ts 1 one encounters when moving from a; to by along the

geodesic [a1,b1 ], is contained in the first such component of Cy 3 < T — TSZ, 1, and similarly for the

setup on T,. Hence these expanded clusters are identified by ﬁiQ, which we note also confirms item
(3(g)i) of Definition 8.12.

We now proceed inductively along 77 and T,. Let Cy,C{ denote the second pairs of components
of Ty — S 1 and T — Tsl)Q encountered after Cy, C). Let E, E’ denote the respective components of
T?, and T}, connecting Cp,Cjy to C1,C}. The components of (Ty — T>3) A E and (Ty — T)3) N E/
are identified by the order-preserving isometry ig g/ in an order—preservmg way. In partlcular the
two sets of components are in bijective correspondence. As a consequence, if C; < Ty — T 1 is
the component containing Cp, then C] < 6:13)2(05’), as required. One can repeat this procedure on
subsequent components of T} — T2, and their paired components of Ty — T} , to see that TZ 3 and Tslg’

refine Til and Tsl’z, respectively.
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Combining the decompositions: We now want to see that T2 2 and T 3 are )p-stable 4L2-

compatible decompositions for (a1,b1; V1) and (as,bs; Vs). For this, deﬁne Q1,3 ¢ WO(ij’) — 7T0(TS2,31)
to be a1 3 = a3 300 ,, and similarly set 813 = 33 © 37 ,. These compositions are order-preserving
bijections because their constituent nlaps are and moreover we can similarly induce order-preserving
isometries on the components of T 1 3 and T ! identified by 1,3, which satisfy the proximity conditions
of (3d) and (3e) of Definition 8.12 w1th a constant of 2L. In particular, it remains to show the properties
n (3g).

For this, we use the refinement property (2) of Definition B.3. This is basically automatic. For (1),
the refinement property implies that B{’ 5 identifies the component of T} — T2’13 associated to a; to the

component of Tp — T 23 associated to as, and similarly for 34 3- Hence B3 identifies the components
associated to ay,ag and by, by. Similarly, if y € Yo € V1 n Yo yg, then the refinement property implies

that 37 o identifies the component of 77 — 213 associated to y to the component of T5 7T5123 associated

to y, and similarly for 52,3. Hence f; 3 associates components associated to y in both of 17 — T52,1 and

T3 — Ti 31 This completes the proof of the proposition.
O

The following proposition is now a simple iterative application of Proposition B.5:

Proposition B.6. For every n = 2, there exists L, = Ln(L,n) > 0 so that the following holds.
Suppose (a1,b1;01), .-+, (an, bn; V) is a sequence of pairwise admissible e-setups and suppose that
Yo < (), Yi- If each pair of consecutive setups admits Yy-stable L-compatible stable decompositions,
then (a1,b1; Y1) and (an,by; Vi) admit Yo-stable L, -compatible stable decompositions.

B.2.1. Completing the proof. To prove Theorem 8.14, we have two remaining tasks:

(1) We need to explain how to build a stable decomposition when perturbing an endpoint but
keeping the rest of the setup the same, and
(2) Show how to stick this into an iterative setup.

Perturbing an endpoint: This is an iterated application of Proposition B.1.

Consider the following restricted setup, which we highlight to focus on what happens when we
perturb an endpoint. Let a,b,a’ € Z and Y < Z be finite with ¥ < N ;2(A(a,b)) N Nja(d’,b).
Consider the following collection of setups, each of which differs by adding or deleting one cluster
point, or by switching the role that a,a’ or b, b’ play between cluster or endpoint:

(1) (a, b; y)7 (3) (avb;yu {ava'/})’ (5) (a’,0; U {a/})7
(2) (a,b;Y U {a}), (4) (a",b;Y u{a,a’}), (6) (a',0;)).

First observe that ) is contained in each of the above sets of cluster points, so we want to see how
to build Y-stable decompositions for each, which implies the existence of )y-stable decompositions for
any Vo < Y. Next, observe that in the construction of the stable interval T'(a, b; )), the roles of points
of the endpoints a,b and the cluster points ) are equivalent in cluster formation process. The only
special role that endpoints play in the Definition 8.6 of T'(a,b;Y) is in the segments defined within
clusters, namely the p(C) components. In particular, the edge components (i.e., the components of T¢)
treat endpoints and cluster points equivalently. As the desired stable decompositions from Theorem
8.14 are subsets of the edge components, we are free to treat the points a,a’, b, b" as cluster points in
applying Proposition B.1 to obtain stable decompositions for each of the steps (1) — (2) — (3) and
(4) = (5) — (6). The only exception is the step (3) — (4), where we are switching the roles of a and
a’. Here Proposition B.1 does not directly apply, but, by the above discussion, these two setups have
the exact same clusters and thus the exact same edge components. Hence we get the desired bijections
(with their proximity constraints) by identifying the edge components as stable components—which,
again, are all exactly the same—and taking the bijection between the complementary components to
be the obvious map.

In other words, provided an explanation for how to iteratively combine a sequence of stable decom-
positions, we can apply this process to move from setup (1) above to setup (6).
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Putting it all together: In the more general setting of the theorem, the above sequence only
appears in the middle of a longer sequence we need to consider. In particular, let ' =Y = {x1,...,2,}
and Y — Y = {z1,...,2m}, where n,m < N by assumption. Set V; = Y u {z1,...,2;} and Y] =
YV uf{z,...,zi},and let Yy =Y n )Y and YV, = Y u Y'. Then, by the assumptions in our setup, we
have two sequences of pairwise admissible e-setups

(avb; y) - <a7b;y1) — ((L,b; yall) - (CL,b; yall o {CL/}) - (aab; yall Y {alabl})

and
(@ VY == (@ V5 V0) = (a0 Vau) — (a0 Vau v {a}) = (a0 Yau v {a, b}),

which we note are connected in the middle by the above discussion, where we need to switch the
roles of both a,a’ and b,b’. In particular, the stable trees for the setups (a,b; Vo v {a’,b'}) and
(a’,b'; Yau v {a,b}) have identical edge components.

By Proposition B.6, we get )yp-stable L, o-compatible stable decompositions for (a,b;)) and
(a,b; Yauu{d,b'}), and Yy-stable L., o-compatible stable decompositions for (a’, b’; V) and (a’, b'; Vv
{a,b}). Since (a,b; Vau v {a’,V'}) and (a/,V'; Ve U {a,b}) determine identical edge components, we
can use an identical argument to the proof of Proposition B.5 to induce refined Yy-stable (L, + Ly, )-
compatible stable decompositions for (a,b;Y) and (a’,b'; Y). We leave the details to the reader. This
completes the proof. O
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