arXiv:2308.12936v3 [math.AP] 19 Mar 2025

ON THE REGULARITY PROBLEM FOR PARABOLIC OPERATORS AND THE ROLE OF HALF-TIME DERIVATIVE

MARTIN DINDOŠ

This paper is dedicated to my great friend and collaborator Jill Pipher.

Abstract. In this paper we present the following result on regularity of solutions of the second order parabolic equation ∂_tu − div(A∇u) + B · ∇u = 0 on cylindrical domains of the form Ω = O × R where O ⊂ R^n is a uniform domain (it satisfies both interior corkscrew and Harnack chain conditions) and has a boundary that is n − 1-Ahlfors regular. Let u be a solution of such PDE in Ω and the non-tangential maximal function of its gradient in spatial directions Ñ(∇u) belongs to L^p(∂Ω) for some p > 1. Furthermore, assume that for u|_{∂Ω} = f we have that D^{1/2}_t f ∈ L^p(∂Ω). Then both Ñ(D^{1/2}_t u) and Ñ(D^{1/2}_t H_tu) also belong to L^p(∂Ω), where D^{1/2}_t and H_t are the half-derivative and the Hilbert transform in the time variable, respectively. We expect this result will spur new developments in the study of solvability of the L^p parabolic Regularity problem as thanks to it it is now possible to formulate the parabolic Regularity problem on a large class of time-varying domains.

1. Introduction

The study of the L^p boundary value problems for elliptic and parabolic PDEs has a long and interesting history. Let Ω ⊂ R^n × R be a space-time domain and consider the parabolic differential equation on Ω of the form

(1.1) { ∂_tu − div(A∇u) + B · ∇u = 0 in Ω, u = f on ∂Ω, where A = [a_{ij} (X, t)] is a n × n matrix satisfying the uniform ellipticity condition with X ∈ R^n , t ∈ R and (X, t) ∈ Ω. That is, there exists positive constants λ and Λ = ‖A‖_L∞ such that

(1.2) λ|ξ|^2 ≤ ∑ i,j a_{ij}(X, t)ξ_iξ_j for almost every (X, t) ∈ Ω and all ξ ∈ R^n . We shall assume that |B(X, t)| ≲ δ^{−1}(X, t), where δ is the parabolic distance of a point (X, t) to the boundary of ∂Ω. The elliptic analogue of this problem is that Ω ⊂ R^n and the corresponding PDE is div(A∇u) + B · ∇u = 0 in Ω.

The most classical boundary value problem is the L^p Dirichlet problem (1 < p < ∞) where for any given boundary data f ∈ L^p(∂Ω) we want to find a solution u : Ω → R

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 35K10, 35K20, 35K40, 35K51.

Key words and phrases. parabolic PDEs, boundary value problems, half-derivative, non-tangential maximal function.

1

2 MARTIN DINDOŠ

of (1.1) such that its non-tangential maximal function N(u) belongs to L^p(∂Ω) and the estimate (1.3) ‖N(u)‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)} ≤ C‖f‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)} holds for some C > 0 only depending on the PDE, domain and p. The estimate (1.3) makes perfect sense in both elliptic and parabolic settings. The non-tangential maximal function N is defined using non-tangential approach regions Γ(·) with vertices on ∂Ω. Very minimal regularity of the boundary domain Ω is required to meaningfully define these. In the elliptic settings it suffices to have Ω satisfying the corkscrew condition and n − 1-Ahlfors regular boundary (in order to define measure on ∂Ω). See [3, 14, 34] and many others.

There has been a recent substantial progress in considering the parabolic L^p Dirichlet problem on domains with minimal regularity. In [26, 27] the notion of parabolic uniform rectifiability was introduced and subsequently [4] has shown that the bounded solutions of the heat equation ∂_t − Δu = 0 on Ω have the usual Carleson measure estimates.

To set this into a wider context, in a series of works J. Lewis and his collaborators [20, 21, 22, 25, 31, 32], showed that the “good” parabolic graphs for parabolic singular integrals and parabolic potential theory are regular Lip(1, 1/2) graphs, that is, graphs which are Lip(1, 1/2) (in space-time coordinates) and which possess extra regularity in time in the sense that a (non-local) half-order time-derivative of the defining function of the graph belongs to parabolic BMO space. Papers such as [10, 12, 13, 24] show solvability of the parabolic Dirichlet problem on domains of this type under very mild assumptions on coefficients of the parabolic PDE. Recently, [5] has shown that these conditions on the domain are both necessary and sufficient on graph-like domains. The concept of parabolic uniform rectifiability is a generalisation of this concept to non-graph domains.

The L^p Regularity problem, is again a Dirichlet problem but with more regular boundary data. The elliptic problem has seen a substantial recent development with solvability established on Lipschitz domains under small Carleson condition of coefficients ([15, 16, 17]), and large Carleson condition ([11, 34]). The later paper actually considers domains more general than Lipschitz, namely domains that satisfy the corkscrew condition and have uniformly n − 1-rectifiable boundary. The formulation of what is the L^p Regularity problem is (now) non-controversial on a very general class of domains. The use of the Hajłasz-Sobolev space was a crucial ingredient in the [34] paper on the Regularity problem. For the case of coefficients independent of one (transversal) direction see [28].

Given a boundary data f having one derivative in L^p(∂Ω) we see a solution u such that we have one extra derivative on the left-hand side of (1.3), that is (1.4) ‖Ñ(∇u)‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)} ≤ C‖∇_T f‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)}. Here ∇_T f is the tangential derivative of f (which is a well defined object on Lipschitz domains); on more general domains we consider instead on the right-hand side the norm in Hajłasz-Sobolev space Ṁ^{1,p}(∂Ω) (see below for definition).

In order to properly formulate the Regularity problem for parabolic PDEs we first note that due to natural parabolic scaling ∇u scales like a half derivative time-derivative

ON THE HALF-TIME DERIVATIVE FOR PARABOLIC PDES 3

D^{1/2}_t u, since the second derivative ∇^2u behaves like ∂_tu. However, D^{1/2}_t u is a non-local object which requires some thoughts on how to deal with it and what conditions to impose.

The initial formulation of the Regularity problem is due Fabes and Rivière [19] who formulated it for C^1 cylinders which was then re-formulated to Lipschitz cylinders by Brown [6, 7]. Here by Lipschitz cylinders we understand domains of the form Ω = O × [0, T ] where O ⊂ R^n is a bounded Lipschitz domain and time variable runs over a bounded interval [0, T ]. Subsequent authors such as Mitrea [33], Nyström [36] or Castro-Rodríguez-López-Staubach [8] have dealt with this issue in a similar way.

Brown considered solutions on Ω with initial data u = 0 at t = 0 and naturally extending u by zero for all t < 0. Then a definition of half-derivative using fractional integrals I_σ for functions f ∈ C^∞(−∞, T ) is used to give meaning to D^{1/2}_t f and D^{1/2}_t u.

A variant of this approach (which we present here) is to consider the parabolic PDE on on infinite cylinder Ω = O × R. This can be always be achieved by extending the coefficients by setting A(X, t) = A(X, T ) for t > T and A(X, t) = A(X, 0) for t < 0. Since the parabolic PDE has a defined direction of time the solution on the infinite cylinder Ω = O × R with boundary data u | |_{∂Ω} = 0 for t < 0 will coincide with the solution on the finite cylinder O × [0, T ] with zero initial data.

Having a well-defined half-derivative the authors [7, 8, 33, 36] then define the parabolic Regularity problem by asking for

(1.5) ‖Ñ(∇u)‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)} + ‖Ñ(D^{1/2}_t u)‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)} ≤ C(‖∇_T f‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)} + ‖D^{1/2}_t f‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)}).

Some authors also ask for control of ‖Ñ(D^{1/2}_t H_tu)‖_Lp , where H_t is the one-dimensional Hilbert transform in the t-variable.

This approach is reasonable, if the domain is not time-varying, i.e. of the form O × (t_0, t_1) but runs immediately into an obvious issue when this is no longer true, as any reasonable definition of half-derivative requires u(X, t) to be defined for all t ∈ R or at least on a half-line.

As an illustration, consider the simplest possible case of a domain of the form Ω = {(x, x_n, t) : x ∈ R^{n−1} , x_n > ψ(x, t), t ∈ R}, for some continuous function ψ : R^{n−1} × R → R. Unless ψ(x, t) = ψ(x), i.e. the function is time-independent the issue with defining half-derivative will arise (at least for points near the boundary).

Recalling works J. Lewis and his collaborators [23] mentioned above, under the condition (1.6) ‖∇ψ‖_L∞ < ∞ and D^{1/2}_t ψ ∈ BMO(R^{n−1} × R). a natural change of variables in the parabolic settings (certainly motivated by analogous change of variables in the elliptic settings as in for example [35]) maps ρ : Ω → U := R^n_+ × R which is domain that is constant in time. By transferring the parabolic PDE from Ω to U we are now in a the previous situation where half time-derivative can be defined without an issue. The map ρ is bijection that also preserves ellipticity and has comparable non-tangential cones and norms derived from them. However, we pay certain price, namely that the new PDE on U has a drift (first-order term) of the form B·∇u. For more details see for example [24]. This is also the reason why our PDE (1.1)

4 MARTIN DINDOŠ

does include the drift term B · ∇u so that the new PDE on U falls into the framework considered here.

We therefore ask in this paper the following key question:

Is the presence of the term ‖Ñ(D^{1/2}_t u)‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)} and perhaps also

‖Ñ(D^{1/2}_t H_tu)‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)} needed in (1.5)?

If not, then asking for control only of ‖Ñ(∇u)‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)} opens significant new avenues of research. It might be possible to consider domains Ω that satisfy as in [26, 27] parabolic uniform rectifiability but are not necessary graph or locally graph-domain.

Our main result is that this is indeed the case. That is if ∂Ω = O × R so that we can define the operators D^{1/2}_t and H_t and u : Ω → R is a solution then bounds for ‖Ñ(D^{1/2}_t u)‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)} and ‖Ñ(D^{1/2}_t H_tu)‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)} follow from bounds for just ‖Ñ(∇u)‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)}.

Theorem 1.1. Fix 1 < p < ∞ and consider Ω = O×R such that O ⊂ R^n is a uniform domain (aka 1-sided NTA domain) and has n − 1-Ahlfors regular boundary. Suppose that u : Ω → R is a function that solves^1 { Lu = ∂_tu − div(A∇u) + B · ∇u = 0 in Ω u|_{∂Ω} = f on ∂Ω.

(1.7)

Here A : Ω → M_{n×n}(R) is a bounded uniformly elliptic matrix-valued function and B : Ω → R^n is a vector such that |B| ≲ δ(X, t)^{−1}. The solution u is understood to attain it boundary data f by limiting non-tangentially almost everywhere.

Then there exist a constant C(L, Ω, p) > 0 (but not on u) such that if Ñ(∇u) belongs to L^p(∂Ω) and f belongs to L̇^p_{1,1/2}(∂Ω) we have the estimate:

‖Ñ(D^{1/2}_t u)‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)} + ‖Ñ(D^{1/2}_t H_tu)‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)} ≤ C [ ‖Ñ(∇u)‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)} + ‖f‖˙_Lp_{1,1/2(∂Ω)} ] . (1.8)

Remark 1. Although not stated here this result also applies to parabolic systems. There are only two places in our argument where the PDE is actually used and for any parabolic system the argument given here also applies.

Remark 2. In the definition above we are very liberal about the notion of a solution. Clearly, assuming some L^p norm of Ñ(∇u) implies that in the interior of Ω we have a well-defined gradient ∇u ∈ L^2_{loc}(Ω). We further need that half-derivative D^{1/2}_t can be moved from ∂_t onto a test function as otherwise it is impossible to make sense of D^{1/2}_t u and discuss nontangential maximal function of it. These solutions (called reinforced weak solutions) can be constructed using variety of techniques, for example via the “hidden coercivity method” as in [1, 2] or by the usual construction of the parabolic

1u needs to be a reinforced weak solution (defined precisely below) on a set Ω; that is, it satisfies the usual condition of being a weak solution: � Ω A∇u · ∇ϕ dX dt − � Ω u · ∂_tϕ dX dt = 0 for test functions ϕ and additionally u ∈ H^{1/2}_{loc} (R; L^2_{loc} (O)).

ON THE HALF-TIME DERIVATIVE FOR PARABOLIC PDES 5

measure. The class Ė_{loc}(Ω) is the minimal one in which the objects such as Ñ(D^{1/2}_t u), Ñ(D^{1/2}_t H_tu) are well-defined.

In the context of Theorem 1.1 let us precisely define the space L̇^p_{1,1/2}(∂Ω) we consider here. Recall that with O as in Theorem 1.1, we may consider the Hajłasz-Sobolev space Ṁ^{1,p}(∂O) (as in [34]) consisting of functions f ∈ L^p_{loc}(∂O) such that for some g ∈ L^p(∂O) (1.9) |f(x) − f(y)| ≤ |x − y|[g(x) + g(y)] for almost every x, y ∈ ∂O. The norm is given as the infimum of L^p norms of all such g. This motivates the following natural generalisation of the usual parabolic L̇^p_{1,1/2} space on ∂O × R.

Definition 1.1. Let O ⊂ R^n is a uniform domain with n−1-Ahlfors regular boundary. Given a space-time function f : ∂O×R → R we define Ṁ^{1,p}_x (∂O×R) as follows. Denote by D_s(f) (the subscript s indicates we are only considering the spatial “gradient”) the space consisting of function g ∈ L_{loc}(∂O × R) such that for a.e. t ∈ R we have: (1.10) |f(x, t) − f(y, t)| ≤ |x − y|[g(x, t) + g(y, t)] for almost every x, y ∈ ∂O, with ‖f‖_Ṁ 1,p_x := inf{‖g‖_Lp : g ∈ D_s(f) ∩ L^p}. We shall then define (1.11) L̇^p_{1,1/2}(∂O × R) = {f ∈ L^p_{loc}(∂O × R) : ‖f‖_Ṁ 1,p_x + ‖D^{1/2}_t f‖_Lp < ∞}. Finally, we may now extend the definition given above to the class of time-varying domains and define the parabolic L^p Regularity problem for such class of domains.

Definition 1.2. Let Ω ⊂ R^n × R be space-time domain such that for a.e. t ∈ R the sets O_t := Ω ∩ {t = const} are uniform domains with n − 1-Ahlfors regular boundary ∂O_t and the constants in the Definitions 2.1-2.4 do not depend on t.

It follows that for any fixed 1 < p < ∞ we have for f : ∂Ω → R a well-defined notion of one spatial derivative, namely by asking for g ∈ L^p(∂Ω) (1.12) |f(X, t) − f(Y, t)| ≤ |X − Y |(g(X, t) + g(Y, t)), for a.e. t ∈ R and all (X, t) and (Y, t) on ∂Ω except perhaps a set of surface measure zero. Taking infimum of L^p norms over all such functions g defines the Ṁ^{1,p}_x (∂Ω) norm.

Similarly, assume a well-defined notion of fractional half-regularity of f in the tvariable and call the resulting space of functions Ẋ^p_{1,1/2}. When Ω is a time cylinder the space Ẋ^p_{1,1/2} has to coincide with the space L̇^p_{1,1/2}(∂Ω) defined earlier.

We say that the L^p Regularity problem for the parabolic PDE problem (1.7) is solvable if there exists a linear functional T : f → u such that u : Ω → R solves the equation (1.7), attains on ∂Ω datum f non-tangentially almost eveywhere and for some C = C(L, Ω, p) > 0 we have: ‖ ~N(∇u)‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)} ≤ C‖f‖˙_X p_{1,1/2(∂Ω)}. (1.13)

Corollary 1.2. By Theorem 1.1 the above notion of L^p solvability of the Regularity problem coincides with the definition of the Regularity problem as given previously in [6, 7, 8, 33, 36] on Lipschitz cylinders Ω = O × R or on time-varying domains Ω = {(x, x_n, t) : x ∈ R^{n−1} , x_n > ψ(x, t), t ∈ R} for ψ satisfying the usual condition (1.6).

6 MARTIN DINDOŠ

Acknowledgement: The author is grateful to the referees for suggestions that have improved the result and have shortened some of the arguments.

2. Definitions

2.1. Domains Ω = O × R. Let us recall some important definitions.

Definition 2.1 (Corkscrew condition). [29]. A domain O ⊂ R^n satisfies the Corkscrew condition if for some uniform constant c > 0 and for every surface ball Δ := Δ(q, r), with q ∈ ∂O and 0 < r < diam(∂O), there is a ball B(X_Δ, cr) ⊂ B(q, r) ∩ O. The point X_Δ ⊂ O is called a corkscrew point relative to Δ, (or, relative to B). We note that we may allow r < C diam(∂O) for any fixed C, simply by adjusting the constant c.

Definition 2.2 (Harnack Chain condition). [29]. Let δ(X) denote the distance of X ∈ O to ∂O. A domain O satisfies the Harnack Chain condition if there is a uniform constant C such that for every ρ > 0, Λ ≥ 1, and every pair of points X, X^′ ∈ O with δ(X), δ(X^′) ≥ ρ and |X − X^′| < Λ ρ, there is a chain of open balls B_1, . . . , B_N ⊂ O, N ≤ C(Λ), with X ∈ B_1, X^′ ∈ B_N , B_k ∩B_{k+1} ≠ ∅ and C^{−1} diam(B_k) ≤ dist(B_k, ∂O) ≤ C diam(B_k). The chain of balls is called a Harnack Chain.

Definition 2.3 (Uniform domains). If O satisfies both the Corkscrew and Harnack Chain conditions, then O is a uniform domain.

Definition 2.4 (Ahlfors regularity). For a domain O ⊂ R^n we say that ∂O satisfies n − 1-dimensional Ahlfors condition (or is n − 1-Ahlfors regular) if there exists C > 0 such that for all x ∈ ∂Ω and all r ≤ diam(O) C^{−1}r^{n−1} ≤ H^{n−1}(∂O ∩ B(x, r)) ≤ Cr^{n−1}. 2.2. Reinforced weak solutions. We recall the paper [2] that neatly presents the concept of reinforced weak solutions for the parabolic problem we are interested in.

If O is an open subset of R^n , we let H^1(O) = W^{1,2}(O) be the standard Sobolev space of real valued functions v defined on O, such that v and ∇v are in L^2(O; R) and L^2(O; R^n ), respectively. A subscripted ‘loc’ will indicate that these conditions hold locally.

We shall say that u is a reinforced weak solution of ∂_tu−div(A∇u) = 0 on Ω = O×R if u ∈ Ė_{loc}(Ω) := H^{1/2}_{loc} (R; L^2_{loc} (O)) ∩ L^2_{loc}(R; W^{1,2}_{loc} (O))

and if for all ϕ, ψ ∈ C^∞_0 (Ω),

(2.1) � Ω [ A∇u · ∇(ϕψ) + H_tD^{1/2}_t (uψ) · D^{1/2}_t ϕ + H_tD^{1/2}_t (uϕ) · D^{1/2}_t ψ ] dX dt = 0.

Here, D^{1/2}_t is the half-order derivative and H_t the Hilbert transform with respect to the t variable, designed in such a way that ∂_t = D^{1/2}_t H_tD^{1/2}_t . The space Ḣ^{1/2}(R) is the homogeneous Sobolev space of order 1/2 (it is the completion of C^∞_0 (R) for the norm ‖D^{1/2}_t (·)‖_2 and, modulo constants, it embeds into the space S^′(R)/C of tempered distributions modulo constants). By H^{1/2}_{loc} (R) we mean functions u such that

ON THE HALF-TIME DERIVATIVE FOR PARABOLIC PDES 7

uϕ ∈ Ḣ^{1/2}(R) for all ϕ ∈ C^∞_0 (Ω). Here we have departed slightly from [2] as in their definition of Ė_{loc}(Ω) the space H^{1/2}_{loc} is replaced by Ḣ^{1/2} and ψ ≡ 1. For such u (2.1) simplifies to � Ω [ A∇u · ∇ϕ + H_tD^{1/2}_t u · D^{1/2}_t ϕ ] dX dt = 0.

Clearly any u ∈ Ḣ^{1/2}(R) also belongs to H^{1/2}_{loc} (R) and hence our notion of reinforced weak solution somewhat weaker than in [2]. This can be seen by taking a sequence of functions ψ_n ∈ C^∞_0 (Ω) for which ψ_n → 1 as n → ∞.

Our definition has advantage that by taking a cut-off of the function u we might potentially improve the decay of D^{1/2}_t u at infinity. In particular, this matters when considering u | ∂Ω ∈ L^p_{1,1/2}(∂Ω) for p > 2 as such u might not decay fast enough to have u ∈ Ḣ^{1/2}(R; L^2_{loc} (O)).

At this point we remark that for any u ∈ Ḣ^{1/2}(R) and ϕ, ψ ∈ C^∞_0 (R) the formula � R [ H_tD^{1/2}_t (uψ) · D^{1/2}_t ϕ + H_tD^{1/2}_t (uϕ) · D^{1/2}_t ψ ] dt = − � R u · ∂_t(ϕψ) dt holds, where on the right-hand side we use the duality form between Ḣ^{1/2}(R) and its dual Ḣ^{−1/2}(R) extending the complex inner product of L^2(R). It follows that a reinforced weak solution is a weak solution in the usual sense on Ω as it satisfies u ∈ L^2_{loc}(R; W^{1,2}_{loc} (O)) and for all ϕ ∈ C^∞_0 (Ω), � Ω A∇u · ∇ϕ dX dt − � Ω u · ∂_tϕ dX dt = 0. We get this by taking ψ = 1 on the set where ϕ is supported. This implies ∂_tu ∈ L^2_{loc}(R; W^{−1,2}_{loc} (O)). Conversely, as we have already stated, any weak solution u in H^{1/2}_{loc} (R; L^2_{loc} (O)) is a reinforced weak solution.

2.3. Non-tangential approach regions and Non-tangential maximal function.

Our notion of solvability of the Dirichlet problem requires few more definitions. In the first place, we need to introduce a slightly non-standard notion of a nontangential approach region - such regions are typically referred to as “cones” when the domain is Lipschitz regular, and “corkscrew regions” for more general domains that satisfy the corkscrew condition given above. We first define non-tangential approach region on the set O.

In the following, the parameter a is positive and will be referred to as the “aperture”. A standard corkscrew region associated with a boundary point q ∈ ∂O is defined ([29]) to be γ_a(q) = {X ∈ O : |X − q| < (1 + a)δ(X)}, for some a > 0 and nontangential maximal functions, square functions are defined in the literature with respect to these regions. Here δ(X) = dist(X, ∂O) is the Euclidean distance of a point X to the boundary. Here and further below we implement the rule that lower case letters (such as q denote points on ∂O), while upper case letters (such as X, Y ) denote points inside O.

8 MARTIN DINDOŠ

We modify this definition in order to achieve a certain geometric property which may not hold for the γ_a(q) in general. If the domain O is Lipschitz we may stop here. Definition 2.5. For Y ∈ O, let S_a(Y ) := {q ∈ ∂O : Y ∈ γ_a(q)}. Set S̃_a(Y ) := ⋃ q∈S_a(Y ) {q^′ ∈ ∂O : |q − q^′| < aδ(Y )}. Define ~γ_a(q) := {Y ∈ Ω : q ∈ S̃_a(Y )}. It was show in [14] that these “novel” corkscrew regions have the property that for any q ∈ ∂O, γ_a(q) ⊂ ~γ_a(q) ⊂ γ_{2a}(q). Thus our ~γ_a(q) is sandwiched in between two standard corkscrew regions and is thus itself a corkscrew region.

We take advantage of the product structure of our domain Ω and for any point (q, τ) ∈ ∂Ω = ∂O × R and define the non-tangential cones Γ_a(q, τ) ⊂ Ω by simply taking Γ_a(q, τ) = {(X, t) ∈ Ω : X ∈ ~γ_a(q) and |t − τ| < δ(X)^2}. This is equivalent to more standard non-tangential parabolic cones defined as ~Γ_a(q, τ) = {(X, t) ∈ Ω : d((X, t), (q, τ)) < (1 + a)δ(X, t)}, where d((X, t), (q, τ)) is the parabolic distance function d((X, t), (q, τ)) = ( |X − q|^2 + |t − τ| )_{1/2} , and δ(X, t) is the parabolic distance to the boundary δ(X, t) = inf_{(q,τ )∈∂Ω} d((X, t), (q, τ)). In our case thanks to the fact the domain as in infinite cylinder we always have δ(X, t) = δ(X). It’s a simple exercise to show that for any a > 0 there exists b = b(a) > 0 such that ~Γ_{1/b}(q, τ) ⊂ Γ_a(q, τ) ⊂ ~Γ_b(q, τ), for all boundary points (q, τ). Typically we suppress the subscript a and consider it fixed and only write Γ(·). The L^p norms of the non-tangential maximal function defined below are comparable for different values of apertures a.

In what follows we denote by B_r(X, t) a parabolic ball that is a collection of points in the background space R^n × R of parabolic distance d less than r to the point (X, t). Definition 2.6. For Ω as above, the non-tangential maximal function Ñ_{p,a} or just Ñ_p is defined using L^p averages over the interior parabolic balls in the domain Ω. Specifically, given w ∈ L^p_{loc}(Ω) we set for (q, τ) ∈ ∂Ω: (2.2) Ñ_{p,a}(w)(q, τ) := sup_{(X,t)∈Γa(q,τ )} W_p(w)(X, t), where, at each (X, t) ∈ Ω,

(2.3) W_p(w)(X, t) := ( — � B_{δ(X,t)/2}(X,t) |w(Y, s)|^p dY ds )_{1/p} .

ON THE HALF-TIME DERIVATIVE FOR PARABOLIC PDES 9

When we omit the subscript p we always understand that p = 2, hence Ñ = Ñ_2 = Ñ_{2,a} for some fixed a > 0. If we consider a different value than p = 2 it will be explicitly stated. We note that the radius of the parabolic ball δ(X, t)/2 in (2.3) is chosen for convenience only, choosing for example δ(X, t)/8 will lead to a different non-tangential maximal function but with comparable L^p norm to the original one which can be seen by considering the level sets, for example.

The regions Γ_a(p, τ) have the following property inherited from γ_{2a}(p): for any pair of points (X, t), (X^′, t^′) in Γ_a(p, τ), there is a Harnack chain of balls connecting them - see Definition 2.2. The centers of the balls in this Harnack chain will be contained in a corkscrew region Γ_a′ (p, τ) of slightly larger aperture, where a^′ depends only the geometric constants in the definition of the domain O.

3. Proof of Theorem 1.1

Proof. We postpone the proof of the fully general case and first look at Ω = R^n_+ × R. Clearly, when Ω is a Lipschitz domain the matters can be reduced to this case by considering local consider projections of the O × R which will gives us control over truncated version of the non-tangential maximal function. This is the heart of the matter anyway as considering regularity away from the boundary is easier.

We will address the case when O is uniform domain with n − 1-Ahlfors regular boundary at the end by highlighting the key differences this more general case requires.

Fix a boundary point (p, τ) ∈ R^n and the nontangential cone Γ(p, τ) emanating from it. Pick an arbitrary (X, t) ∈ Γ(p, τ) ⊂ R^n_+ × R = Ω. Recall that

~N(D^{1/2}_t u)(p, τ) = sup (X,t)∈Γ(p,τ ) w(X, t), where: w(X, t) = ( — � Q(X,t) |D^{1/2}_t u(Y, s)|^2dY ds )_{1/2} . Here we denote by Q(X, t) the parabolic region Q(X, t) = {(Y, s) : |X − Y | < δ(X, t)/4 and |s − t| < δ^2(X, t)/16}. We note that the δ(X, t) = x_n is the distance of the point to the boundary. Here the shape of the region surrounding the point (X, t) does not matter as long as it contains and is contained in parabolic balls centered at (X, t) of diameter ≈ δ(X, t). The choice of δ(X, t)/4 and δ(X, t)^2/16 is just for convenience so that an enlargement 3Q(X, t) ⊂⊂ Ω.

We find a smooth cutoff function φ ∈ C^∞_0 (R) such that φ(t^′) = 1 for |t − t^′| < x^2_n/8 and φ(t^′) = 0 for |t − t^′| > 3x^2_n/8. Clearly we may also assume that ‖∂_tφ‖_L∞ ≲ x^{−2}_n . Consider the projection π : Ω → ∂Ω defined via π : (X, t) = (x, x_n, t) → (x, 0, t). Let us also denote by Δ the projection of Q onto the boundary, that is Δ = Δ(X, t) = {(y, 0, s) : ∃(y, y_n, s) ∈ Q(X, t)} = π(Q(X, t)). Sets like 2Δ(X, t), 3Δ(X, t) are defined analogously. We write

(3.1) D^{1/2}_t u = D^{1/2}_t ((u − — � Q(X,t) u)φ) + D 1/2 t ((u − g)(1 − φ)) +D^{1/2}_t ((g − � Δ f)(1 − φ)) + D^{1/2}_t (( — � Q(X,t) u − � Δ f)φ).

10 MARTIN DINDOŠ

Here we used a shortcut by denoting f = u ∘ π which makes sense since u | ∂Ω = f. We denoted by g the moving average of u over regions Q(X, t), that is for r = δ(X, t)/4

(3.2) g(s) = — � Q_r(X,s) u, and in particular — � Q(X,t) u = g(t). With the decomposition (3.1) we have an estimate of w(X, t) defined above by

(3.3) w(X, t) ≲ w_1(X, t) + w_2(X, t) + w_3(X, t) + w_4(X, t),

where w_i is defined as the L^2 average of the i-th term of the right-hand side of (3.1).

We start with the term w_1. We use the fact that u is a solution of (1.7). We only need it to estimate the local term defining w_1. By (3.1) we want to consider averages of D^{1/2}_t ((u − — � Q(X,t) u)φ). Recall that currently φ is a cutoff function only in the t variable. Consider another function ψ ∈ C^∞_0 (R^n_+ ) such that |∇ψ| ≲ x^{−1}_n , 0 ≤ ψ ≤ 1 and the product function Φ(X, t) = ψ(X)φ(t) equals to 1 on 2Q(X, t) and vanishes outside 3Q(X, t). We clearly have � Q(X,t) |D^{1/2}_t ((u − — � Q(X,t) u)φ)| 2 = � Q(X,t) |D^{1/2}_t ((u − — � Q(X,t) u)Φ)| 2

(3.4) ≲ � R^n_+×R |D^{1/2}_t ((u − — � Q(X,t) u)Φ)| 2 = � R^n_+×R |D^{1/2}_t (vΦ)|^2.

Here v = u − — � Q(X,t) u. Hence v solves the same PDE as u, namely that Lv = ∂_tv − div(A∇v) + B · ∇v = 0. We multiply above PDE by −H_t(vΦ)Φ and integrate over our domain, where H_t is the Hilbert transform in the time variable. Consider first the term that contains v_t. We will have

(3.5) − � R^n_+×R (∂_tv)H_t(vΦ)Φ = − � R^n_+×R (∂_t(vΦ))H_t(vΦ) + � R^n_+×R vH_t(vΦ)∂_tΦ. The second term of (3.5) we will treat as an “error term” and we bound it. Recall that H_t is an isometry on L^2(R) and hence � t∈R |H_t(vΦ)|^2 dt = � t∈R |(vΦ)|^2 dt ≤ � t∈3Q(X,t) |v|^2 dt. Hence the second term of (3.5) has a bound (by Cauchy Schwarz and taking into account the support of Φ):

(3.6) |E| = | | | | � R^n_+×R vH_t(vΦ)∂_tΦ | | | | ≤ x^{−2}_n � 3Q(X,t) |v|^2. Here we have used the fact that |∂_tΦ| ≲ x^{−2}_n . Continuing with the first term on the right-hand side of (3.5) we write ∂_t = D^{1/2}_t H_tD^{1/2}_t and move the half derivative D^{1/2}_t

ON THE HALF-TIME DERIVATIVE FOR PARABOLIC PDES 11

to the other term. This gives us (3.7) − � R^n_+×R (∂_t(vΦ))H_t(vΦ) = � R^n_+×R |D^{1/2}_t H_t(vΦ)|^2 = � R^n_+×R |D^{1/2}_t (vΦ)|^2.

This is precisely the term we aim to estimate (see (3.4)). We now consider remaining terms of our integrated PDE for v. We have � R^n_+×R |D^{1/2}_t (vΦ)|^2 = − � R^n_+×R div(A∇v)H_t(vΦ)Φ + � R^n_+×R (B · ∇v)H_t(vΦ)Φ + E. The second term after integrating by parts (and remembering that ∇ and H_t commute) yields three new terms to consider: � R^n_+×R (A∇v)H_t((∇v)Φ)Φ + � R^n_+×R (A∇v)H_t(v∇(Φ))Φ + � R^n_+×R (A∇v)H_t(vΦ)∇Φ. By Cauchy-Schwarz (applying it to all four terms and using the bounds on B) we further obtain bounds by ≲ � 3Q(X,t) |∇v|^2 + � R^n_+×R |H_t((∇v)Φ)|^2 + � R^n_+×R |H_t(v∇(Φ))|^2 +x_n^{−2} � R^n_+×R |H_t(vΦ)|^2. Here in the last term we use |∇Φ| ≲ x^{−1}_n . We again use the fact that H_t is an L^2 isometry in time with allows us to remove H_t from each term. Thus after taking into account the set on which Φ is supported the line above simplifies to ≲ � 3Q(X,t) |∇v|^2 + x^{−2}_n � 3Q(X,t) |v|^2. Hence after putting all terms together: � R^n_+×R |D^{1/2}_t (vΦ)|^2 ≲ � 3Q(X,t) |∇v|^2 + x^{−2}_n � 3Q(X,t) |v|^2. Thus we have for w_1(X, t) (since ∇v = ∇u): (3.8) w_1(X, t) ≲ M(Ñ(∇u))(P, τ) + x^{−1}_n ( — � 3Q(X,t) |v|^2 )_{1/2} . Here we have used the fact that (X, t) ∈ Γ(P, τ) and the definition of Ñ_2(∇u). For a fixed time t_0 let us consider averages of u on a fixed time-slice t_0, that is (3.9) u_{av}(t_0) := — � Q(X,t)∩{t_0 =const} u(Y, t_0)dY. By Poincaré inequality in the spatial variables we have that � 3Q(X,t)∩{t_0 =const} |u − u_{av}|^2(Y, t_0) ≲ x^2_n � 3Q(X,t)∩{t_0 =const} |∇u|^2. Thus by (3.8) we see that (3.10) w_1(X, t) ≲ M(Ñ(∇u))(P, τ) + x^{−1}_n (� |s−t|<9x^2_n |u_{av}(s) − — � Q(X,t) u| 2ds )_{1/2} .

12 MARTIN DINDOŠ

Observe that (3.11) — � Q(X,t) u = � |s−t|<x^2_n u_{av}(s) ds, and hence we really need to understand the difference |u_{av}(s) − u_{av}(s^′)| for different times s, s^′ in the interval (t − 9x^2_n, t + 9x^2_n). This has been done in very general settings (quasi-linear parabolic PDEs) in [30]. In particular by Lemma 3.1 of this paper it follows that sup s,s^′∈(t−9x^2_n ,t+9x^2_n) |u_{av}(s) − u_{av}(s^′)| ≲ x_n — � 3Q(X,t) |∇u|dY ≤ x_n ( — � 3Q(X,t) |∇u|^2 dY dt )_{1/2} . for all s, s^′ with distance to t ≤ 9x^2_n. This combined with (3.11) yields

(3.12) (� |s−t|<9x^2_n |u_{av}(s) − — � Q(X,t) u| 2ds )_{1/2} ≲ x_n ( — � 3Q(X,t) |∇u|^2 dY )_{1/2} , which is precisely what is needed for (3.10). Thus, we have (3.13) w_1(X, t) ≲ M(Ñ(∇u))(P, τ). We consider the term w_2 next. For (Y, s) ∈ Q(X, t) we have that D^{1/2}_t ((u − u_{av})(1 − φ))(Y, s) = −c � s^′∈R (u − u_{av})(Y, s̃)(1 − φ(Y, s̃))) |s − s̃|^{3/2} ds̃. Recall that the support of 1 − φ is outside 2Q and hence |s − s̃| ≥ x^2_n ≈ y^2_n on support 1 − φ. Thus we don’t need to worry about the singularity of this integral at zero. It follows: |D^{1/2}_t ((u − u_{av})(1 − φ))|(Y, s) ≲ � |s−s̃|≥x^2_n |u − u_{av}|(Y, s̃) |s − s̃|^{3/2} ds̃. In particular also for any τ ∈ [t − s − x^2_n/16, t − s + x^2_n/16] =: I_s |D^{1/2}_t ((u − u_{av})(1 − φ))|(Y, s + τ) ≲ � |s−s̃|≥x^2_n |u − u_{av}|(Y, s̃ + τ) |s − s̃|^{3/2} ds̃. We now calculate the L^2 norm over the region where (Y, τ) ∈ {|Y −X| < δ(X)/4}×I_s. By Minkowski’s inequality we have that ( — � Q(X,t) [D^{1/2}_t ((u − u_{av})(1 − φ))(X^′, t^′)]^2 dt^′ dX^′ )_{1/2}

≲ � |t^′|≥x^2_n t^{′−3/2} ( — � Q(X,t+t^′) |u − u_{av}|^2 )_{1/2} dt^′ ≤ ∞∑ i=0 2^{−i/2} � |t^′|≈2^ix^2_n x^{−1}_n W (u−u_{av})(X, t+t^′)dt^′. Here W (w) denotes the L^2 average of a function w over a Whitney ball B_{δ(X,t)/2}(X, t).

Let us recall that u − u_{av} on a fixed time slice can be estimated using Poincaré inequality implying that x^{−1}_n W (u − u_{av})(Y, s) ≲ ( — � B_{δ(Y,s)/2}(Y,s) |∇u|^2 )_{1/2} = W (∇u)(Y, s).

ON THE HALF-TIME DERIVATIVE FOR PARABOLIC PDES 13

Therefore ( — � Q(X,t) [D^{1/2}_t ((u − u_{av})(1 − φ))(X^′, t^′)]^2 dt^′ dX^′ )_{1/2}

≲ ∞∑ i=0 2^{−i/2} � |τ −t^′|≤2^ix^2_n W̃ (∇u)(P, x_n, t^′)dt^′

≤ ∞∑ i=0 2^{−i/2} — � {|(P −Q|<x_n/2}×{|s−τ |<x^2_n/4}×{|τ −t^′|≤2^ix^2_n} Ñ(∇u)(Q, s + t^′)dQ ds dt^′, where we have first shifted the average to be centered above the point (P, τ) (our vertex). Here W̃ is an average over slightly enlarged ball (which might be required due to shift from X to P ) and in the second estimate used the fact that W̃ (∇u)(P, x_n, t^′) ≤ Ñ(∇u)(Q, s + t′) for |(P − Q| < x_n/2} × {|s − τ| < x2_n/4}. It follows that the integral in the last line is bounded by M_t(M(Ñ(∇u))(P, τ) and hence ( — � Q(X,t) [D^{1/2}_t ((u − u_{av})(1 − φ))(X^′, t^′)]^2 dt^′ dX^′ )_{1/2} ≲ M_t(M(Ñ (∇u))(P, τ). Hence (3.14) w_2(X, t) ≲ M_t(M(Ñ(∇u))(P, τ)+ ( — � Q(X,t) [D^{1/2}_t ((u_{av} − g)(1 − φ))(X^′, t^′)]^2 dt^′ dX^′ )_{1/2} , where for the last term we have that

D^{1/2}_t ((u_{av} − g)(1 − φ))(X^′, t^′) ≲ � |t^′−s̃|≥x^2_n |u_{av} − g|(s̃) |t^′ − s̃|^{3/2} ds̃. Recall that u_{av} is defined by (3.9) and by (3.12) we see that

D^{1/2}_t ((u_{av} − g)(1 − φ))(X^′, t^′) ≲ ∞∑ i=0 2^{−i/2} � |t−s̃|≈2^ix^2_n W (∇u)ds̃. Hence the second term of (3.14) enjoys similar estimates as the first one (using Minkowski) and for both we have the bound: (3.15) w_2(X, t) ≲ M_t(M(Ñ(∇u))(P, τ). Consider now the third term of (3.1). Mimicking the definition (3.2) we also define similar averages of the function f by

(3.16) h(s) = � π(Q_r (X,s)) f, where π is the projection onto the boundary defined earlier.

Observe that � Δ f = h(t) and we can write (3.17) D^{1/2}_t ((g − � Δ f)(1 − φ)) = D^{1/2}_t (h) − D^{1/2}_t ((h − � Δ f)φ) + D^{1/2}_t ((g − h)(1 − φ)),

14 MARTIN DINDOŠ

where for the first term we may use that D^{1/2}_t f ∈ L^p which implies by (3.16) that

(D^{1/2}_t h)(s) = � π(Q_r(X,s)) D^{1/2}_t f(z, τ^′) dz dτ^′. Evaluating this term for (X, s) = (x, x_n, s) since (X, t) ∈ Γ(P, τ) we obtain that for some m >> 1 (depending only on the aperture of the nonntagential region Γ(P, τ) and thus fixed) we obtain that Q_r(X, s) ⊂ Q_{mr}(P, τ) which implies that

(3.18) |(D^{1/2}_t h)(s)| ≲ � π(Q_{mr} (P,τ )) |D^{1/2}_t f(z, τ^′)| dz dτ^′ ≤ M(|D^{1/2}_t f|)(P, τ). This estimate takes care of the first term of (3.17). To handle the second term we recall the following result from [18] where the following has been established as Proposition 2.44 there.

Proposition 3.1. Let Ω = O × R, where O ⊂ R^n is a uniform domain with n − 1- Ahlfors regular boundary. Assume that for some p > 1 f ∈ L̇^p_{1,1/2}(∂Ω) (with L̇^p_{1,1/2} defined by (1.11)). There exists H ∈ L^p(∂Ω) with ‖H‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)} ≲ ‖f‖˙_Lp_{1,1/2(∂Ω)} for which the following holds:

Consider any parabolic ball B ⊂ R^n × R of radius r centered at the boundary ∂Ω, let Δ = B ∩ ∂Ω and φ be a C^∞_0 (R^n × R) cutoff function such that φ = 1 on 2B and φ = 0 outside 3B with ‖∂_tφ‖_L∞ ≲ r^{−2} and ‖∇_xφ‖_L∞ ≲ r^{−1}. Then we have the following estimate: ‖(f − � Δ f)φ‖˙_Lp_{1,1/2(∂Ω)} ≲ ‖H‖_Lp_{(32Δ)} + ‖D^{1/2}_t f‖_Lp_{(32Δ)} ≲ ‖f‖˙_Lp_{1,1/2(∂Ω)}.

Furthermore for all (x, t) ∈ 8Δ we have

(3.19) |D^{1/2}_t ((f − � Δ f)φ)(x, t) − D^{1/2}_t f(x, t)φ(x, t)| ≲ H(x, t). We would like to apply (3.19) to h not f directly but there is little difference. The function H in the statement of Proposition is constructed from the sharp maximal function of f and thus with M(H) in place of H above the statement does hold for h. Thus we can get for some r with |r| ≲ M(H):

D^{1/2}_t ((h − � Δ h)φ)(y, s) = [(D^{1/2}_t h)φ](y, s) + r(y, s). Noticing the average is that of h, but the averages � Δ h and � Δ f are only little different and via the sharp maximal function of f it can be shown that | | | � Δ h − � Δ f | | | ≲ r � 3Δ f^♯ ≲ rM(H)(P, τ). Therefore (as D^{1/2}_t φ ≈ r^{−1}) we have that |D^{1/2}_t ((h − � Δ f)φ)(y, s)| ≲ � π(Q_{mr} (P,τ )) [|D^{1/2}_t f(z, τ^′)| + M(H)(z, τ^′)] dz dτ^′ +M(H)(P, τ) ≤ M(|D^{1/2}_t f|)(P, τ) + M(M(H))(P, τ), where as before we have used that Q_r(y, s) ⊂ Q_{mr}(P, τ). From this w_3(P, τ) ≲ M(|D^{1/2}_t f|)(P, τ) + M(M(H))(P, τ) + N(D^{1/2}_t ((g − h)(1 − φ))).

ON THE HALF-TIME DERIVATIVE FOR PARABOLIC PDES 15

For the last term we have for any (Y, s) ∈ Q(X, t) that |D^{1/2}_t ((u − f)(1 − φ))|(Y, s) ≲ � |s−s^′|≥x^2_n |u − f|(Y, s̃) |s − s̃|^{3/2} ds̃ = ∞∑ i=0 2^{−i/2} � |s−s̃|≈2^ix^2_n x^{−1}_n |u − f|(Y, s̃)ds̃. Recall, that we understand here f as u ∘ π. By using the fundamental theorem of calculus we have (3.20) |u − f|(Y, s̃) = �_{yn} 0 |∂_nu|(y, z_n, s̃)dz_n, and therefore |D^{1/2}_t ((u − f)(1 − φ))|(Y, s) ≲ ∞∑ i=0 2^{−i/2} — � [0,y_n]×|s−s^′|≈2^ix^2_n |∂_nu|(y, z_n, s^′)dz_n ds^′. We now average this over Q(X, s). As the average of u is g and average of f over π(Q(X, s)) is h we get that

|D^{1/2}_t ((g−h)(1−φ))|(Y, s) ≲ ∞∑ i=0 2^{−i/2} — � {|x−y^′|<x_n}×[0,y_n]×|s−s^′|≈2^ix^2_n |∂_nu|(y^′, z_n, s^′)dy^′ dz_n ds^′. We now square and average over Q(X, s). We deal with the sum by split the term 2^{−i/2} into two parts to get decay in Cauchy-Schwarz inequality on both terms. That is with the integral being the b_n term in the calculation ( ∑ n 2^{−i/2}b_n )_2 = ( ∑ n 2^{−i/4}2^{−i/4}b_n )_2 ≤ ( ∑ n 2^{−i/2}) ∑ n 2^{−i/2}|b_n|^2. Hence — � Q(X,t) |D^{1/2}_t ((u−f)(1−φ))|^2dY ds ≲ ∞∑ i=0 2^{−i/2} ( — � {|x−y|<2x_n}×[0,3x_n]×|s−t|≈2^ix^2_n |∂_nu| )_2 . The integral over the region of integration can be estimated using the non-tangential maximal function of ∂_nu. Clearly we may use the L^1 version of it and we get that — � {|x−y|<2x_n}×[0,3x_n]×|s−t|≈2^ix^2_n |∂_nu|dY ds ≲ � {|x−y|<2x_n}×|s−t|≈2^ix^2_n Ñ_1(∂_nu) dy ds. Recall however, that we have Ñ_1 ≲ Ñ_2 by Hölder. Hence the last term is further bounded by � {|x−y|<2x_n}×|s−t|≈2^ix^2_n Ñ_2(∂_nu) dy ds. Considering the maximal functions that can be shifted to the vertex (P, τ) we can then further estimate it by CM_t(M(Ñ(∇u)))(P, τ), and hence (3.21) w_3(P, τ) ≲ M(|D^{1/2}_t f|)(P, τ) + M(M(H))(P, τ) + M_t(M(Ñ(∇u)))(P, τ). where (P, τ) is as before the vertex of the non-tangential cone to which the point (X, t) belongs to.

16 MARTIN DINDOŠ

We have one more term to consider, namely D^{1/2}_t (( — � Q(X,t) u − � Δ f)φ). Since D^{1/2}_t (φ) ≈ r^{−1}, we just need a good bound on the difference of averages — � Q(X,t) u− � Δ f.

Adapting the same idea as above, namely (3.20) we obtain aver averaging over Q(X, t):

(3.22) | | | | — � Q(X,t) u − � Δ f | | | | ≲ �_{2r} 0 — � Q(X,t) |∂_nu| ≲ �_{2r} 0 — � Q_{mr}(P,τ ) |∂_nu| ≤ 2rM(N(∇u))(P, τ). Hence w_4(X, t) ≲ M(N(∇u))(P, τ). We finish our argument by recalling that w(X, t) ≲ w_1(X, t) + w_2(X, t) + w_3(X, t) + w_4(X, t) and hence by just finished calculation, (3.13), (3.15), (3.21) and the estimate above we get for Ñ(D^{1/2}_t u)(P, τ) = sup_{(X,t)∈Γ(P,τ )} w(X, t): Ñ(D^{1/2}_t u)(P, τ) ≲ M(Ñ(∇u))(P, τ) + M_t(M(Ñ (∇u)))(P, τ) +M(|D^{1/2}_t f|)(P, τ) + M(M(H))(P, τ). Thus by boundedness of Hardy-Littlewood maximal functions M and M_t when p > 1 we therefore have for some C > 0:

‖Ñ(D^{1/2}_t u)‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)} ≤ C[‖Ñ(∇u)‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)} + ‖D^{1/2}_t f‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)} + ‖H‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)}] ≲ ‖Ñ(∇u)‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)} + ‖f‖˙_Lp_{1,1/2(∂Ω)}, as desired.

Let us briefly address similar bounds for Ñ(D^{1/2}_t H_tu). Because of (3.7) and the bounds we have just established above we have that ( — � Q(X,t) |D^{1/2}_t H_t(vφ)|^2 )_{1/2} ≲ M(Ñ (∇u))(P, τ). Since (3.23) D^{1/2}_t H_tu − D^{1/2}_t H_t(vφ) = D^{1/2}_t H_t((u − g)(1 − φ)) + D^{1/2}_t H_t((g − � Δ f)(1 − φ))

+D^{1/2}_t H_t(( — � Q(X,t) u − � Δ f)φ). we just need to re-analyse the remaining terms for the new operator D^{1/2}_t H_t. However, D^{1/2}_t H_t and D^{1/2}_t are similar operators, we have

D^{1/2}_t H_tf(s) = c � R f(s) − f(τ) (s − τ)|s − τ|^{1/2} dτ. It follows that the argument for the first and second terms on the right-hand side of (3.23) will be identical to the one given for D^{1/2}_t and for the last term we again use the calculation given above without any change. Hence ‖Ñ(D^{1/2}_t H_tu)‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)} ≤ C‖Ñ(∇u)‖_Lp_{(∂Ω)} + ‖f‖˙_Lp_{1,1/2(∂Ω)}, as well.

Now we discuss the key differences between the case O = R^n_+ and the case O is an arbitrary uniform domain with n − 1-Ahlfors regular boundary. Some steps are nearly

ON THE HALF-TIME DERIVATIVE FOR PARABOLIC PDES 17

identical, for example after replacing x_n by h = δ(X, t) = δ(X) we see that the estimate for (3.13) holds as this is an interior estimate. Same is true for (3.15). Observe also that Proposition 3.1 does not require any modification (we used it for one of the w_3 terms).

Steps that do need a serious rethink are those where we have integrated along the straight line from an interior point to the boundary (c.f. (3.20)). These estimates rely on the projection π : Ω → ∂Ω which only really make sense on graph-like domains.

Here we modify the idea of the paper [14]. The whole integration here takes place on a single time slice of the domain Ω and hence let us drop for now the variable t completely.

Consider a function u : O → R. Let us define space-only averages of u, that is

u_{av}(X) = — � |X−Z|<δ(Y )/8 u(Z) dZ. For a fixed point X ∈ O and let h = δ(X). Using the fundamental theorem of calculus we clearly see that this average is related to the average defined in (3.9) and we will have for u on the time slice t_0 (slightly abusing the notation):

(3.24) |u_{av}(X) − u_{av}(t_0)| ≲ h — � B(X,δ(X)/4) |∇u|. Recall that S̃(X) = {q ∈ ∂Ω : X ∈ γ̃(q)}. By Proposition 3.3 of [14] we have σ(S̃(X)) ≈ h^{n−1}, where σ = H^{n−1} | |_{∂O} is the natural n − 1-dimensional Hausdorff measure on ∂O.

For any q ∈ S̃(Y ) we estimate the difference |u_{av}(X) − f(q)|. The argument uses both key properties of our domain O, namely the existence of corkscrew points and interior Harnack chain condition. We claim that (3.25) |u_{av}(X) − f(q)| ≲ A_ã(∇u)(q) where A_ã(∇u)(q) = � ~γ^{2h}_ã (q) |∇v|(Z)δ(Z)^{1−n}dZ. Here, the parameter ã (the aperture of the corkscrew region ~γ(q)) will be determined later and the superscript 2h mean that we will truncate the corkscrew region at the height 2h, that is ~γ^{2d}(q) := ~γ(q) ∩ B(q, 2h).

Proof of (3.25): Since X ∈ ~γ_a(q), it follows that X ∈ γ_{2a}(q) and so there is a sequence of corkscrew points X_j associated to the point q at scales r_j ≈ 2^{−j}h, j = 0, 1, 2, . . . with X_0 = X. By the Harnack chain condition, for each j there is a number N and a constant C > 0 such that there exists n(j) ≤ N balls B^{(j)}_k of radius ≈ 2^{−j}h with CB^{(j)}_k ⊂ O, X_{j−1} ∈ B^{(j)}_1 , X_j ∈ B^{(j)}n , and B^{(j)}_k ∩ B^{(j)}_{k+1} ≠ ∅. Therefore we can find another chain of balls with the same properties for a larger but fixed choice of N so that 4B^{(j)}_k ⊂ O and B^{(j)}_{k+1} ⊂ 2B^{(j)}_k .

Considering the whole collection of balls B^{(j)}_k for all j = 0, 1, 2, . . . and k = 1, . . . , n(j) ≤ N it follows that we have an infinite chain of balls, the first of which contains X = X_0,

18 MARTIN DINDOŠ

converging to the boundary point q, with the property that any pair of consecutive balls in the chain have roughly the same radius and their 4-fold enlargements are contained in O. We relabel these balls B_j (X_j, r_j) with centers X_j and radii r_j ≈ t^{−j} h for some t < 1 depending on N.

We next claim that, for any j = 0, 1, 2, . . . , (3.26)| | | | — � B_j u(Z)dZ − — � B_{j+1} u(Z)dz | | | | ≲ t^{−j} — � 2B_j |∇u|(Z)dZ ≈ � 2B_j |∇u|(Z)δ(Z)^{1−n}dZ. To prove (3.26), define the map T (Y ) = r_j/r_{j+1}(Y − X_j) + X_{j+1} from B_j to B_{j+1}.

Then

(3.27) |u(T (Y )) − u(Y )| ≤ � ℓ∈[Y,T (Y )] |∇u(ℓ)| dℓ where [Y, T (Y )] is the line segment from Y to T (Y ). Averaging Y over B_j, using the triangle inequality, and observing that the collection of lines [Y, T (Y )] is contained in 2B_j, gives us what we want.

The claim (3.25) results from summing the averages in (3.26) as follows. Set U_j := — � B_j u(Z)dZ − — � B_{j+1} u(Z)dZ Because u attains value f(q) on the boundary, the averages — � B_j u(Z)dZ are converging

to f(q) for σ-a.e. q ∈ ∂Ω. It follows that |u_{av}(X) − f(q)| ≤ ∞∑ j=0 |U_j | ≲ ∞∑ j=0 � 2B_j |∇u|(Z)δ(Z)^{1−n}dZ. We have that each X_j ∈ γ_{1+2a}(q) and hence for some ã >> 2a (independent of q) we will have that the enlarged ball 2B_j ⊂ γ_ã(q). Hence (3.25) follows.

Since (3.25) holds for all q ∈ S̃(X) we integrate the inequality over this set. This gives us | | | � S̃(X) [u_{av}(X) − f(q)]dσ(q) | | | ≲ � S̃(X) A_ãdσ = � S̃(X) � ~γ^{2h}_ã (q) |∇v|(Z)δ(Z)^{1−n}dZ dσ(q). Let T (X) = ⋃ q∈S̃(X) γ 2h ã (q). Since for any Z ∈ T (X) we have that σ((S̃(Z)) ≲ δ(Z)^{n−1} By exchanging the order in the last integration get get that | | | � S̃(X) [u_{av}(X) − f(q)]dσ(q) | | | ≲ � T (X) |∇v|(Z)dZ. It follows that (3.28) |u_{av}(X) − f_{av}| ≲ h^{1−n} � T (X) |∇v|(Z)dZ, where f_{av} = σ(S̃(X))^{−1}

�_~

S(X) f dσ. We now use this on the time-slices Q(X, t) ∩ {τ =

const} for τ ∈ (t − h^2/16, t + h^2/16), integrate in τ and average. Let Δ be the set

ON THE HALF-TIME DERIVATIVE FOR PARABOLIC PDES 19

S̃(X) × (t − h2/16, t + h2/16) any μ the product measure dμ = dσ dt. It follows that | | | — � Q(X,t) u − μ(Δ)^{−1} � Δ f | | | ≲ �_{t+h}2_{/16} t−h^2/16 [|u_{av}(X, τ) − f_{av}(τ)| + |u_{av}(τ) − u_{av}(X, τ)|] dτ and after using (3.28) for the first term and (3.24) for the second term we get that | | | — � Q(X,t) u − μ(Δ)^{−1} � Δ f | | | ≲ h^{−n−1} � T (X)×(t−h^2 /16,t+h^2/16) |∇v|dZ dτ. This is a replacement of the estimate needed for (3.22).

An analogous calculation also applies to the term containing D^{1/2}_t ((g − h)(1 − φ)). Thus (3.28) is the key to modifying the proof to this more general geometric setting. Hence the claim follows. □

References

[1] P. Auscher, S. Bortz, M. Egert, O. Saari, On regularity of weak solutions to linear parabolic systems with measurable coefficients, J. Math. Pures Appl. (9) 121 (2019), 216–243. 4 [2] P. Auscher M. Egert, K. Nyström, L^2 well-posedness of boundary value problems for parabolic systems with measurable coefficients, Journal of the EMS, 2020, 22 (9), pp.2943–3058. 4, 6, 7 [3] J. Azzam, S. Hofmann, J. Martell, M. Mourgoglou, X. Tolsa, Harmonic measure and quantitative connectivity: geometric characterization of the L^p-solvability of the Dirichlet problem, Invent. Math. 222 (2020), no. 3, 881–993. 2 [4] S. Bortz, J. Hoffman, S. Hofmann, J. Luna García, K. Nyström Carleson measure estimates for caloric functions and parabolic uniformly rectifiable sets, Anal. PDE 16 (2023), no. 4, 1061–1088. 2 [5] S. Bortz, S. Hofmann, J. Martell, K. Nyström, Solvability of the L^p Dirichlet problem for the heat equation is equivalent to parabolic uniform rectifiability in the case of a parabolic Lipschitz graph, arXiv:2306.17291. 2 [6] R. Brown, Layer Potentials and Boundary Value Problems for the Heat Equation on Lipschitz Cylinders, Thesis (Ph.D.)–University of Minnesota ProQuest LLC, Ann Arbor, MI, 1987. 94 pp. 3, 5 [7] R. Brown, The method of layer potentials for the heat equation in Lipschitz cylinders, Amer. J.

Math. 111 (1989), no. 2, 339–379. 3, 5 [8] A. Castro, S. Rodríguez-López, W. Staubach, L^2-solvability of the Dirichlet, Neumann and regularity problems for parabolic equations with time-independent Hölder-continuous coefficients, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 370 (2018), no. 1, 265–319. 3, 5 [9] M. Dindoš, L. Dyer, Parabolic regularity and Dirichlet boundary value problems, Nonlinear Anal.

185 (2019), 247–263.

[10] M. Dindoš, L. Dyer, S. Hwang, Parabolic L^p Dirichlet boundary value problem and VMO-type time-varying domains, Anal. PDE 13 (2020), no. 4, 1221–1268. 2 [11] M. Dindoš, S. Hofmann, J. Pipher, Regularity and Neumann problems for operators with real coefficients satisfying Carleson conditions, J. Funct. Anal.285(2023), no.6, Paper No. 110024, 32 pp. 2 [12] M. Dindoš, S. Hwang, The Dirichlet boundary problem for second order parabolic operators satisfying a Carleson condition, Rev. Mat. Iberoam. 34 (2018), no. 2, 767–810. 2 [13] M. Dindoš, S. Petermichl, J. Pipher, BMO solvability and the A_∞ condition for second order parabolic operators, Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré C Anal. Non Linéaire 34 (2017), no. 5, 1155–1180. 2 [14] M. Dindoš, J. Pipher, Extrapolation of the Dirichlet problem for elliptic equations with complex coefficients, J. Funct. Anal. 279 (2020), no. 7, 108693, 20 pp. 2, 8, 17 [15] M. Dindoš, J. Pipher, Boundary value problems for second-order elliptic operators with complex coefficients, Anal. PDE 13 (2020), no. 6, 1897–1938. 2

20 MARTIN DINDOŠ

[16] M. Dindoš, J. Pipher, D. Rule, Boundary value problems for second-order elliptic operators satisfying a Carleson condition, Comm. Pure Appl. Math.70(2017), no.7, 1316–1365. 2 [17] M. Dindoš, D. Rule, Boundary value problems for second-order elliptic operators satisfying a Carleson condition, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 70 (2017), no. 7, 1316–1365. 2 [18] M. Dindoš, E. Sätterqvist, A relation between the Dirichlet and the Regularity problem for Parabolic equations, preprint. 14 [19] E. Fabes, N. Rivière, Dirichlet and Neumann problems for the heat equation in C^1-cylinders, Proc. Sympos. Pure Math., XXXV, Part 2, AMS Providence, RI, 1979, pp. 179–196. 3 [20] S. Hofmann, A characterization of commutators of parabolic singular integrals, Proceedings of conference on Harmonic Analysis and PDE, held at Miraflores de la Sierra, Spain, 1992, J. Garcia-Cuerva, E. Hernandez, F.Soria, editors, CRC press, Boca Raton (1995), pp. 195–210. 2 [21] S. Hofmann, Parabolic singular integrals of Calderon-type, rough operators, and caloric layer potentials, Duke Math. J., Vol. 90 (1997), pp 209–259. 2 [22] S. Hofmann, J. Lewis, L^2 solvability and representation by caloric layer potentials in time-varying domains, Ann. of Math. (2) 144 (1996), no. 2, 349–420. 2 [23] S. Hofmann, J. Lewis, The L^p regularity problem for the heat equation in non-cylindrical domains, Hofmann, Steven; Lewis, John L. Illinois J. Math. 43 (1999), no. 4, 752–769. 3 [24] S. Hofmann, J. Lewis, The Dirichlet problem for parabolic operators with singular drift terms, Mem. Amer. Math. Soc. 151 (2001), no. 719, viii+113 pp. 2, 3 [25] S. Hofmann and J. L. Lewis, The L^p Neumann problem for the heat equation in non-cylindrical domains, J. Funct. Anal. 220 (2005), no. 1, 1–54. 2 [26] S. Hofmann, J. Lewis, K. Nyström, Existence of big pieces of graphs for parabolic problems, Ann.

Acad. Sci. Fenn. Math. 28 (2003), no. 2, 355–384. 2, 4 [27] S. Hofmann, J. Lewis, K. Nyström, Caloric measure in parabolic flat domains, Duke math. J 122 (2004), 281–345. 2, 4 [28] S. Hofmann, C. Kenig, S. Mayboroda, J. Pipher, The Regularity problem for second order elliptic operators with complex-valued bounded measurable coefficients, Math. Ann. 361 (2015), no. 3-4, 863–907. 2 [29] D. Jerison and C. Kenig, Boundary behavior of harmonic functions in nontangentially accessible domains, Adv. in Math., 46(1):80–147, 1982. 6, 7 [30] J. Kinnunen and J. Lewis, Higher integrability for parabolic systems of p-Laplacian type, Duke Math. J. 102 (2000), no. 2, 253–271. 12 [31] J. Lewis and M. Murray, The method of layer potentials for the heat equation in time-varying domains, Mem. Amer. Math. Soc. 545 (1995) 1–157. 2 [32] J. Lewis and J. Silver, Parabolic measure and the Dirichlet problem for the heat equation in two dimensions, Indiana Univ. Math. J. 37 (1988), 801–839. 2 [33] M. Mitrea, The initial Dirichlet boundary value problem for general second order parabolic systems in nonsmooth manifolds, Comm. Partial Differential Equations 26 (2001), no. 11–12, 1975–2036. 3, 5 [34] M. Mourgoglou, B. Poggi, X. Tolsa, L^p solvability of the Poisson-Dirichlet problem and its applications to the Regularity problem, arXiv:2207.10554. 2, 5 [35] J. Nečas, Les methodes directes en theorie des equations elliptiques (French), Masson et Cie, Editeurs, Paris; Academia, Editeurs, Prague (1967), 351 pp. 3 [36] K. Nyström, Boundary Value Problems and Duality between L^p Dirichlet and Regularity Problems for Second Order Parabolic Systems in Non-Cylindrical Domains, Collect. Math.57 (2006), no.1, 93–119. 3, 5

School of Mathematics, The University of Edinburgh and Maxwell Institute of Mathematical Sciences, UK

Email address: M.Dindos@ed.ac.uk