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Abstract. We prove that if Ω ⊆ RN is a set with finite perimeter with H N−1
(∂Ω\∂∗Ω) = 0,

then any set of finite perimeter E ⊆ RN can be approximated by a polyhedral or smooth

bounded set F in such a way that both the total perimeter of E and the perimeter of E inside

Ω are approximated by those of F , and the boundary of F has negligible intersection with

the boundary of Ω. In addition, we address the approximation for perimeter and volume with

densities, and we present counterexamples illustrating the sharpness of our assumptions. Our

constructions rely on a technical result that replaces E with a set F which agrees with E and has

the same boundary inside Ω, while sharing no common boundary with Ω, and does so without

substantially altering the perimeter or the volume of the original set.

1. Introduction

We investigate the problem of approximating a given set E by a polyhedral or smooth set F ,

in the sense of perimeter, inside a prescribed “container” Ω. Beyond the standard approximation

theory (see, for instance, [2, Theorem 3.42 and Remark 3.42]), our starting point is the following

result; see [1, Proposition 15] and [4, Theorem A.4], and the discussion therein.

Theorem 1.1 (Approximation with a Lipschitz set Ω). Let Ω ⊆ RN be a bounded open set with

Lipschitz boundary, and let E ⊆ RN be a set of finite perimeter in Ω. Then, for every ε > 0

there exists a polyhedral set F such that

|P (F ; Ω)− P (E; Ω)| < ε, |F△E| < ε, H N−1(∂∗F ∩ ∂∗Ω) = 0.

Approximations of this type play a fundamental role in a variety of settings. Indeed, many

variational problems rely on the possibility of replacing sets of finite perimeter with smooth or

polyhedral ones. Here we only mention the Γ-convergence results contained in [1, 3, 4, 5], which

were the main motivation for the present work, although the list could easily be extended.

Our aim is to extend Theorem 1.1 in several directions. First, we wish to weaken the

regularity assumptions on Ω. Second, we aim to estimate the perimeter of E also outside Ω.

More precisely, Theorem 1.1 only concerns the set E inside Ω; thus, replacing E by E ∩ Ω

(or directly assuming that E ⊆ Ω) makes no difference for its conclusion. However, it may

be relevant to deal with a set E of finite perimeter in the whole RN , and to approximate it

by a polyhedral or smooth set F having no boundary in common with ∂Ω, in such a way

that P (F ; Ω) and P (F ) are ε-close to P (E; Ω) and P (E), respectively. Third, we would like

to treat the more general situation in which the notions of volume and perimeter in RN are

defined through densities. More precisely, given two Borel functions f : RN → (0,+∞) and
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g : RN × SN−1 → (0,+∞), we define the f -volume and the g-perimeter of a set E as

|E|f =

∫
E
f(x) dx , Pg(E) =

∫
∂∗E

g(x, νE(x)) dH
N−1(x) , (1.1)

which reduce to the standard ones when f ≡ 1 and g ≡ 1. We say that E is a set of finite

g-perimeter if it is a set of locally finite Euclidean perimeter, and Pg(E) < +∞. Our aim is to

obtain a very general extension of Theorem 1.1 in all three of the above directions.

Our main results are obtained only after performing a first, crucial modification of the set

E, which allows us to remove its common boundary with the container. More precisely, given

a set E of finite perimeter such that H N−1(∂∗E ∩ ∂∗Ω) > 0, we aim to modify E only outside

Ω so as to eliminate this common boundary without significantly altering either the perimeter

or the volume. This construction contains the main technical difficulties of the paper, and we

believe it is of independent interest. Here, and in the rest of the paper, whenever G and H are

two sets of finite perimeter, we let P (G;H) = H N−1(∂∗G ∩H).

Theorem A (Removing the common boundary). Let Ω and E be two sets of locally finite

perimeter in RN . Then, for every ε > 0 there exists a set F ⊆ RN such that

F ∩ Ω = E ∩ Ω , ∂∗F ∩ Ω = ∂∗E ∩ Ω , (1.2)

|F△E| < ε , (1.3)

|P (F )− P (E)| < ε , (1.4)

H N−1(∂∗F ∩ ∂∗Ω) = 0 . (1.5)

Ω

E

x

y

F

Figure 1. The green set is E, the dashed set is F given by Theorem A.

We emphasize that Theorem A is not used to replace the set E with a more regular set F ,

but rather to eliminate the common boundary between E and Ω. In particular, the new set F
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coincides with E inside Ω, and it differs from E only outside Ω, and only when E and Ω share a

boundary of positive measure. Roughly speaking, as illustrated in Figure 1, one must “enlarge”

the set E near portions of the common boundary where E ⊆ Ω (for instance, near the point

x in the figure), and “shrink” it near portions where E lies outside Ω (as near the point y).

Clearly, if H N−1(∂∗E ∩ ∂∗Ω) = 0, then the conclusion obviously follows by choosing F = E.

The possibility of having a non-negligible common boundary between E and Ω is precisely what

makes Theorem 1.1 non-trivial. Likewise, the main difficulty in proving Theorem A is the need

to “push” the common boundary ∂∗E ∩ ∂∗Ω entirely outside Ω.

We can now state the approximation theorems. Our first main result is a generalization of

Theorem 1.1 in the case f ≡ 1 and g ≡ 1.

Theorem B (Approximation with a general set Ω). Let Ω ⊆ RN be a set of finite perimeter

such that H N−1(∂Ω \ ∂∗Ω) = 0. Then, for every set E ⊆ RN of finite perimeter in RN and for

every ε > 0 there exists a polyhedral or smooth bounded open set F such that

|P (F ; Ω)− P (E; Ω)| < ε , |P (F )− P (E)| < ε , (1.6)

|F△E| < ε , (1.7)

H N−1(∂∗F ∩ ∂∗Ω) = 0 . (1.8)

The sole assumption required on Ω in Theorem B is extremely mild, as we only ask that its

reduced boundary coincides almost everywhere with its topological one. Moreover, in addition to

approximating the perimeter inside Ω, we also obtain the approximation of the total perimeter.

To state our second approximation result, we need some additional notation.

Definition 1.2. Let g : RN ×SN−1 → (0,+∞) be given, and let us call g̃ : RN ×RN → (0,+∞)

the positively 1-homogeneous extension of g; that is, for every x ∈ RN , ν ∈ SN−1 and λ ≥ 0 we

define g̃(x, λν) = λg(x, ν). We say that g is convex in the second variable whenever so is g̃.

The meaning of the above definition is very simple: g is convex in the second variable

precisely when, for every x ∈ RN , the unit ball {v ∈ RN : g(x, v) = 1} is convex. This is a

standard assumption, and it is required to guarantee the lower semicontinuity of the perimeter

with respect to L1-convergence of sets; namely, if χEj → χE in L1, then Pg(E) ≤ lim infj Pg(Ej).

With this notation in force, our second main result takes the following form.

Theorem C (Approximation with a general set Ω and double density). Let f : RN → (0,+∞)

be L1
loc(RN ) and locally bounded, and g : RN ×SN−1 → (0,+∞) continuous in the first variable,

and convex in the second one in the sense of Definition 1.2. Let Ω ⊆ RN be a set of finite

perimeter such that H N−1(∂Ω \ ∂∗Ω) = 0. Then, for every set E ⊆ RN of finite g-perimeter

and for every ε > 0 there exists a smooth (possibly unbounded) open set F such that

|Pg(F ; Ω)− Pg(E; Ω)| < ε , |Pg(F )− Pg(E)| < ε , (1.9)

|F△E|f < ε , (1.10)

H N−1(∂∗F ∩ ∂∗Ω) = 0 . (1.11)
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The set F can be taken smooth and bounded, or polyhedral and bounded, if E is bounded, or if

|E|f < ∞ and there exists a constant M > 0 such that g(x, ν) ≤ Mf(x) for every x ∈ RN and

ν ∈ SN−1.

We note that Theorem C extends Theorem 1.1 in the third desired direction. In addition,

while the requirement f ∈ L1
loc(RN ) is clearly the weakest possible assumption on f , the sharp-

ness of the continuity of g is less evident, as well as of the hypotheses listed in the last part of

the statement. However, in Section 5 we will show that all these assumptions are indeed sharp.

We emphasize that the above results can be extended to the case when E and Ω are sets of

locally finite perimeter (or g-perimeter), via standard arguments.

Organization of the paper. In Section 2 we fix some notation and recall a few standard

results about sets of finite perimeter. Section 3, which forms the core of the paper, contains the

proof of Theorem A. In Section 4, we apply Theorem A to obtain a proof of the Euclidean case,

Theorem B, and of the case with densities f and g, thereby proving Theorem C. Concerning

Theorem C, many of the arguments proceed essentially as in the Euclidean setting, and we will

emphasize only those steps that require a different treatment. Finally, in Section 5, we present

two counterexamples that illustrate the sharpness of the assumptions in Theorem C.
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2. Preliminaries

We list here some standard notation and results about sets of finite perimeter, for all the

details one can refer for instance to [2]. A set Ω ⊆ RN is said of finite perimeter if its charac-

teristic function χ
Ω
belongs to BV (RN ). The (reduced) boundary ∂∗Ω of Ω is the set of all the

points x ∈ RN such that an outer normal vector ν = νΩ(x) exists; this means that

lim
r↘0

|Ω ∩B+
r,ν(x)|

|B+
r,ν(x)|

= 0 , lim
r↘0

|Ω ∩B−
r,ν(x)|

|B−
r,ν(x)|

= 1 ,

where the positive and negative half-balls B±
r,ν(x) are defined as

B±
r,ν(x) =

{
z ∈ RN : |z − x| < r, (z − x) · ν ≷ 0

}
.

It can be proved that a set Ω is of finite perimeter if and only if ∂∗Ω has finite H N−1-measure;

if this is the case, the perimeter of Ω is defined as P (Ω) = H N−1(∂∗Ω). It can also be proved

that, up to H N−1-negligible subsets, ∂∗Ω coincides with all the points of density 1/2 for Ω.

Moreover, H N−1-a.e. point of RN has density either 0, or 1/2, or 1 with respect to Ω.

It is obvious that, if Ω is regular (Lipschitz suffices), then the reduced boundary coincides

with the topological boundary ∂Ω up to H N−1-negligible subsets. In general, it is true that

∂∗Ω ⊆ ∂Ω, while the other inclusion can be false; in fact, the topological boundary of a set of

finite perimeter can be much larger than the reduced one, and it can also be the whole RN . It

is important to notice that two sets which coincide H N -a.e. have the same reduced boundary,

but the topological boundaries can be completely different. In Theorem B and C we require

that the topological and reduced boundary of Ω coincide almost everywhere; notice that this is

a very mild regularity assumption on Ω. Indeed, this is true not only in the quite regular case

of Lipschitz sets, but, for instance, also for the much less regular case of porous sets.

If Ω is a set of finite perimeter and x ∈ ∂∗Ω, then the blow-up properties hold. This means

that, calling Ωr = (Ω − x)/r, one has that χ
Ωr

locally converges in the BV sense to χ
RN,−
ν

,

where RN,−
ν is the half-space {z ∈ RN , z ·ν < 0}, being again ν = νΩ(x) the outer normal vector.

A set is said of locally finite perimeter if its intersection with any ball is a set of finite

perimeter.

Let us fix some notation. Given a point x and a vector ν ∈ SN−1, for every r > 0 we let

C(x, r) be the cylinder centered at x, with radius r, height 2r and axis parallel to ν. Moreover,

we let C±(x, r) be its upper and lower half, that is, the points z ∈ C(x, r) such that (z − x) · ν
is respectively positive and negative. In addition, for any 0 < δ ≤ 1 we let Cδr(x, r) be the

cylinder defined in the same way as C(x, r), but with height 2δr instead of 2r.

Putting together [2, Theorem 2.63] and [2, Theorem 2.83], we get the following useful result.
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Theorem 2.1. Let Γ ⊆ RN be a set with H N−1(Γ) < +∞. Then, for H N−1-a.e. x ∈ Γ there

exists ν ∈ SN−1 such that, for any 0 < δ ≤ 1,

lim
r→0+

H N−1
(
Γ ∩ Cδr(x, r)

)
ωN−1rN−1

= 1 .

In particular, the (N − 1)-dimensional density of x with respect to Γ is 1, and the set Γ admits

a tangent hyperplane at x, namely, {z, (z − x) · ν = 0}.

3. The main technical result, Theorem A

This section is devoted to proving Theorem A. Since the construction is quite involved, we

subdivide it into several simpler lemmas. Let E and Ω be two sets of locally finite perimeter.

Keeping in mind that νE(x) = ±νΩ(x) for H N−1-a.e. x ∈ ∂∗E ∩ ∂∗Ω, we call Γ±
E the two sets

given by

Γ+
E =

{
x ∈ ∂∗E ∩ ∂∗Ω : νE(x) = νΩ(x)

}
, Γ−

E =
{
x ∈ ∂∗E ∩ ∂∗Ω : νE(x) = −νΩ(x)

}
. (3.1)

The simple meaning of these sets is evident in Figure 2. In order to show Theorem A, we have to

“push” both Γ+
E and Γ−

E outside of Ω. This means that the set E has to be somehow “enlarged”

around Γ+
E , and “retracted” around Γ−

E . Things are even more complicated because we do not

want to change E inside Ω.

Ω

E

Γ+
E

Γ−
E

Figure 2. Definition of Γ±
E .

Thanks to the blow-up properties of the perimeter, and keeping in mind Theorem 2.1, we

easily get the following property.

Lemma 3.1. Let x be a point of (N − 1)-density 1 for Γ+
E, and call ν = νE(x). Then, for every

small δ > 0 there exists r̄ > 0 such that for every r < r̄ one has

|C+(x, r) ∩ (E ∪ Ω)| ≤ δ2ωN−1r
N , (3.2)
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|C−(x, r) \ (E ∩ Ω)| ≤ δ2ωN−1r
N , (3.3)

H N−1
(
Γ+
E ∩ Cδr(x, r)

)
≥ (1− δ)ωN−1r

N−1 , (3.4)

H N−1
(
∂∗E ∩ C(x, (1 + δ)r)

)
≤ (1 +Nδ)ωN−1r

N−1 , (3.5)

H N−1
(
∂∗Ω ∩ C(x, (1 + δ)r)

)
≤ (1 +Nδ)ωN−1r

N−1 . (3.6)

Proof. Let σ > 0 be fixed. Since x ∈ Γ+, and thus the vector ν is the outer normal at x both to

E and to Ω, for every r small enough we have |C+(x, r) ∩ E| < σrN and |C−(x, r) \ E| < σrN ,

and the same holds with Ω in place of E. The validity of (3.2) and (3.3) for r ≪ 1 is then clear.

The validity of (3.4), (3.5) and (3.6) for small r is true because x is a point of (N−1)-dimensional

density 1 for Γ+
E , so also for ∂∗E, and x ∈ ∂∗Ω, and of the fact that (1 + δ)N−1 < 1 + Nδ for

any small δ. □

The first brick in our construction is the following result, which precisely explains how to

“push” Γ+
E outside of Ω near a point x ∈ Γ+

E .

Lemma 3.2. Let x be a point of (N − 1)-dimensional density 1 for Γ+
E, let δ > 0 be small, and

let r > 0 be such that (3.2)–(3.6) hold. Then, there exists h ∈ (δr, 2δr) such that, calling for

brevity C = Ch(x, r), and setting Ẽ = E ∪ (C \ Ω), one has

Ẽ ⊇ E , Ẽ ∩ Ω = E ∩ Ω,
∣∣Ẽ \ E

∣∣ ≤ 4δωN−1r
N , (3.7)

H N−1
(
∂∗E \ ∂∗Ẽ

)
≥ H N−1

((
∂∗E \ ∂∗Ẽ

)
∩ Γ+

E

)
≥ (1− δ)ωN−1r

N−1 , (3.8)

H N−1
(
∂∗E \ ∂∗Ẽ

)
≤ (1 +Nδ)ωN−1r

N−1 , (3.9)

H N−1
(
∂∗Ẽ \ ∂∗E

)
≤ (1 + 5Nδ)ωN−1r

N−1 , (3.10)

H N−1
((

∂∗Ẽ \ ∂∗E
)
∩ ∂∗Ω

)
≤ (N + 1)δωN−1r

N−1 , (3.11)

H N−1
(
∂∗Ẽ \ ∂∗E

)
≥ (1− 3δ)ωN−1r

N−1 . (3.12)

Moreover, for H N−1-a.e. z ∈
(
∂∗Ẽ \ ∂∗E

)
∩ ∂∗Ω we have that ν

Ẽ
(z) = −νΩ(z).

Ω

E

x

Γ+
E

C
νE(x)

Figure 3. The green set is E, the dashed set is Ẽ, the thicker black line is ∂∗Ω.
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Proof. Let x, δ and r be as in the statement. For every t ∈ (−r, r), we let Dt be the (N − 1)-

dimensional disk of radius r centered at x+ tνE(x) and orthogonal to νE(x). Moreover, let

At :=

{
Dt \ (E ∩ Ω) if t < 0 ,

Dt ∩ (E ∪ Ω) if t > 0 .

We claim the existence of some h ∈ (δr, 2δr) such that

H N−1(Ah ∪A−h) ≤ 3δωN−1r
N−1 . (3.13)

In fact, if the opposite inequality holds for almost all h ∈ (δr, 2δr), then by Fubini Theorem and

thanks to (3.2) and (3.3) we would have

2δ2ωN−1r
N ≥ |C+(x, r) ∩ (E ∪ Ω)|+ |C−(x, r) \ (E ∩ Ω)| =

∫ r

−r
H N−1(At) dt

≥
∫ 2δr

δr
H N−1(At ∪A−t) dt > 3δ2ωN−1r

N ,

which is a contradiction. Let then h ∈ (δr, 2δr) be such that (3.13) holds, and call C = Ch(x, r)

and Ẽ = E ∪ (C \Ω) as in the claim. We immediately notice that the validity of (3.7) is obvious

by construction.

Let us now consider a point z ∈ Γ+
E ∩ Cδr(x, r). Up to a H N−1-negligible subset, any such

point is contained in ∂∗E since Γ+
E ⊆ ∂∗E; moreover, it has density 1/2 with respect to both

E and Ω, and since νE(z) = νΩ(z) by definition of Γ+
E , then it has density 1 with respect to Ẽ,

using the fact that h > δr. Hence, z /∈ ∂∗Ẽ. Therefore, also by (3.4) we get the validity of (3.8).

The validity of (3.9) is clear by (3.5) and since H N−1(∂∗E \∂∗Ẽ) ≤ H N−1(∂∗E∩C(x, r)).

Let us then pass to consider a point z ∈ ∂∗Ẽ \ ∂∗E, which must of course be contained in

C. Again up to a H N−1-negligible subset, the point z must have density 1/2 with respect to

Ẽ and density 0 with respect to E (keep in mind that Ẽ ⊇ E). If z ∈ C, we deduce that it has

necessarily density 1/2 with respect to Ω; otherwise, it must belong to ∂C. Using (3.4) and (3.6)

we immediately get that

H N−1
((

∂∗Ω \ ∂∗E
)
∩ C

)
≤ (N + 1)δωN−1r

N−1 , (3.14)

which in particular implies (3.11). To get (3.10), we have to consider the points of
(
∂∗Ẽ \∂∗E

)
\

∂∗Ω. Since, as already observed, these points must be contained in ∂C, we can write(
∂∗Ẽ \ ∂∗E

)
\ ∂∗Ω = Qlat ∪Qdown ∪Qup ,

where Qlat are the points in the lateral boundary of C, Qdown those in the lower basis of C, and
Qup those in the upper basis of C. Concerning Qlat, since it is contained in the lateral boundary

of C, we simply estimate

H N−1(Qlat) ≤ (N − 1)ωN−1r
N−2 · (2h) ≤ 4δ(N − 1)ωN−1r

N−1 .

Similarly, since Qup is contained in the upper boundary of C, we clearly have

H N−1(Qup) ≤ ωN−1r
N−1 .
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Concerning Qdown, by construction it can only contain points of the lower basis of C which have

density 0 with respect to E, so in particular points of A−h. Hence by (3.13) we can estimate

H N−1(Qdown) ≤ 3δωN−1r
N−1 .

Putting the last three estimates together, we get that

H N−1
((

∂∗Ẽ \ ∂∗E
)
\ ∂∗Ω

)
≤

(
1 + δ(4N − 1)

)
ωN−1r

N−1 ,

which by (3.14) gives (3.10). In a similar way, by construction Qup contains all the points of the

upper basis of C which are not in Ah, so

H N−1
(
∂∗Ẽ \ ∂∗E

)
≥ H N−1(Qup) ≥ ωN−1r

N−1 − H N−1(Ah) ,

which by (3.13) gives (3.12).

To conclude, let us consider a point z ∈ (∂∗Ẽ \ ∂∗E) ∩ ∂∗Ω. Up to a H N−1-negligible set,

this point must have density 1/2 with respect to Ẽ and to Ω, and 0 with respect to E. Since

Ẽ ∩Ω = E ∩Ω, the density of z in Ẽ ∩Ω is the same as in E ∩Ω, that is, 0. As a consequence,

the outer normal vector ν
Ẽ
(z) to Ẽ at z is −νΩ(z). This concludes the proof. □

The above lemma allows to properly enlarge the set E near a point x ∈ Γ+
E ; in order to

deal with all points in Γ+
E , we have to choose a sequence of points xj and perform a recursive

construction. Let us be precise. We keep for the moment δ fixed; then, for every x ∈ Γ+
E , we set

r0(x) = max
{
r ∈ [0, 1] : properties (3.2)–(3.6) hold

}
. (3.15)

It is immediate from the definition that the above maximum actually exists. Moreover,

Lemma 3.1 implies that properties (3.2)–(3.6) hold for all r smaller than some suitable r̄, so in

particular r0(x) > 0; however, notice carefully that this does not imply that they hold for all r

smaller than r0(x). Unless Γ+
E = ∅, we can then fix a point x1 ∈ Γ+

E which almost maximizes

r0, in the sense that

r1 := r0(x1) ≥
1

2
sup

{
r0(x) : x ∈ Γ+

E

}
.

We hence denote for brevity the cylinder provided by Lemma 3.2 with the choice of x = x1 and

r = r1 by C1, and the set denoted as Ẽ in Lemma 3.2 as E1 = E ∪ (C1 \Ω). Now, as in (3.1) we

call Γ+
E1

the set of points in ∂∗E1 ∩ ∂∗Ω for which νE1 = νΩ. We observe that

Γ+
E1

= Γ+
E ∩ ∂∗E1 . (3.16)

Indeed, one inclusion is true because if x ∈ Γ+
E ∩ ∂∗E1 then νE1(x) = νE(x), since E1 ⊇ E.

The other inclusion is given directly by Lemma 3.2, since a point in (∂∗E1 \ ∂∗E) ∩ ∂∗Ω is not

contained in Γ+
E1
. Now, similarly to (3.15), for every x ∈ Γ+

E1
we set

r1(x) = max
{
r ∈ [0, 1] : (3.2)–(3.6) with E1 and Γ+

E1
in place of E and Γ+

E hold
}
. (3.17)

Then, as before, unless Γ+
E1

is empty we can fix x2 ∈ Γ+
E1

almost maximizing r1, i.e., so that

r2 := r1(x2) ≥
1

2
sup

{
r1(x) : x ∈ Γ+

E1

}
,
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and we call C2 the cylinder given by Lemma 3.2 with the set E1 in place of E, and with x = x2

and r = r2; moreover, we set E2 = E1 ∪ (C2 \Ω). Going on with the obvious recursion, we get a

sequence of points {xj}, an increasing sequence of sets {Ej}, and a decreasing sequence of sets

{Γ+
Ej
}, which as in (3.16) satisfy

Γ+
Ej

= Γ+
Ej−1

∩ ∂∗Ej = Γ+
E ∩ ∂∗Ej . (3.18)

Note that the above sequences can be actually finite if after finitely many steps the set Γ+
Ej

remains empty. We can now prove the following property.

Lemma 3.3. With the above notation, we have∑
rN−1
j ≤ 2

ωN−1
H N−1(Γ+

E) . (3.19)

Proof. By (3.18) we have

Γ+
Ej−1

\ Γ+
Ej

= Γ+
Ej−1

\ ∂∗Ej = Γ+
Ej−1

∩
(
∂∗Ej−1 \ ∂∗Ej

)
.

Hence, by (3.8) of Lemma 3.2 and since δ is small we have

H N−1
(
Γ+
Ej−1

\ Γ+
Ej

)
≥ (1− δ)ωN−1r

N−1
j ≥ 1

2
ωN−1r

N−1
j .

The claim immediately follows since by construction the sequence Γ+
Ej

is decreasing, and so∑
rN−1
j ≤ 2

ωN−1

∑
H N−1

(
Γ+
Ej−1

\ Γ+
Ej

)
≤ 2

ωN−1
H N−1

(
Γ+
E

)
.

□

Since the sequence {Ej} is increasing, we can define E∞ = ∪Ej . We can show that the set

E∞ is only slightly larger than E, and the corresponding set Γ+
E∞

is empty.

Lemma 3.4. With the above notation, we have that

E∞ ⊇ E, E∞ ∩ Ω = E ∩ Ω, |E∞ \ E| ≤ 8δH N−1(Γ+
E) , (3.20)

P (E∞) ≤ P (E) + 2(1 + 5N)δH N−1(Γ+
E) , (3.21)

P (E∞) ≥ P (E)− 2(N + 3)δH N−1(Γ+
E) , (3.22)

H N−1
(
Γ+
E∞

)
= 0 . (3.23)

Proof. Since the sequence {Ej} is increasing, the validity of (3.20) immediately comes by (3.7)

and (3.19), keeping in mind that every rj is at most 1.

Putting together (3.8) and (3.10), for every j we have

P (Ej)− P (Ej−1) = H N−1
(
∂∗Ej \ ∂∗Ej−1

)
− H N−1

(
∂∗Ej−1 \ ∂∗Ej

)
≤ (1 + 5Nδ)ωN−1r

N−1
j − (1− δ)ωN−1r

N−1
j = (1 + 5N)δωN−1r

N−1
j ,

(3.24)

which implies

P (Ej) ≤ P (E) + (1 + 5N)δωN−1

j∑
i=1

rN−1
i .
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In a similar way, putting together (3.9) and (3.12), for every j we have

P (Ej)− P (Ej−1) = H N−1
(
∂∗Ej \ ∂∗Ej−1

)
− H N−1

(
∂∗Ej−1 \ ∂∗Ej

)
≥ (1− 3δ)ωN−1r

N−1
j − (1 +Nδ)ωN−1r

N−1
j = −(N + 3)δωN−1r

N−1
j ,

which implies

P (Ej) ≥ P (E)− (N + 3)δωN−1

j∑
i=1

rN−1
i .

We can now notice that P (Ej) → P (E∞) by the general Proposition 3.5 below, which can be

applied in our case thanks to (3.10) and Lemma 3.3. As a consequence, the last two estimates

together with (3.19) imply (3.21) and (3.22).

Let us now show that

H N−1
(
Γ+
E∞

\ Γ+
E

)
= 0 . (3.25)

Indeed, let x be a point of (N − 1)-dimensional density 1 with respect to Γ+
E∞

\ Γ+
E . Then, x

has density 1/2 with respect to E∞; since E∞ ⊇ E, if x has density 1/2 also with respect to E

then the outer normal vector is the same, and then x ∈ Γ+
E∞

∩ Γ+
E , against the assumption. As

a consequence, the density of x with respect to E is not 1/2, thus it is 0 because E ⊆ E∞. But

then, since E∞ = E inside Ω, the density of x with respect to E∞ ∩ Ω is 0, and since x ∈ ∂∗Ω

this implies that νE∞(x) = −νΩ(x), against the fact that x ∈ Γ+
E∞

. The property (3.25) is then

established.

As a consequence, to show (3.23) we take a point x of (N − 1)-dimensional density 1 for

Γ+
E ∩ Γ+

E∞
, and we seek a contradiction. We fix a small r such that

|C+(x, r) ∩ (E∞ ∪ Ω)| ≤ δ2ωN−1r
N , (3.26)

|C−(x, r) \ (E∞ ∩ Ω)| ≤ δ2

2
ωN−1r

N , (3.27)

H N−1
(
Γ+
E∞

∩ Γ+
E ∩ Cδr(x, r)

)
≥ (1− δ)ωN−1r

N−1 , (3.28)

H N−1
(
∂∗E∞ ∩ C(x, (1 + δ)r)

)
≤

(
1 + (N − 1/2)δ

)
ωN−1r

N−1 , (3.29)

H N−1
(
∂∗Ω ∩ C(x, (1 + δ)r)

)
≤ (1 +Nδ)ωN−1r

N−1 . (3.30)

Notice that these properties are almost identical to (3.2)–(3.6), the only difference being that

the set E is replaced by E∞ everywhere, that Γ+
E in (3.4) becomes Γ+

E∞
∩ Γ+

E in (3.28), and

that δ2 in (3.3) has been replaced by δ2/2 in (3.27), as well as Nδ in (3.5) has been replaced by

(N − 1/2)δ in (3.29). The existence of such a r can be proved exactly as in Lemma 3.1, since x

is a point of (N − 1)-dimensional density 1 for Γ+
E ∩ Γ+

E∞
, hence also for ∂∗E∞ (and replacing

N with N − 1/2 is not a problem because also (1 + δ)N−1 < 1 + (N − 1/2)δ is true, since δ is

small). Now, notice that x has density 1/2 with respect to both E and E∞, thus also with any

intermediate Ej , and in particular x ∈ Γ+
Ej

for every j. Take now an index j; since E∞ ⊇ Ej ,

the validity of (3.26) with r implies that of (3.2), with the same value of r, with Ej in place

of E. Analogously, Γ+
E∞

∩ Γ+
E ⊆ Γ+

Ej
, because every point in Γ+

E∞
∩ Γ+

E has density 1/2 with

respect to both E∞ and E, thus also with respect to any Ej , hence it is contained in every Γ+
Ej
;

as a consequence, the validity of (3.28) with r implies the validity, with the same r, of (3.4)
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with Γ+
Ej

in place of Γ+
E . Property (3.30) is exactly the same as (3.6). The property (3.3) for Ej

does not immediately follow from (3.27), because E∞ ⊇ Ej gives that |C−(x, r) \ (E∞ ∩ Ω)| is
smaller, and not larger, than |C−(x, r) \ (Ej ∩ Ω)|. Nevertheless, the presence of δ2/2 in place

of δ2 actually allows to infer (3.3) for Ej from (3.27), again with the same value of r, as soon as

|E∞ \ Ej | ≤
δ2

2
ωN−1r

N ,

and this is surely true for every j large enough since as already noticed χ
Ej

→ χ
E∞ in L1.

It remains to deduce (3.5) with ∂∗Ej in place of ∂∗E from (3.29). However, we know that

χ
Ej∩C(x,r)

→ χ
E∞∩C(x,r)

, and ∑
j∈N

H N−1(∂∗Ej+1 \ ∂∗Ej) < +∞ ,

which is clear because the estimate (3.24) holds and
∑

j r
N−1
j converges. Therefore, we can

apply Proposition 3.5 to obtain that ∂∗E∞ = ∩k∈N ∪j≥k ∂∗Ej . As a consequence, for every j

large enough we have

H N−1(∂∗Ej \ ∂∗E∞) ≤ δ

2
ωN−1r

N−1

and then for those j in fact (3.5) with ∂∗Ej in place of ∂∗E holds thanks to (3.29).

Summarizing, the validity of (3.26)–(3.30) implies the validity of (3.2)–(3.6) with Ej and

Γ+
Ej

in place of E and Γ+
E for every j large enough. Since the values of rj have been defined

via the analogue of (3.17), this implies that rj(x) ≥ r for every j ≫ 1. And in turn, since by

definition for every j we have rj+1 ≥ rj(x)/2, we obtain rj ≥ r/2 for every j ≫ 1. Finally, this

is impossible since r > 0 while rj → 0 by (3.19), yielding the desired contradiction. □

Summarizing, by now we know that the set E∞, which is only slightly larger than E, does

not have points in Γ+
E∞

; in other words, H N−1-a.e. point of ∂∗E∞ ∩ ∂∗Ω satisfies νE∞ = −νΩ,

that is, ∂∗E∞ ∩ ∂∗Ω = Γ−
E∞

. We want now to understand how large this latter set can be. The

fact that E∞ ⊇ E but E∞ ∩ Ω = E ∩ Ω implies that Γ−
E∞

⊇ Γ−
E , and we can easily control

H N−1(Γ−
Ej

\ Γ−
E) thanks to (3.11). However, while it is clear that Γ−

E∞
contains the increasing

union of the sets Γ−
Ej
, in principle there is the risk that it is strictly larger. We will exclude this

by means of Corollary 3.6, which is a consequence of the following general result.

Proposition 3.5. Let {Fj} be a sequence of sets of finite perimeter such that χ
Fj

→ χ
F

in

L1 and
∑

j H N−1(∂∗Fj+1 \ ∂∗Fj) < +∞. Then ∂∗F = ∩k∈N ∪j≥k ∂
∗Fj up to H N−1-negligible

sets. In particular, P (F ) = limj→+∞ P (Fj).

Proof. First of all, we notice that

P (Fh)− P (F1) =

h−1∑
j=1

H N−1(∂∗Fj+1 \ ∂∗Fj)− H N−1(∂∗Fj \ ∂∗Fj+1) ,

thus by assumption we deduce that
∑

j H N−1(∂∗Fj+1 \ ∂∗Fj) < +∞, so we actually have∑
j∈N

H N−1(∂∗Fj+1△∂∗Fj) < +∞ . (3.31)
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Observe that the above formula for P (Fh) in particular implies that the perimeters of the sets

Fh are uniformly bounded, so by lower semicontinuity also F is a set of finite perimeter. Now,

let us denote for brevity Γk = ∪j≥k∂
∗Fj , and Γ = ∩k∈NΓk, so the first part of the claim is

rewritten as ∂∗F = Γ. Notice that H N−1(Γ) < +∞ by (3.31), and actually H N−1(Γ△∂∗Fj)

becomes arbitrarily small if j is large; thus, H N−1(Γ) = limj→+∞ P (Fj), so the whole claim

follows once we prove that ∂∗F = Γ. We split the proof into two parts, corresponding to the

two inclusions.

Step I. One has ∂∗F ⊆ Γ.

We just need to show that ∂∗F ⊆ ∪j∂
∗Fj , which can be rewritten as ∂∗F ⊆ Γ1. Indeed, this

will automatically give also that ∂∗F ⊆ Γk for every k, since we can apply the result to the

sequence which starts with Fk, for which the assumptions are obviously verified, and then we

have also ∂∗F ⊆ ∩kΓk, which is the thesis of this step.

Let us then assume by contradiction that H N−1(∂∗F \ ∪j∂
∗Fj) > 0, and according to

Theorem 2.1 let x be a point for which a tangent hyperplane, with normal vector ν ∈ SN−1,

exists. In particular, of course ν = νF (x). Calling as usual C(x, r) the cylinder centered at x,

with axis parallel to νF (x), radius r and height 2r, for every z ∈ C(x, r) we write z = z′ + zn,

with zn parallel to νF (x) and z′ in the (N − 1)-dimensional disk D with radius r, centered at

x and perpendicular to νF (x). For brevity, for every set G of finite perimeter and for every

z′ ∈ D we call Gz′ the 1-dimensional section given by the intersection of G with the segment

Sz′ =
{
z′ + tνF (x) : t ∈ (−r, r)

}
. Moreover, we call ∂∗Gz′ = ∂∗G ∩ Sz′ , which by Vol’pert

Theorem coincides with the boundary of the one-dimensional section Gz′ in C(x, r) for H N−1-

a.e. z′ ∈ D. Let us now call

H =

{
z′ ∈ D : H 1(Fz′) ∈

( r

2
,
3

2
r
)
, #

(
∂∗Fz′

)
= #

(
∂∗Fz′ \ ∪j∂

∗Fj,z′
)
= 1

}
.

Since x is a point of (N − 1)-dimensional density 1 for H N−1
(
∂∗F \ ∪j∂

∗Fj

)
and the outer

normal vector to F at x is νF (x), by the blow-up properties of the perimeter we have that

H N−1(H)/rN−1 can be taken arbitrarily close to ωN−1 if r is small enough. We can then take

r so small that

H N−1(H) ≥ 2

3
ωN−1r

N−1 . (3.32)

Moreover, by assumption we have some ℓ such that

+∞∑
j=ℓ

H N−1(∂∗Fj+1 \ ∂∗Fj) <
ωN−1

3
rN−1 . (3.33)

Consider now z′ ∈ H. By definition, the section Fz′ is a segment with length between r/2 and

3r/2, and with one endpoint in C(x, r). Since this endpoint does not belong to ∂∗Fℓ,z′ , neither

the section Fℓ,z′ nor its complement Sz′ \ Fℓ,z′ can coincide with Fz′ , so in particular

v(z′) = min
{
H 1(Fℓ,z′△Fz′), H 1

(
(Sz′ \ Fℓ,z′)△Fz′

)
,
r

2

}
> 0 .

Notice now that, for every j > ℓ,

H 1(Fj,z′△Fz′) < v(z′) =⇒ ∂∗Fj,z′ \ ∂∗Fℓ,z′ ̸= ∅ . (3.34)
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Indeed, by definition of v(z′), if H 1(Fj,z′△Fz′) < v(z′) then the section Fj,z′ coincides neither

with Fℓ,z′ nor with its complement Sz′ \Fℓ,z′ . As a consequence, ∂∗Fj,z′ must contain some point

which is not in ∂∗Fℓ,z′ unless the section Fj,z′ is either empty or the whole segment Sz′ . And

in turn, we can exclude this possibility since by definition v(z′) ≤ r/2 and the length of Fz′ is

between r/2 and 3r/2. Thus, (3.34) has been proved.

For any j > ℓ, we now set Hj = {z′ ∈ H : H 1(Fj,z′△Fz′) < v(z′)}, and by (3.34) and by

projection we know that

H N−1
(
∂∗Fj \ ∂∗Fℓ

)
≥ H N−1(Hj) . (3.35)

Since by Fubini Theorem we have∣∣F△Fj

∣∣ ≥ ∫
H\Hj

v(z′) dH N−1(z′) ,

recalling that χ
Fj

→ χ
F

and that v > 0 we deduce that H N−1(H \ Hj) becomes arbitrarily

small for j large enough, and by (3.32) this implies the existence of some large h > ℓ such that

H N−1(Hh) ≥
ωN−1

3
rN−1 .

Therefore, recalling (3.35) and (3.33), we obtain

ωN−1

3
rN−1 ≤ H N−1(Hh) ≤ H N−1

(
∂∗Fh \ ∂∗Fℓ

)
≤

h−1∑
j=ℓ

H N−1
(
∂∗Fj+1 \ ∂∗Fj

)
<

ωN−1

3
rN−1 ,

so we have obtained the desired contradiction and this step is concluded.

Step II. One has ∂∗F ⊇ Γ.

Let us now concentrate on the opposite inclusion; we assume that H N−1(Γ \ ∂∗F ) > 0 and we

look for a contradiction. According to Theorem 2.1, we can take a point x of (N−1)-dimensional

density 1 both for Γ and for Γ \ ∂∗F , with tangent hyperplane orthogonal to a vector ν ∈ SN−1.

As in the first step, for a given r > 0 we call D the (N − 1)-dimensional disk centered at x,

with radius r and perpendicular to ν, and for every z′ ∈ D we call Sz′ the segment of length 2r

centered at z′ and parallel to ν. This time, we define the set

H =

{
z′ ∈ D : #(Γ ∩ Sz′) = #(Γ ∩ Sz′ ∩ Cr/2(x, r)) = 1, ∂∗F ∩ Sz′ = ∅

}
.

In words, the points z′ ∈ D are those for which in the segment Sz′ there are no points of ∂∗F ,

while there is exactly one point of Γ, and this point has distance at least r/2 from both ends of

Sz′ . Since x has (N − 1)-dimensional density 1 with respect to both Γ and Γ \ ∂∗F , and thus

0 with respect to ∂∗F , the set H is an arbitrarily high portion of D if r is small, and so in

particular we can fix a small r such that

H N−1(H) ≥ 3

4
ωN−1 r

N−1 .

Having fixed r, by (3.31) we can now take k large enough so that∑
j≥k

H N−1(∂∗Fj+1△∂∗Fj) <
ωN−1

4
rN−1 , |F△Fk| <

ωN−1

10
rN . (3.36)
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The first estimate in particular gives H N−1(Γ△∂∗Fk) < ωN−1r
N−1/4, so that calling

H ′ =
{
z′ ∈ H : (Γ△∂∗Fk)z′ = ∅

}
we have

H N−1(H ′) ≥ ωN−1

2
rN−1 .

Let us now consider z′ ∈ H. In the section Sz′ there is exactly one point of ∂∗Fk, and this point

has distance at least r/2 from the endpoints of Sz′ . Hence, Fk ∩ Sz′ is a segment with length

between r/2 and 3r/2. Instead, the section Sz′ does not intersect ∂∗F , thus F ∩ Sz′ is either

empty or the whole segment Sz′ ; in both cases, we have H 1(F△Fk) ∩ Sz′) > r/2. Therefore,

by Fubini Theorem we have

|F△Fk| ≥
∫
z′∈H′

H 1
(
F△Fk) ∩ Sz′

)
dH N−1(z′) >

r

2
H N−1(H ′) ≥ ωN−1

4
rN ,

and this contradicts the second estimate in (3.36). The desired inclusion is then proved, so also

the second step of the proof is concluded. □

Corollary 3.6. One has (∂∗E∞ \ ∂∗E) ∩ ∂∗Ω = ∪j(∂
∗Ej \ ∂∗E) ∩ ∂∗Ω. In particular,

H N−1
(
(∂∗E∞ \ ∂∗E) ∩ ∂∗Ω

)
≤ 2(N + 1)δH N−1(Γ+

E) . (3.37)

Proof. We can apply Proposition 3.5 to the sets Ej , since by (3.10)

H N−1(∂∗Ej+1 \ ∂∗Ej) ≤ (1 + 5Nδ)ωN−1r
N−1
j

and thanks to Lemma 3.3. We get then that ∂∗E∞ ⊆ ∪j∂
∗Ej , thus of course

(∂∗E∞ \ ∂∗E) ∩ ∂∗Ω ⊆ ∪j(∂
∗Ej \ ∂∗E) ∩ ∂∗Ω .

To prove the opposite inclusion, taken a point z contained in some (∂∗Ej \ ∂∗E) ∩ ∂∗Ω we

only have to show that z ∈ ∂∗E∞. Since z ∈ (∂∗Ej \ ∂∗E) ∩ ∂∗Ω, Lemma 3.2 ensure that

νEj (z) = −νΩ(z). Thus, the point z has density 1/2 with respect to Ej and density 1/2 with

respect to Ω\Ej ; since E∞ ⊇ Ej , we deduce that z has density at least 1/2 with respect to E∞,

and since E∞ ∩ Ω = Ej ∩ Ω, we deduce that z has density 1/2 with respect to Ω \ E∞. This

implies that the density of z with respect to E∞ is actually 1/2, so z ∈ ∂∗E∞ and this proves

the desired inclusion.

Therefore, thanks to (3.11) and (3.19) we have

H N−1
(
(∂∗E∞ \ ∂∗E) ∩ ∂∗Ω

)
= H N−1

(⋃
j

(∂∗Ej \ ∂∗E) ∩ ∂∗Ω
)

≤
∑
j

H N−1
(
(∂∗Ej+1 \ ∂∗Ej) ∩ ∂∗Ω

)
≤ (N + 1)δωN−1

∑
j

rN−1
j

≤ 2(N + 1)δH N−1(Γ+
E) ,

which gives (3.37) and concludes the proof. □

Collecting all the above results, we have then the following claim.
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Proposition 3.7. Let Ω and E be two sets of finite perimeter. Then, for every ε > 0 there

exists a set E′ such that

E′ ⊇ E, E′ ∩ Ω = E ∩ Ω, |E′ \ E| < ε , (3.38)

H N−1(Γ+
E′) = 0 , H N−1(Γ−

E′ \ Γ−
E) < εH N−1(Γ+

E) , (3.39)

|P (E′)− P (E)| ≤ ε , (3.40)

H N−1(∂∗E′ \ ∂∗E) < H N−1(Γ+
E) + ε . (3.41)

Proof. We fix

δ = min

{
ε

12NP (E)
,

ε

2(N + 1)
,

ε

2(1 + 5N)P (E)
,
1

2

}
,

we perform the construction of the previous pages, and we set E′ = E∞. We have to check that

the properties (3.38)–(3.41) are satisfied.

The property (3.38) is true by construction and by (3.20), keeping in mind that Γ+
E ⊆ ∂∗E.

The property (3.39) is given by (3.23), thanks to (3.37) and since by construction every

point of Γ−
E′ \ Γ−

E must be contained in ∂∗E∞ ∩ ∂∗Ω and not in ∂∗E.

The property (3.40) is given by (3.21) and (3.22).

Finally, to obtain the property (3.41), we first recall that ∂∗E′ \ ∂∗E ⊆ ∪j∂
∗Ej+1 \ ∂∗Ej by

Proposition 3.5, and then we use (3.10) and (3.8) and we keep in mind Lemma 3.2 and the fact

that the sets Γ+
Ej

are decreasing to get that

H N−1(∂∗E′ \ ∂∗E) ≤
∑
j

H N−1(∂∗Ej+1 \ ∂∗Ej)

≤ 1 + 5Nδ

1− δ

∑
j

H N−1
(
(∂∗Ej \ ∂∗Ej+1) ∩ Γ+

Ej

)
=

1 + 5Nδ

1− δ

∑
j

H N−1
(
Γ+
Ej

\ Γ+
Ej+1

)
≤ 1 + 5Nδ

1− δ
H N−1(Γ+

E) ,

which gives (3.41) by the definition of δ. □

The above proposition finally gives a precise definition of how to enlarge E so to eliminate

Γ+
E ; looking at Figure 2 to get an idea, we are basically “pushing Γ+

E outside E”, and so outside

Ω. We need also to eliminate Γ−
E by “pulling Γ−

E inside E”, so once again outside Ω. Since

Proposition 3.7 only requires E and Ω to be of finite perimeter, but not of finite volume, we can

apply it to Ω and RN \ E. Hence, we get for free the following analogous of Proposition 3.7.

Proposition 3.8. Let Ω and E be two sets of finite perimeter. Then, for every ε > 0 there

exists a set E′ such that

E′ ⊆ E, E′ ∩ Ω = E ∩ Ω, |E \ E′| < ε , (3.38’)

H N−1(Γ−
E′) = 0 , H N−1(Γ+

E′ \ Γ+
E) < εH N−1(Γ−

E) , (3.39’)

|P (E′)− P (E)| ≤ ε , (3.40’)

H N−1(∂∗E′ \ ∂∗E) < H N−1(Γ−
E) + ε . (3.41’)
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Remark 3.9. It is important to observe that one cannot get Theorem A just applying once

Proposition 3.7 and once Proposition 3.8. In fact, applying Proposition 3.7 to E one gets some

set E′ with Γ+
E′ = ∅ and with Γ−

E′ only slightly larger than Γ−
E. Applying then Proposition 3.8

to E′, one gets a set E′′ with Γ−
E′′ = ∅. However, even though Γ+

E′ = ∅, the set Γ+
E′′ is slightly

larger and then it could be nonempty. As a consequence, the proof of Theorem A needs another

recursive procedure. We underline that the situation is so complicated because in Theorem A we

want F ∩Ω = E ∩Ω. If we did not want this extra property, then things would be a bit simpler.

In fact, in Lemma 3.2 one could simply define Ẽ = E ∪ C instead of Ẽ = E ∪ (C \ Ω); all the
results of this section would then remain true, with the very same proof or even with a simpler

one. And in that case, the final result would actually follow by applying the enlargement once to

eliminate Γ+ and once to eliminate Γ−.

Proof of Theorem A. We prove the result under the assumption that both E and Ω are of finite

perimeter, since the case when they are just of locally finite perimeter then follows via a standard

argument. Let then E and Ω have finite perimeter, and fix ε > 0. We apply Proposition 3.7

with constant ε/2 to E getting a set E1; then, we apply Proposition 3.8 with constant ε/4 to E1

getting a set E2; recursively, we go on defining each set Ej by applying Proposition 3.7 if j is

odd and Proposition 3.8 if j is even, in both cases with constant ε/2j . Since |Ej△Ej−1| ≤ ε2−j

for every j, there is a limiting set F such that χ
Ej

→ χ
F
in L1. To conclude the proof we must

check that this set satisfies (1.2)–(1.5).

The fact that F ∩Ω = E∩Ω is true by construction, hence (1.2) follows. The estimate (1.3)

for the volume is true by construction and by (3.38) and (3.38’).

By (3.39) we have that

H N−1(Γ+
E1
) = 0 , H N−1(Γ−

E1
) ≤ H N−1(Γ−

E) +
ε

2
H N−1(Γ+

E) ≤ P (E) .

Moreover, by (3.39’) we have that

H N−1(Γ−
E2
) = 0 , H N−1(Γ+

E2
) ≤ H N−1(Γ+

E1
) +

ε

4
H N−1(Γ−

E1
) ≤ ε

4
P (E) .

Recursively, we obtain that for every j ≥ 2

H N−1(∂∗Ej ∩ ∂∗Ω) = H N−1
(
Γ+
Ej

∪ Γ−
Ej

)
≤ ε

2j
P (E) .

Now, since by Proposition 3.5 we know that ∂∗F = ∩k ∪j≥k ∂
∗Ej , then

H N−1
(
∂∗F ∩ ∂∗Ω

)
= lim

j→∞
H N−1(∂∗Ej ∩ ∂∗Ω) = 0 ,

thus also (1.5) is proved.

The above estimates, together with (3.41) and (3.41’) imply in particular that∑
j

H N−1(∂∗Ej+1 \ ∂∗Ej) ≤
∑
j

H N−1(Γ+
Ej

∪ Γ−
Ej
) +

ε

2j+1
< +∞ .

Hence, since χ
Ej

→ χ
F

in L1, it is possible to apply Proposition 3.5 to the sequence {Ej},
getting that P (F ) = limj P (Ej). Thus, (1.4) is given by (3.40) and (3.40’). □
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4. Proof of Theorem B and Theorem C

This section is devoted to presenting the proofs of Theorems B and C. Even though The-

orem B is a particular case of Theorem C, we start with the first one, in order to describe the

needed arguments in a simpler setting, and then we pass to the general case. As usual, many

of the arguments will be exactly the same, up to straightforward modifications in the notation,

while others will require some particular care and different proofs.

The plan of this section is the following. First of all, in Section 4.1 we will show how to

obtain Theorem B using Theorem A; then, in Section 4.2 we will consider the case of densities.

Exactly as Theorem A was the main brick to get Theorem B, the main brick to obtain Theorem C

will be the generalisation of Theorem A to the case of densities, which is Theorem 4.5.

4.1. The proof of Theorem B. Having already the result of Theorem A, we can reduce to

considering sets E such that H N−1
(
∂∗E∩∂∗Ω

)
= 0, and this will make things much simpler. We

start with a standard observation (see for instance [2], or [6]): let E be a set with finite perimeter

and for δ > 0 let us define φδ = (χ
E
χ

B1/δ
) ∗ ρδ, where ρδ is a standard mollifier and B1/δ is the

ball with radius 1/δ centered at the origin. In addition, set G =
{
x ∈ RN : φδ(x) > t

}
. Then,

for any given ε > 0, we can select a sufficiently small δ and a suitable t ∈ (1/10, 9/10) so that

G is a smooth bounded set such that∣∣G△E
∣∣ < ε ,

∣∣P (G)− P (E)
∣∣ < ε . (4.1)

Having the smooth approximation, we can clearly pass to a polyhedral one, that is, a bounded

polyhedronG such that the above estimates hold. Therefore, what makes the claim of Theorem B

non-obvious is the presence of the set Ω. In particular, the problem is not to get (1.8), but to get

the first inequality in (1.6). More precisely, we can immediately notice the following standard

fact.

Lemma 4.1. Let G be a smooth or polyhedral set in RN . Then, there is a family (0, 1] ∋ σ 7→ Gσ

of smooth or polyhedral sets such that∣∣Gσ△G
∣∣ −−−→

σ→0
0 ,

∣∣P (Gσ)− P (G)
∣∣ −−−→

σ→0
0 , H N−1

(
∂∗Gσ ∩ ∂∗Gσ′

)
= 0 ∀σ, σ′ > 0 .

An obvious consequence of the above fact is a short proof of Theorem B without requiring

that P (F ; Ω) is close to P (E; Ω).

Corollary 4.2. The claim of Theorem B with (1.6) replaced by the sole estimate |P (F ) −
P (E)| < ε holds.

Proof. Let E be given, and let G be a smooth or polyhedral set such that (4.1) holds. Let then

σ 7→ Gσ be a family as in the previous lemma. Since H N−1
(
∂∗Gσ ∩ ∂∗Gσ′

)
= 0 for every σ, σ′

and since Ω has finite perimeter, we have that

H N−1
(
∂∗Gσ ∩ ∂∗Ω

)
= 0

for all but countably many values of σ. We can then define F = Gσ for a sufficiently small σ such

that the above equality holds, and we have the validity of (1.8), (1.7), and |P (F )−P (E)| < ε. □
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Thus, the above construction already provides an approximation which complies with almost

all the requests of Theorem B; however, it gives no insight about P (F ; Ω). Nevertheless, we

can estimate this quantity as follows. Notice that we are still not assuming that the reduced

boundary ∂∗Ω coincides H N−1-a.e. with the topological boundary ∂Ω, but the latter one is

used in the estimate (4.3) below.

Lemma 4.3. Let Ω and E be two sets of finite perimeter. Then, there exists a sequence of

smooth or polyhedral sets {Ej} such that

P (Ej) → P (E) , |Ej△E| → 0 , H N−1(∂∗Ej ∩ ∂∗Ω) = 0 ∀ j ∈ N , (4.2)

and with the property that

lim sup
j→∞

∣∣P (Ej ; Ω)− P (E; Ω)
∣∣ ≤ H N−1

(
∂∗E ∩ ∂Ω

)
. (4.3)

Proof. The existence of a sequence {Ej} satisfying (4.2) has been already established in Corol-

lary 4.2. We show now that any such sequence also satisfies (4.3).

For any η > 0, let us call Γη =
{
x ∈ RN : dist(x, ∂Ω) < η

}
, which is an open set. Since

∂Ω = ∩η>0Γη because the topological boundary ∂Ω is closed, we can select a sufficiently small

η such that

H N−1
(
∂∗E ∩ Γ2η

)
< H N−1

(
∂∗E ∩ ∂Ω

)
+ ε .

We notice now that, writing as usual Ω(1) to denote the points of density 1 of Ω, the set

U = Ω(1) \ Γη is open. Indeed, calling A the interior of Ω(1), it is enough to observe that

Ω(1) \ Γη = A \ Γη, since the latter set is surely open. And in turn, if x ∈ Ω(1) \ A, then there

exists some y ∈ ∂∗Ω ⊆ ∂Ω such that |y − x| < η, and then x ∈ Γη and thus x /∈ Ω(1) \ Γη.

Analogously, the set V = Ω(0) \ Γη is open. Since RN \ (Ω(0) ∪ Ω(1)) ⊆ ∂Ω, we deduce that RN

is the union of the three open sets U, V and Γ2η.

Since Ej converges in the L1 sense to E, the lower semicontinuity of the perimeter together

with the fact that U and V are open implies that P (E;U) ≤ lim infj P (Ej ;U) and P (E;V ) ≤
lim infj P (Ej ;V ), and then there exists a sufficiently large j such that

P (Ej ;U) ≥ P (E;U)− ε , P (Ej ;V ) ≥ P (E;V )− ε .

By the first convergence in (4.2), up to increasing the value of j we have also

P (Ej) ≤ P (E) + ε .

Putting together the above estimates, we have then

P (Ej ; Ω) ≤ P (Ej)− P (Ej ;V ) ≤ P (E)− P (E;V ) + 2ε ≤ P (E;U) + P (E; Γ2η) + 2ε

≤ P (E; Ω) + H N−1
(
∂∗E ∩ ∂Ω

)
+ 3ε .

Similarly,

P (Ej ; Ω) ≥ P (Ej ;U) ≥ P (E;U)− ε ≥ P (E)− P (E;V )− P (E; Γ2η)− ε

≥ P (E)− P (E;V )− H N−1
(
∂∗E ∩ ∂Ω

)
− 2ε ≥ P (E; Ω)− H N−1

(
∂∗E ∩ ∂Ω

)
− 2ε .

The last two estimates give (4.3) and the proof is complete. □
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We are ready to show Theorem B.

Proof of Theorem B. Let us take E and Ω as in the statement, and let us fix ε > 0. We apply

Theorem A to the set E, getting a set G which satisfies (1.2)–(1.5) with G in place of F . Then,

we apply Lemma 4.3 to G, getting a sequence {Gj} satisfying (4.2) and (4.3) with G in place

of E. We can then define F = Gj for a suitable j. The last property of (4.2) ensures that (1.8)

holds whatever j is, while (1.7) and the second property of (1.6) follow by (1.3), (1.4) and

the first two properties of (4.2). The first property of (1.6) then follows, since (4.3) together

with (1.5) ensures that P (Gj ; Ω) → P (G; Ω), and in turn P (G; Ω) = P (E; Ω) by (1.2). □

Remark 4.4. When we defined φδ = (χ
E
χ

B1/δ
)∗ρδ, we have multiplied by χ

B1/δ
only to have a

smooth function φδ with compact support; this allows us to obtain a set G satisfying (4.1) which

is smooth and bounded. If, instead, we define φδ = χ
E
∗ ρδ, then everything works exactly in

the same way with the only difference that G is smooth but not necessarily bounded.

4.2. The proof of Theorem C. Let us now consider the situation when volume and perimeter

are no more the standard ones, but the ones given by (1.1) for two densities f and g. The obvious

strategy would be to repeat the whole construction in this more general setting; and in fact, this

is more or less what we are going to do, but not all the arguments will work in the same way.

Most of the effort of this section will be needed to get the generalisation of Theorem A, which

is Theorem 4.5 below. The construction will follow exactly the same path as in Section 3, but

the notation will be a bit more complicated and the constants will be often slightly different.

Once Theorem 4.5 is at our disposal, we will work on Theorem C; the construction to

deduce this result from Theorem 4.5 will be similar to the one we used to get Theorem B from

Theorem A, but some modifications will be required. In particular, it is important to notice one

thing. Namely, the claim of Theorem 4.5 is exactly the same as that of Theorem A, except for

the fact that volumes and perimeters are replaced by f -volumes and g-perimeters; in particular,

observe that in Theorem A the assumption that E had finite perimeter automatically implied

that E (or RN\E) had finite volume, while this time the assumption that E has finite g-perimeter

does not imply anything about the Euclidean volume or the f -volume of E. Instead, the claim

of Theorem C is not exactly the same as in Theorem B, up to the change of notation; indeed,

some extra assumption will be needed in order to generalise some parts of the construction. In

the following Section 5 we will show through some counterexamples that our extra assumptions

are actually needed.

Theorem 4.5 (Removing the common boundary in the density case). Let f : RN → (0,+∞)

be L1
loc(RN ) and locally bounded, and g : RN ×SN−1 → (0,+∞) continuous in the first variable,

and convex in the second one in the sense of Definition 1.2. Let Ω and E be two sets of locally

finite g-perimeter in RN . Then, for every ε > 0 there exists a set F ⊆ RN such that

F ∩ Ω = E ∩ Ω , ∂∗F ∩ Ω = ∂∗E ∩ Ω , (4.4)

|F△E|f < ε , (4.5)

|Pg(F )− Pg(E)| < ε , (4.6)
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H N−1(∂∗F ∩ ∂∗Ω) = 0 . (4.7)

Proof. We will proceed exactly as we did in Section 3, but we need to carefully underline all

the differences. Let us start with Lemma 3.1: let again x be a point of (N − 1)-density 1 for

Γ+
E , call ν = νE(x), and fix a small δ. Since f is locally bounded and g is continuous, we fix a

constant M ≥ 1 such that, for each y in a small neighborhood of x and each α ∈ SN−1, both

f(y) and g(x, α) are smaller than M . We want to obtain r̄ such that the following extension

of (3.2)–(3.6) holds:

|C+(x, r) ∩ (E ∪ Ω)| ≤ δ2
ωN−1g(x, ν)

2

M2
rN ,

|C−(x, r) \ (E ∩ Ω)| ≤ δ2
ωN−1g(x, ν)

2

M2
rN ,

H N−1
g

(
Γ+
E ∩ Cδr/M (x, r)

)
≥ (1− δ)g(x, ν)ωN−1r

N−1 ,

H N−1
g

(
∂∗E ∩ C(x, (1 + δ)r)

)
≤ (1 +Nδ)g(x, ν)ωN−1r

N−1 ,

H N−1
g

(
∂∗Ω ∩ C(x, (1 + δ)r)

)
≤ (1 +Nδ)g(x, ν)ωN−1r

N−1 .

In the above estimates, by H N−1
g we mean the measure H N−1 with weight g: that is, for any

set G of finite perimeter and any Borel set D we write

H N−1
g (∂∗G ∩D) =

∫
∂∗G∩D

g(z, νG(z)) dH
N−1(z) .

The first two estimates can be obtained exactly as we did for (3.2) and (3.3); indeed, the fact

that the constant δ2 has been replaced by δ2g(x, ν)2/M makes no difference—we could put

there any constant that we want, our choice is the correct one for later use. Concerning (3.4),

(3.5) and (3.6), instead, it is immediate to notice that the above estimates are the “correct”

generalisations, and the proof is exactly the same. In fact, since x is a density point for ∂∗E

(and the same holds for ∂∗Ω), in a small cylinder of radius r around x the H N−1 measure of

∂∗E is very close to ωN−1r
N−1, and the vast majority of the points have normal vector almost

equal to ν. Summarizing, the above generalisation of Lemma 3.1 holds. In particular, since g is

continuous in the first variable, up to further decreasing r̄ if necessary, we can assume that for

every y ∈ C(x, r̄) one has

(1− δ)g(x, ν) ≤ g(y, ν) ≤ (1 + δ)g(x, ν) . (4.8)

Let us now pass to consider Lemma 3.2. Also in this case, we can prove the analogues

of (3.7)–(3.12), substituting everywhere H N−1 with H N−1
g , replacing the volume estimate

|Ẽ \ E| ≤ 4δωN−1r
N in (3.7) with∣∣Ẽ \ E

∣∣
f
≤ 4δωN−1r

Ng(x, ν) ,

and replacing all the terms ωN−1r
N−1 in (3.8)–(3.12) with ωN−1r

N−1g(x, ν); in addition, the

term 5Nδ (resp., −3δ) in (3.10) (resp., in (3.12)) becomes (5N +1)δ (resp., −4δ), and this time

the height h belongs to (δrg(x, ν)/M, 2δrg(x, ν)/M).

The proof of these estimates is almost exactly the same as in Lemma 3.2, up to estimating f

and g from above with M when needed, and up to replacing the volume and perimeter with the
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f -volume and the g-perimeter. More precisely, the starting estimate (3.13) has to be rewritten

this time as

H N−1(Ah ∪A−h) ≤ 3δ
ωN−1g(x, ν)

M
rN−1 ≤ 3δωN−1g(x, ν)r

N−1 , (4.9)

where the second inequality is obvious since M ≥ 1. Then, the existence of a suitable height

h ∈ (δrg(x, ν)/M, 2δrg(x, ν)/M) satisfying this estimate is the obvious extension of what we

did in Lemma 3.2. The validity of the extension of (3.7) is again immediate, keeping in mind

that f ≤ M . The validity of the extensions of (3.8), (3.9) and (3.11) follows with the very same

arguments as in Lemma 3.2, thanks to the form of the extensions of (3.4), (3.5) and (3.6).

The argument to get (3.10) needs just a little more care; since this time h ≤ 2δrg(x, ν)/M ,

then the estimate H N−1(Qlat) ≤ 4δ(N − 1)ωN−1r
N−1 reads this time as

H N−1
g (Qlat) ≤ MH N−1(Qlat) ≤ 4δ(N − 1)ωN−1r

N−1g(x, ν) ,

and in the same way the estimate for H N−1
g (Qdown) works since (3.13) has now been substi-

tuted by (4.9). Concerning the estimate for Qup, of course one cannot obtain anything better

than H N−1(Qup) ≤ ωN−1r
N−1, which using the inequality g ≤ M would give the estimate

H N−1
g (Qup) ≤ ωN−1r

N−1M , which is too weak. Nevertheless, we can observe that for H N−1-

a.e. point of ∂∗Ẽ ∩Qup the normal vector is exactly ν. As a consequence, by (4.8) we deduce

H N−1
g (Qup) ≤ ωN−1r

N−1g(x, ν)(1 + δ) .

We obtain thus the extension of (3.10) by repeating the original argument, and due to the above

term (1 + δ) the term 5Nδ becomes (5N + 1)δ. Finally, the argument to get the new version

of (3.12) is again the obvious extension of the original argument, again keeping in mind that

the normal vector on Qup coincides with ν almost everywhere; since we use again (4.9) in place

of (3.13), and since we apply also (4.8), there is an extra term −δ, and thus the new version

of (3.12) has the term 1− 4δ in place of 1− 3δ. The extension of Lemma 3.2 is then proved.

The extension of the construction leading to Lemma 3.4 is very simple, one only needs

to consider the quantities rN−1
j g(xj , ν(xj)) in place of rj . More precisely, this time in the

definition (3.15) of r0(x) one must replace the estimates (3.2)–(3.6) with their extensions; then,

this time the point x1 is chosen so to almost maximize the quantity r0(x)N−1g(x, ν(x)); then, in

the definition (3.17) of r1(x) one should again use the extensions of (3.2)–(3.6), and again x2 is

chosen almost maximizing r1(x)N−1g(x, ν(x)), and so on. With the obvious modifications, the

proof of Lemma 3.3 still works, and the new version of (3.19) is∑
rN−1
j g(xj , ν(xj)) ≤

2

ωN−1
H N−1

g (Γ+
E) .

Thanks to this estimate, the modification of the proof of Lemma 3.4 is obvious, and the claim

is basically the same; the only difference is that H N−1 must be replaced by H N−1
g in (the

new versions of) the estimates (3.20), (3.21) and (3.22), and that the terms 1 + 5N and N + 3

in (3.21) and (3.22) are now replaced by 2 + 5N and N + 4.
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Finally, it is now straightforward how to modify the proofs of Proposition 3.7 and 3.8 and

of Theorem A. Since the present theorem is exactly the extension of Theorem A, the proof is

concluded. □

Having this result at hand, we can now present the proof of our last main result. We will

basically follow the lines of the proof of Theorem B, using Theorem 4.5 in place of Theorem A.

Proof of Theorem C. Since the claim of Theorem C is similar to that of Theorem B, except that

volumes and perimeters are now with respect to two densities, we will follow the lines of the

proof of Theorem B. However, the very first thing that we did in Section 4.1 to obtain that proof

does not work. Indeed, we started defining the set G as a suitable superlevel of the function

φδ = (χ
E
χ

B1/δ
) ∗ ρδ, getting |G△E| < ε and |P (G) − P (E)| < ε. The fact that this works is

quite standard in the Euclidean case (that is, with f ≡ 1 and g ≡ 1), but it is easily seen to be

false with general f and g. In fact, while in the Euclidean case the information that P (E) < +∞
implies that E (or its complement) has finite volume, in the general case the information that

Pg(E) < +∞ does not imply in general that E has finite volume, nor f -volume. Nevertheless, as

already anticipated in Remark 4.4, “cutting the set” multiplying by χ
B1/δ

is done just to obtain

a bounded set, but it is not needed otherwise. Therefore, if we define this time φδ = χ
E
∗ ρδ,

then as in the previous section we can define G as a suitable superlevel of φδ so that∣∣G△E
∣∣
f
< ε ,

∣∣Pg(G)− Pg(E)
∣∣ < ε .

The set G is now smooth but not necessarily bounded, and then this time passing to a polyhedral

set G is not possible. However, the very same construction as in Section 4.1 still works, and it

allows to obtain the first part of the claim of the Theorem, that is, the existence of a smooth,

possibly unbounded set F satisfying (1.9), (1.10) and (1.11).

To conclude the proof, we have then to obtain the existence of such a set F which is smooth

and bounded (and then passing to a polyhedral set is immediate). This is of course possible if E

is bounded, because so are G and F by construction. Suppose, instead, that we only know that

E has finite f -volume and there is some constant M such that the inequality g(x, ν) ≤ Mf(x)

is true for every x ∈ RN and ν ∈ SN−1. Since we already know how to handle the case of a

bounded set, the thesis follows by the above construction if we find some set H such that∣∣E△H
∣∣
f
< ε , H N−1

g

(
∂∗E△∂∗H

)
< ε . (4.10)

This will be achieved simply setting H = E ∩ BR for a suitable large radius R. Indeed, the

assumption that E has finite f -volume, together with the fact that it has finite perimeter, ensures

the existence of a suitable, large R0 such that∣∣E \BR0

∣∣
f
< ε , H N−1

g

(
∂∗E \BR0

)
<

ε

2
. (4.11)

Then, the first estimate in (4.10) is true for every R ≥ R0; moreover, since

+∞ > |E|f =

∫ +∞

R=0

(∫
E∩∂BR

f(x) dH N−1(x)

)
dR ,
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we deduce the existence of some R ≥ R0 such that∫
E∩∂BR

f(x) dH N−1(x) ≤ ε

2M
.

Then, the bound of g in terms of f gives∫
E∩∂BR

g

(
x,

x

|x|

)
dH N−1(x) ≤ M

∫
E∩∂BR

f(x) dH N−1(x) ≤ ε

2
.

Adding this estimate with the second one in (4.11) we obtain for this value of R the validity

of (4.10). The proof is then concluded. □

5. Sharpness of the assumptions

This last section is devoted to discussing the sharpness of the assumptions of our main

theorems. Theorem A has no assumption at all on Ω and E, so there is nothing to discuss.

Concerning Theorem B, we only ask Ω to be a set of finite perimeter such that H N−1(∂Ω \
∂∗Ω) = 0. This is clearly an extremely weak assumption, in particular compared with the

Lipschitz assumption of the previous results of this kind, so we do not try to sharpen it. Thus,

the only interesting claim to consider is that of Theorem C.

Let us first consider the assumptions on g; the convexity in the second variable is standard,

and it is necessary to give a meaning to the perimeter with density. Instead, the continuity in

the first variable is not a very weak assumption, and, at first sight, one might think that it is not

sharp. Instead, it is simple to realize that this assumption is needed, as the following example

shows.

Example 5.1. Let us consider the case when Ω is the unit ball, f ≡ 1, and g(x, ν) equals 1

whenever |x| = 1, and 2 otherwise. Then, g is not continuous in the first variable, and it is

easy to observe that Theorem C does not hold. Indeed, if E is a set of finite perimeter with

H N−1(∂∗E ∩ ∂∗Ω) > 0, then for every set F the validity of (1.11) prevents the validity of (1.9)

and (1.10) if ε is small enough. Alternatively, we can consider g(x, ν) = 1 for |x| ≤ 1 and 2

otherwise, so that g is not continuous in the first variable even up to possible transformations

in a negligible set. In this case, we get a counterexample to Theorem 4.5.

This example shows that the assumption of the first part of the claim of Theorem C are

sharp; thus, let us consider the second part of the claim. One might hope that the boundedness

of both the f -volume and the g-perimeter of E is enough to get an approximating bounded set

F , without the extra assumption that g ≲ f . Instead, the following example shows that also

this last assumption is needed.

Example 5.2. Let us consider a 2-dimensional situation, defining the sets E and Ω as

E = Ω =
{
(x, y) ∈ R2 : x ≥ 1, |y| ≤ x−2

}
.

The density f for the volume is simply the Euclidean density f ≡ 1, so that |E|f < +∞. The

density for the perimeter, instead, will be a smooth density depending only on the point and

not on the direction; that is, for every p ∈ R2 and every ν, ν ′ ∈ S1 we have g(p, ν) = g(p, ν ′).
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For simplicity of notation, we will simply write g(p) to denote this value. The function g will

be any positive, smooth function such that for every x ≥ 1 one has

g
(
x, x−2

)
=

1

x2
, g(x, y) = ex whenever |y| ≤ 1

2x2
. (5.1)

Notice that the first property implies that Pg(E) < +∞. We are going to show that there is

no bounded set F satisfying (1.9) and (1.10) if ε is small enough, so in particular the bounded

smooth or polyhedral approximation is false. This shows the importance of the assumption

g ≲ f in Theorem C. To obtain the thesis, it is enough to notice that, if F is a bounded set

E

g ≫ 1

g ≪ 1

Figure 4. The situation in Example 5.2; the density g is very low near the

boundary of E, but very large in the orange region.

satisfying (1.10) with ε small enough, then there must be a point in ∂F having coordinates (t, 0)

for some large t, and t is arbitrarily large if ε ≪ 1. We claim that any curve joining (t, 0) to the

boundary of
{
(x, y) ∈ R2 : x ≥ 1, |y| ≤ 1/2x2

}
, which is the orange region in Figure 5.2, has

very large g-length. This immediately implies that F cannot satisfy (1.9) as well.

To show our claim, let γ be any curve joining the point (t, 0) with some point (a, b) in the

boundary of the orange region. Since the (Euclidean) distance of (t, 0) from this boundary is

larger than 1/2t2, then we can call γ− the first part of γ, up to a (Euclidean) length of 1/2t2.

Thus, the first coordinate of any point of γ− is larger than t − 1, thus by the second property

in (5.1) we immediately get

H 1
g(γ) ≥ H 1

g(γ
−) ≥ et−1

2t2
.

Since the last quantity is arbitrarily large as soon as t is large enough, hence as soon as ε is

small enough, the proof is concluded.

Remark 5.3. In the above example, the function g is unbounded both from above and from

below; however, what we were looking for was a counterexample with g very large somewhere.

As a consequence, one might wish to find a counterexample where g remains bounded from

below (away from 0). It is simple to observe that this is not possible in dimension 2, because the

Euclidean length of any curve is larger than its diameter, and then any connected and unbounded

set E has infinite perimeter if g is bounded from below. Instead, in dimension N ≥ 3 this is easily

possible. Actually, an example can be obtained with a very simple modification of Example 5.2:

it is enough to consider Ω = E as the set of points (x,w) ∈ R × R2 such that x ≥ 1 and

|w| ≤ x−1, and to modify (5.1) asking g(x,w) = 1 whenever |w| = 1/x, and g(x,w) = ex
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whenever |w| ≤ 1/2x, as well as g ≥ 1 everywhere. This time g is bounded away from 0 and

the obvious modification of the argument of the above example again shows that E cannot be

approximated by bounded sets.
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