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LIMITING MIXED HODGE STRUCTURES ASSOCIATED TO I-SURFACES

WITH SIMPLE ELLIPTIC SINGULARITIES

ROBERT FRIEDMAN AND PHILLIP GRIFFITHS

Abstract. An I-surface X is a surface of general type with K2
X = 1 and pg(X) = 2. This

paper studies the asymptotic behavior of the period map for I-surfaces acquiring simple elliptic
singularities. First we describe the relationship between the deformation theory of such surfaces and
their d-semistable models. Next we analyze the mixed Hodge structures on the d-semistable models,
the corresponding limiting mixed Hodge structures, and the monodromy. There are 6 possible
boundary strata for which the relevant limiting mixed Hodge structures satisfy: dimW1 = 4, and
hence W2/W1 is of pure type (1, 1). We show that, in each case, the nilpotent orbit of limiting
mixed Hodge structures determines the boundary stratum and prove a global Torelli theorem for
one such stratum.

Introduction

An I-surface X is a surface of general type with K2
X = 1 and pg(X) = 2. Recent research has

centered on classifying the various strata of the KSBA compactification of the moduli space of
such surfaces. In particular, in [FPR15], [FPR17], Franciosi, Pardini, and Rollenske have given a
description of the boundary strata with Gorenstein singularities, and Coughlan, Franciosi, Pardini,
and Rollenske [CFPR22] have given a qualitative description of the corresponding limiting mixed
Hodge structures (including some non-Gorenstein cases). Beyond the intrinsic interest in these
results, it is natural to ask if the study of singular I-surfaces has applications to the period map
and in particular if it can be used to prove a Torelli theorem for I-surfaces. There is a well
established strategy for approaching such questions (see for example [Fri84]), which very roughly
goes as follows:

(1) Given a moduli space M of algebraic varieties satisfying some weak version of local Torelli
and a corresponding period map Φ: M → Γ\D with image Z, partially compactify the map
Φ. Explicitly, this means: Find
(a) A partial compactification M, typically the KSBA compactification;
(b) A partial compactification Z of the image of the period map Φ, typically such that (up

to finite group actions) Z is smooth and Z − Z is a divisor with normal crossings;

(c) An explicit blowup M̃ → M which is an isomorphism over M such that the period

map Φ extends to a holomorphic map Φ̃ : M̃ → Z. Typically, M̃ is an orbifold and

the complement of M in M̃ is an orbifold divisor with normal crossings. In this case,

the hope is that, for x ∈ M̃, Φ̃(x) records both the nilpotent orbit of the limiting
mixed Hodge structure of the corresponding degeneration as well as other data related
to monodromy.

(2) Identify a convenient stratum S of M̃ −M and check that Φ̃−1(Φ̃(S)) = S. In practice, if

M̃ −M is a divisor with normal crossings, then S will be a connected component of the

natural stratification of M̃ −M.
(3) Prove a Torelli theorem for the variation of mixed Hodge structure corresponding to the

morphism Φ̃|S.

(4) Compute the differential of Φ̃ at a point x ∈ S in the directions normal to S.
1
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(5) Prove that the map Φ̃ : M̃ → Z is proper.

We now describe this program in more detail for I-surfaces. For Step (1a), it is natural first
to allow I-surfaces with either rational double point (RDP) or simple elliptic singularities or some
combination of these. We will ignore the issue of RDP singularities as this is not a major problem.
As for simple elliptic singularities, allowing these types of singularities as well as RDP singularities
leads to a partial compactification M of M which is an open subset of the KSBA compactification.
Unfortunately, the complement M−M has fairly high codimension. However, there is a standard
procedure for replacing this compactification by one such that the boundary has normal crossings,
by replacing a normal surface with simple elliptic singularities by a surface with simple normal
crossings of a special type (d-semistable in the terminology of [Fri83]). These models are well-
suited to understanding the corresponding limiting mixed Hodge structures. As for Steps (1b) and
(1c), we will not attempt here to find a partial Hodge-theoretic compactification of the image of
the period map. While various such compactifications have been proposed, the overall picture has
not yet been fully clarified. In our situation, there is a partial compactification due to Deng-Robles
[DR23], based on work of Kato-Nakayama-Usui [KU09], [KNU13]. Recent work in progress of
Deng-Robles is likely to establish the existence of a partial compactification which has some of the
necessary properties (and in fact in much greater generality). See Conjectures 4.15 and 4.16 for
more details.

For Step (2), the simplest strata would be I-surfaces Y with one simple elliptic singularity
corresponding to limiting mixed Hodge structures of type ♦0,1 in the notation of [Rob17, Example

4.9] (see Definition 1.8). The d-semistable models for such surfaces are of the form X0 = Ỹ ∐D Z,

where Ỹ is the minimal resolution of Y , D is the exceptional divisor in Ỹ and hence is an elliptic

curve, and Ỹ , Z satisfy: Either

(i) Ỹ is a minimal elliptic surface with κ = 1, pg(Ỹ ) = 1, a multiple fiber of multiplicity 2, and
a smooth bisection D with D2 = −1, and Z is a del Pezzo surface of degree one containing
D as an anticanonical divisor, or

(ii) Ỹ is the blowup of a K3 surface Y0 at a point p, D is the proper transform of a curve Γ on
Y0 of arithmetic genus 2 with a node or cusp at p, and Z is a del Pezzo surface of degree
two containing D as an anticanonical divisor.

If one chooses to work with such surfaces, the information in the limiting mixed Hodge structure
is captured by an extension of pure Hodge structures of the form

0 → W1 →W2 →W2/W1 → 0.

Here W1 is the pure weight one Hodge structure corresponding to D, and W2/W1 is essentially the

Hodge structure on H2(Ỹ ). For example, in Case (ii) above, the limiting mixed Hodge structure
determines the polarized Hodge structure of Y0. Hence, by the global Torelli theorem for K3
surfaces, it determines Y0 together with the linear system |Γ|, whose general member is a smooth
curve of genus 2. If Y0 is otherwise generic, there are only finitely many singular curves in |Γ| whose
normalizations are an elliptic curve with a given j-invariant, so the period map is generically finite-
to-one. However, it seems hard to go further and use the full information of the limiting mixed

Hodge structure to determine the pair (Ỹ ,D), or equivalently to determine exactly which singular

element of |Γ| corresponds to the limiting mixed Hodge structure. Concretely, since H2,0(Ỹ ) has
dimension one, mixed Hodge structures which are given as extensions of the above type have not
yet been understood geometrically. The problem is roughly equivalent to finding a way to exploit

the information contained in certain points of the intermediate Jacobian of Ỹ ×D.
Thus it is natural to further degenerate to I-surfaces Y with two or three simple elliptic singu-

larities, corresponding to limiting mixed Hodge structures of type ♦0,2. For instance, in the case of
two simple elliptic singularities, there are 4 posssible boundary components and the d-semistable
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models for such surfaces are of the form X0 = Ỹ ∐D1 Z1 ∐D2 Z2. In this case, Ỹ , the minimal reso-
lution of Y , is either a rational surface or an Enriques surface blown up at a point, D1 and D2 are

the exceptional divisors of the morphism Ỹ → Y , and Z1, Z2 are del Pezzo surfaces of degree −D2
i

containing Di as an anticanonical divisor. Thus H2,0(Ỹ ) = H2,0(Zi) = 0, and the corresponding
extension of pure Hodge structures is of “classical” type: the weight two part W2/W1 is pure of
type (1, 1), J0W1 is essentially JD1 ⊕ JD2, where JDi = Pic0Di is the Jacobian of the elliptic
curve Di, and the extension can be understood geometrically via Carlson’s theory of extensions of
mixed Hodge structures [Car79], [Car85], [Car87].

For I-surfaces of type ♦0,2, denoting by (W2/W1)0 the corresponding graded piece of the polarized
limiting mixed Hodge structure, the lattice (W2/W1)0 is an even negative definite unimodular lattice
Λ of rank 24, and such lattices have been classified by Niemeyer [Nie73]. Up to isomorphism, there
are 24 possibilities and they are classified by the root system R(Λ) formed by the vectors of square
−2 in Λ. (Here and throughout the paper we use the convention in algebraic geometry that
root systems are negative definite.) While a priori all of these could appear in limiting mixed
Hodge structures of I-surfaces, it turns out that, in the cases studied in this paper, only two of
them are relevant: the lattice Λ for which R(Λ) = E8 + E8 + E8 and the lattice Λ for which
R(Λ) = E7+E7+D10. (See Remark 1.12 for a more detailed discussion.) More precisely, for three
of the four strata of I-surfaces with two simple elliptic singularities, R(Λ) = E8 +E8 +E8, and for
the remaining case, R(Λ) = E7 +E7 +D10. Although it is not essential for the overall strategy, we
show that the Hodge theory in the three cases where R(Λ) = E8+E8+E8 look different from each
other. For the case R(Λ) = E7+E7+D10, we look at the limiting mixed Hodge structure in detail.
However, we are not quite able to establish a Torelli theorem for this stratum. The situation is

analogous to that coming from the ♦0,1 case when Ỹ is a blown up K3 surface: it is not too hard to

show that, for Ỹ generic, there are only finitely many possibilities for the the pair (Ỹ ,D1 +D2) or

the corresponding d-semistable model X0, but it is not clear how to fully determine (Ỹ ,D1+D2) or
equivalently X0. The difficulty is similar to that encountered by Engel-Greer-Ward in their study
of the global Torelli problem for elliptic surfaces with pg = 1 over an elliptic base [EGW23].

Instead, we consider I-surfaces with three simple elliptic singularities, where there are 2 possible
boundary components. For such surfaces, the geometry and relevant mixed Hodge structures are
much simpler. The price that must be paid for this simplification is that the corresponding image
in the compactification of period space is more complicated. The picture is formally analogous
to the period map for a stable curve C = C1 ∪ C2, where C1 and C2 are two smooth curves
meeting at three points. The limiting mixed Hodge structures of such curves look like those of
an irreducible stable curve with two nodes, but the monodromy and the image in a “reasonable”
compactification of period space such as the second Voronoi compactification are quite different.
The moral here for weight two Hodge structures is that, unlike the K3 case or the case considered
in [EGW23], the fact that the period domain is not Hermitian symmetric offers an advantage by
giving us extra room to maneuver. We show that, for both strata for which the singular I-surface
has three simple elliptic singularities, the limiting mixed Hodge structure is of type ♦0,2, the lattice
Λ satisfies R(Λ) = E8+E8+E8, and the limiting mixed Hodge structures together with associated
monodromy data distinguish the two strata for these surfaces both from the strata for I-surfaces
with two simple elliptic singularities and from each other. Finally, we prove a global Torelli theorem
for one of the two strata.

As for Step (4), this amounts to understanding the arithmetic of the relevant Picard-Lefschetz
transformations. For two simple elliptic singularities, this can be done by analogy with [Fri84, 3.8].
For three simple elliptic singularities, the monodromy picture is slightly more complicated and is
described in detail in §4.3.
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This leaves Step (5), the question of properness. Some other I-surfaces with limiting mixed
Hodge structures of type ♦0,2 are described in [CFPR22], and it would be interesting to work out
the corresponding semistable reductions, lattice theory, weight one Hodge structure on W1, and
monodromy. Typically, however, these examples seem to have either a different weight one piece
W1 and/or a different lattice Λ. At the moment, however, a complete classification of all possible
such I-surfaces seems out of reach, since it seems very difficult to enumerate the various strata
of non-Gorenstein I-surfaces. Even for Gorenstein I-surfaces with minimally elliptic (i.e. elliptic
Gorenstein) singularities which are worse than simple elliptic or cusp singularities, the problem of
understanding the possible limiting mixed Hodge structures and the relevant monodromy seems
very daunting. Of course, such surfaces will not be semi log canonical and thus will not appear in
the KSBA compactification.

The contents of this paper are as follows. Section 1 collects facts about I-surfaces, both smooth
and with simple elliptic singularities, as well as standard results about lattices and anticanonical
pairs. Section 2 analyzes the d-semistable versions of I-surfaces with simple elliptic singularities
and compares their deformation theory to that of the original surfaces. Section 3 studies the mixed
Hodge structures on the d-semistable models. Section 4 deals with the corresponding limiting mixed
Hodge structures of smoothings and gives a detailed description of the monodromy for the case of 3
simple elliptic singularities. Finally, in Section 5, we show that the limiting mixed Hodge structure
and the monodromy distinguish the various boundary strata, and prove a global Torelli theorem
for one such stratum, namely the one consisting of I-surfaces with 3 simple elliptic singularities,
all of multiplicity one. In an appendix, we outline the theory of simultaneous log resolutions for
simple elliptic singularities. While there is nothing here which is not well-known to specialists, it
is hard to find explicit statements in the literature for the results that are used in this paper.

Acknowledgements. It is a pleasure to thank Colleen Robles and Haohua Deng for many dis-
cussions during which they patiently explained to us the subtleties involved in constructing partial
compactifications of the images of period maps. We would also like to thank Johan de Jong, Mark
Green, Radu Laza, John Morgan, and Nick Shepherd-Barron, for conversations and correspondence
on matters related to this paper and spanning several decades.

1. Preliminaries

1.1. The smooth case. If X is an I-surface, from c21(X) + c2(X) = 12χ(OX ), c2(X) = 35,
b2(X) = 33 and H2

0 (X;Z) = [KX ]⊥ ⊆ H2(X;Z) is an even unimodular lattice of signature (4, 28).
Thus as a lattice

H2
0 (X;Z) ∼= U4 ⊕ (ΛE8)

3,

where U is the hyperbolic (rank two even unimodular) lattice and ΛE8 is the (negative definite) E8

lattice, i.e. the unique negative definite even unimodular lattice of rank 8.

1.2. Geometry of certain I-surfaces with elliptic singularities. As outlined in the intro-
duction, we are concerned with minimal resolutions of Gorenstein I-surfaces with two or three
simple elliptic singularities. The following gives the rough classification of such surfaces, due to
Franciosi-Pardini-Rollenske [FPR15, Theorem 4.1], [FPR17, Proposition 4.3]:

Theorem 1.1. Suppose that Y is a normal Gorenstein I-surface with two or three simple elliptic

singularities, with minimal resolution π : Ỹ → Y , and that Di are the exceptional fibers of π,

1 ≤ i ≤ k, with mi = −D2
i . Then Ỹ satisfies exactly one of the following:

(i) Ỹ is the blowup of an Enriques surface Y0 at one point, k = 2, and the exceptional fibers
Di are the proper transforms of two smooth elliptic curves on Y0 meeting transversally at a
point. In this case, m1 = m2 = 1.
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(ii) Ỹ is a rational surface, k = 2, and the possibilities for the pair (m1,m2) up to order are
(2, 2), (2, 1), and (1, 1).

(iii) Ỹ is the blowup of an elliptic ruled surface over a base elliptic curve B, k = 3, and the
possibilities for the pair (m1,m2,m3) up to order are (2, 1, 1), and (1, 1, 1). �

We will refer to these cases as the Enriques, rational, or elliptic ruled cases respectively (and

will call Ỹ an Enriques surface even though it is not minimal). In the first two cases, we will call

the unordered pair (m1,m2) the multiplicities of Ỹ , and similarly in the elliptic ruled case for the
unordered triple (m1,m2,m3). By convention, we order the mi so that m1 ≥ m2 ≥ · · · .

For the rest of this section, we assume that Ỹ is the minimal resolution of a normal Gorenstein
I-surface Y with two or three simple elliptic singularities. We will need more precise information
in the rational and elliptic ruled cases. For the rational case, we have the following:

Theorem 1.2. [FG24, Example 5.2, Proposition 5.3] Suppose that Ỹ is a rational surface with

multiplicities (m1,m2) = (2, 2). Then there exists an exceptional curve C on Ỹ such that C ·D1 = 2

and C ·D2 = 0. If ρ1 : Ỹ → Y
(1)
0 is the contraction of C, then (Y

(1)
0 ,D2) is an anticanonical pair

(i.e. D2 = −K
Y

(1)
0

) and the image D1 is a curve of arithmetic genus 2 with a node or a cusp at the

image of C. The linear system |D1| defines a morphism ν : Y
(1)
0 → F1.

Assume that Y has no RDP singularities. If σ0 is the negative section of F1 and f is a fiber,
the morphism ν is a double cover branched along a smooth element in |2σ0 +6f |, D1 ≡ ν∗(σ0 + f),
and D1 = ν∗σ0. �

Theorem 1.3. [FG24, Proposition 5.10] Suppose that Ỹ is a rational surface with multiplicities
(m1,m2) = (2, 1). Then there exists a rational elliptic surface X with a multiple fiber F of mul-
tiplicity 2, a smooth nonmultiple fiber G, and a smooth bisection Γ, such that D1 and D2 are the

proper transforms of G, Γ respectively, Γ meets G transversally at two points p1 and p2, and Ỹ is
the blowup of X at p1 and p2. Finally, in the generic case Γ ∈ |F +E| for some exceptional curve
E. �

Before dealing with the case of three simple elliptic singularities, we make the following definition:

Definition 1.4. Let B be an elliptic curve and let Y0 be the unique elliptic ruled surface over
B with invariant e = −1. Thus Y0 = P(W ), where W is a rank 2 stable bundle over B with
deg detW = 1. In particular, there exists a one parameter family of sections σ of Y0 with σ2 = 1,
and there exist exactly three disjoint bisections Γ of Y0 with Γ2 = 0 and σ · Γ = 1, indexed by the
2-torsion points of B.

Theorem 1.5. [FG24, Proposition 7.1] Suppose that Ỹ has three elliptic singularities with multi-

plicities (m2,m2,m3) = (2, 1, 1). Then Ỹ is the blowup of Y0 at three points. More precisely, there
exist:

(i) A smooth bisection Γ of Y0 → B with Γ2 = 0;
(ii) Sections σ2 and σ3 with σ2i = σi ·σj = σi ·Γ = 1, with Γ∩σi = pi, i = 2, 3, and σ2∩σ3 = p1,

where the points p1, p2, p3 are all distinct,

such that Ỹ is the blowup of Y0 at p1, p2, p3, D1 is the proper transform of Γ and D2 and D3 are
the proper transforms of σ2, σ3 respectively. �

Theorem 1.6. [FG24, Proposition 7.2] Suppose that Ỹ has three elliptic singularities with multi-

plicities (m2,m2,m3) = (1, 1, 1). Then Ỹ is the blowup of Y0 at two points. More precisely, there
exist:

(i) Two smooth bisections Γ1, Γ2 of Y0 → B with Γ2
i = Γ1 · Γ2 = 0;
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(ii) A smooth section σ3 with σ23 = σ3 · Γ = 1, with Γi ∩ σ3 = pi, i = 1, 2;

such that Ỹ is the blowup of Y0 at p1, p2, D1 and D2 are the proper transforms of Γ1, Γ2 respectively,
and D3 is the proper transform of σ3. �

Remark 1.7. In the elliptic ruled case, Y has no RDPs, and its only singular points are the three
simple elliptic singularities. Hence ωY is ample.

1.3. Definition of the Hodge diamond. We recall the following notation from [Rob17, Example
4.9]:

Definition 1.8. Let H be an N -polarized mixed Hodge structure whose weight filtration has the
form

W0 ⊆W1 ⊆W2 ⊆W3 ⊆W4,

where Wi/Wi−1 is a pure (effective) Hodge structure of weight i. We say that H is of Hodge type

♦r,s if dimGr0F GrW0 H = h0,0 = r and dimGr1F GrW1 H = h1,0 = s, i.e. if (W0)
0,0 has dimension r

and (W1/W0)
1,0 and (W1/W0)

0,1 both have dimension s. In particular, the statement that H is of
Hodge type ♦0,s means that W0 = 0 and dimW1 = 2s.

Remark 1.9. If H is the N -polarized limiting mixed Hodge structure of Hodge type ♦0,2 corre-
sponding to the primitive cohomology of a degeneration of I-surfaces, then W1 is a primitive rank
4 isotropic subspace of H. Thus (W2/W1)0 is a negative definite even unimodular lattice of rank
24. Compare also Proposition 4.3 and Corollary 4.9.

1.4. Some relevant lattice theory. Let Λ be a negative definite even unimodular lattice of rank
24 and let

R(Λ) = {α ∈ Λ : α2 = −2}.

Let ΛR be the sublattice of Λ spanned by R(Λ). More generally for an arbitrary simply laced root
system or generalized root system R, we denote by ΛR the lattice with a Z-basis given by a set of
simple roots of R, and with intersection form specified by the Dynkin diagram of R: each root α
satisfies α2 = −2 and, for simple roots, αi · αj = 1 if αi and αj are connected by an edge in the
Dynkin diagram and αi · αj = 0 otherwise.

The following is then an easy consequence of the fundamental classification results of Niemeier
[Nie73]:

Theorem 1.10. (i) Two negative definite even unimodular lattices Λ1 and Λ2 of rank 24 are
isomorphic ⇐⇒ the root systems R(Λ1) and R(Λ2) are isomorphic root systems.

(ii) Given a negative definite even unimodular lattice Λ of rank 24, either R(Λ) has rank 24 or
Λ is the Leech lattice and R(Λ) = ∅.

(iii) If R(Λ) contains a sub-root system of type E7 + E7, then R(Λ) is either E8 + E8 + E8 or
E7 +E7 +D10. In the first case, ΛR = Λ is the orthogonal direct sum of three copies of the
E8 lattice ΛE8 . In the second case, ΛR has index 4 in Λ. �

Remark 1.11. Clearly, the Weyl group W (R(Λ)) is a normal subgroup of the group AutΛ of
integral isometries of Λ. Conversely, if A(R(Λ)) is the group of automorphisms of the root system
R(Λ), then there is a homomorphism AutΛ → A(R(Λ)) which is injective as long as R(Λ) spans Λ
over Q, i.e. as long as R(Λ) has rank 24 or equivalently Λ is not the Leech lattice. IfR(Λ) = E8+E8+
E8, then AutΛ ∼= A(R(Λ)), W (R(Λ)) ∼= W (E8)

3, and A(R(Λ))/W (R(Λ)) ∼= S3, the symmetric
group on three letters. If R(Λ) = E7 + E7 + D10, then A(R(Λ))/W (R(Λ)) ∼= (Z/2Z) × (Z/2Z),
where one generator switches the two E7 factors and is the identity on D10, and a second generator
is the outer automorphism of the D10 root system and is the identity on the two copies of E8.
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Remark 1.12. For the cases considered in this paper (Y a Gorenstein I-surface with simple elliptic
singularities), only the root systems E8+E8+E8 and E7+E7+D10 arise. This is to be expected by
the discussion in §3, because we only consider surfaces with two or three simple elliptic singularities
of multiplicities one or two. There is no compelling reason why any other of the 24 negative
definite even unimodular lattices of rank 24 should necessarily arise, but it is certainly natural to
speculate that some of the other root systems appear in the examples of [CFPR22] or otherwise
in degenerations of I-surfaces of Hodge type ♦0,2. This issue is related to the structure of the
monodromy group of the universal family of I-surfaces (smooth or with rational double points).
More precisely, given any negative definite even unimodular lattice Λ of rank 24, we haveH2

0 (S;Z)
∼=

U4 ⊕ Λ by the classification of indefinite even unimodular lattices, and it is easy to construct
unipotent integral isometries T of H2

0 (S;Z), such that, if N = log T , then the associated weight
filtration W•H

2
0 (S;Z) of H2

0 (S;Z) satisfies: Gr2W H2
0 (S;Z)

∼= Λ. Hence, if the monodromy group
is of finite index in the automorphism group of the lattice H2

0 (S;Z), then it will contain such
elements. (In unpublished notes, the second author along with Green, Laza and Robles has outlined
an argument for a similar result for the monodromy group of H-surfaces [GGLR15], and it is likely
that these methods will also handle the case of I-surfaces.) The question is then whether such T
can arise as the monodromy of a one parameter degeneration of I-surfaces. In particular, it would
interesting to construct a degeneration of I-surfaces of type ♦0,2 for which Λ is the Leech lattice.

1.5. Torelli for anticanonical pairs. Recall the En diagram for n ≥ 3:

α1 α2 αn−5 αn−4 αn−3 αn−2 αn−1

• • • • • • •

•

αn

Consistent with the notation of §1.4, we define the lattice ΛEn as follows: the αi are a basis for
ΛEn , and the intersection form is specified by the root diagram for En. In other words, α2

i = −2,
αi · αj = 0 if αi, αj are not connected by an edge in the diagram, and αi · αj = 1 if αi, αj are
connected by an edge in the diagram. The lattice ΛEn is negative definite if n ≤ 8, negative
semi-definite if n = 9, and indefinite of signature (1, n − 1) if n ≥ 10. The absolute value of the
discriminant of ΛEn is |9− n|.

The lattice ΛEn arises very naturally in algebraic geometry as follows: Let D ⊆ P2 be a smooth
cubic, let h be the class of a line in P2 (in PicP2 or in H2(P2;Z)), and let X be the blowup of P2

at n ≥ 3 points p1, . . . , pn (for simplicity assumed distinct). Let ε1, . . . , εn be the corresponding
exceptional curves. We will also denote by h the pullback of h to PicX or H2(X;Z) and by εi
the corresponding element of PicX or of H2(X;Z). Then [KX ] = −3h +

∑n
i=1 εi, and a basis for

[KX ]⊥ ⊆ H2(X;Z) is given by

α1 = ε2 − ε1, α2 = ε3 − ε2, . . . , αn−1 = εn − εn−1, αn = h− εn−2 − εn−1 − εn.

In fact, given a pair (X,D), where X is a smooth surface, D ⊆ X is an elliptic curve, and
KX

∼= OX(−D), then either X is a blowup of P2 at n points or X ∼= F0 or F2.
Following [GHK15] and [Fri15, Definition 5.4], we define Agen(X), the generic ample cone of X

by

Agen(X) = {x ∈ H2(X;R) : x · α ≥ 0 for all effective numerical exceptional curves α},

where an effective numerical exceptional curve α is an element α ∈ H2(X;Z) such that α2 =
α · [KX ] = −1 and α is the class of an effective divisor. We also have the period map ϕX : [KX ]⊥ ∼=
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ΛEn → JD defined by: if ξ ∈ [KX ]⊥, then ξ is the class of a unique line bundle λ ∈ PicX, and
deg(λ|D) = 0. Then define

ϕX(ξ) = λ|D ∈ Pic0D ∼= JD.

Of course, ϕX is specified by its values on the αi. In particular, note that

ϕX(αi) =

{
OD(pi+1 − pi), if 1 ≤ i ≤ n− 1;

OD(h− pn−2 − pn−1 − pn), if i = n.

With this said, the methods of [Car79], [Car87], [Loo81, Theorem I.5.1], [GHK15, Theorem 1.8],
[Fri15, Theorem 8.5] can easily be adapted to prove the following theorem of Torelli type for the
pair (X,D):

Theorem 1.13. Let (X,D) and (X ′,D′) be two blowups of P2 at two smooth cubic curves D, D′.
Suppose that D ∼= D′ and that, fixing an isomorphism JD → JD′ and identifying JD and JD′ via
this isomorphism, there is an integral isometry f : H2(X;Z) → H2(X ′;Z) such that

(i) f([D]) = [D′].
(ii) f(Agen(X)) = Agen(X

′).
(iii) f(∆X) = ∆X′, where ∆X denotes the set of elements of H2(X;Z) of the form δ = [C],

where C is a smooth rational curve of self-intersection −2, and similarly for ∆X′.
(iv) ϕX′ ◦ f = ϕX .

Then there is a unique isomorphism g : X ′ → X with g(D′) = D and g∗ = f . �

We sketch the proof of Theorem 1.13 under the simplifying assumption that X contains no
smooth rational curves of self-intersection −2, i.e. ∆X = ∅. It is easy to see that the same must
be true for X ′. As above, let X be the blowup of P2 at n ≥ 3 distinct points p1, . . . , pn and
let ε1, . . . , εn be the classes of the corresponding exceptional curves. The hypotheses imply that
f(ε1) = ε′1, . . . , f(εn) = ε′n are the classes of disjoint exceptional curves onX ′ and that blowing them
down gives a morphism X ′ → P2 for which D′ is a smooth cubic. There is then an isomorphism
of pairs (P2,D′) → (P2,D) inducing the given isomorphism D ∼= D′, and it is unique up to a
projective automorphism of P2 which fixes D and is given by translation by a 3-torsion point of
Pic0D. Use this identification to identify (P2,D′) and (P2,D).

Given the set {α1, . . . , αn} ⊆ ΛEn , the period point ϕX determines the differences ϕX(αi) =
pi+1 − pi, i < n, and ϕX(αn) = h − pn−2 − pn−1 − pn in JD. By construction, X ′ is the blowup
of P2 at n distinct points p′1, . . . , p

′
n of D, and f(αi) = α′

i, where α
′
i = ε′i+1 − ε′i for i < n and

α′
n = h− ε′n−2− ε

′
n−1− ε

′
n. Since ϕX′(α′

i) = p′i+1−p
′
i for i < n and ϕX′(α′

n) = h−p′n−2−p
′
n−1−p

′
n

in JD, Condition (iv) implies that pi+1 − pi = p′i+1 − p′i and h − pn−2 − pn−1 − pn = h − p′n−2 −

p′n−1 − p′n. The points pi are determined up to translation by a point ξ ∈ Pic0D. Replacing
pi by pi + ξ leaves the differences pi+1 − pi unchanged and replaces h − pn−2 − pn−1 − pn by
h− pn−2 − pn−1 − pn − 3ξ, and hence 3ξ = 0. Thus p′i = pi + ξ, where ξ is a point of order 3. Then
there is an isomorphism of pairs (P2,D) → (P2,D) which fixes h but which acts on D as translation
by ξ. Hence the configurations (D, p1, . . . , pn) and (D, p′1, . . . , p

′
n) are projectively equivalent, and

therefore the corresponding blowupsX andX ′ of P2 are isomorphic, via an isomorphism g : X ′ → X
as in the statement of the theorem. It is then easy to check that g is unique.

Condition (ii) is automatic if n ≤ 9 and in particular if X and X ′ are (generalized) del Pezzo
surfaces. More generally, we have the following:

Lemma 1.14. Suppose that (X,D) and (X ′,D′) are two blowups of P2 at two smooth cubic curves
D, D′ and that f : H2(X;Z) → H2(X ′;Z) is an integral isometry such that f([D]) = [D′]. Finally
suppose that one of the following holds:

(i) n ≤ 9.
8



(ii) n ≥ 11, i.e. D2 ≤ −2, and there exist nef and big divisors H and H ′ on X and X ′,
respectively, such that, for every irreducible curve C on X, H · C = 0 ⇐⇒ C = D, and
similarly for H ′, and such that f([H]) = [H ′].

Then f(Agen(X)) = Agen(X
′).

Proof. A standard argument along the lines of the proof of [Fri15, Lemma 5.2] and [Fri15, Lemma
5.9(iii)] shows that, under either hypothesis, α is an effective numerical exceptional curve for X
⇐⇒ f(α) is an effective numerical exceptional curve for X ′. Thus either (i) or (ii) implies that
f(Agen(X)) = Agen(X

′). �

Remark 1.15. Similar methods show the following, which leads to a more general version of
Lemma 1.14 assuming that f satisfies (i), (iii), and (iv) of Theorem 1.13: Suppose that D2 ≤ −2
and that y is a nef R-divisor on X such that y · [D] = 0 and, if C is an irreducible curve on X such
that y · [C] = 0, then C2 = −2. Then a numerical exceptional curve α is effective ⇐⇒ α · y ≥ 0.

Remark 1.16. Condition (iii) of Theorem 1.13 is also easy to deal with. In fact, reflections in the
classes of elements of ∆X generate a reflection group W (∆X) preserving the period map. Given
f : H2(X;Z) → H2(X ′;Z) satisfying (i), (ii), and (iv) of Theorem 1.13, after pre-composing f with
an element w ∈ ∆X , we can assume that f satisfies (iii) as well.

2. d-semistable models and their deformation theory

2.1. Construction and deformation theory. Here and for future reference, we fix some termi-
nology regarding del Pezzo surfaces:

Definition 2.1. An almost del Pezzo surface Z is a smooth projective surface such that −KZ is
nef and big. A generalized del Pezzo surface Z is a projective surface with at worst rational double
points such that ω−1

Z is ample. Thus the minimal resolution of a generalized del Pezzo surface is an
almost del Pezzo surface, and conversely the anticanonical model of an almost del Pezzo surface,
i.e. the normal surface obtained by contracting all of the curves C such that KZ · C = 0, is a
generalized del Pezzo surface.

Next we describe a class of surfaces with simple elliptic singularities whose d-semistable models
are well-behaved:

Assumption 2.2. Y is a normal Gorenstein surface whose only singularities are k simple elliptic

singularities p1, . . . , pk. Let π : Ỹ → Y be a minimal resolution, so that the exceptional set of π
consists of k disjoint smooth elliptic curves D1, . . . ,Dk and let D = D. Let mi = −D2

i . Suppose
that the singularities are locally smoothable. Then 1 ≤ mi ≤ 9. We will further assume that
p1, . . . , pk are not base points for the line bundle ωY .

Lemma 2.3. If Y is a normal Gorenstein I-surface with at worst simple elliptic singularities and
no RDP singularities, then Y satisfies Assumption 2.2.

Proof. This is proved in [FPR17, Proposition 3.6]. It also follows directly from the exact sequence

0 → K
Ỹ
→ K

Ỹ
⊗O

Ỹ
(D) →

⊕

i

ODi
→ 0,

with some care in the elliptic ruled case. �

Remark 2.4. A similar result holds in case Y is the minimal resolution of the RDP singularities
of a normal Gorenstein I-surface with at worst simple elliptic singularities.
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Given a surface Y satisfying Assumption 2.2, make a d-semistable normal crossing model for Y
as follows: For each i, choose a pair (Zi,D

′
i), where Zi is an almost del Pezzo surface of degree

(−KZi
)2 = mi and D′

i ∈ | − KZi
| is an anticanonical divisor isomorphic to Di ⊆ Ỹ . Choose an

isomorphism ϕi : Di → D′
i such that N

Di/Ỹ
⊗ ϕ∗

iND′

i/Zi
∼= ODi

(the d-semistable condition) and

use ϕi to identify D′
i with Di. Then glue Zi to Ỹ along Di via the isomorphism ϕi. Let X0

be the resulting surface with normal crossings, let a : X̃0 → X0 be the normalization map, and
let j :

∐
iDi → X0 be the inclusion. Of course, we can make the same construction when Zi is

assumed instead to be a generalized del Pezzo surface.

If ωX0 is the dualizing sheaf of X0, then ωX0 |Zi
∼= OZi

and ωX0 |Ỹ
∼= K

Ỹ
⊗ O

Ỹ
(D) = L,

in the notation of [FG24]. In particular, ωX0 is trivial in a neighborhood of Zi, and the map

H0(X0;ωX0) → H0(Ỹ ;L) is an isomorphism. Thus by Assumption 2.2 there exist sections of ωX0

which vanish only along a curve in Ỹ −
⋃

iDi.
Next recall the basic setup of [Fri83]. By construction, T 1

X0
= Ext1(Ω1

X0
,OX0)

∼=
⊕

i ODi
. The

set of first order deformations of X0 is classified by

T1
X0

= Ext1(Ω1
X0
,OX0)

and the obstruction space to deforming X0 is given by

T2
X0

= Ext2(Ω1
X0
,OX0).

Because the singularities of X0 are local complete intersections, T 2
X0

= Ext2(Ω1
X0
,OX0) = 0 and

there is an exact sequence

0 → H1(X0;T
0
X0

) → T1
X0

→ H0(X0;T
1
X0

) → H2(X0;T
0
X0

) → T2
X0

→ H1(X0;T
1
X0

) → 0,

where T 0
X0

is the sheaf of derivations of X0.

The group H1(X0;T
0
X0

) is the Zariski tangent space to the locally trivial deformations of X0,

and H2(X0;T
0
X0

) is the obstruction space for these deformations. We then have the following:

Lemma 2.5. There is an exact sequence

0 → T 0
X0

→ a∗

(
TỸ (− logD)⊕

⊕

i

TZi
(− logD′

i)
)
→ j∗

(⊕

i

TDi

)
→ 0.

Thus there is an exact sequence
⊕

i

H0(Di;TDi
) → H1(X0;T

0
X0

) → H1(Ỹ ;TỸ (− logD))⊕
⊕

i

H1(Zi;TZi
(− logD′

i)) →

→
⊕

i

H1(Di;TDi
) → H2(X0;T

0
X0

) → H2(Ỹ ;TỸ (− logD))⊕
⊕

i

H2(Zi;TZi
(− logD′

i)) → 0.

Proof. The exact sequence of sheaves is [FL23, Lemma 4.6(iv)]. The second exact sequence is then
the corresponding long exact cohomology sequence. �

Remark 2.6. The image of the coboundary map
⊕

iH
0(Di;TDi

) → H1(X0;T
0
X0

) is the tangent

space to the deformations of X0 obtained by deforming the gluings ϕi : Di ⊆ Ỹ → D′
i ⊆ Zi. The

geometric content of the above exact sequence is the following: A first order deformation of X0

induces first order deformations of the pairs (Zi,Di) and (Ỹ ,D), which preserve to first order

the fact that ϕi : Di ⊆ Ỹ is isomorphic to D′
i ⊆ Zi. Conversely, given a collection of first order

deformations of the pairs (Zi,Di) and (Ỹ ,D) satisfying the above condition, there is a first order
deformation of X0 and it is unique up to a choice of gluings.
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We turn now to describing the obstruction space T2
X0

. Unfortunately, because

H1(X0;T
1
X0

) =
⊕

i

H1(X0;ODi
) ∼= Ck,

the deformations of X0 are always obstructed. The obstructions correspond as in [Fri83, 4.5, 5.10]
to deforming the sheaf T 1

X0
away from being trivial by e.g. deforming the gluings ϕi. While one

can adapt the arguments of [Fri83, 5.10] to this situation, it is somewhat simpler to use instead the
logarithmic deformation theory of Kawamata-Namikawa [KN94]. In particular, they construct a
functor LDX0 (for logarithmic deformations) corresponding to smoothings of X0 or locally trivial
deformations which remain d-semistable. However, the price we have to pay in this approach is that
we have to carry along the additional data of a log structure. To describe this picture in more detail,
using the notation of [Fri83], let Λ1

X0
denote the “abstract relative log complex” of [Fri83, §3] and

let SX0 denote its dual. (In [KN94], these are denoted by Ω1
X0/C

(log) and TX0/C(log) respectively.)

Fix an everywhere generating section ξ of H0(X0;T
1
X0

). Then there is an exact sequence

0 → SX0 → T 0
X0

[·,ξ]
−−→ T 1

X0
∼=

⊕

i

ODi
→ 0.

It is easy to see that SX0 is independent of the choice of ξ. There is then an exact sequence

H0(X0;T
0
X0

) → H0(X0;T
1
X0

) → H1(X0;SX0) → H1(X0;T
0
X0

).

The image of H0(X0;T
1
X0

) ∼=
⊕

iH
0(Di;ODi

) in H1(X0;SX0) records the deformation of the given

logarithmic structure on X0, keeping X0 itself fixed. The map from H1(X0;SX0) to H
1(X0;T

0
X0

)
corresponds to “forgetting the logarithmic structure,” and its image is the tangent space TΞ,x0 to the
space (or functor) of locally trivial deformations of X0 preserving the d-semistability condition, by
[Fri83, 4.5]. More precisely, the argument of [KN94, Corollary 2.4] essentially shows the following:

Theorem 2.7. Suppose that H2(X0;SX0) = 0. Then there is a germ of a smooth manifold (Ξ, x0)
and a “logarthmic semi-universal deformation” X → Ξ×∆k, where ∆ is the unit disk, such that

(i) The total space X is smooth.
(ii) The Kodaira-Spencer map induces an isomorphism from the tangent space TΞ,x0 of Ξ at x0 to

the tangent space of locally trivial deformations of X0 for which the d-semistability condition
holds, i.e. for which T 1

X0
remains trivial. Moreover, TΞ,x0 is the image of H1(X0;SX0) in

H1(X0;T
0
X0

).

(iii) The restriction of X to Ξ× (∆∗)k is a smooth morphism.
(iv) Let (z1, z2, . . . , zk) be the product coordinates on ∆k and let

θ : TΞ,x0 ⊕
⊕

i

C
∂

∂zi
→ T1

X0

be the Kodaira-Spencer map at (x0, 0). Then the image of θ(∂/∂zi) in

H0(X0;T
1
X0

) ∼=
⊕

i

H0(Di;ODi
)

is an ith basis vector. �

Likewise, there is the Lie bracket [·, ξ] : T1
X0

→ T2
X0

∼= H1(X0;T
1
X0

) and it is compatible with

the bracket [·, ξ] : H1(X0;T
0
X0

) → H1(X0;T
1
X0

). Define (T1
X0

)s to be Ker{[·, ξ] : T1
X0

→ T2
X0

}. As

before, (T1
X0

)s is independent of the choice of ξ.
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Corollary 2.8. Suppose that H2(X0;SX0) = 0. Then (T1
X0

)s is the Zariski tangent space to the
smoothing component of the functor of deformations of X0 and there is an exact sequence

0 → TΞ,x0 → (T1
X0

)s → H0(X0;T
1
X0

) ∼= Ck → 0. �

Theorem 2.9. Suppose that Y satisfies Assumption 2.2 and that H2(Ỹ ;T
Ỹ
(− logD)) = 0. Then

H2(X0;T
0
X0

) = H2(X0;SX0) = 0 and in particular the conclusions of Theorem 2.7 hold.

Proof. By assumption, H2(Ỹ ;TỸ (− logD)) = 0. Also, H2(Zi;TZi
(−D′

i)) = 0 for every i by the

argument of [FG24, Example 1.14]. By [FG24, Lemma 1.12], for every i, H2(Zi;TZi
(− logD′

i)) = 0
and H1(Zi;TZi

(− logD′
i)) → H1(Di;TDi

) is surjective. Thus, by Lemma 2.5, H2(X0;T
0
X0

) = 0.

To prove that H2(X0;SX0) = 0, it suffices to prove that H0(X0; Λ
1
X0

⊗ ωX0) = 0. By [Fri83, §3],

there is a subsheaf V0Λ
1
X0

∼= Ω1
X0
/τ1X0

, and the quotient Λ1
X0
/V0Λ

1
X0

is isomorphic to
⊕

i ODi
. By

construction,

Λ1
X0

⊆ a∗

(
Ω1
Ỹ
(logD)⊕

⊕

i

Ω1
Zi
(logDi)

)
,

the isomorphism Λ1
X0
/V0Λ

1
X0

∼=
⊕

iODi
is induced by Poincaré residue, and there is a commutative

diagram
Ω1
X0
/τ1X0

−−−−→ Λ1
X0y
y

a∗

(
Ω1
Ỹ
⊕

⊕
iΩ

1
Zi

)
−−−−→ a∗

(
Ω1
Ỹ
(logD)⊕

⊕
iΩ

1
Zi
(logDi)

)
.

The dualizing sheaf ωX0 is trivial on Zi and in particular has a trivial restriction to Di. There
is an exact sequence

0 → H0(X0; (Ω
1
X0
/τ1X0

)⊗ωX0) → H0(X0; Λ
1
X0

⊗ωX0) →
⊕

i

H0(ODi
) → H1(X0; (Ω

1
X0
/τ1X0

)⊗ωX0).

By [Fri83, Lemma 2.9], (T 0
X0

)∨ ∼= Ω1
X0
/τ1X0

, and thus H0(X0; (Ω
1
X0
/τ1X0

)⊗ ωX0) = Hom(T 0
X0
, ωX0).

By Serre duality, Hom(T 0
X0
, ωX0) is dual to H2(X0;T

0
X0

) = 0. By Assumption 2.2, there exists a

nonzero section σ of ωX0 which only vanishes in Ỹ −
⋃

iDi, and which thus defines an inclusion
Λ1
X0

→ Λ1
X0

⊗ ωX0 . There is a commutative diagram

H0(X0; Λ
1
X0

) −−−−→
⊕

iH
0(ODi

) −−−−→ H1(X0; Ω
1
X0
/τ1X0

)
y×σ

y=

y×σ

0 −−−−→ H0(X0; Λ
1
X0

⊗ ωX0) −−−−→
⊕

iH
0(ODi

) −−−−→ H1(X0; (Ω
1
X0
/τ1X0

)⊗ ωX0)

By the above remarks, the map obtained by post-composing the map
⊕

iH
0(ODi

) → H1(X0; Ω
1
X0
/τ1X0

)
with the natural map

H1(X0; Ω
1
X0
/τ1X0

) →
⊕

i

H1(Zi; Ω
1
Zi
)

is the fundamental class map and is therefore injective. Clearly, this map agrees with the corre-
sponding composition

⊕

i

H0(ODi
) → H1(X0; (Ω

1
X0
/τ1X0

)⊗ ωX0) →
⊕

i

H1(Zi; Ω
1
Zi
)

up to multiplication by σ, which is an isomorphism on H0(ODi
) and on H1(Zi; Ω

1
Zi
). Hence⊕

iH
0(ODi

) → H1(X0; (Ω
1
X0
/τ1X0

) ⊗ ωX0) is also injective. Putting this together, it follows that

H0(X0; Λ
1
X0

⊗ ωX0) = 0 and hence that H2(X0;SX0) = 0. �
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The following shows that the hypotheses of Theorem 2.9 hold for I-surfaces under a mild general
position assumption:

Proposition 2.10. Suppose that, as above, X0 = Ỹ ∐Di
(
∐

i Zi), where Ỹ is the minimal resolution

of an I-surface and the Zi are almost del Pezzo surfaces. Finally assume either that Ỹ is elliptic
ruled or that it is generic in an appropriate sense. Then H2(X0;T

0
X0

) = H2(X0;SX0) = 0

Proof. If Ỹ is generic or it is elliptic ruled, thenH2(Ỹ ;TỸ (− log(D)) = 0 by various results scattered
throughout [FG24]. For example, the elliptic ruled case is proved in [FG24, Theorem 7.3(i)]. Then
we can conclude by Lemma 2.3 and Theorem 2.9. �

Corollary 2.11. If X0 = Ỹ ∐Di
(
∐

i Zi), where Ỹ is the minimal resolution of an I-surface which
is either elliptic ruled or generic in an appropriate sense and the Zi are almost del Pezzo surfaces,
then the conclusions of Theorem 2.7 hold for X0. �

Remark 2.12. Suppose that one or more ofDi correspond instead to a smoothable cusp singularity.

Then one can complete Ỹ to a d-semistable surface X0 with normal crossings, in many different
ways, by the methods of [FM83], [Eng18], [EF21]. Similar but slightly more complicated arguments
show that the analogues of the above theorems hold for X0, under some mild assumptions on the
cusp and the appropriate cohomological conditions. In particular, they hold for I-surfaces Y under

certain general position assumptions on Ỹ .

Next we analyze the first order deformations of X0 in more detail. First we consider the tangent
space H1(X0;T

0
X0

) to locally trivial deformations. By Lemma 2.5, there is an exact sequence

0 → T 0
X0

→ a∗

(
TỸ (− logD)⊕

⊕

i

TZi
(− logDi)

)
→ j∗

(⊕

i

TDi

)
→ 0.

The image of
⊕

iH
0(Di;TDi

) in H1(X0;T
0
X0

) corresponds to deforming the gluings of Di ⊆ Ỹ to

D′
i ⊆ Zi by an infinitesimal automorphism of Di. To deal with the tangent space TΞ,x0 to the set

of locally trivial deformations of X0 preserving the d-semistability condition, we use the following:

Lemma 2.13. The space TΞ,x0 is a complement in H1(X0;T
0
X0

) to the image of
⊕

iH
0(Di;TDi

).

Proof. Let ξ ∈ H0(X0;T
1
X0

) be an everywhere generating section. By [Fri83, 4.5],

TΞ,x0 = ImH1(X0;SX0) = Ker
{
[·, ξ] : H1(X0;T

0
X0

) → H1(X0;T
1
X0

)
}
.

(Compare also [KN94].) The local calculations in the proof there show that, if ∂ :
⊕

iH
0(Di;TDi

) →
H1(X0;T

0
X0

) is the coboundary map from Lemma 2.5, then the corresponding homomorphism

[∂(·), ξ] :
⊕

i

H0(Di;TDi
) → H1(X0;T

1
X0

) =
⊕

i

H1(Di;ODi
)

is, up to a rescaling on the various factors, the natural action of H0(Di;TDi
) on H1(Di;ODi

) and
is therefore an isomorphism. Thus TΞ,x0 is a complement to the image of

⊕
iH

0(Di;TDi
). �

2.2. Simple elliptic versus d-semistable models. Let M be the coarse moduli space of I-
surfaces, possibly with rational double points, and let M be the open subscheme of the KSBA
compactification of M where the I-surfaces are allowed to have simple elliptic singularities as well
as possibly RDP singularities. Since we have chosen not to work with stacks, we must work instead
with Kuranishi models. Let Y be an I-surface with at worst k simple elliptic singularities p1, . . . , pk.
For simplicity assume that Y does not have any RDP singularities. Of course, this is automatic in
the elliptic ruled case. If T is the base of the miniversal deformation space of Y , then there is a
morphism T → S1 × · · · × Sk, where Si is the miniversal deformation space for the simple elliptic
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singularity pi. Note that, by [FG24], under mild general position assumptions, T → S1×· · ·×Sk is
smooth if k ≤ 2 and its image can be explicitly described if k = 3. For each i, we have constructed

in Appendix A a weighted blowup S̃i → Si and a finite cover Ŝi → S̃i, with covering group the
corresponding Weyl group Wi (see Remark A.9). Then we can take

T̂ = T ×(S1×···×Sk) (Ŝ1 × · · · × Ŝk).

By Appendix A, there is a family of surfaces over T̂ , which are d-semistable surfaces over the
exceptional locus and are smooth I-surfaces or I-surfaces with RDPs elsewhere, and the total space
of the family is smooth.

Theorem 2.14. Suppose that k = 3 or that Ỹ is general. Let t0 ∈ T̂ correspond to the singular
d-semistable surface X0. Then the Kodaira-Spencer homomorphism induces an isomorphism from

the tangent space T
T̂ ,t0

of T̂ at t0 to (T1
X0

)s.

Proof. For simplicity, we will only check this in case k = 3. We begin with the following notation:

Definition 2.15. Let Ỹ be the minimal resolution of an I-surface with three simple elliptic singu-
larities. Denote by ι(θi) the image of θi in H

1(Di;TDi
) ∼= H1(B;TB). Then define

(⊕

i

H1(Zi;TZi
(− logDi))

)†

=
{
(θ1, θ2, θ3) ∈

⊕

i

H1(Zi;TZi
(− logDi)) : ι(θ1) = ι(θ2) = ι(θ3)

}
.

(This subspace corresponds to deforming the Zi but keeping the curves Di isogenous.) Define the

subspace
(⊕

iH
1(Zi;TZi

(− logDi))
)‡

⊆
(⊕

iH
1(Zi;TZi

(− logDi))
)†

by

(⊕

i

H1(Zi;TZi
(− logDi))

)‡

=
{
(θ1, θ2, θ3) ∈

⊕

i

H1(Zi;TZi
(− logDi)) : ι(θ1) = ι(θ2) = ι(θ3) = 0

}
.

(This second subspace corresponds to deforming the Zi but keeping the curves Di isogenous to the
fixed curve B.)

Using the exact sequence at the beginning of the proof of Lemma 2.5 and Lemma 2.13, we obtain:

Lemma 2.16. Under the assumption that k = 3, there is an exact sequence

0 →
⊕

i

H0(Di;TDi
) → H1(X0;T

0
X0

) →
(⊕

i

H1(Zi;TZi
(− logDi))

)†

→ 0.

Hence the induced homomorphism

TΞ,x0 →
(⊕

i

H1(Zi;TZi
(− logDi))

)†

is an isomorphism. �

In the context of Remark 2.6, we can interpret the above as follows: A first order deformation of
X0 induces first order deformations of the pairs (Zi,Di), which preserve to first order the isogenies
Di → B. Conversely, a collection of first order deformations of the pairs (Zi,Di) satisfying this

condition determines a first order deformation of B and hence of (Ỹ ,D), and thus a first order
deformation of X0 which is unique up to a choice of gluings. Keeping the d-semistability condition
to first order then determines the gluings up to first order.

Returning to the proof of Theorem 2.14, and referring to Corollary 2.8, we must show that the
map T

T̂ ,t0
→ (T1

X0
)s is an isomorphism. By construction, the composition T

T̂ ,t0
→ (T1

X0
)s →

H0(X0;T
1
X0

) ∼= C3 is surjective, so it is a question of showing that the induced map from the kernel

of the above map to TΞ,x0
∼=

(⊕
iH

1(Zi;TZi
(− logDi))

)†

is an isomorphism.
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By the arguments in the proof of [FG24, Theorem 7.3], there is an isomorphism

H1(Ỹ ;T
Ỹ
(− logD)) →

{
(ϑ1, ϑ2, ϑ3) ∈ (H1(B;TB))

3 : ϑ1 = ϑ2 = ϑ3

}
.

In particular, there is a commutative diagram

Ker
{
TT̂ ,t0

→ H0(X0;T
1
X0

)
}

−−−−→ TΞ,x0
∼=

(⊕
iH

1(Zi;TZi
(− logDi))

)†

y
y

H1(Ỹ ;TỸ (− logD))
∼=

−−−−→
{
(ϑ1, ϑ2, ϑ3) ∈ (H1(B;TB))

3 : ϑ1 = ϑ2 = ϑ3

}
.

Both vertical arrows are surjective. Thus we only need to check that the map from the kernel of

the left hand vertical arrow to
(⊕

iH
1(Zi;TZi

(− logDi))
)‡

is an isomorphism. This follows from

Theorem A.5. �

3. The mixed Hodge structure of the d-semistable model

3.1. The mixed Hodge structure on X0. Throughout the remainder of this paper, we assume

that k = 2 or 3, i.e. that Ỹ is rational, Enriques, or elliptic ruled. We keep the previous notation:

X0 = Ỹ ∐Di
(
∐

i Zi). First we consider the Hodge filtration: Recall that the spectral sequence with
E1 term Ep,q

1 = Hq(X0; Ω
p
X0
/τpX0

) =⇒ Hp+q(X0; Ω
•
X0
/τ•X0

) ∼= Hp+q(X0;C) degenerates at E1 and

the corresponding filtration is the Hodge filtration on Hp+q(X0;C). In the rational, Enriques, or
elliptic ruled cases, we can describe Hq(X0; Ω

p
X0
/τpX0

) as follows:

Lemma 3.1. Suppose that k = 2 or 3, i.e. that Ỹ is rational, Enriques, or elliptic ruled. Then:

(i) H1(X0;OX0) = 0.
(ii) There is an exact sequence

0 → H1(Ỹ ;OỸ ) →
⊕

i

H1(Di;ODi
) → H2(X0;OX0) → 0.

(iii) F 2H2(X0) = H0(X0; Ω
2
X0
/τ2X0

) = 0.
(iv) There is an exact sequence

0 → H0(Ỹ ; Ω1
Ỹ
) →

⊕

i

H0(Di; Ω
1
Di
) → H1(X0; Ω

1
X0
/τ1X0

) →

→ H1(Ỹ ; Ω1
Ỹ
)⊕

⊕

i

H1(Zi; Ω
1
Zi
) →

⊕

i

H1(Di; Ω
1
Di
) → 0.

Proof. The Mayer-Vietoris sequence for OX0 reads as follows:

0 → OX0 → a∗

(
O

Ỹ
⊕

⊕

i

OZi

)
→ j∗

(
ODi

)
→ 0.

Then (i) and (ii) follow from the fact that H1(Ỹ ;OỸ ) → H1(Di;ODi
) is injective. (iii) follows from

the isomorphism Ω2
X0
/τ2X0

∼= a∗

(
Ω2
Ỹ
⊕

⊕
iΩ

2
Zi

)
.

Similarly, there is an exact sequence

0 → Ω1
X0
/τ1X0

→ a∗

(
Ω1
Ỹ
⊕

⊕

i

Ω1
Zi

)
→ j∗

(⊕

i

Ω1
Di

)
→ 0,

and (iv) is a consequence of the associated long exact cohomology sequence. �
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As for the weight filtration, it is determined by the Mayer-Vietoris spectral sequence forH2(X0;Z),
which has E1 page

H4(Ỹ )⊕
⊕

iH
4(Zi)

H3(Ỹ )

H2(Ỹ )⊕
⊕

iH
2(Zi)

⊕
iH

2(Di)

H1(Ỹ )
⊕

iH
1(Di)

H0(Ỹ )⊕
⊕

iH
0(Zi)

⊕
iH

0(Di)

(all coefficients Z). Here we use the fact that the Zi are del Pezzo surfaces and hence H1(Zi;Z) =
H3(Zi;Z) = 0. This spectral sequence degenerates at E2. In fact, using the notation from §2.1,
the spectral sequence simplifies to the long exact sequence on cohomology coming from

0 → ZX0 → a∗

(
ZỸ ⊕

⊕

i

ZZi

)
→ j∗

(⊕

i

ZDi

)
→ 0.

Clearly the map H0(Ỹ )⊕
⊕

iH
0(Zi) →

⊕
iH

0(Di) is surjective. The maps H2(Zi;Z) → H2(Di;Z)
are surjective, since there exists a divisor in Zi (for example an exceptional curve) which has
intersection number one with Di. Thus we obtain:

Lemma 3.2. There is an exact sequence

0 → H1(Ỹ ;Z) →
⊕

i

H1(Di;Z) → H2(X0;Z) → H2(Ỹ ;Z)⊕
⊕

i

H2(Zi;Z) →
⊕

i

H2(Di;Z) → 0,

wgich is an exact sequence of mixed Hodge structures if H2(Ỹ ;Z) is torsion free, i.e. ⇐⇒ Ỹ is

not an Enriques surface. In particular, if Ỹ is not an Enriques surface,

W1H
2(X0;Z) ∼=

⊕

i

H1(Di;Z)/ ImH1(Ỹ ;Z);

W2H
2(X0;Z)/W1H

2(X0;Z) ∼= Ker{H2(Ỹ ;Z)⊕
⊕

i

H2(Zi;Z) →
⊕

i

H2(Di;Z)},

where H1(Ỹ ;Z) and
⊕

iH
1(Di;Z) have their usual weight one (pure) Hodge structures and the

Hodge structure W2H
2(X0;Z)/W1H

2(X0;Z) is pure of weight two and type (1, 1). �

If Ỹ is either a rational or an Enriques surface, H1(Ỹ ;Z) = 0. However, if Ỹ is an elliptic ruled

surface over the elliptic curve B, then H1(Ỹ ;Z) ∼= H1(B;Z).
We turn now to the definition of the Jacobian JW1H

2(X0;Z):

Definition 3.3. Let H be an effective weight one Hodge structure. Then the Jacobian JH is
the complex torus H0,1/HZ. The functor J defines a covariant functor on the category of effective
weight one Hodge structures. In particular, if H1 ⊆ H2 is an inclusion of effective weight one Hodge
structures of the same rank, then there is an isogeny of complex tori JH1 → JH2 giving an exact
sequence

0 → (H2)Z/(H1)Z → JH1 → JH2 → 0.

On the other hand, if C is a curve, and writing JC for JH1(C), JC ∼= Pic0 C and hence the functor
J is can also be viewed as contravariant with respect to morphisms of curves.

In the rational case, the following is immediate from the Mayer-Vietoris exact sequence:

Lemma 3.4. Suppose that Ỹ is a rational surface. Then JW1H
2(X0;Z) ∼= JD1 ⊕ JD2. �

The Enriques case is more subtle.
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Lemma 3.5. Suppose that Ỹ is an Enriques surface. Then H2(X0;Z) is torsion free. Hence the
image of H1(D1;Z) ⊕ H1(D2;Z) is contained in a saturated overlattice W1H

2(X0;Z) = W1 and
has index 2 in W1, and there is an exact sequence

0 →W1 → H2(X0;Z) → Ker{H
2
(Ỹ ;Z)⊕

⊕

i

H2(Zi;Z) →
⊕

i

H2(Di;Z)} → 0.

where H
2
(Ỹ ;Z) is the quotient of H2(Ỹ ;Z) by the torsion subgroup. Finally, let η ∈ Pic0 Ỹ be the

2-torsion line bundle, and identify η with its image in JD1 ⊕ JD2. Then

JW1
∼= (JD1 ⊕ JD2)/〈η〉.

Proof. By the Mayer-Vietoris exact sequence, the torsion subgroup of H2(X0;Z) is either trivial or

isomorphic to Z/2Z. If it is isomorphic to Z/2Z, then the natural map H2(X0;Z) → H2(Ỹ ;Z) is
an isomorphism on torsion subgroups. Thus, it suffices to prove that there is no connected étale

cover X̃0 of X0 which induces the (blown up) K3 cover Z̃ of Ỹ . Using [BHPVdV04, VIII.17] as a

general reference on Enriques surfaces, let Y0 be the minimal model of Ỹ and let D1, D2 be the
images of the elliptic curves D1,D2 in Y0. Then D1 · D2 = 1, so the cohomology classes of D1

and D2 are primitive. Then the Di are multiple fibers in two different elliptic fibrations and the

inverse image of Di in Z̃ are connected. But the Zi are simply connected, so the cover X̃0 induces
disconnected covers of the Zi and hence of Di. This is a contradiction.

The torsion subgroup 〈η〉 of H2(Ỹ ;Z) has order 2 and lies in the kernel of the homomorphism

H2(Ỹ ;Z) → H2(D1;Z) ⊕ H2(D2;Z). Hence it is in the image of H2(X0;Z). Since H2(X0;Z)
is torsion free and W1 is the saturation of the image of H1(D1;Z) ⊕ H1(D2;Z), it follows that

W1/H
1(D1;Z)⊕H1(D2;Z) has order 2 and its image in H2(Ỹ ;Z) is 〈η〉. In particular, the kernel

of JD1 ⊕ JD2 → JW1 has order 2. To see that this kernel is 〈η〉, where η is identified with

(η|D1, η|D2) ∈ Pic0D1 ⊕ Pic0D2
∼= JD1 ⊕ JD,

the Mayer-Vietoris sequences for Z, OX0 , and O∗
X0

give a commutative diagram

H1(D1;Z)⊕H1(D2;Z) −−−−→ H1(D1;OD1)⊕H1(D2;OD2) −−−−→ H1(D1;O
∗
D1

)⊕H1(D2;O
∗
D2

)
y

y
y

H2(X0;Z) −−−−→ H2(X0;OX0) −−−−→ H2(X0;O
∗
X0

).

Viewing (η|D1, η|D2) as a class in H1(D1;O
∗
D1

)⊕H1(D2;O
∗
D2

), it maps to 0 in H2(X0;O
∗
X0

) since

it is in the image of H1(Ỹ ;O∗

Ỹ
). Thus, if (η′|D1, η

′|D2) is a lift of (η|D1, η|D2) to

H1(D1;Q)⊕H1(D2;Q) ⊆ H1(D1;OD1)⊕H1(D2;OD2),

then the image of (η′|D1, η
′|D2) inH

2(X0;Q) ⊆ H2(X0;OX0) lies inH
2(X0;Z), giving an index two

overlattice of the image ofH1(D1;Z)⊕H
1(D2;Z). Unwinding the identifications as in Definition 3.3,

it follows that (η|D1, η|D2) is in the kernel of the map JD1 ⊕ JD2 → JW1 and hence that the
kernel is exactly equal to 〈(η|D1, η|D2)〉 = 〈η〉. �

Next we collect some basic facts about the invariants in the elliptic ruled case:

Lemma 3.6. Let Ỹ be the blowup of an elliptic ruled surface over the base B. Then:

(i) H2(X0;Z) is torsion free.

(ii) W1
∼=

(⊕
iH

1(Di;Z)
)
/H1(Ỹ ;Z), and, in the notation of Theorems 1.5 and 1.6,

JW1
∼=

{
JΓ⊕ JB, if (m1,m2,m2) = (2, 1, 1);

JΓ1 ⊕ JΓ2 if (m1,m2,m2) = (1, 1, 1).
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Proof. Regardless of whether (m1,m2,m2) = (2, 1, 1) or (m1,m2,m2) = (1, 1, 1), there exists at

least one i such that Di is the proper transform of a section. Hence, for such an i, H1(Ỹ ;Z) →
H1(Di;Z) is an isomorphism. Looking for example at the case (m1,m2,m2) = (2, 1, 1), we have

⊕

i

H1(Di;Z) ∼= H1(Γ;Z)⊕H1(σ2;Z)⊕H1(σ3;Z),

and the natural map H1(Ỹ ;Z) → H1(σ3;Z), say, is an isomorphism. Thus the map

H1(Γ;Z)⊕H1(σ2;Z) → Coker{H1(Ỹ ;Z) →
⊕

i

H1(Di;Z)}

is an isomorphism. SinceH2(Ỹ ;Z) and H2(Zi;Z) are torsion free, H2(X0;Z) is torsion free, and the
image of

⊕
iH

1(Di;Z) in H
2(X0;Z) is a saturated sublattice. Thus W1

∼= H1(Γ;Z)⊕H1(σ2;Z) ∼=
H1(Γ;Z) ⊕ H1(B;Z) and therefore JW1

∼= JΓ ⊕ JB. The case where (m1,m2,m2) = (1, 1, 1) is
similar. �

Concentrating attention on the case (m1,m2,m2) = (1, 1, 1), which will be the main case of
interest, we have the following:

Lemma 3.7. Suppose that (m1,m2,m2) = (1, 1, 1). Then more intrinsically, in the notation of
Theorem 1.6,

JW1
∼= (JΓ1 ⊕ JΓ2 ⊕ Jσ)/JB.

Thus in particular:

(i) The induced homomorphisms Jσ → JW1 and JΓi → JW1 are injective.
(ii) The induced homomorphism JΓ1 ⊕ JΓ2 → JW1 is an isomorphism.
(iii) The induced homomorphism JΓi ⊕ Jσ → JW1 is surjective, and its kernel is 〈η〉, where

η = (η′j , ηj), j 6= i, for ηj and η
′
j certain 2-torsion points on Jσ and JΓi respectively. Hence

JW1
∼= JΓ1 ⊕ JΓ2

∼= (Jσ ⊕ JΓi)/〈η〉.

Proof. (i) Since Γi → B is an isogeny of degree 2, Ker{JB → JΓi} = 〈ηi〉, where η1 and η2 are two
distinct 2-torsion points on B. If ξ ∈ Jσ maps to 0, then ξ ∈ Ker{JB → JΓ1}∩Ker{JB → JΓ2} =
{0}. Thus Jσ → JW1 is injective. The fact JΓi → JW1 is injective follows from the stronger
statement (ii), which was noted in Lemma 3.6. To see (iii), a point (β′, 0, β) ∈ JΓ1 ⊕ JΓ2 ⊕ Jσ
is in the image of JB ⇐⇒ β ∈ Ker{JB → JΓ2} and β′ is the image of β in JΓ1. Thus
Ker{JΓ1 ⊕ Jσ → JW1} = 〈(η′2, η2)〉, where Ker{JB → JΓ2} = 〈η2〉 and η

′
2 is the (nonzero) image

of η2 in JΓ1. �

Remark 3.8. (i) In case (m1,m2,m2) = (1, 1, 1), the two different descriptions of JW1 as JΓ1⊕JΓ2

and as (Jσ ⊕ JΓi)/〈η〉 reflect the fact that the singular I-surface Y can deform to an singular I-
surface with two simple elliptic singularities whose minimal resolution is either a rational surface
or a blown up Enriques surface.

(ii) There is a similar picture for (m1,m2,m2) = (2, 1, 1). In this case, JW1
∼= JΓ ⊕ JB as in

Lemma 3.6. There is also the surjective homomorphism Jσ2⊕Jσ3 ∼= JB⊕JB → JW1, with kernel
〈(η1, η1)〉 = 〈η〉, where Ker{JB → JΓ} = 〈η1〉. Thus

JW1
∼= JΓ⊕ JB ∼= (JB ⊕ JB)/〈η〉.

3.2. A local Torelli theorem. By Lemma 3.1, the differential of the period map at X0 is given
by the homomorphism

H1(X0;T
0
X0

) → Hom(F 1H2(X0), F
0H2(X0)/F

1H2(X0)) = Hom(H1(X0; Ω
1
X0
/τ1X0

),H2(X0;OX0))

induced by cup product. In the following, we will just deal with the elliptic surface case and
multiplicities (1, 1, 1) and prove a local Torelli theorem, but a similar result holds for the case of
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multiplicities (2, 1, 1) with a slightly more complicated argument. Intuitively, the differential of
variation of mixed Hodge structure determines the first order deformations of the base curve B as
well as the differential of the period map for the anticanonical pairs (Zi,Di) and so is injective by
local Torelli for anticanonical pairs. In the next section, we will show directly that the period map
has degree one onto its image in this case. Of course, this generic global Torelli result immediately
implies that the local Torelli theorem holds generically. However, it seemed worthwhile to give a
direct argument, although some details will just be sketched.

Theorem 3.9. In the elliptic ruled case with multiplicities (1, 1, 1), let Ξ be the family of locally
trivial deformations of X0 keeping the d-semistability condition and let x0 ∈ Ξ correspond to the
surface X0. Then the differential of the period map for the variation of mixed Hodge structure on
H2(X0) defined by Ξ is injective.

Proof. First we recall some standard facts about deformations of ruled surfaces and blowups of
surfaces. If Y0 = P(W ) is as in Definition 1.4, then since H i(B; adW ) = 0, i = 0, 1, H i(Y0;TY0)

∼=
H i(B;TB), i = 0, 1. Let ρ : Ỹ → Y0 be the blowup map. Then R1ρ∗TỸ = 0 and there is an exact
sequence

0 → R0ρ∗TỸ → TY0 → C2
p1 ⊕C2

p2 → 0,

where p1 and p2 are the points blown up. Also, H i(Ỹ ;T
Ỹ
) ∼= H i(Y0;R

0ρ∗TỸ ) by the Leray spectral
sequence. Thus there is an exact sequence

0 → H0(Ỹ ;TỸ ) → H0(Y0;TY0) → C2 ⊕ C2 → H1(Ỹ ;TỸ ) → H1(Y0;TY0) → 0.

It is easy to see that the map H0(Y0;TY0)
∼= H0(B;TB) → C2 ⊕ C2 is injective (AutY0 ∼= AutB

acts freely on the blowup points) and hence there is an exact sequence

0 → C3 → H1(Ỹ ;T
Ỹ
) → H1(Y0;TY0) → 0.

In other words, Ỹ has 4 moduli: one from the moduli of B and 3 from the moduli of the two blowup

points modulo the action of AutY0. In terms of H1(Ỹ ;T
Ỹ
(− logD)), there is an exact sequence

0 → TỸ (− logD) → TỸ →
⊕

i

NDi/Ỹ
→ 0.

Since degNDi/Ỹ
= −1, H0(Ỹ ;TỸ (− logD)) = 0 and the image of H1(Ỹ ;TỸ (− logD)) in H1(Ỹ ;TỸ )

has codimension 3. Thus dimH1(Ỹ ;TỸ (− logD)) = 1. Since the maps Di → B are étale, we can

identify H1(Di;TDi
) with H1(B;TB) for every i. The above then identifies H1(Ỹ ;T

Ỹ
(− logD))

with H1(Di;TDi
) ∼= H1(B;TB), for any choice of i. (Compare also [FG24, proof of Theorem

7.3(iii)].) In other words, all deformations of the pair (Ỹ ,D) come from deforming the base elliptic
curve B.

In Lemma 2.16, we have identified the tangent space TΞ,x0 with
(⊕

iH
1(Zi;TZi

(− logDi))
)†

as

defined in Definition 2.15. Consider the corresponding cup product maps on the various summands.
(Compare also [EF21, Theorem 7.2], [Fri15, Theorem 3.14].) First, we introduce the following
notation:

H1(Zi; Ω
1
Zi
)0 = Ker{H1(Zi; Ω

1
Zi
) → H1(Di; Ω

1
Di
)}.

Then from the exact sequence

0 → Ω1
Zi
(logDi)(−Di) → Ω1

Zi
→ Ω1

Di
→ 0,

it follows that there is an exact sequence

0 → H0(Di; Ω
1
Di
) → H1(Zi; Ω

1
Zi
(logDi)(−Di)) → H1(Zi; Ω

1
Zi
)0 → 0.
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Note that there is a map H1(Zi; Ω
1
Zi
)0 → H1(X0; Ω

1
X0
/τ1X0

) and hence a composed map

H1(Zi; Ω
1
Zi
(logDi)(−Di)) → H1(Zi; Ω

1
Zi
)0 → H1(X0; Ω

1
X0
/τ1X0

).

Serre duality gives a perfect pairing

H1(Zi;TZi
(− logDi))⊗H1(Zi; Ω

1
Zi
(logDi)(−Di)) → H2(Zi;OZi

(−Di)) ∼= H1(Di;ODi
).

Suppose that θ = (θ1, θ2, θ3) ∈
(⊕

iH
1(Zi;TZi

(− logDi))
)†

satisfies: θ ⌣ ω = 0 for all ω ∈

H1(X0; Ω
1
X0
/τ1X0

). First, if ∂ :
⊕

iH
0(Di; Ω

1
Di
) → H1(X0; Ω

1
X0
/τ1X0

) is the coboundary, it is easy
to check that

(θ1, θ2, θ3)⌣ ∂(ψ1, ψ2, ψ3) =
∑

i

∂(ι(θi)⌣ ψi),

where ι(θi)⌣ ψi ∈ H1(Di;TDi
)⊗H0(Di; Ω

1
Di
) ∼= H1(Di;ODi

). Choosing ψj 6= 0 for exactly one j,

it follows that ι(θj) = 0 and hence that ι(θi) = 0 for all i since θ ∈
(⊕

iH
1(Zi;TZi

(− logDi))
)†

.

Thus θ ∈
(⊕

iH
1(Zi;TZi

(− logDi))
)‡

, the subspace defined in Definition 2.15. The proof of

[EF21, Theorem 7.2] can then be adapted to show that the following diagram is commutative:

(⊕
iH

1(Zi;TZi
(− logDi))

)‡

⊗H1(X0; Ω
1
X0
/τ1X0

) −−−−→ H2(X0;OX0)x
x

(⊕
iH

1(Zi;TZi
(− logDi))

)‡

⊗
(⊕

iH
1(Zi; Ω

1
Zi
(logDi)(−Di))

)
−−−−→

⊕
iH

1(Di;ODi
),

where the right hand vertical map is the surjection of Lemma 3.1(ii). Let

µ = (µ1, µ2, µ3) ∈
(⊕

i

H1(Zi; Ω
1
Zi
(logDi)(−Di))

)

be such that µj 6= 0 for exactly one j. Using the fact that H1(Dj ;ODj
) → H2(X0;OX0) is injective

for a fixed j, it follows from the Serre duality statement above that, if θ ⌣ µ = 0 for all such µ,
then θj = 0. Since this holds for all j, it follows that θ = 0. Hence the differential of the period
map is injective. �

4. The limiting mixed Hodge structure and the extended period map

4.1. The Clemens-Schmid exact sequence for X0: the rational or Enriques cases. First

assume that Ỹ is a rational or Enriques surface, so that k = 2. In particular, there are two
monodromy matrices N1, N2 arising from the deformation theory of X0. Referring to Theorem 2.7,
taking the diagonal embedding of ∆ in ∆2 gives a smoothing X → ∆ ofX0 for which the monodromy
is N = N1 +N2.

The main point is then the following:

Theorem 4.1. In the above notation, let Xt be a general fiber of X → ∆ and let H2
lim = H2

lim(Xt;Z)
denote the limiting mixed Hodge structure (with Z-coefficients).

(i) Ker{N : H2
lim → H2

lim} = KerN1 ∩KerN2 and has rank 4.
(ii) The following is an exact sequence of mixed Hodge structures over Z:

H4(X0;Z) → H2(X0;Z) → H2
lim

N
−→ H2

lim.
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(iii) The image of H4(X0;Z) is spanned by classes ξ1, ξ2, which restrict to the classes

([Di],−[Di]) ∈ H
2
(Ỹ ;Z)⊕H2(Zi;Z)

and which span a primitive isotropic subspace of H
2
(Ỹ ;Z)⊕

⊕
iH

2(Zi;Z).
(iv) The map H2(X0;Z) → H2

lim induces an isomorphism W1H
2(X0;Z) → W1H

2
lim, and the

subspace W1H
2
lim is a primitive integral subspace of H2

lim.

(v) W2H
2
lim/W1H

2
lim

∼= {ξ1, ξ2}
⊥/Zξ1 + Zξ2, a subquotient of H

2
(Ỹ ;Z)⊕

⊕
iH

2(Zi;Z).

Proof. (i) is clear. The main issue is (ii). Let X ∗ = X −X0. Arguing as in [Fri84, 3.5], the Wang
sequence and the exact sequence of the pair (X ,X ∗) give two exact sequences

H1
lim = 0 → H2(X ∗;Z) → H2

lim
N
−→ H2

lim;

H4(X0;Z) → H2(X0;Z) → H2(X ∗;Z) → H3(X0;Z).

It will therefore suffice to show that H3(X0;Z) is torsion free (in fact it is 0 in this case). This
follows from the universal coefficient theorem and the fact that H4(X0;Z) is torsion free, by the
Mayer-Vietoris spectral sequence.

Then (iii) follows by direct calculation, since [Di] is primitive in both H2(Zi;Z) and in H
2
(Ỹ ;Z).

By looking at Hodge type, W1H
2(X0;Z) ∩ ImH4(X0;Z) = 0 and hence the map W1H

2(X0;Z) →
W1H

2
lim is injective. By (ii), the image is a primitive integral subspace of H2

lim and hence is equal
to W1H

2
lim. Finally, to see (v), note that

W2H
2(X0;Z)/W1H

2(X0;Z) = Ker{H
2
(Ỹ ;Z)⊕

⊕

i

H2(Zi;Z) →
⊕

i

H2(Di;Z)} = {ξ1, ξ2}
⊥,

using intersection pairing on the factors and the sum map from H4(Ỹ ;Z) ⊕
⊕

iH
4(Zi;Z) to Z.

Also, W2H
2
lim = KerN = ImH2(X0;Z). Then the exact sequence in (ii) identifies W2H

2
lim/W1H

2
lim

with {ξ1, ξ2}
⊥/Zξ1 + Zξ2. �

The upshot is the following, where we use the shorthand Wi to denote WiH
2
lim. The limiting

mixed Hodge structure on H2
lim looks like

W1 ⊆W2 ⊆W3,

whereW1 is a primitive integral isotropic subspace,W3/W2
∼=W1(−1), andW1,W2, andW2/W1 are

computed from W2H
2(X0). In particular, W2 is invariantly defined and has a well-defined integral

structure. Our main interest is in fact the mixed Hodge structure on primitive cohomology, and we
will use the notation (W2)0 and (W2/W1)0 when we work with primitive cohomology. Note that
(W1)0 =W1. Since L = KXt on a general fiber, with limit line bundle ωX0 , we have:

Corollary 4.2. (W2/W1)0 ∼= {ξ1, ξ2, [L]}
⊥/Zξ1 + Zξ2. �

In terms of integral lattices, using §1.1, we have:

Proposition 4.3. (W2/W1)0 is an even negative definite unimodular lattice of rank 24. �

We will determine this lattice in the various cases in the next section. Here, we recall Carlson’s
theory of extensions of mixed Hodge structures [Car80], [Car85]:

Proposition 4.4. The mixed Hodge structure on (W2)0 is classified by a homomorphism

ψ : (W2/W1)0 → JW1,

where JW1 is the Jacobian of the weight one Hodge structure W1. �
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Remark 4.5. Similarly, the mixed Hodge structure on H2(X0) is classified by a homomorphism
(also denoted by the same letter) ψ : W2H

2(X0;Z)/W1H
2(X0;Z) → JW1. However, the polar-

ization condition implies that ψ([L]) = 0 and the d-semistability condition implies that ψ(ξ1) =
ψ(ξ2) = 0. Thus, the extension of mixed Hodge structures coming from (W2)0 determines and is
determined by the corresponding extension coming from H2(X0) subject to the above conditions.

The homomorphism ψ corresponding to H2(X0) can be described explicitly ([Car79], [Car87,

Theorem 2.4], and, for a recent exposition which covers the case where Ỹ is not necessarily simply
connected, [EGW23, Proposition 6.1]). We begin with the rational case:

Proposition 4.6. Suppose that Ỹ is a rational surface. Given

λ ∈W2H
2(X0;Z)/W1H

2(X0;Z) ∼= Ker{H2(Ỹ ;Z)⊕
⊕

i

H2(Zi;Z) →
⊕

i

H2(Di;Z)},

represent λ by holomorphic line bundles

(Lλ,M
(1)
λ ,M

(2)
λ ) ∈ Pic Ỹ ⊕ PicZ1 ⊕ PicZ2

such that deg(Lλ|Di) = deg(M
(i)
λ |Di). Then ψ(λ) is identified with (λ1, λ2) ∈ JD1 ⊕ JD2

∼= JW1,

where λi ∈ JDi
∼= Pic0Di is the line bundle (L−1

λ ⊗M
(i)
λ )|Di. �

Remark 4.7. There is a similar description in case Ỹ is an Enriques surface. In this case, a class

λ ∈ Ker{H
2
(Ỹ ;Z)⊕

⊕

i

H2(Zi;Z) →
⊕

i

H2(Di;Z)}

lifts to a triple (Lλ,M
(1)
λ ,M

(2)
λ ) as above, where however Lλ is only unique modulo the 2-torsion

line bundle η. If λi is defined as in Proposition 4.6, then ψ(λ) is identified with the image of (λ1, λ2)
in (JD1 ⊕ JD2)〈η〉 ∼= JW1, which is independent of the choice of a lift.

4.2. The Clemens-Schmid exact sequence for X0: the elliptic surface case. The analysis
here is very similar to the other cases. There are three monodromy matrices N1, N2, N3 arising
from the deformation theory of X0. Referring to Theorem 2.7, taking the diagonal embedding of
∆ in ∆3 gives a smoothing of X0 for which the monodromy is N = N1 +N2 +N3.

Then arguments along the lines of the proof of Theorem 4.1 show:

Theorem 4.8. In the above notation, let Xt be a general fiber and let H2
lim denote the limiting

mixed Hodge structure (with Z-coefficients).

(i) Ker{N : H2
lim → H2

lim} = KerN1 ∩KerN2 ∩KerN3 and has rank 4.
(ii) The following is an exact sequence of mixed Hodge structures over Z:

H4(X0;Z) → H2(X0;Z) → H2
lim

N
−→ H2

lim.

(iii) The image of H4(X0;Z) is spanned by classes ξ1, ξ2, ξ3, which restrict to the classes

([Di],−[Di]) ∈ H2(Ỹ ;Z)⊕H2(Zi;Z)

and which span a primitive isotropic subspace of H2(Ỹ ;Z)⊕
⊕

iH
2(Zi;Z).

(iv) The map H2(X0;Z) → H2
lim induces an isomorphism W1H

2(X0;Z) → W1H
2
lim, and the

subspace W1H
2
lim is a primitive integral subspace of H2

lim.

(v) W2H
2
lim/W1H

2
lim

∼= {ξ1, ξ2, ξ3}
⊥/Zξ1 + Zξ2, a subquotient of H2(Ỹ ;Z)⊕

⊕
iH

2(Zi;Z). �

Corollary 4.9. (W2/W1)0 ∼= {ξ1, ξ2, ξ3, [L]}
⊥/Zξ1 + Zξ2 + Zξ3. Hence (W2/W1)0 is a negative

definite even unimodular lattice of rank 24. �
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In this case, the corresponding extension of mixed Hodge structures is described by a homomor-
phism ψ as before. The recipe for ψ is as follows [EGW23, Proposition 6.1]:

Proposition 4.10. Suppose that Ỹ is an elliptic surface. Given

λ ∈W2H
2(X0;Z)/W1H

2(X0;Z) ∼= Ker{H2(Ỹ ;Z)⊕
⊕

i

H2(Zi;Z) →
⊕

i

H2(Di;Z)},

choose holomorphic line bundles

(Lλ,M
(1)
λ ,M

(2)
λ ,M

(3)
λ ) ∈ Pic Ỹ ⊕ PicZ1 ⊕ PicZ2 ⊕ PicZ3

which restrict to the class λ on each component. In particular deg(Lλ|Di) = deg(M
(i)
λ )|Di, and Lλ

is well-determined up to the action of Pic0 Ỹ . Then ψ(λ) is the image of

(λ1, λ2, λ3) ∈ (JD1 ⊕ JD2 ⊕ JD3) /Pic
0 Ỹ ∼= JW1,

where λi ∈ JDi
∼= Pic0Di is the line bundle (L−1

λ ⊗M
(i)
λ )|Di. �

4.3. Picard-Lefschetz formulas. Again, we use the notation X0 = Ỹ ∐Di
(
∐

i Zi). Suppose that
Xt is a general deformation of X0, in the sense that the total space of the deformation is smooth.
Recall the following formula due to Clemens [Cle69], [Fri84, 3.8]: Let ct : Xt → X0 be the Clemens

collapsing map, and set Ui = c−1
t (Zi), i = 1, 2, 3, U0 = c−1

t (Ỹ ), and D̃i = U0 ∩ Ui. Then D̃i is an
S1-bundle over Di. For a pair of closed curves {αi, βi} in Di representing a standard symplectic

basis, let α̃i and β̃i be the corresponding S1-bundles (i.e. the tubes over the cycles αi, βi). Thus α̃i

and β̃i define homology classes in H2(D̃i), H2(Ui), or H2(Xt). Viewing them as cycles in H2(Xt),
define Ni : H2(Xt) → H2(Xt) by the following formula:

Ni(ξ) = 〈ξ, β̃i〉α̃i − 〈ξ, α̃i〉β̃i,

where we use 〈·, ·〉 to denote intersection pairing. Of course, there is an analogous formula for the
action of Ni : H

2(Xt) → H2(Xt) via Poincaré duality. Then the local arguments of [Cle69] show
the following:

Proposition 4.11. If Xt is a general deformation of X0, the monodromy N is
∑

iNi. �

Remark 4.12. (i) More generally, suppose that X → ∆ is a deformation of X0 such that, locally
around each point of Di, the morphism has the form xy = tki . Then the monodromy N is

∑
i kiNi.

(ii) There are obvious compatibilities in the situation where we partially smooth X0 to a d-
semistable variety by smoothing some of the components of the singular locus, but not all.

Proposition 4.13. The Z-span of the Ni is a primitive subgroup of the abelian group of all integer
matrices.

Proof. We shall just write down the proof in the case k = 3 and (m1,m2,m3) = (1, 1, 1). Then

we can reinterpret Lemma 3.7 as follows: The cycles α̃i, β̃i ∈ H2(Xt;Z) = H2
lim, 1 ≤ i ≤ 3, span

a primitive 4-dimensional isotropic subspace W1 of H2
lim which is a pure weight one sub-Hodge

structure for the limiting MHS on H2
lim. By the explicit description of Ni, ImNi is the Z-span

of α̃i, β̃i. Then the ImNi are primitive integral subspaces of W1 and correspond to sub-Hodge
structures, via the composition

H1(Di;Z) →W1H
2(X0;Z)

∼=
−→W1.

For i 6= j, the map ImNi ⊕ ImNj → W1 is an isomorphism over Q. More precisely, α̃1, β̃1, α̃2, β̃2
are a Z-basis for the lattice W1, i.e. ImN1 ⊕ ImN2 → W1 is an isomorphism of weight one Hodge
structures over Z. However, for i = 1, 2, the image in W1 of ImNi ⊕ ImN3 is a sublattice of index
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2 (and the sublattice for i = 1 is different from the sublattice for i = 2.) The following lemma is a
more explicit version of this statement:

Lemma 4.14. There is a choice of the integral bases α̃1, β̃1, α̃2, β̃2, α̃3, β̃3 such that

α̃3 = 2α̃1 + α̃2;

β̃3 = β̃1 + 2β̃2.

Proof. Referring to Lemma 3.7, there exists an integral basis {α3, β3} for H1(D3;Z) ∼= H1(B;Z)
such that the 2-torsion points η1 and η2 correspond to 1

2α3 and 1
2β3 respectively. The overlattice

span{α1, β1} can then be taken to have as an integral basis α1 = 1
2α3, β1 = β3. For this basis,

the homomorphism from span{α3, β3} to span{α1, β1} is given by α3 = 2α1, β3 = β1. Making a
similar argument for span{α2, β2}, the homomorphism is given by α3 = α2, β3 = 2β2. Thus, in
the integral basis for W1 = H1(Γ1;Z) ⊕ H1(Γ2;Z), α3 = 2α1 + α2 and β3 = β1 + 2β2. A similar

statement holds when αi, βi are replaced by α̃i, β̃i. �

Given the lemma, we must show that, given integers λi, 1 ≤ i ≤ 3, if
∑3

i=1 λiNi is divisible

by k, then k|λi for all i. Let α̃∗
i , β̃

∗
i be dual integral classes to α̃i, β̃i under cup product, i.e.

〈α̃∗
i , α̃j〉 = 〈β̃∗i , β̃j〉 = δij and 〈α̃∗

i , β̃j〉 = 0 for all i, j. Then

3∑

i=1

λiNi(α̃
∗
2) = (−λ2 − 2λ3)β̃2 + (−λ3)β̃1.

Hence,
∑3

i=1 λiNi(α̃
∗
2) is divisible by k ⇐⇒ k|λ3 and k|λ2. A similar argument shows that∑3

i=1 λiNi(β̃
∗
1) is divisible by k ⇐⇒ k|λ3 and k|λ1. Thus, if

∑3
i=1 λiNi is divisible by k, then k|λi

for all i. �

4.4. The extended period map. Let M denote the moduli space of I-surfaces, possibly with
rational double points, and let Φ: M → Γ\D be the period map and let Z = Φ(M) be its image.
As usual, we ignore the issues caused by finite group actions coming from automorphisms of I-
surfaces or from the rational double points. These can be handled in the usual way by imposing
level structure, restricting to suitable dense open subsets, or adopting the point of view of orbifolds,
i.e. suitable (analytic) stacks. The goal in this subsection is to describe the necessary properties of
a compactification of Z that we will need.

First, let M be the open subset of the KSBA compactification of M where the I-surfaces are

allowed to have simple elliptic singularities as well as possibly RDP singularities. Let M̃ be the
natural blowup of M where we replace the simple elliptic singularities by their d-semistable models

as described in §2.2. Thus M̃−M is a divisor with normal crossings (in the orbifold sense) and at
most 3 local branches of the boundary divisor have a nonempty intersection. Let U ∼= ∆k ×S be a
neighborhood a of a boundary point, with k ≤ 3, so that U ∩M ∼= (∆∗)k×S. If Ni is the logarithm
of monodromy around the ith coordinate hyperplane, then every N in the associated cone satisfies
N2 = 0. Let W1 ⊆ W2 ⊆ W3 be the weight filtration defined by any N in the interior of the cone.
Then ImNi is a sub-Hodge structure of W1. Thus dimW1 = 2 if k = 1 and dimW1 = 4 if k = 2, 3,
and dim ImNi = 2 in all cases. There is a distinguished codimension 3 stratum S1,1,1 corresponding
to the elliptic ruled case with multiplicities (1, 1, 1). The local monodromy in this case is described
by Proposition 4.13. There is also a local Torelli theorem (Theorem 3.9) for the variation of mixed
Hodge structure along S1,1,1. A similar picture holds for the stratum S2,1,1 corresponding to the
elliptic ruled case with multiplicities (2, 1, 1).

Based on the work of Usui [Usu06], Kato-Nakayama-Usui [KU09], [KNU13], Green-Griffiths-
Robles [GGR20], Deng-Robles [DR23], and work in progress of Deng-Robles, it is natural to con-
jecture the following:
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Conjecture 4.15. There exists an analytic space Z which is a partial compactification of the image
Z of the period map Φ: M → Γ\D with the following properties:

(i) The boundary points of Φ̃ contain the information of the nilpotent orbit of the limiting mixed
Hodge structure along with the unordered collection of the subspaces ImNi.

(ii) After replacing M̃ by M̂, a sequence of toric blowups of M̃ over boundary strata, the map

Φ: M → Γ\D extends to a holomorphic map Φ̂ : M̂ → Z.

For our purposes, it is not sufficient to allow a toric blowup M̂ → M̃. On the other hand, we

have a good understanding of the monodromy around the components of M̃−M. Thus, we further
conjecture:

Conjecture 4.16. In addition to Conjecture 4.15, the following hold:

(iii) The map Φ: M → Γ\D extends to a holomorphic map Φ̃ : M̃ → Z, i.e. no additional
blowups are necessary.

(iv) The compactification Z is an orbifold in a neighborhood of Φ̃(S1,1,1), and the complement

Z−Z is an orbifold divisor with normal crossings in such a neighborhood, locally consisting
of a union of 3 (orbifold) smooth divisors.

(v) The normal derivative of Φ̃ to S1,1,1 is injective at a general (smooth) point of S1,1,1, hence

the derivative of Φ̃ is injective at a general point of S1,1,1.

Remark 4.17. We make some remarks about the various finite groups arising on the moduli
and Hodge theory side of this picture for a general point of S1,1,1. On the moduli side, if Y
is an I-surface with three simple elliptic singularities of multiplicity one, we have constructed a
cover T̂ of the weighted blowup of the germ of the miniversal deformation of Y , with covering
group W (E8)×W (E8)×W (E8). As far as the three elliptic singularities of Y are concerned, one
is special: for the exceptional divisor in the minimal resolution, it is the proper transform of a
section, whereas the other two exceptional divisors are proper transforms of bisections. These two
singular points are exchanged by monodromy along the family of elliptic curves parametrizing the
base B of the elliptic ruled surfaces.

On the Hodge theory side, we have the weight filtration of the limiting mixed Hodge structure:
W1 ⊆ (W2)0 ⊆ (W3)0. If T acts trivially on the associated graded, then T is unipotent. The Hodge
structures on W1 and (W3/W2)0 are those coming from an elliptic curve and in general only have
the automorphism ± Id. As for (W2/W1)0 = Λ, we have seen that, in the multiplicity (1, 1, 1) case,
its automorphism group as a lattice is the semidirect product of W (E8) ×W (E8) ×W (E8) with
the symmetric group S3. Of course, the groups W (E8) ×W (E8) ×W (E8) on both sides match
up in the natural way. The group S3 does not act on the boundary components or limiting mixed
Hodge structures corresponding to S1,1,1 because of the asymmetry noted in Lemma 3.7. Instead,
S2 acts in the natural way, corresponding to interchanging the labeling of the two singular points
corresponding to proper transforms of bisections.

5. Analysis of the various strata

5.1. The possibilities for R(Λ). For the rest of this paper, we denote by Λ the even negative

definite unimodular lattice (W2/W1)0. Recall that, unless Ỹ is an elliptic ruled surface, i.e. k = 2,
we have

(W2/W1)0 = {ξ1, ξ2, [L]}
⊥/Zξ1 + Zξ2

= Ker{H
2
0(Ỹ ;Z)⊕H2(Z1;Z)⊕H2(Z2;Z) → H2(D1;Z)⊕H2(D2;Z)}/Zξ1 + Zξ2,

where H
2
0(Ỹ ;Z) denotes the orthogonal complement of [L] in H

2
(Ỹ ;Z). There is a similar descrip-

tion in the elliptic ruled case. By a case-by-case analysis, we will show the following theorem:
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Theorem 5.1. The lattice Λ satisfies R(Λ) = E8+E8+E8 in all cases except for the rational case
with multiplicities (2, 2). In other words, R(Λ) = E8 + E8 + E8 in the Enriques or elliptic ruled
case or in the rational case with multiplicities (2, 1) or (1, 1).

Remark 5.2. The more detailed analysis of each of these cases will show that the limiting mixed
Hodge structures are all of different types in an appropriate sense. More precisely, we have identified
six different strata of I-surfaces with 2 or 3 simple elliptic singularities, giving limiting mixed Hodge
structures of type ♦0,2, and the asymptotic behavior of the period map for each such stratum
determines the stratum.

Before we turn to the individual cases, we introduce the following notation: Given a function
ψ : E8 + E8 + E8 → JD1 ⊕ JD2, write ψij , 1 ≤ i ≤ 3, 1 ≤ j ≤ 2, for the corresponding function

from the ith copy of E8 to the jth factor of JD1 ⊕ JD2.

5.2. The elliptic ruled case with multiplicities (1, 1, 1). In this case, the lattice H2(Zi;Z)0 is
isomorphic to ΛE8 ⊆ Λ. Hence R(Λ) = E8 + E8 + E8, with the three summands corresponding to
the lattices H2(Zi;Z)0.

Then we have the following Torelli theorem:

Theorem 5.3. Assume Conjectures 4.15 and 4.16. With notation as in §4.4, if x is a general

point of S1,1,1, then Φ̃−1(Φ̃(x)) = {x}. Moreover, the differential of Φ̃ is injective at x.

Proof. First, the image of the extended period map determines JD1
∼= JΓ1, JD2

∼= JΓ2, and
JD3

∼= Jσ ∼= JB as subvarieties of JW1 in the usual notation. By Lemma 3.7, the pair {D1,D2} is
distinguished by the property that the map JD1 ⊕ JD2 → JW1 is an isomorphism as opposed to
an isogeny of degree 2. Thus JD3 is also distinguished, so the image of the extended period map

determines B, hence Y0, along with Γ1 and Γ2. Thus Ỹ is determined by the image of the extended
period map. The primitive cohomology of each Zi determines the root system E8 + E8 + E8.
For each factor E8, the corresponding extension homomorphism ψ factors through the inclusion

JDi ⊆ JW1 and thus determines the pair (Zi,Di). The gluing map from Di ⊆ Zi to Di ⊆ Ỹ

is uniquely determined since (Di)
2
Zi

= 1 and (Di)
2
Ỹ

= −1. Thus Φ̃−1(Φ̃(x)) = {x}. The second

statement has been noted in Theorem 4.4(iv). �

Remark 5.4. Without assuming Conjectures 4.15 and 4.16, the above argument still proves a
global Torelli theorem for the variation of mixed Hodge structure induced by the nilpotent orbits
of the limiting mixed Hodge structures for points of S1,1,1, together with the data of the inclusions
JDi ⊆ JW1.

5.3. The remaining cases where R(Λ) = E8 + E8 + E8.

5.3.1. The elliptic ruled case with multiplicities (2, 1, 1). We freely use the notation of Theorem 1.5.
First, the image of the extended period map determines JD1

∼= JΓ, JD2
∼= Jσ2 ∼= JB, and

JD3
∼= Jσ3 ∼= JB. Note that JD2

∼= JD3, so this case is different from the multiplicity (1, 1, 1)
case above. In any case JB is distinguished by the image of the extended period map. However,

Ỹ is not completely determined by B; there is a one-dimensional modulus coming from the choice
of the two sections σ2, σ3. The primitive cohomology of each Zi determines the root system
E8 + E8 +E7. For each factor, the corresponding extension homomorphism ψ factors through the
inclusion JDi ⊆ JW1 and thus determines the pair (Zi,Di). For i = 2, 3, the gluing map from

Di ⊆ Zi to Di ⊆ Ỹ is uniquely determined since (Di)
2
Zi

= 1 and (Di)
2
Ỹ
= −1.

There is a natural extension of the root system E8 + E8 + E7 ⊆ R(Λ) to a root system E8 +

E8+E8 ⊆ R(Λ): Let ε = −σ+ f viewed as an element of H2(Ỹ ;Z). Let ε′ be an exceptional curve
in Z1 such that, in the labeling of §1.5 for the E8 root system in [D1]

⊥ ⊆ H2(Z1;Z), ε
′ · α1 = 1
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and ε′ · αi = 0 for 2 ≤ i ≤ 7. Take α = ε + ε′. Then α2 = −2, α ·Di = α · L = 0, i = 2, 3. Since
(ε ·D1)Ỹ = (ε′ ·D1)Z1 , α defines an element of R(Λ). Thus {α,α1, . . . , α7} are the simple roots for

a root system of type E8 disjoint from the two others coming from [Di]
⊥ ⊆ H2(Zi;Z), i = 2, 3.

For all of the other cases in this paper, k = 2. Thus conjecturally the image of the compactified

period map Φ̃ at such a point x does not contain any points corresponding to the k = 3 case. Note

that ImN1 ⊕ ImN2 → W1 is an isomorphism over Q. Moreover, Φ̃(x) should conjecturally record
the information of the spaces ImNi ⊆W1, i = 1, 2.

5.3.2. The Enriques case. In this case, JW1
∼= (JD1 ⊕ JD2)/〈η〉 in the notation of Lemma 3.5. In

particular, JW1 is not the direct sum of JD1 and JD2, or equivalently the map ImN1⊕ImN2 →W1

is not surjective and hence is not an isomorphism. The lattice Λ contains the orthogonal complement

to [Di] in H2(Zi;Z) and to {[D1], [D2]} in H
2
(Ỹ ;Z) and hence to the orthogonal complement of

{D1], [D2]} in H
2
(Y0;Z), where Y0 is the minimal model of Ỹ . Each of these lattices is isomorphic

to the negative definite unimodular lattice ΛE8 . Hence Λ ∼= Λ3
E8

and R(Λ) = E8 + E8 +E8.

5.3.3. The rational case with multiplicities (1, 1). In this case, JW1
∼= JD1 ⊕ JD2 and the map

ImN1⊕ ImN2 →W1 is an isomorphism, which distinguishes this case Hodge-theoretically from the
Enriques case. The lattice Λ contains the orthogonal complement to [Di] in H

2(Zi;Z) and hence
R(Λ) contains two copies of E8. By Theorem 1.10, or directly, R(Λ) = E8 + E8 + E8. Labeling
the three copies of E8 so that the first one corresponds to the orthogonal complement to [D1] in
H2(Z1;Z) and the second to the orthogonal complement to [D2] in H2(Z2;Z), we clearly have
ψ12 = 0 and ψ21 = 0.

5.3.4. The rational case with multiplicities (2, 1). As in the rational case with multiplicities (1, 1),
JW1

∼= JD1 ⊕ JD2 and Λ contains the orthogonal complement to [Di] in H
2(Zi;Z). Hence R(Λ)

contains E8 +E7. Thus, by Theorem 1.10, R(Λ) = E8 +E8 +E8. However, in this case there is no
labeling of the copies of E8 for which ψ12 = ψ21 = 0.

To see this last statement explicitly, by Theorem 1.3, Ỹ is the blowup of a rational elliptic surface
with a multiple fiber F of multiplicity 2 at two points p1 and p2 which are the intersection of a
smooth nonmultiple fiber G and a smooth bisection Γ, and D1 and D2 are the proper transforms of
G and Γ respectively. Here G2 = 0 as it is a fiber, and hence D2

1 = −2. Since Γ2 = 1 by adjunction,

as Γ · F = 1 = −Γ ·KX , it follows that D2
2 = −1. Let φ1 and φ2 be the exceptional curves on Ỹ

corresponding to p1 and p2. It is straightforward to check using Theorem 1.3 that we can assume
that X is the blowup of P2 at 9 distinct points, with corresponding exceptional curves ε1, . . . , ε9,
and that

D1 = 6h− 2

9∑

i=1

εi − φ1 − φ2;

D2 = 3h−
8∑

i=1

εi − φ1 − φ2;

L = 6h− 2

8∑

i=1

εi − ε9 − φ1 − φ2.

There is an E7 root system contained in [D1]
⊥ ⊆ H2(Z1;Z) and there is an E8 root system

contained in [D2]
⊥ ⊆ H2(Z2;Z). Setting

α1 = ε2 − ε1, α2 = ε3 − ε2, . . . , α7 = ε8 − ε7, α8 = h− ε1 − ε2 − ε3,
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the αi determine a root system of type E8 in Λ. Finally, let α = φ1 − φ2. Then α ·D1 = α ·D2 =
α · L = 0, so that α ∈ Λ. Thus R(Λ) contains the root system E8 + E8 + E7 + A1, and so
R(Λ) = E8 + E8 + E8 by Theorem 1.10. In particular, the E7 + A1 subsystem is contained in a
unique E8 factor.

Label the three factors of R(Λ) so that the first factor contains the E7+A1 subsystem, the second
factor is the E8 root system contained in H2(Z2;Z), and the third factor is the E8 determined by
the αi as above. Then ψ21 = 0 and ψ22 6= 0. Also, ψ1i(α) = ODi

(p2 − p1), and hence is nonzero on
both JD1 and JD2. It is easy to see that ψ32 6= 0. Thus the limiting mixed Hodge structures in
this case are different from those described in §5.3.3.

Note: setting

ε = −
(
3h−

8∑

i=1

εi

)
+ ε9 + φ1,

one checks that ε · αi = 0, 1 ≤ i ≤ 8, ε ·D2 = ε · L = 0, and ε2 = −1. Let β1, . . . , β7 be a set of
simple roots for the E7 root system on Z1, labeled as in §1.5. There exists an exceptional curve ε′

on Z1 such that ε′ · β1 = 1 and ε′ · βi = 0 for i > 1. Setting β = ε+ ε′, β ∈ Λ and β is orthogonal
to the two E8 root systems coming from {α1, . . . , α8} and from [D2]

⊥ ⊆ H2(Z2;Z). Thus we can
explicitly complete the E7 root system in R(Λ) coming from [D1]

⊥ ⊆ H2(Z1;Z) to an E8 root
system in R(Λ) with simple roots {β, β1, . . . , β7}.

5.4. More on the geometry in the (2, 2) case. In this section, we suppose that Ỹ is a rational
surface satisfying the conclusions of Theorem 1.2. Thus, there exists an exceptional curve C

on Ỹ such that, if ρ1 : Ỹ → Y
(1)
0 is the contraction of C, then (Y

(1)
0 ,D2) is an anticanonical

pair. In particular, Y
(1)
0 is the blowup of P2 at 11 points lying on the image of D2, and hence

[D2] = 3h −
∑11

i=1 εi for suitable exceptional curves. One way to find such curves is as follows:

We have the double cover morphism ν : Y
(1)
0 → F1, which is branched along a smooth curve

Σ ∈ |2σ0 + 6f |. Then an easy calculation shows that

2g(Σ) − 2 = Σ2 +KF1 · Σ = 6.

Hence g(Σ) = 4. The projection F1 → P1 exhibits Σ as a branched double cover of P1. By
Riemann-Hurwitz, there are exactly 10 branch points. Equivalently, there are exactly 10 fibers
f1, . . . , f10 which are tangent to Σ. Thus ν−1(fi) = εi + ε′i, where the εi are exceptional curves on

Y
(1)
0 meeting transversally at one point. For i 6= j, the curves εi and ε

′
i are disjoint from both εj and

ε′j . Choosing ε1, . . . , ε9 arbitrarily, Y
(1)
0 is a blowup of the two point blowup of P2, or equivalently

the one point blowup of F0. Since ε10 and ε′10 meet transversally at one point, there is a unique

choice for ε10 such that the blowdown of Y
(1)
0 along ε1, . . . , ε10 is F1.

The double cover morphism ν is induced by the linear system |D1| = |ν∗(σ0 + f)|. The general
member of |ν∗(σ0 + f)| is a smooth curve of genus 2. Thus D1 corresponds to a member with an
ordinary double point, or equivalently an irreducible, hence smooth member of |σ0 + f | which is

tangent to Σ at one point. Given D1, the exceptional curve C and hence Ỹ are determined by the
double point of D1. There is a one dimensional family of curves in |σ0 + f | which are tangent to Σ
at one point, and for at least a general Σ only finitely many of them will have a given j-invariant.
The main point will be to distinguish these finitely many possibilities.

Next we determine the class γ of D1 in terms of the basis {h, ε1, . . . , ε11} of H2(Y
(1)
0 ). By

construction, γ2 = 2 and γ · [D2] = 0. Also, for 1 ≤ i ≤ 10, γ · εi = ν∗(σ0 + f) · εi = 1. Thus

γ = ah−
10∑

i=1

εi + bε11.
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Using γ · [D2] = 0 gives 3a+ b = 10. Then

γ2 = 2 = a2 − 10− b2 = a2 − 10 − (10 − 3a)2 = −8a2 + 60a− 110.

Equivalently, a is an integer and satisfies 8a2 − 60a+ 112 = 4(a− 4)(2a − 7) = 0. Thus a = 4 and

b = −2. It follows that [D1] = 4h−
∑10

i=1 εi − 2ε11 and that

[D1] = 4h−
10∑

i=1

εi − 2ε11 − 2C.

5.5. The root system in the (2, 2) case. For the rest of this section, Λ denotes the even negative
definite unimodular lattice corresponding to the (2, 2) case. We begin by completing the proof of
Theorem 5.1 by showing:

Lemma 5.5. R(Λ) is of type E7 + E7 +D10, and ΛR has index 4 in Λ.

Proof. First consider [Di]
⊥ ⊆ H2(Zi;Z). Since Zi is a (possibly generalized) del Pezzo surface and

D2
i = 2, [Di]

⊥ is the root lattice for E7 and by construction [Di]
⊥ ⊆ Λ. This construction yields

two copies of E7 inside R(Λ). To find the remaining D10, we use the standard description of D2

and D1 above. First, let αi = εi+1 − εi, 1 ≤ i ≤ 9. Then define

α10 = h− ε9 − ε10 − ε11.

A calculation shows that α2
10 = −2, α10 · α8 = 1 and

α10 · [D2] = α10 · [D1] = α10 · C = α10 · [L] = 0.

In particular, α10 ∈ R(Λ) and {α1, . . . , α10} are the simple roots for a root system of type D10

disjoint from the E7 roots constructed above. Thus R(Λ) contains a root system of type E7+E7+
D10 and it is easy to see that it is contained in no larger simply laced root system of rank 24. Thus
R(Λ) is of type E7 + E7 +D10.

The connection index of the E7 root system is 2 and that of the D10 root system is 4. Hence the
index of ΛR in Λ is 4. �

Remark 5.6. The curves D1 and D2 play a symmetric role. In this case, there is the anticanonical

pair (Y
(2)
0 ,D1). The hyperplane class h′ is given by 2h− ε11 −C − ε10 and a system of 11 disjoint

exceptional curves is given by ε′i = εi, i ≤ 9, ε′10 = h− ε10 − ε11, and ε
′
11 = h− ε10 −C. Using this

basis to compute a set of simple roots for the D10 lattice, we see that α′
i = αi, i ≤ 8, α′

9 = α10, and
α′
10 = α9. This corresponds to the outer automorphism of D10.

There is an explicit representative for Λ/ΛR (using the notation ̟i for the fundamental weights
of a root system as in [Bou68]):

Lemma 5.7. Given a choice of simple roots for for the E7 root system for [D′
1]
⊥ ⊆ H2(Z1;Z),

there is a unique β11 ∈ Λ such that

(i) β11 · αi = 0, i 6= 9, and β11 · α9 = 1, i.e. β11 = ̟9 for the D10 root system.
(ii) The image of β11 in H2(Z2;Z) is 0.
(iii) The image of β11 in H2(Z1;Z) is ̟7 for the E7 root system for [D′

1]
⊥ ⊆ H2(Z1;Z) and the

labeling of the roots given in [Bou68, Planche VI].

Finally, β211 = −4 and the image of β11 in Λ/ΛR is a generator for Λ/ΛR
∼= Z/4Z.

Proof. The class β = ε11−ε10 satisfies: β·αi = 0, i 6= 9, and β·α9 = 1. However, β·[D1] = β·[L] = 1.
Thus (β − [L]) · [l] = 0. Let β11 = β − [L]− φ, where φ is an exceptional curve in Z1 inducing the
weight ̟7 for an appropriate choice of simple roots. By construction, β11 · ξ1 = β11 · ξ1 = 0, so that
β11 ∈ Λ, and

β211 = (β − [L])2 − 1 = −4.
29



The uniqueness of β11 is clear since the simple roots span Λ. �

Remark 5.8. A possible strategy for proving Torelli using this boundary stratum would proceed
as follows: First, the extension data determines the pairs (Z1,D

′
1) and (Z2,D

′
2). Next, the roots

α1, . . . , α10, β11 span a lattice Λ′ in Λ which is “formally an E11 lattice,” because β11 · αi = 0,
i 6= 9, and β11 · α9 = 1. Looking at the extension homomorphism ψ2 : Λ

′ → JD2 is the same as

looking at the extension homomorphism for the anticanonical pair (Y
(1)
0 ,D2), because ψ2(β11) =

ϕ
Y

(1)
0

(ε11 − ε10). Thus, using the global Torelli theorem for anticanonical pairs (Theorem 1.13),

the pair (Y
(1)
0 ,D2) is determined up to isomorphism. (Here, we need to use the fact that the line

bundle O
Y

(1)
0

(D1) is a nef and big line bundle on Y
(1)
0 to apply Lemma 1.14 in order to check that

Condition (ii) of Theorem 1.13 is satisfied. To deal with the case where there are smooth rational
curves of self-intersection −2, we also need to use Remark 1.15.) In the notation of Lemma 5.7,
since φ · D′

1 = 1, it is easy to check that translations of D1 operate simply transitively on the
class ψ1(β11), so that the gluing isomorphism D1

∼= D′
1 is uniquely determined by the extension

homomorphism. By symmetry, the same is true for the isomorphism D2
∼= D′

2.

The main point is to identify D1 ⊆ Y
(1)
0 . There is aD10 lattice inH

2(Ỹ ) with basis α′
i = εi+1−εi,

1 ≤ i ≤ 8, α′
9 = ε10 − ε9, α

′
10 = h′ − ε9 − ε′10 − ε′11. Here, as noted in Remark 5.6, α′

9 = α10 and
α′
10 = α9, realizing the outer automorphism of D10. There is a corresponding “formally E11 lattice”

in Λ with basis α′
i, 1 ≤ i ≤ 10 and β′11, the analogue of the class constructed above but reversing

the roles of D1 and D2. Let qi = ε′i ∩D1, 1 ≤ i ≤ 11. The extension data for the root lattice with
respect to D1 determine the qi up to translation by a 3-torsion point: qi 7→ qi + ξ with 3ξ = 0.
In terms of the Jacobian JD1, there are 11 marked divisors of degree 0. Ideally, we would like to
physically identify the points qi themselves, for the following reason: Referring back to the double

cover picture, with ν : Y
(1)
0 → F1, the image S of D1 is a section of |σ0 + f |, and D1 is determined

by this section. For i ≤ 9, the image of εi = ε′i is a fiber fi, and ν(qi) = S ∩ fi. The section S
is disjoint from the negative section of F1. Blowing down the exceptional section, S becomes a
line in P2 not passing through the point x that was blown up and f1, f2 become two lines passing
through p. Then the image of S in P2 is determined by the two points ν(q1), ν(q2). This would

then determine S, hence D1 and finally Ỹ .

Without knowing the qi, for a generic Ỹ there are only finitely many possibilities for the nodal

curve D1 ⊆ Y
(1)
0 , because in general the j-invariant for the family of elliptic curves which are the

normalizations of the branched double over of a line in F1 tangent to the branch divisor at one point
is nonconstant. It seems very likely that the additional information of the classes ψ1(αi) ∈ JD1

distinguishes the possibilities, but it is not yet clear how to use this information.

5.6. Some related Torelli problems. In this final section, we list some Torelli type problems
suggested by the above analysis as well as [EGW23]. In the following, let X be a smooth surface
and let D be a smooth curve on X, not necessarily connected, or more generally a nodal curve. For
simplicity, we will just consider the mixed Hodge structure on H2(X−D;Z), not the various related
problems coming from normal crossing surfaces. The question is when this mixed Hodge structure
determines the pair (X,D), at least generically. Here are various examples of this situation:

(1) X is a rational elliptic surface with a section and D = f1 + f2 is a union of two smooth
fibers, with the period map ϕ : H2

0 (X;Z) → Jf1 ⊕ Jf2 defined in the usual way. In this

case, ϕ can have positive dimensional fibers: Consider a rational elliptic surface with an Ẽ8

fiber and a cuspidal fiber. Then the surface X has constant j-invariant, so that all smooth
fibers are isomorphic. Hence ϕ is trivial, but the set of pairs (X, f1 + f2) has dimension
one.
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(2) X is a rational elliptic surface with a multiple fiber F of multiplicity m > 1 (for example
of multiplicity 2) and D is a smooth (non-multiple) fiber. Thus KX = −F but D is not an
anticanonical divisor and hence (X,D) is not an anticanonical pair.

(3) X is an Enriques surface and D = D1 + D2, where D1 and D2 are two smooth elliptic
curves on X intersecting transversally at one point. In this case, we have the period map

ϕ : H
2
0(X;Z) → (JD1 ⊕ JD2)/〈η〉 as in Lemma 3.5, where η is the nontrivial 2-torsion line

bundle on X and we identify η with its image via restriction in JD1 ⊕ JD2.

Appendix A. Simultaneous log resolution for simple elliptic singularities

The goal of this appendix is to give a modular interpretation to the process of replacing a surface
with simple elliptic singularities by a d-semistable model, also called a simultaneous log resolution.
This problem has a long history. For a fixed elliptic curve E, this study dates back to work of
Looijenga [Loo77], [Loo78] and Mérindol [Mér82]. Grojnowski and Shepherd-Barron [GSB21] as
well as Davis [Dav19], [Dav21] consider the problem from a more group-theoretic point of view.
While the natural setting is that of (algebraic or analytic) stacks, we will mostly stick to a more
naive, complex analytic treatment. To motivate the discussion, consider the following situation:
Fix an elliptic curve E, and suppose that we are given

(1) A flat proper morphism π : Z → ∆, where Z is a smooth complex threefold, such that, for
t 6= 0, π−1(t) = Zt is an almost del Pezzo surface, and π−1(0) is a normal crossing (and
hence d-semistable) divisor of the form R∐D Z, where R is a ruled surface over the elliptic
curve E with invariant e > 0, Z is an almost del Pezzo surface with R ∩ Z = D, where
D ∼= E is the negative section of R and is an anticanonical divisor in Z;

(2) A Cartier divisor D ⊆ Z, such that D ∼= E ×∆, D ∩ π−1(t) is an anticanonical divisor in
Zt for t 6= 0, and D ∩ π−1(0) is a section of R disjoint from the negative section.

Here, we could replace the pair (∆, 0) by an arbitrary pair (S, S0), where S is an analytic space
and S0 is a Cartier divisor, with the natural changes to the definitions above.

In this case, standard arguments show that R0π∗OZ(kD) is locally free for all k ≥ 0. Using a
basis of sections for appropriate powers of k, i.e. taking the relative Proj

Proj∆

⊕

k≥0

R0π∗OZ(kD),

defines a birational morphism Z → Z1 ⊆ P×∆, where P is a weighted projective space, such that,
for t 6= 0, the fiber of the induced morphism Z1 → ∆ over t is the anticanonical model of Zt, and
the fiber over 0 is the weighted cone over E. On the other hand, the Cartier divisor R ⊆ Z satisfies:
OZ(R)|f = Of (−1), where f is a fiber of the ruling R→ E. Hence R can be smoothly contracted
to obtain another birational morphism Z → Z2, where all fibers of the induced morphism Z2 → ∆
are almost del Pezzo surfaces and the image of D meets the fiber over 0 in an anticanonical divisor.

We can partially reverse this construction as follows: Given a family Z2 → ∆, all of whose fibers
are almost del Pezzo surfaces, and a divisor D1 ⊆ Z2 with D1

∼= E ×∆ and such that D1 restricts
to an anticanonical divisor Dt in every fiber, blow up the curve D0 in the fiber Z over 0 and let
Z → ∆ be the new family. The exceptional divisor R is then the ruled surface P(OE ⊕ ND0/Z)
over D, and the fiber of Z → ∆ over 0 is R ∐D Z. On the other hand, given a morphism Z1 → ∆
and a divisor whose fibers are generalized del Pezzo surfaces away from 0, and is the weighted cone
over D in P over 0 (with weights corresponding to the del Pezzo surface fibers), we cannot simply
blow up the vertex of the cone in the fiber over 0, since for example if the total space of Z1 is
smooth the exceptional divisor will be P2, not the appropriate del Pezzo surface, and it and will
have multiplicity > 1 in the fiber over 0. Thus a base change is necessary.
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Remark A.1. As in §2.1, we can consider the deformation theory of the d-semistable surface
R ∐D Z and relate its deformation functor to that of the corresponding simple elliptic singularity.

Before we describe the general setup, we introduce the following notation: E will always denote
a fixed elliptic curve with a fixed origin p0.

Definition A.2. For 4 ≤ r ≤ 8, let Er be the root system usual root system (where by convention
E5 = D5 and E4 = A4), W = W (Er) be the corresponding Weyl group and Q = Q(Er) the

corresponding root lattice, which we have previously denoted ΛEr in §1.4. Let Q̂ denote the
diagonal lattice with basis e0, e1, . . . er and such that e20 = 1 and e2i = −1 for i > 0. Let κ =

(3,−1, . . . ,−1) ∈ Q̂, so that κ2 = 9 − r. Let d = 9 − r (here d is the degree of the relevant del
Pezzo surfaces or the multiplicity m of the corresponding simple elliptic singularities). Note that

κ⊥ ∼= Q and that the intersection form sets up a perfect pairing (Q̂/Z · κ)⊗Q → Z.

Before we turn to the construction, we make one more defintion:

Definition A.3. A marked almost del Pezzo surface with an anticanonical divisor isomorphic

to E is a quadruple (Z,D, µ, ψ), where Z is an almost del Pezzo surface, D is an anticanonical
divisor, µ : D → E is an isomorphism of lattices such that µ∗OE(dp0) ∼= ND/Z , and ψ : H2(Z;Z) →

Q̂ is an isomorphism such that ψ([D]) = κ. A marked generalized del Pezzo surface with an

anticanonical divisor isomorphic to E is defined similarly as a quadruple (Z,D, µ, ψ), but where

instead ψ : H2(Ẑ;Z) → Q̂ is an isomorphism such that ψ([D]) = κ for the minimal resolution

Ẑ → Z. Of course, there is a bijection from the set of marked almost del Pezzo surfaces to the set
of marked generalized del Pezzo surfaces.

Next we recall two basic facts: First, the set of all marked almost del Pezzo surface with an

anticanonical divisor isomorphic to E is isomorphic to E ⊗Z Q ∼= Hom(Q̂/Z · κ,E). In fact, the
isomorphism is via the extended period map

ϕ̂Z : Q̂/Z · κ→ E

defined as follows: Given α ∈ Q̂, ψ−1(α) ∈ H2(Z;Z) is represented by a unique line bundle Lα

with, say, deg(Lα|D) = a. Then (Lα|D)⊗µ∗OE(−ap0) is a line bundle of degree 0 on D, and thus
corresponds to an element of JD ∼= E. Note that Lκ = OZ(D) so that κ is sent to 0 ∈ E. Thus there

is a well-defined map ϕ̂Z : Q̂/Z ·κ→ E, which induces the usual period map up to the identification

of JD with E via the inclusion Q → Q̂/Z · κ. The global Torelli theorem (Theorem 1.13) then
easily implies that the quadruple (Z,D, µ, ψ) is specified by its extended period map. Note that the

index of Q in Q̂/Z ·κ is κ2 = 9− r = d, so that there are d2 extensions of a homomorphism Q→ E

to a homomorphism Q̂/Z · κ → E; this is the same as the number of choices of the isomorphism
µ : D → E or equivalently the number of dth roots of ND/Z . Thus the abelian variety E⊗ZQ is the
(coarse) moduli space of marked almost del Pezzo surfaces. It is not a fine moduli space for marked
almost del Pezzo surfaces owing to the existence of flops (elementary transformations) coming from
almost del Pezzo surfaces with −2-curves. Nevertheless, [Mér82, 2.3.3] constructs a “universal”
family V → E ⊗Z Q, together with a divisor D isomorphic to E × (E ⊗Z Q) such that, for each
x ∈ E ⊗Z Q, the pair (Vx,D) is a marked almost del Pezzo surface in a natural sense, where Vx is
the fiber of V over x and D ∼= E × {x} is the corresponding divisor. In fact, such a family exists
for each set of simple roots in Q. Finally, fixing a choice of simple roots, the extended period map
E ⊗Z Q→ E ⊗Z Q is the identity.

Remark A.4. The choice of a set of simple roots α1, . . . , αr leads to a choice of fundamental
weights ̟1, . . . ,̟r. In particular, using the labeling of the simple roots of §1.5, ̟1 can be taken

to be the class of an exceptional curve in H2(Z;Z) via the isomorphism Q∨ ∼= Q̂/Z · κ. However,
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despite the ordering of simple roots in §1.5, which was chosen for the purposes of §5.5, for the
realization of an almost del Pezzo surface as a blowup of P2, the exceptional curve corresponding
to ̟1 is more naturally viewed as the “last” blowup.

The link with the deformation theory of the pair (Z,D) is given by the following: First note that
the Zariski tangent space to deformations of the pair (Z,D) is given by H1(Z;TZ(− logD)). If we
want to fix the j-invariant of D, the appropriate Zariski tangent space is given by

Ker{H1(Z;TZ(− logD)) → H1(D;TD)} ∼= H1(Z;TZ(−D))/ ImH0(D;TD).

Since TZ(−D) = TZ ⊗KZ
∼= Ω1

Z , there is a further identification

H1(Z;TZ(−D))/ ImH0(D;TD) ∼= H1(Z; Ω1
Z)/C[D].

In particular, dimH1(Z;TZ(−D))/ ImH0(D;TD) = r.

Theorem A.5. Let x ∈ E ⊗Z Q correspond to the pair (Z,D). The Kodaira-Spencer map corre-
sponding to the family V induces an isomorphism on tangent spaces

TE⊗ZQ,x → H1(Z;TZ(−D))/ ImH0(D;TD).

Proof. By construction, the extended period map is the identity map from E ⊗Z Q to itself. The
tangent space TE⊗ZQ,x is isomorphic to

H1(E;TE)⊗Z Q ∼= C⊗Z Q ∼= H1(Z; Ω1
Z)/C[D].

On the other hand, the differential of the (extended) period map is a homomorphism

H1(Z;TZ(−D))/ ImH0(D;TD) → Hom(H0(Z; Ω2
Z(logD)),H1

0 (Z; Ω
1
Z(logD))

∼= H1
0 (Z; Ω

1
Z(logD)),

where H1
0 (Z; Ω

1
Z(logD)) = Ker{H1(Z; Ω1

Z(logD)) → H1(D;OD)} ∼= H1(Z; Ω1
Z)/C[D]. By a stan-

dard argument (cf. [Fri15, Theorem 3.16]), the differential of the period map factors through the
Kodaira-Spencer homomorphism. Hence the Kodaira-Spencer homomorphism must be injective.
Since

dimTE⊗ZQ,x = dimH1(Z;TZ(−D))/ ImH0(D;TD) = r,

the Kodaira-Spencer homomorphism is an isomorphism. �

Remark A.6. The Weyl groupW action on E⊗ZQ does not extend to a holomorphic action on V.
Instead, as a consequence of the global Torelli theorem (Theorem 1.13) for families (see e.g [Loo81,
§II.3], [GHK15, §6]), the Weyl group action extends to an action of W on V by birational maps
(not morphisms) on V covering the given action on E ⊗Z Q. More precisely, there is a universal
family V → E⊗ZQ of generalized del Pezzo surfaces together with a marking on H2 of the minimal
resolution (which we describe in more detail below) and the action of W on E ⊗Z Q lifts to an
action on V. Then V is a simultaneous resolution of the family V → E ⊗Z Q and W acts simply
transitively on the set of simultaneous resolutions constructed in this way.

Second, there is a coarse moduli spaceM for generalized del Pezzo surfaces with an anticanonical
divisor isomorphic to E, or more precisely triples (Z,D, µ), where Z is a generalized del Pezzo
surface, D is a smooth divisor in |ω−1

Z |, and µ : D → E is an isomorphism such that µ∗OE(dp0) ∼=
ND/Z . The moduli space M is a weighted projective space P = P(1, h1, . . . , hr), where the highest
root α̃ for the root system Er is given in terms of a set of simple roots α1, . . . , αr by:

α̃ = h1α1 + · · ·+ hrαr.

(We use the notation hi instead of the more usual notation gi to avoid confusion with the coefficient
g2, g3 in the Weierstrass form of the equation for E.) We shall describeM below in case d = 1, where
the sequence h1, . . . , hr is, up to permutation, 2, 2, 3, 3, 4, 4, 5, 6. The family of pairs (V,D) → E⊗ZQ
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defines aW -invariant morphism E⊗ZQ →M by associating to each pair (Vx,D) the corresponding
pair (V x,D), where Vx is an almost del Pezzo surface and V x is the corresponding generalized
del Pezzo surface. This morphism in turn induces an isomorphism (E ⊗Z Q)/W ∼= M . This last
isomorphism then gives a concrete form to Looijenga’s theorem that (E⊗ZQ)/W ∼= P(1, h1, . . . , hr).
However, to deal with the existence of simultaneous log resolutions, we will need a more precise
construction.

Turning to the theory of deformations of simple elliptic singularities, or equivalently weighted
projective cones over a fixed elliptic curve E, let (U, p) be the germ of a simple elliptic singularity,

with minimal resolution π : Ũ → U and exceptional divisor E = π−1(p0). Define d = −E2 to be
the multiplicity of U , so that d = m is the usual multiplicity unless d = 1, and let r = 9 − d. We
assume in what follows that d ≤ 4, so that in particular U is a local complete intersection. Then
the tangent space H0(U ;T 1

U ) to the deformation functor of U has a C∗ action with all weights
nonpositive. The negative weight space H0(U ;T 1

U )
− has dimension 10− d = r+1 and the quotient

P =
(
H0(U ;T 1

U )
− − {0}

)
/C∗ is a weighted projective space. The weight zero space H0(U ;T 1

U )
0

has dimension one and corresponds to deforming E. For our purposes, it is better to consider the
globalized version of the above: We replace U by the weighted projective cone R. Equivalently, R
is the ruled surface P(OE ⊕ λ), where λ is a fixed line bundle over E of degree d which we may as
well assume is OE(dp0), and R is the contraction of R along the negative section. Let D be a fixed
section of R of square d disjoint from the negative section and consider deformations of the pair
(R,D) fixing the isomorphism D → E, or more precisely triples (Z, t, ϕ), where Z is a generalized
del Pezzo surface or the cone over E, t ∈ H0(Z;ω−1

Z ) is a nonzero section defining a Cartier divisor
D, and ϕ : D → E is an isomorphism with ϕ∗λ ∼= ND/Z . The C

∗-action corresponds to multiplying
the section t by an element of C∗.

By [Mér82, Théorème 6.1] there exists an affine cone C over the abelian variety E ⊗Z Q and a
C∗-equivariant isomorphism

C/W ∼= H0(U ;T 1
U )

−.

(In [Mér82], E⊗ZQ is denoted by H and C by CH .) Here C is the contraction of the zero section in
the total space of a negative W -linearized line bundle L over E ⊗Z Q. Letting 0 denote the vertex
of the cone C/W , the induced morphism

(C/W − {0})/C∗ →
(
H0(U ;T 1

U )
− − {0}

)/
C∗

identifies
(
H0(U ;T 1

U )
−−{0}

)/
C∗ with (E⊗ZQ)/W where both sides are the coarse moduli space

of (unmarked) almost del Pezzo surfaces. More precisely, there is a universal family F over C whose
fiber at a point x 6= v is an almost del Pezzo surface corresponding to the image of x in E⊗ZQ via
the projection C−{0} → E⊗ZQ and whose fiber over 0 is R, the weighted projective cone over E.

The relation with weighted blowups is as follows. Let C̃ be the blowup of C at the vertex
0, i.e. the total space of the negative line bundle L, with exceptional divisor (the zero section)

A ∼= E ⊗Z Q. Then there is a morphism C̃ → E ⊗Z Q. Let F̃1 be the pullback of the universal

family V → E ⊗Z Q. The divisor D pulls back to a divisor D̃ on F̃1. Let D̃0 be its restriction to

the preimage π−1(A) ⊆ F̃1. Here there is a commutative diagram

π−1(A)
∼=

−−−−→ V
y

y

A
∼=

−−−−→ E ⊗Z Q.
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Blow up the smooth codimension 2 subvariety D̃0 and let Z̃ → C̃ be the resulting family. Thus

Z̃ → C̃ is a family of surfaces over C̃ whose fiber over a point x in the smooth divisor A is reduced
and is isomorphic to the normal crossing surface Vx ∐E R, where as above R is the ruled surface

over E containing E as a section with (E2)R = −d. Away from A, the fibers of Z̃ → C̃ are almost
del Pezzo surfaces. As in the discussion at the beginning of the appendix, the proper transform of
π−1(V) becomes exceptional in the sense that it can be contracted to A. Doing so gives a family of

surfaces over C̃ which is the pullback of the family F. In particular, the fibers over A are now all
isomorphic to the cone R. The picture is W -equivariant, and thus leads to a commutative diagram

C̃ −−−−→ C
y

y
C̃/W −−−−→ C/W.

Here, C/W is the affine space H0(U ;T 1
U )

− and the fiber of C̃/W → C/W over 0 is (E ⊗Z Q)/W ,
which by Looijenga’s theorem is the weighted projective space P(1, h1, . . . , hr) corresponding to the

C∗-quotient of H0(U ;T 1
U )

− by the natural C∗-action. Thus C̃/W can be viewed as the weighted

blowup C̃r+1 of the affine space Cr+1 at the origin, with exceptional divisor the weighted projective

space P(1, h1, . . . , hr). Note that both C̃r+1 and P(1, h1, . . . , hr) are orbifolds and so are themselves

stacks in a natural way, but these stacks are not the same as the stacks [C̃/W ] or [(E ⊗Z Q)/W ].
The construction behaves well in families: if E → T is a family of elliptic curves, there is a bundle

A of affine spaces of dimension r + 1 over T together with a zero section and a C∗-action which
restricts to the vector space H0(U ;T 1

U )
− over every fiber.

Remark A.7. For more discussion on the construction of A see for example [Wir92] or [FM01,
Corollary 4.1.7]. Note however that the case of E8, i.e. the case d = 1, is somewhat exceptional,
in the sense that the bundle of affine spaces over S need not be the total space of a vector bundle
(and is therefore not treated in [Wir92]). Roughly speaking, the issue is that there are two vector
bundles over the open sets corresponding to g2 6= 0 and g3 6= 0, but they are glued together by an
isomorphism of affine bundles which is not linear on the fibers. We will return to this point shortly.

In particular, applying the above construction to E → T , the Kuranishi family of an elliptic
curve E, the germ of a neighborhood of the zero section in A can be identified with the miniversal
(i.e. locally semiuniversal) deformation of the simple elliptic singularity. Likewise, Mérindol’s con-
struction can also be done in families: given a family E → T of elliptic curves (with a section), we

can form the families E ⊗ZQ and (E ⊗ZQ)/W , as well as the relative cone C and its blowup C̃. The
construction goes through as before (possibly after shrinking T ). In particular, taking T as above
to be (the germ of) a miniversal deformation of an elliptic curve E, there is a family V → E ⊗Z Q
and the analogue of Theorem A.5 holds:

Theorem A.8. With T the germ of a miniversal deformation of the elliptic curve E, let x ∈
E ⊗Z Q correspond to the pair (Z,D). Then the Kodaira-Spencer map for the family V induces an
isomorphism on tangent spaces TE⊗ZQ,x → H1(Z;TZ(− logD)). �

Applying Mérindol’s construction to the miniversal deformation E → T of an elliptic curve E
the for the base space S of the miniversal deformation of U , there is a bundle C of affine cones
over T , a bundle A of affine spaces over T together with a zero section Σ, and a C∗-equivariant
isomorphism (of spaces over T )

C/W ∼= A.

Here A is the base space of a miniversal family for the corresponding simple elliptic singularities.

The zero section Σ is a smooth curve consisting of equisingular deformations. If Ã → A is the
35



weighted blowup along the curve Σ, then there is a cover Â → Ã with covering group the Weyl

group W and a family of d-semistable surfaces over Â which replicates the above construction on
every fiber.

Remark A.9. In the application in §2.2, we will work with the germ S of the space A at a point
on the zero section, i.e. corresponding to a simple elliptic singularity, as well as the corresponding

weighted blowup S̃ and the Weyl cover Ŝ → S̃. Note that, by construction, S is a germ but that S̃

and Ŝ are not: S̃ contains the weighted projective space bundle (E ⊗ZQ)/W over T and Ŝ contains
a hypersurface isomorphic to E ⊗Z Q.

There is a very concrete description of this process (following unpublished notes of the first author
and John Morgan [FM04]). For simplicity, we just discuss the case d = 1, i.e. r = 8. Consider the
set of all equations of generalized del Pezzo surfaces Z in the weighted projective space P(1, 1, 2, 3)
(with homogeneous coordinates (x, y, z, t) of weights 2, 3, 1, 1 respectively) of weighted degree 6 and
with a fixed hyperplane section isomorphic to E and defined by a fixed t ∈ H0(Z;ω−1

Z ). These
equations are of the form

y2 = x3 + g2xz
4 + g3z

6 + tP5(x, y, z) + t2P4(x, y, z) + t3P3(x, y, z) + t4P2(x, z) + et5z + ft6,

where the Pi are weighted homogeneous of degree i in the appropriate variables. Here x, y, z are
determined up to weighted homogeneous changes of coordinates which are the identity modulo t,
i.e. up to the following transformations:

x 7→ x+ α1tz + α2t
2;

y 7→ y + β1tx+ β2tz
2 + β3t

2z + β4t
3;

z 7→ z + γt.

Using the first two transformations, there are unique choices of x and y so that the equation involves
no terms of the form t3y, t2yz, txy, tyz2, tx2z, t2x2. Equivalently, we can eliminate all terms which
have a factor of the form ty or tx2. To use the third transformation to eliminate one more term
depends in this case on whether g2 6= 0 or g3 6= 0 (this issue only appears for E8, i.e. d = 1).
For example, if g2 6= 0, we can eliminate the term txz3 and are left with the following equation in
standard form:

y2 = x3 + g2xz
4 + g3z

6 + atz5 + b1t
2xz2 + b2t

2z4 + c1t
3xz + c2t

3z3 + d1t
4x+ d2t

4z2 + et5z + ft6.

A parallel discussion handles the case where g3 6= 0.
Let C9 have coordinates a, b1, b2, c1, c2, d1, d2, e, f together with the C∗-action where the weights

are (1, 2, 2, 3, 3, 4, 4, 5, 6). (It is more convenient here to use positive weights for the C∗-action on
C9.) The above equation defines a family Z0 ⊆ C9 × P(1, 1, 2, 3), viewed as a family of surfaces
over C9, whose fiber over a nonzero point is a generalized del Pezzo surface and whose fiber over 0
is the weighted projective cone over E. The family Z0 → C9 is then the globalized version of the
universal family of negative weight deformations of the simple elliptic singularity of multiplicity
one. There are two different C∗-actions on Z0: the trivial action, which covers the trivial action on
C9, and the C∗-action which is the given action on C9 and where s ∈ C∗ acts on the homogeneous
coordinates (x, y, z, t) for P(1, 1, 2, 3) by: s · (x, y, z, t) = (x, y, z, s−1t).

Next we consider the weighted blowup of C9 at the origin: consider the space C × (C9 − {0})
together with the C∗-action defined by

s · (τ, v) = (s−1τ, s · v).

Then π2 : C× (C9 − {0}) → C9 − {0} is C∗-equivariant for the given actions. Define

F : C× (C9 − {0}) → C9
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by F (τ, v) = τ · v. By construction, F (s · (τ, v)) = F (τ, v), i.e. F is equivariant for the given action
on C× (C9 −{0}) and the trivial action on C9. The quotient stacks satisfy: there exist morphisms
[(C × (C9 − {0})/C∗] → [(C9 − {0})/C∗] and [(C × (C9 − {0})/C∗] → C9. The second morphism

realizes the coarse moduli space of [(C× (C9 − {0})/C∗] as the weighted blowup C̃9 of C9 and the

first corresponds to the associated morphism on coarse moduli spaces C̃9 → P(1, 2, 2, 3, 3, 4, 4, 5, 6).
Note that F−1(0) = {0} × (C9 − {0}) is a smooth divisor and that C∗ acts freely on

(
C× (C9 − {0})

)
− F−1(0) = C∗ × (C9 − {0}).

There are two families over C× (C9 − {0}): Z1 = F ∗Z0, defined by

y2 = x3 + g2xz
4 + g3z

6 + a(τt)z5 + b1(τt)
2xz2 + · · ·+ f(τt)6,

and Z2 = π∗2(Z0|C
9 − {0}), defined by

y2 = x3 + g2xz
4 + g3z

6 + atz5 + b1t
2xz2 + · · ·+ ft6.

Thus both Z1 and Z2 are hypersurfaces in C×(C9−{0})×P(1, 1, 2, 3). The two different C∗-actions
on Z0 then lift to actions on Z1 and Z2 respectively: the trivial action on Z0 lifts to the action
defined on points (τ, v, x, y, z, t) ∈ Z1 by

s · (τ, v, x, y, z, t) = (s−1τ, s · v, x, y, z, t),

and the second action on Z0 lifts to the action defined on points (τ, v, x, y, z, t) ∈ Z2 by

s · (τ, v, x, y, z, t) = (s−1τ, s · v, x, y, z, s−1t).

All fibers of Z2 are generalized del Pezzo surfaces. For Z1, the fibers over C∗ × (C9 − {0}) are
generalized del Pezzo surfaces but the fibers over the divisor F−1(0) are all isomorphic to the
weighted cone over E. More precisely, Z1 is the pullback to C× (C9 − {0}) via F ∗ of the negative
weight miniversal deformation of the cone (or more precisely of the pair (R,D)). To compare the
two families, we have the following:

Lemma A.10. Over C∗×(C9−{0}), there is a C∗-equivariant isomorphism from Z1|C
∗×(C9−{0})

to Z2|C
∗× (C9−{0}. More precisely, the family Z1 is obtained from the family Z2 as follows: Blow

up the smooth codimension 2 subvariety defined by τ = t = 0, which is isomorphic to F−1(0) × E,
and then blow down the proper transform of Z2|F

−1(0) along F−1(0).

Proof. Over C∗ × (C9 − {0}) × P(1, 1, 2, 3), there is a C∗-equivariant isomorphism

B : Z2|C
∗ × (C9 − {0}) → Z1|C

∗ × (C9 − {0}

defined by
B(τ, v, x, y, z, t) = (τ, v, x, y, z, τ−1t).

The rational map Z2 99K Z1 defined by B is resolved by a single blowup along the smooth codi-
mension 2 subvariety τ = t = 0 and the corresponding morphism is as described. (This is just a
statement about the rational map C2 99K C2 defined by (τ, t) 7→ (τ, t/τ).) �

As in the lemma, let Z be the blow up of Z2 along the smooth codimension 2 subvariety τ = t = 0.
Then Z dominates both Z1 and Z2, and the fibers of the morphism Z → C × (C9 − {0}) are
generalized del Pezzo surfaces away from F−1(0) and are d-semistable surfaces Z∐DR over F−1(0),
except that Z might have RDP singularities. Also, the C∗-action on C × (C9 − {0}) lifts to a C∗-
action on Z. However, there exist points for this C∗-action with nontrivial finite isotropy. Thus
we cannot simply take the quotient by C∗. To remedy this situation, we take the finite cover by
imposing level structure, i.e. by considering marked generalized del Pezzo surfaces (Z,D, µ, ψ) as
defined in Definition A.3. The moduli space of such quadruples is then E ⊗Z Q and there is a

morphism E ⊗Z Q → P(1, 2, . . . , 6). Let C̃9 denote as before the weighted blowup of the affine
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space C9 at the origin. Then there is a morphism C̃9 → P(1, 2, . . . , 6) of analytic spaces. We

can thus form the normalization C̃ of the fiber product (E ⊗Z Q) ×P(1,2,...,6) C̃
9. Equivalently, the

W -linearized ample line bundle L on E ⊗Z Q constructed in [Mér82] leads to a C∗-equivariant
morphism C− {0} → C9 − {0}. There is also a C∗-equivariant morphism

C× (C− {0}) → C× (C9 − {0}),

where C∗ acts freely on C× (C−{0}) = C× (V(L)− the zero section) and the quotient is the space

C̃ = V(L). The family Z on C× (C9−{0}) pulls back to a family on C× (C−{0}) on which C∗ acts

freely. Taking the quotient gives a family, which we denote by Z, over C̃. Here, the family Z is a
simultaneous log resolution as before, except that the reducible fibers (i.e. those over the exceptional
divisor) may have RDP singularities disjoint from the double locus, and likewise the irreducible

fibers may have RDP singularities. Then the family Z̃ → C̃ constructed above is a simultaneous

resolution of the RDP singularities appearing in the family Z → C̃, so that every fiber is smooth

or d-semistable. In particular Z̃ → C̃ is a simultaneous log resolution of the universal family of
negative weight deformations Z0 → C9. The picture is described by the following commutative
diagram:

Z̃

�� ##

Z

��

// Z0

��

C̃ // C̃9 // C9

where Z dominates the pullback of Z0 to C̃ and Z̃ is a simultaneous resolution of Z.
A similar discussion handles the case of a family E → T (with some care because of the issue

with the vanishing of g2 or g3). In particular, taking E → T to be the Kuranishi family gives
a simultaneous log resolution of the universal family of all deformations of the simple elliptic
singularity.

Remark A.11. In terms of stacks, there is a sequence of morphisms

E ⊗Z Q→ [(E ⊗Z Q)/W ] → [(C9 − {0})/C∗]

such that [(E ⊗Z Q)/W ] → [(C9 − {0})/C∗] induces an isomorphism on coarse moduli spaces.
Similar results hold for the weighted blowups and for the families we have constructed over them.
(Compare [Sta24, Tag 044U].)
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