arXiv:2405.09051v1 [math.AG] 15 May 2024

AN EXPLICIT WALL CROSSING FOR THE MODULI SPACE OF HYPERPLANE ARRANGEMENTS

PATRICIO GALLARDO AND LUCA SCHAFFLER

Abstract. The moduli space of hyperplanes in projective space has a family of geometric and modular compactifications that parametrize stable hyperplane arrangements with respect to a weight vector. Among these, there is a toric compactification that generalizes the Losev–Manin moduli space of points on the line. We study the first natural wall crossing that modifies this compactification into a non-toric one by varying the weights. As an application of our work, we show that any Q-factorialization of the blow up at the identity of the torus of the generalized Losev–Manin space is not a Mori dream space for a sufficiently high number of hyperplanes. Additionally, for lines in the plane, we provide a precise description of the wall crossing.

1. Introduction

Understanding the global geometry of the KSBA moduli spaces for higher-dimensional pairs is a notoriously difficult problem. A notable case that has recently been understood [AAB24] involves those associated with stable log Calabi–Yau surfaces, where every irreducible component of the coarse moduli space is a finite quotient of a toric variety. Furthermore, the fan of this toric variety is constructed via mirror symmetry. Other examples include the foundational work on stable toric pairs and abelian varieties [Ale02], and other explicit examples for moduli of surfaces such as [MS21], [DH21], [DeV22], [AET23], among others. Given an explicit description of a KSBA moduli space, a natural question arises: how does the space change when the parametrized pairs become more positive by adjusting their weights? According to general theory [ABIP23], a wall-crossing phenomenon exists, and the moduli space is modified. Yet, little is known about the explicit geometry of such modifications, and examples for moduli of higher dimensional varieties as in [Sch23] are scarce.

Our work is a step toward addressing this question by starting with the moduli of weighted stable hyperplane arrangements M_b(P^d, n) with respect to a weight vector b, see [Ale08, Ale15] and [HKT06] for the case b = (1, . . . , 1). There is a specific choice of weight vector t (see Definition 2.2) such that the main component of the KSBA moduli space is the toric variety associated with a fiber polytope. This space is known as the (generalized) Losev– Manin moduli space of hyperplane arrangements and we denote it by LM(P^d, n). By changing the weights of the hyperplanes to nt as in Definition 3.2, we make the pairs more positive, and the resulting KSBA moduli space M_{nt}(P^d, n) is a non-toric modification of LM(P^d, n).

Theorem 1.1 (Theorem 3.5 and Theorem 4.1). There exists a surjective birational morphism

M_{nt}(P^d, n) → LM(P^d, n),

which, in a neighborhood of the identity e of the dense open subtorus of LM(P^d, n), corresponds to the simple blow up of e, up to normalization. In particular, for d = 2, we have an 1

isomorphism M_{nt}(P^2, n)^ν ∼= Bl_eLM(P^2, n), where for a reduced scheme X we let X^ν be its normalization.

We prove the above theorem in § 3 and § 4. The main idea is to study the stability of the pairs parametrized by LM(P^d, n) when we change the weight vector from t to nt. Then, we explicitly calculate the stable replacements whenever we obtain unstable pairs. Care must be exercised because the log canonical divisor of certain pairs becomes not Q-Cartier as we change the weights. We conjecture that the analogous isomorphism holds for d ≥ 3. However, in this higher dimensional case, many more subtleties appear. For instance, the irreducible components of the degenerations parametrized by LM(P^d, n) may have non Qfactorial singularties. This is because a mixed subdivision of a scaled simplex Δ_d for d ≥ 3 may involve singular polytopes. An example can be found in [CHSW11, Figure 5].

Next, we describe an application of the Theorem 1.1. A central question in algebraic geometry is to understand the birational geometry of varieties. We recall that a variety is a Mori dream space if its birational geometry resembles that of a toric variety, see § 5. It is difficult to determine if a variety is a Mori dream space, and the question is, in general, unanswered even for the blow up at the identity e of the dense open subtorus of a projective smooth toric variety, see [GK16], [HKL18], [He19], [GAGK21], [GGR22], and [Cas18]. In our second result, we show the failure of the Mori dream property for the blow up at e of LM(P^d, n). This conclusion stems directly from combining Theorem 1.1, standard tools within moduli theory, and the analogous failure for the Losev–Manin moduli space LM(P^1, n), as seen in [CT15], and subsequently in [GK16] and [HKL18].

Theorem 1.2 (Theorem 5.4). Let n ≥ d + 9. Then any Q-factorialization of Bl_eLM(P^d, n) is not a Mori dream space.

We prove the above theorem in § 5. The main idea is to construct a dominant morphism Bl_eLM(P^d, n) → Bl_eLM(P^1, n−d+1) and then apply [Oka16]. We point out that the existence of such morphism does not immediately follow by simply restricting to hyperplanes because the pairs have weights and Bl_eLM(P^d, n) lacks a modular interpretation for d ≥ 3 at this point. Furthermore, there is a surjective morphism α : LM(P^d, n) → LM(P^1, n − d + 1) such that α(e) = e, but {e} ⊊ α^{−1}(e). Thus, α does not automatically lift to the blow ups at e by the universal property of the blow up.

Acknowledgements. The authors would like to thank Valery Alexeev for introducing us to the problem and for helpful feedback on preliminary work. We also thank Angelo Felice Lopez and Filippo Viviani for useful comments. P. Gallardo is partially supported by the National Science Foundation under Grant No. DMS-2316749. L. Schaffler is a member of the INdAM group GNSAGA and was supported by the projects “Programma per Giovani Ricercatori Rita Levi Montalcini”, PRIN2017SSNZAW “Advances in Moduli Theory and Birational Classification”, PRIN2020KKWT53 “Curves, Ricci flat Varieties and their Interactions”, and PRIN 2022 “Moduli Spaces and Birational Geometry” – CUP E53D23005790006.

Contents

1. Introduction 1 Acknowledgements 2 2. Preliminaries on weighted stable hyperplane arrangements 3 3. Wall crossing and modification in the interior of the moduli space 5 3.1. Preliminary lemmas 7 3.2. Proof of Theorem 3.5 11 4. The case of lines in the projective plane 15 5. The blow up of the Losev–Manin space and the Mori dream property 20 References 23

2. Preliminaries on weighted stable hyperplane arrangements

We review the necessary results from [Ale08, Ale15] and set up the notation. Let X be a variety, B_1, . . . , B_n ⊆ X reduced divisors, and 0 < b_1, . . . , b_n ≤ 1 rational numbers. We adopt the following notation:

bB := n∑ i=1 b_iB_i. The pair (X, bB) is called stable provided it has semi-log canonical singularities [Kol13, Definition–Lemma 5.10] and K_X + bB is ample.

We are interested in a particular type of stable pairs which we describe next. Let H_1, . . . , H_n be hyperplanes in P^d and let b = (b_1, . . . , b_n) be a vector of rational numbers satisfying 0 < b_i ≤ 1 for all i. Assume that ∑_n i=1 b_i > d + 1 and that (P^d, bH) is log canonical (the latter is satisfied, for instance, when the hyperplanes are linearly general). Then, (P^d, bH) is a stable pair, and it is referred to as a weighted stable hyperplane arrangement.

The theory of stable pairs and stable toric varieties induces a geometric and modular compactification of the moduli space of weighted stable hyperplane arrangements.

Theorem 2.1 ([Ale08, Theorem 1.1]). Let d ≥ 1, n ≥ d + 3, and choose rational weights b = (b_1, . . . , b_n) such that 0 < b_i ≤ 1 and ∑_n i=1 b_i > d + 1. Then there exists a projective scheme M_b(P^d, n) together with a flat and projective family f : (X , B_1, . . . , B_n) → M_b(P^d, n) such that the following hold:

(1) Every geometric fiber of f is a d-dimensional variety X together with Weil divisors B_1, . . . , B_n such that the pair (X, bB) is stable.

(2) For distinct geometric points of M_b(P^d, n) the fibers are non-isomorphic. (3) Over an open, but not necessarily dense, subset M_b(P^d, n) ⊆ M_b(P^d, n), the family f coincides with the universal family of weighted stable arrangements of n hyperplanes in projective space P^d.

For every positive integer m such that all mb_i are integers, the sheaf O_X (m(K_X + ∑_n i=1 b_iB_i)) is relatively ample and free over M_b(P^d, n).

For the rest of the paper, we abuse our notation and write M_b(P^d, n) to denote the irreducible component containing M_b(P^d, n) as a dense open subset. We pinpoint some special cases of the above construction. The moduli space M_b(P^1, n) equals Hassett’s moduli space 3

M_{0,b} of b-weighted stable rational curves in [Has03]. In particular, if b = (1, 1, ϵ, . . . , ϵ), then corresponding Hassett’s moduli space recovers the Losev–Manin moduli space [LM00] which parametrizes marked chains of P^1’s. If 1 := (1, . . . , 1), then M_1(P^d, n) recovers Kapranov’s Chow quotient compactification of the moduli space of n linearly general hyperplanes in P^d [Kap93], which was shown to be a moduli space for stable pairs in [HKT06]. In the current paper, the following choice of weights will be of particular interest.

Definition 2.2. Let us define the weight vector t = t(d, n) := ( 1, . . . , 1

(d+1)-times , ϵ, . . . , ϵ) ∈ Q^n , where 0 < ϵ ≪ 1. In analogy with the case of points in P^1, we refer to LM(P^d, n) := M_t(P^d, n) as the Losev–Manin moduli space for hyperplanes in P^d. When simply writing t, the values of d and n will be clear from the context.

A fundamental aspect of such Losev–Manin spaces is that for all d ≥ 1 and n ≥ d + 3, LM(P^d, n) is a toric variety. For d = 1, this was proved originally in [LM00].

Theorem 2.3 ([Ale08, Example 9.6]). Let Δ_d denote the d-dimensional simplex and let π_{n−3} : Δ^{n−3}_d → (n − 3)Δ_d be the polytope fibration given by

π_{n−3} : Δ^{n−3}_d → (n − 3)Δ_d, (x_1, . . . , x_{n−3}) → x_1 + . . . + x_{n−3}. Let Σ(n) := Σ(π_{n−3}) be the corresponding fiber polytope (we refer to [BS92] for the definition). Then the toric variety X_{Σ(n)} associated to Σ(n) is isomorphic to the Losev–Manin moduli space LM(P^d, n).

As expected, the compact moduli spaces M_b(P^d, n) depend on the weight vector b.

Definition 2.4. The collection of all possible weight vectors

D(d + 1, n) := { (b_1, . . . , b_n) ∈ Q^n | 0 < b_1, . . . , b_n ≤ 1, n∑ i=1 b_i > d + 1 }

is called the weight domain. A wall is a hyperplane in Q^n in the form

x_I := ∑ i∈I x_i = k

for some I ⊆ {1, . . . , n} with 2 ≤ |I| ≤ n − 2 and 1 ≤ k ≤ d. The walls induce the so-called chamber decomposition of the weight domain D(d + 1, n).

Theorem 2.5 ([Ale15, Theorem 5.5.2]). The domain D(d+1, n) is divided by the hyperplanes x_I = k for all I ⊆ {1, . . . , n}, 2 ≤ |I| ≤ (n − 2), 1 ≤ k ≤ d, into finitely many chambers. Then,

(1) If b and b^′ lie in the same chamber, denoted b ∼ b^′, then M_b(P^d, n) = M_b′ (P^d, n), and their families are the same;

(2) If b is in the closure of the chamber of b^′, denoted as b ∈ b^′, then there exist a contraction M_b′ (P^d, n) → M_b(P^d, n) on the moduli spaces and a morphism between the families, that is, (X^′, B^′) → (X , B); 4

(3) further, if b ∈ b^′ and b^′ ≤ b, then M_b(P^d, n) = M_b′ (P^d, n) and on the fibers, the morphism is birational on every irreducible component.

3. Wall crossing and modification in the interior of the moduli space The main purpose of this section is to prove Theorem 3.5, which is the first part of Theorem 1.1. We first need some preliminaries to state our result.

Lemma 3.1. Under the isomorphism X_{Σ(n)} ∼= LM(P^d, n) in Theorem 2.3, the identity e of the dense open torus of X_{Σ(n)} corresponds to the point in LM(P^d, n) parametrizing the stable hyperplane arrangement (P^d, tH), where H_{d+2} = . . . = H_n =: H and the hyperplanes H_1, . . . , H_{d+1}, H are linearly general (this configuration is pictured in Figure 1 for d = 2).

Proof. By [GR17, Lemma 4.2], we have an isomorphism (P^d)^n//_{Ld,n} SL_{d+1} ∼= (P^{n−d−2})^d, (3.1)

where L_{d,n} is an appropriate linearized line bundle. We view (P^{n−d−2})^d as a toric variety with the usual toric structure and identity e given by ([1 : . . . : 1], . . . , [1 : . . . : 1]). By [GR17, Lemma 4.2 (ii)], the point ([a^{(1)}_{d+2} : . . . : a^{(1)}n ], . . . , [a^{(d)}_{d+2} : . . . : a^{(d)}n ]) ∈ (P^{n−d−2})^d parametrizes the configuration of n hyperplanes in P^d given by L_1 = V (x_0), . . . , L_{d+1} = V (x_d),

L_i = V (x_0 + a^{(1)}_i x_1 + . . . + a^{(d)}_i x_d), for d + 2 ≤ i ≤ n.

(3.2)

On the other hand, let us view the linearized line bundle L_{d,n} as a choice of weights a = (a_1, . . . , a_n) ∈ Q^n_{>0} such that ∑_n i=1 a_i = d + 1. More precisely, we consider a := (1, . . . , 1

d-times , 1 − δ_1, ϵ − δ_2, . . . , ϵ − δ_2), where δ_1, δ_2 are rational numbers satisfying the following conditions:

• 0 < δ_1 ≪ 1 and 0 < δ_2 < ϵ;

• d + 1 − δ_1 + (n − d − 1)(ϵ − δ_2) = d + 1; • d + 1 − δ_1 + (n − d − 1)ϵ > d + 1.

In particular, a is contained in the closure of the chamber for b = (1, . . . , 1, 1 − δ_1, ϵ, . . . , ϵ). For such weight vector we have a moduli space of stable hyperplane arrangements M_b(P^d, n), and by [Ale08, Theorem 1.5] we have that M_b(P^d, n) ∼= (P^d)^n//_aSL_{d+1}. (3.3) We can combine (3.1) and (3.3) with the reduction morphism LM(P^d, n) → M_b(P^d, n) to obtain LM(P^d, n) → M_b(P^d, n) ∼= (P^d)^n//_aSL_{d+1} ∼= (P^{n−d−2})^d.

As LM(P^d, n) is a toric Chow quotient, the above morphism to the GIT quotient is toric by [KSZ91, § 3]. In particlular, since it is also birational, it induces an isomorphism of the corresponding tori, preserving the identity. It follows that the stable hyperplane arrangement parametrized by e ∈ LM(P^d, n) is the one obtained by imposing a^{(j)}_i = 1 for all i, j in (3.2), which is the claimed one. □

H_4 = . . . = H_n H_1H2H^3

Figure 1. Stable line arrangement for the weights t = (1, 1, 1, ϵ, . . . , ϵ) parametrized by the point e ∈ LM(P^2, n).

Definition 3.2. Let 0 < ϵ ≪ 1, ϵ ∈ Q. We define the weight vector

nt = nt(d, n) := 1 − ϵ, . . . , 1 − ϵ (d+1)-times , 1 + ϵ n − d − 1 , . . . , 1 + ϵ n − d − 1 ∈ Q^n . (3.4)

We observe that the sum of the weights in nt is strictly larger than d + 1, so it defines a moduli space M_{nt}(P^d, n). As in the case of t, when simply writing nt, the values of d and n will be clear from the context.

Remark 3.3. For ϵ ≪ 1, the sum of the weights in nt(d, n) is strictly larger than the sum of the weights in t(d, n). So, in a way, the pairs parametrized by M_{nt}(P^d, n) are ‘more positive’ than the ones parametrized by LM(P^d, n)

Definition 3.4. Denote by LM(P^d, n) the open subset of LM(P^d, n) parametrizing stable pairs (P^d, tH). We point out that we are not requiring that the hyperplanes H_1, . . . , H_n are linearly general. In particular, e ∈ LM(P^d, n).

We are now ready to state the main result of this section.

Theorem 3.5. Let nt be the weight vector in Definition 3.2. Then, the following hold:

(i) There exists a birational morphism

f : M_{nt}(P^d, n) → LM(P^d, n).

(ii) Let us define U_{nt}(P^d, n) := f^{−1}(LM(P^d, n)). Then,

Bl_eLM(P^d, n) ∼= U_{nt}(P^d, n)^ν .

The proof of Theorem 3.5 is the focus of the rest of the section. The map f is obtained via Theorem 2.5. The isomorphism between U_{nt}(P^d, n)^ν and Bl_eLM(P^d, n) is obtained by judiciously studying the stable replacements of the pair parameterized by e ∈ LM(P^d, n) when we change the weight vector from t to nt. 6

t nt^w W aL xd+2 + . . . + xn = 1

Figure 2. Crossing of the wall x_{d+2} + . . . + x_n = 1 (pictured as the vertical line) moving from t to nt in the weight domain D(d+1, n). The weight vectors a and ^w feature in the proof of Theorem 3.5 (i).

3.1. Preliminary lemmas. We start by describing the structure of the chamber decomposition of D(d + 1, n) between the weight vectors t and nt.

Lemma 3.6. The following hold (see Figure 2):

(1) The weight vector t lies exactly on the walls x_I = |I|, where I ⊆ {1, . . . , d + 1}. (2) The weight vector nt does not lie on any wall.

(3) The unique wall W intersecting the relative interior L^∘ of the segment L joining t and nt is given by x_I = 1 where I = {d + 2, . . . , n}.

(4) The weight vector w = (w_1, . . . , w_n) = W ∩ L^∘ is given by

w_i = { 1 − ϵ +^{ϵ2}_{1+ϵ(d+2−n)} if 1 ≤ i ≤ d + 1 1 n−d−1 if d + 2 ≤ i ≤ n. Proof. (1) and (2) follow from the definitions of the weight vectors t and nt and from the fact that ϵ ≪ 1. Let us prove (3). Suppose W : x_I = k is a wall with the claimed property for some I ⊆ {1, . . . , n}, 2 ≤ |I| ≤ n − 2, and 1 ≤ k ≤ d. We will show that I = {d + 2, . . . , n} and k = 1.

Let I_1 := I ∩ {1, . . . , d + 1} and I_2 := I ∩ {d + 2, . . . , n}. So, if we evaluate x_I at the weight vectors t and nt we obtain

x_I (t) = |I_1| + |I_2|ϵ,

x_I (nt) = |I_1|(1 − ϵ) + |I_2|

1 + ϵ n − d − 1 . Since, t and nt are on different sides of the wall W , we obtain that either x_I (nt) < x_I (t) or x_I (t) < x_I (nt). By considering the former and the latter inequalities, we find that one of 7

the following two possibilities occurs:

(a) |I_1|(1 − ϵ) + |I_2|

1 + ϵ n − d − 1 < |I_1|, (b) |I_1| + 1 < |I_1|(1 − ϵ) + |I_2|

1 + ϵ n − d − 1 . Suppose that (a) holds. Then, by manipulating the inequality, we obtain that |I_2| < ϵ((n − d − 1)|I_1| − |I_2|). This forces |I_2| = 0, which implies that I ⊆ {1, . . . , d + 1}. As W intersects the relative interior of L, then x_I (t) = |I| ≠ k. At the same time, x_I (nt) = |I|(1 − ϵ) is arbitrarily close to x_I (t) = |I|, hence t and nt lie in the same half-space determined by W : x_I = k, which is a contradiction.

So, (b) must hold instead. After manipulating the inequality, we obtain that ϵ ( |I_2| n − d − 1 − |I_1| ) > 1 − |I_2| n − d − 1 . (3.5)

The right-hand side of (3.5) in non-negative. So, ( |I_2| n − d − 1 − |I_1| ) > 0 =⇒ |I_1| < |I_2| n − d − 1 ≤ 1. From this follows that I_1 = ∅ because its cardinality is strictly smaller that one. So, I = I_2 and (3.5) becomes ϵ · |I_2| n − d − 1 > 1 − |I_2| n − d − 1 . (3.6)

If the right-hand side of (3.6) is positive, then 1 > |I_2| n − d − 1 . So, I_2 is a proper subset of {d + 2, . . . , n}. Then, by evaluating x_I (t) = |I_2|ϵ and x_I (nt) = (1+ϵ)^{|I2|}_{n−d−1} , we observe that t and nt cannot be on opposite sides of W because, since ϵ ≪ 1 and^{|I2|}_{n−d−1} < 1, we have that

0 < |I_2|ϵ < (1 + ϵ) |I_2| n − d − 1 < 1. So, the right-hand side of (3.6) is zero. This implies that I_2 = {d + 2, . . . , n}. The last thing is to determine k. As x_I (t) = ϵ|I| and x_I (nt) = 1 + ϵ, we have that t and nt are on opposite sides of the wall W if and only if k = 1. This shows part (3).

Finally, we show the formula for the weight w in part (4). Let w(u) = (1−u)·t+u·nt for u in the interval [0, 1]. We want to find u_0 such that x_I (w(u_0)) = 1, where I = {d+2, . . . , n}.

For d + 2 ≤ i ≤ n, we have that w(u)_i = (1 − u) · ϵ + u ·^{1+ϵ}_{n−d−1} . So, we have that

x_I (w(u_0)) = 1 =⇒ (n − d − 1) ( (1 − u_0) · ϵ + u_0 ·

1 + ϵ n − d − 1 ) = 1 =⇒ u_0 =

1 + ϵ(d + 1 − n) 1 + ϵ(d + 2 − n) . From this we can compute the coordinates of w as claimed: 8

• If 1 ≤ i ≤ d + 1, then,

w_i = w(u_0)_i = (1 − u_0) · 1 + u_0 · (1 − ϵ) = 1 − ϵ + ϵ^2 1 + ϵ(d + 2 − n) . • If d + 2 ≤ i ≤ n, then,

w_i = w(u_0)_i = (1 − u_0) · ϵ + u_0 ·

1 + ϵ n − d − 1 = 1 n − d − 1 . □ Lemma 3.7. Let (P^d, tH) be a stable pair parametrized by LM(P^d, n). Then, (P^d, ntH) is unstable if and only if (P^d, tH) is the stable pair parametrized by the point e. Proof. If (P^d, tH) is parametrized by e, then (P^d, ntH) is unstable because the sum of the weights of H_{d+2}, . . . , H_n is strictly larger than 1. So, let us focus on the converse.

Suppose the stable pair (P^d, tH) is not parametrized by e and let us prove that (P^d, ntH) is stable. For this, it will be enough to check that (P^d, ntH) is log canonical. Let I ⊆ {1, . . . , n} be such that ∩_{i∈I} H_i ≠ ∅ and define m_1 := |I ∩ {1, . . . , d + 1}|, m_2 := |I ∩ {d + 2, . . . , n}|. That is, m_1 counts the number “heavy” hyperplanes with respect to t while m_2 counts the number of “light” ones.

By [Ale08, § 1], the log canonicity of (P^d, tH) implies that m_1 + ϵm_2 ≤ Codim_Pd(∩_{i∈I} H_i) =: c (3.7) and we want to show that (1 − ϵ)m_1 +

1 + ϵ n − d − 1 m_2 ≤ c. (3.8) We have the following cases:

• If m_2 = 0, then

(1 − ϵ)m_1 +

1 + ϵ n − d − 1 m_2 = (1 − ϵ)m_1 ≤ m_1 + ϵm_2 ≤ c.

• If m_1 = 0 and m_2 < n − d − 1, then

(1 − ϵ)m_1 +

1 + ϵ n − d − 1 m_2 =

1 + ϵ n − d − 1 m_2 ≤ 1 ≤ c, where the first inequality above holds true because ϵ ≪ 1.

• If m_1 = 0 and m_2 = n − d − 1, then

(1 − ϵ)m_1 +

1 + ϵ n − d − 1 m_2 = 1 + ϵ ≤ c,

where the last inequality holds because, otherwise, H_{d+2} = . . . = H_n, which is excluded by our hypothesis.

• We now assume m_1, m_2 > 0. By (3.7) we have that m_1 ≤ c − 1. Therefore,

(1 − ϵ)m_1 +

1 + ϵ n − d − 1 m_2 ≤ (1 − ϵ)(c − 1) + 1 + ϵ = c + ϵ(2 − c),

which is less than or equal to c provided c ≥ 2. To show the latter, assume by contradiction that c = 1. Then, the hyperplanes H_i, i ∈ I, must coincide. In particular, a hyperplane H_i with i ≤ d + 1 would be equal to a hyperplane H_j with j ≥ d + 2. This contradicts the fact that (P^d, tH) is log canonical. 9

C_1C_2C_3 C_4C^n

. . .

D_1D2Y_1Y^2

Figure 3. The reducible surface Y with the broken lines C_1, . . . , C_n described in Definition 3.8.

In each one of the cases above, we verified (3.8), which concludes the proof. □

Now that we realized that the pair (P^d, tH) parametrized by e is unstable for the weight vector nt, we construct some degenerate stable hyperplane arrangements with respect to nt that, as we will show, are naturally parametrized by the exceptional divisor of Bl_eLM(P^d, n).

Definition 3.8. Let Y, C_1, . . . , C_n be as follows:

(1) Y is the transverse gluing of Y_1 and Y_2, where Y_1 is a copy of P^d and Y_2 is a copy of the blow up of P^d at a single point p. The surfaces are glued along a hyperplane D_1 ⊆ Y_1 and the exceptional divisor D_2 ⊆ Y_2.

(2) C_1, . . . , C_{d+1} restricted to Y_1 give d + 1 hyperplanes which, together with D_1, are in general linear position.

(3) C_1, . . . , C_{d+1} restricted to Y_2 give the strict transform of d + 1 distinct hyperplanes in P^d intersecting the exceptional divisor D_2 ∼= P^{d−1} into d + 1 linearly general hyperplanes.

(4) C_{d+2}, . . . , C_n restricted to Y_2 give sections of the fibration Y_2 → P^{d−1} which are disjoint from D_2 and at most n − d − 2 of these sections can coincide.

For d = 2, the reducible surface Y together with the broken lines C_1, . . . , C_n is depicted in Figure 3.

Lemma 3.9. Let Y, C_1, . . . , C_n as in Definition 3.8. Then, the pair (Y, ntC) is stable.

Proof. It follows from the definition of nt and Definition 3.8 that K_Y + ntC is Q-Cartier and that the pairs (Y_1, D_1 + ntC|_{Y1} ) and (Y_2, D_2 + ntC|_{Y2} ) are log canonical. So, we only have to check that the divisors D_1 + K_{Y1} + ntC|_{Y1} and D_2 + K_{Y2} + ntC|_{Y2} are ample.

If H ⊆ Y_1 denotes a generic hyperplane, then

D_1 + K_{Y1} + ntC|_{Y1} ∼_Q H − (d + 1)H + (d + 1)(1 − ϵ)H = (1 − (d + 1)ϵ)H, 10

which is ample because ϵ ≪ 1. So, let us focus on the second component Y_2. Let e ⊆ Y_2 be any line contained in the exceptional divisor D_2. Let f ⊆ Y_2 denote the strict transform of a line in P^d passing through p. Finally, let s ⊆ Y_2 be the strict transform of a line in P^d disjoint from p. To prove that D_2 + K_{Y2} + ntC|_{Y2} is ample, it is sufficient to prove that it intersects positively with the curves e, f, s (this is a combination of Kleiman’s ampleness criterion [KM98, Theorem 1.18] with the fact that in a toric variety the cone of pseudoeffective curves is generated by the boundary curves [CLS11, Theorem 6.3.20 (b)]). Let H ⊆ Y_2 (resp. R ⊆ Y_2) be the strict transform of a hyperplane in P^d not passing through p (resp. passing through p). We have that K_{Y2} ∼ −(d+1)H +(d−1)D_2 by [GH94, Page 187] and R ∼ H −D_2 by [GH94, Page 605]. Moreover, C|_{Y2} is the sum of the divisors (C_1 + . . . + C_{d+1})|_{Y2} which is linearly equivalent to (d + 1)R and (C_{d+2} + . . . + C_n)|_{Y2} which is linearly equivalent to (n − d − 1)H. Therefore,

D_2 + K_{Y2} + C|_{Y2} ∼_Q D_2 + (−(d + 1)H + (d − 1)D_2) + ( (d + 1)(1 − ϵ)(H − D_2) + (n − d − 1)

1 + ϵ n − d − 1 H )

= (1 − ϵd)H + (ϵ(1 + d) − 1)D_2.

From the geometry of Y_2 we can argue that H · e = 0 H · f = 1 H · s = 1 D_2 · e = −1 D_2 · f = 1 D_2 · s = 0, from which we obtain that (D_2 + K_{Y2} + C|_{Y2} ) · e = 1 − ϵ(1 + d) (D_2 + K_{Y2} + C|_{Y2} ) · f = ϵ (D_2 + K_{Y2} + C|_{Y2} ) · s = 1 − ϵd, which are all positive for 0 < ϵ ≪ 1. □

3.2. Proof of Theorem 3.5. We are now ready to assemble all our work together. Proof of part (i). We show that there is a birational morphism M_{nt}(P^d, n) → LM(P^d, n). The strategy is defining auxiliary weight vectors a and ^w for which we can use Theorem 2.5. Let us define

a := 1 − 1 d + 1 + ^ϵ, . . . , 1 − 1 d + 1 + ^ϵ (d+1)-times , ϵ, . . . , ϵ ∈ Q^n , where 1 d + 1 − (n − d − 1)ϵ d + 1 < ^ϵ < 1 d + 1 . With this definition, ∑ i a_i > d + 1, so that we can consider the moduli space of stable hyperplane arrangements M_a(P^d, n). We observe that a is not contained in any wall of the chamber decomposition of D(d + 1, n) and that is arbitrarily close to t, so t is in the closure of the chamber containing a. As we also have that a ≤ t, then we can conclude by Theorem 2.5 (3) that LM(P^d, n) = M_a(P^d, n). 11

We now define

^w = ( 1 − 1 d + 1 + ^ϵ, . . . , 1 − 1 d + 1 + ^ϵ, 1 n − d − 1 , . . . , 1 n − d − 1 ) , which lies on the wall x_{d+2} + . . . + x_n = 1. As there is no wall between a and ^w (this can be showed using ideas analogous to the ones used in Theorem 3.6 (3)), ^w is in the closure of the chamber containing a. Moreover, a ≤ ^w. So, by Theorem 2.5 (3) we have that M_a(P^d, n) = M_{^w}(P^d, n).

We notice that the weight vectors ^w and w are arbitrarily close for ϵ ≪ 1 and there is no wall between them. Hence M_{^w}(P^d, n) = M_w(P^d, n).

Finally, w is in the closure of the chamber containing nt, which by Theorem 2.5 (2) guarantees the existence of a birational morphism M_{nt}(P^d, n) → M_w(P^d, n).

Summarizing the considerations above, we have that

M_{nt}(P^d, n) → M_w(P^d, n) = M_{^w}(P^d, n) = M_a(P^d, n) = LM(P^d, n), which gives the claimed birational morphism. □

Proof of part (ii). Consider the birational morphism M_{nt}(P^d, n) → LM(P^d, n) from part (i). This is an isomorphism over LM(P^d, n) \ {e} by Lemma 3.7. Then, denote by φ: Bl_eLM(P^d, n) U_{nt}(P^d, n) the isomorphism away from the exceptional divisor E_n ⊆ Bl_eLM(P^d, n). We have that φ extends to a morphism φ: Bl_eLM(P^d, n) → U_{nt}(P^d, n).

To prove this, we use [GPSZ24, Lemma 5.3] (which is a slight generalization of [AET23, Lemma 3.18] and [GG14, Theorem 7.3]). Consider the rational map Bl_eLM(P^d, n) M_{nt}(P^d, n). Let U ⊆ Bl_eLM(P^d, n) be the open subset given by Bl_eLM(P^d, n) \ E_n . Let x ∈ E_n be arbitrary. Let R be a DVR with maximal ideal m and let K be its field of fractions. Let g : Spec(K) → U which extends to g : Spec(R) → Bl_eLM(P^d, n) with g(m) = x. Let V ⊆ Bl_eLM(P^d, n) be the open subset given by Bl_eLM(P^d, n), which contains U. Let f := φ ∘ g and let f be its unique extension to an R-point of M_{nt}(P^d, n), which by continuity has to lie in U_{nt}(P^d, n). Let us show that y := f(m) only depends on x and not on the choice of g. This implies that φ extends to a birational morphism φ: V = Bl_eLM(P^d, n) → U_{nt}(P^d, n).

Consider the family (X , B_1, . . . , B_n) → LM(P^d, n) from Theorem 2.1. Denote by π the blow up morphism Bl_eLM(P^d, n) → LM(P^d, n). Then consider the one-parameter family (X^′, C_1, . . . , C_n) := (π ∘ g)^∗(X , B_1, . . . , B_n) → Spec(R), (3.9) whose central fiber (P^d, tH) is the one described in Lemma 3.1 (for d = 2, this is depicted in Figure 1). The point y parametrizes the stable replacement of the central fiber of the one-parameter family in (3.9) with respect to the weight vector nt.

To compute this stable replacement, let Z_1 ⊆ X^′ be the closed subset of the central fiber where the hyperplanes H_{d+2}, . . . , H_n coincide. Let X^′_1 := Bl_{Z1} X^′ and denote by E_1 its exceptional divisor, which is isomorphic to the blow up of P^d at one point. For i = 1, . . . , n, let ^C_i be the strict transform of C_i with respect to the blow up X^′_1 → X^′. The restrictions ^C_{d+2}|_{E1} , . . . , ^C_n|_{E1} may still be all equal or not. If not, define Z_2 to be the hyperplane where these strict transforms coincide and we iterate this construction. This gives rise to a sequence of blow ups X^′_s → . . . → X^′_1 → X^′ where the strict transforms of C_{d+2}, . . . , C_n on E_s have at least two irreducible components for the first time. This procedure terminates because after 12

every blow up the multiplicity of intersection of ^C_{d+2}, . . . ^C_n along the central fiber decreases. The central fiber of X^′_s → Spec(R) for d = 2 is depicted in Figure 4.

If s = 1, then this is the stable replacement by Lemma 3.9. If s ≥ 2, then, to obtain the stable replacement, we need to contract the components E_1, . . . , E_{s−1} of the central fiber. The reason is the following. Let E_h be one of these components, which is isomorphic to the blow up of P^d at one point p. Let f ⊆ E_h be the strict transform of a line passing through p and D_h ⊆ E_h the conductor divisor. The conductor D_h has two connected components given by the exceptional divisor E ⊆ E_h and the strict transform H of a hyperplane not passing through p. Then, f intersects the log canonical divisor giving 0:

(K_{Eh} + D_h + (1 − ϵ)( ^C_1|_{Eh} + . . . + ^C_{k+1}|_{Eh} )) · f = −2 + 2 + 0 = 0.

To compute K_{Eh} · f = −2 we used that K_{Eh} = (−d − 1)H + (d − 1)E. So, K_{Eh} · f = (−d − 1) + (d − 1) = −2. Therefore, we can conclude that there exists a birational morphism X^′_k → Y contracting E_1, . . . , E_{s−1} along their P^1-fibrations. Still denote by ^C_1, . . . , ^C_n the strict transforms of C_1, . . . , C_n on Y. The central fiber of (Y, ^C_1, . . . , ^C_n) → Spec(R) is then as described in Definition 3.8 (see Figure 3 for the case d = 2), which is stable for the weight vector nt by Lemma 3.9.

We now need to show that the central fiber of (Y, ^C_1, . . . , ^C_n) → Spec(R), hence the point y, is independent from the choice of g and only depends on x. The central fiber of (Y, ^C_1, . . . , ^C_n) → Spec(R) consists of X^′_0 ∼= P^d, which is the strict transform of the central fiber X_0 ⊆ X , glued along a hyperplane H_0 with the exceptional divisor D_s ⊆ E_s. The isomorphism type of the central fiber of Y → Spec(R) only depends on the pair ( E_s, D_s + (1 − ϵ)( ^C_1|_{Es} + . . . + ^C_{d+1}|_{Es} ) +

1 + ϵ n − d − 1 ( ^C_{d+2}|_{Es} + . . . + ^C_n|_{Es} )) , (3.10)

because the component (X^′_0, H_0+(1−ϵ)( ^C_1|_X′_0 +. . .+ ^C_{d+1}|_X′_0 )) is unique up to automorphisms, as the divisor is supported on d + 2 linearly general hyperplanes in P^d. The stable pair in (3.10) depends on how the sections C_{d+2}, . . . , C_n collide in the central fiber of Y → Spec(R). But this is prescribed by x ∈ E_n and not by g. We now elaborate on this.

The limiting behavior can be locally described as follows. Let Δ = Spec(C [[t]]). Consider the following one-parameter family of hyperplanes in affine space:

L(t) = V (a_0(t) + a_1(t)x_1 + . . . + a_d(t)x_d) ⊆ A^d_{(x1 ,...,xd)} × Δ,

where a_0(t), . . . , a_d(t) ∈ C [[t]], a_1(0) ≠ 0, and a_0(0), a_2(0), . . . , a_d(0) = 0. Therefore, for t → 0, the limiting hyperplane is Y := V (x_1, t) ⊆ A^d × Δ. Let us consider the blow up

Bl_Y (A^d × Δ).

Denote by ^L(t) the strict transform of L(t) and by E the exceptional divisor of the blow up. Let us compute ^L(0) ⊆ E.

First, we give equations for Bl_Y (A^d × Δ). As Y = V (x_1, t) ⊆ A^d × Δ, we have that Bl_Y (A^d ×Δ) can be viewed as the closed subvariety of (A^d ×Δ)×P^1_{[s0 :s1]} given by x_1s_1−ts_0 = 0. The exceptional divisor E is described by x_1 = t = 0, so ((x_2, . . . , x_d), [s_0 : s_1]) ∈ A^{d−1} × P^1 are free to vary, revealing the P^1-bundle structure of E. More explicitly, we can write that

E = {((0, x_2, . . . , x_d), 0, [s_0 : s_1]) ∈ (A^d × Δ) × P^1 | (x_2, . . . , x_d) ∈ A^{d−1} , [s_0 : s_1] ∈ P^1}. 13

Now, to compute ^L(0) ⊆ E it suffices to look in the affine patch s_1 ≠ 0, where we set σ_0 = s_0/s_1. By substituting x_1 = tσ_0 in the defining equation of L(t) we obtain the pullback of L(t) with respect to the blow up restricted to s_1 ≠ 0, that is

a_0(t) + a_1(t)tσ_0 + a_2(t)x_2 + . . . + a_d(t)x_d = 0.

From the above expression, we obtain the strict transform and the exceptional divisor as follows t ( a_0(t) t + a_1(t)σ_0 + a_2(t) t x_2 + . . . + a_d(t) t x_d ) = 0.

The vanishing of t describes the exceptional divisor. Hence, the strict transform ^L(0) is given by

lim_{t→0} ( a_0(t) t + a_1(t)σ_0 + a_2(t) t x_2 + . . . + a_d(t) t x_d ) = 0.

By algebraic manipulations of the above limit, we obtain that

σ_0 = − 1 a_1(0) lim_{t→0} ( a_0(t) t + a_2(t) t x_2 + . . . + a_d(t) t x_d ) = − 1 a_1(0)

K_0.

The limit K_0 exists because, recall, a_0(t), a_2(t), . . . , a_d(t) ∈ C [[t]] vanish at t = 0. Therefore,

^L(0) = { ((0, x_2, . . . , x_d), 0, [K_0 : −a_1(0)]) ∈ (A^d × Δ) × P^1 | | | (x^2, . . . , x^d) ∈ A^{d−1} } ⊆ E. So, ^L(0) is a section of the P^1-bundle E, and we can see it only depends on a_1(0) and first order information about a_0(t), a_2(t), . . . , a_d(t). These only depend on x ∈ E_n and not on the choice of one-parameter family limiting to it.

Finally, let us prove that φ is finite. The morphism φ is injective away from E_n , so we only need to prove finiteness over the divisor E_n . The locus in M_{nd}(P^2, n) parametrizing the isomorphism classes of stable pairs as in Figure 3 gives a divisor. This is because, after contracting the P^d-component of the degeneration, we have a hyperplane arrangement such that C_1 ∩ . . . ∩ C_{d+1} equals one point, which is a codimension one condition. So, φ is generically finite on E_n and we only need to show that φ does not contract any curve. But this is true because e is a smooth point of LM(P^d, n), hence E_n is isomorphic to P^{N−1}, where N := d(n − d − 2) = dim LM(P^d, n). So, if a curve is contracted, the whole E_n is contracted, which is impossible as φ|_{En} is generically finite. This proves quasi-finiteness of φ. Next, we need to show that φ is proper. Consider the following composition:

Bl_eLM(P^d, n)^φ−→ U_{nt}(P^d, n) → LM(P^d, n).

The above composition is proper because it is the base change of the proper morphism Bl_eLM(P^d, n) → LM(P^d, n). Also, the morphism U_{nt}(P^d, n) → LM(P^d, n) is proper because it is the base change of the proper morphism M_{nt}(P^d, n) → LM(P^d, n). This implies properness of φ. So, by the Zariski Main Theorem, we can conclude that the lift of φ to the normalization ~φ: Bl_eLM(P^d, n) → U_{nt}(P^d, n)^ν is an isomorphism. □

C_1C_2C_3 C_4C^n

. . .

P^2 E_{s−1} E_1 E_s

Figure 4. For d = 2, semistable replacement in the proof of Theorem 3.5 before the contraction. The components E_1, . . . , E_s are isomorphic to F_1 .

4. The case of lines in the projective plane

In this section, we prove the Theorem 4.1, which covers the case of lines in P^2 claimed in Theorem 1.1.

Theorem 4.1. Let nt be as in Definition 3.2. Then, Bl_eLM(P^2, n) ∼= M_{nt}(P^2, n)^ν .

The proof amounts to show that every stable pair parametrized by LM(P^2, n) \ {e} corresponds to one parametrized by M_{nt}(P^2, n). However, there is a technical aspect that makes the writing a bit more nuanced. The log canonical divisor is Q -Cartier for the pairs parametrized by LM(P^2, n), but such feature is lost in the wall crossing towards M_{nt}(P^2, n). The next lemma makes this precise.

Lemma 4.2. Let (X, tC) be a stable pair parametrized by LM(P^2, n). Let X = ∪_j X_j be the decomposition into irreducible components. Then, K_X + ntC is not Q -Cartier if and only if there exists an irreducible component X_k isomorphic to P^1 × P^1 such that exactly one of the intersections X_k ∩ C_1, X_k ∩ C_2, X_k ∩ C_3 is a point.

Proof. This follows from [Ale15, Theorem 5.7.2]. The reason why at most one point is blown up boils down to the combinatorics of mixed subdivisions of (n − 3)Δ_2. If a subpolytope of (n − 3)Δ_2 corresponding to P^1 × P^1 intersects the boundary of (n − 3)Δ_2 in an isolated point, then this can happen only once (see [San05, Figure 3]). □

Definition 4.3. Let (X, tC) be a stable pair parametrized by a point in LM(P^2, n). We define ( ~X, nt ~C) as follows 15

• If K_X + ntC is not Q-Cartier, then ~X is the blow up of X along C_1, C_2, C_3 and ~C is the preimage of C under the morphism ~X → X.

• if K_X + ntC is Q-Cartier, then set ( ~X, nt ~C) := (X, ntC) The first step is to prove the following proposition.

Proposition 4.4. Let (X, tC) be a stable pair parametrized by a point in LM(P^2, n) \ {e}. Then ( ~X, nt ~C) is also stable, and hence it is parametrized by a point in M_{nt}(P^2, n).

Proof. First, we argue that K_{~X} + nt ~C is Q -Cartier. By [Ale15, Theorem 5.7.2], this is handled by performing the modification detailed in Definition 4.3. The ampleness of the log canonical divisor K_{~X} + nt ~C follows from Lemma 4.6. Log canonicity of the pair ( ~X, nt ~C) is proved in Lemma 4.7. □

4.0.1. Ampleness of the log canonical divisor. We first introduce some notation that we will retain for the rest of the section. Given a pair (X, ∑ i B_i) with X demi-normal, let X = ∪_j X_j be its decomposition into irreducible components and D_j ⊆ X the conductor divisor. Also, let B^{(j)}_i be the restriction of B_i to X_j .

Lemma 4.5. Let X be a projective toric variety, A an ample divisor on X, and D a divisor on X. Let c ∈ (0, 1) ∩ Q. Then, for c ≪ 1, the divisor A + cD is ample. Proof. By [CLS11, Theorem 6.3.20 (b)] we have that the effective cone of curves on X is generated by the torus fixed curves, which we denote by L_1, . . . , L_m. Therefore, by Kleiman’s ampleness criterion [KM98, Theorem 1.18], we have that A + cD is ample provided (A + cD) · L_i > 0 for all i. Let c_i ∈ (0, 1) ∩ Q such that (A + c_iD) · L_i > 0, where c_i exists because A · L_i > 0. If we define c = min{c_1, . . . , c_m}, then (A + cD) · L_i > 0 for all i. □

Lemma 4.6. Let (X, tC) be a stable pair parametrized by a point in LM(P^2, n). Then, the divisor K_{~X} + nt ~C is ample.

Proof. Let us start by considering the case where K_X +ntC is Q -Cartier. By hypothesis, the divisor K_X + tC is ample. Moreover, by [KT06, § 8], we have that X a stable toric variety such that K_X +

∑_3 i=1 C_i ∼ 0. Therefore, the divisor ∑_n i=4 C_i is ample. Let X = ∪^m_{j=1}X_j , D_j ⊆ X_j , and C^{(j)}_i be as at the beginning of § 4.0.1. By [Laz04, Proposition 1.2.16 (ii)] we have that ∑_n i=4 C^{(j)}_i is ample on X_j .

We now show that K_X + ntC is ample. For this, it is enough to prove that for each j the divisor

K_{Xj} + D_j + (1 − ϵ) 3∑ i=1 C^{(j)}_i +

1 + ϵ n − 3 n∑ i=4 C^{(j)}_i (4.1)

is ample. This can be rewritten as ( K_{Xj} + ~D_j + 3∑ i=1 C^{(j)}_i + ϵ n∑ i=4 C^{(j)}_i ) + ( 1 + ϵ n − 3 − ϵ )_n∑ i=4 C^{(j)}_i − ϵ 3∑ i=1 C^{(j)}_i .

We already know that the first divisor in parentheses is ample. The second divisor is ample because ∑_n i=4 C^{(j)}_i is ample by the discussion at the beginning of the proof, and its coefficient is positive provided ϵ is small enough. Finally,

∑_3

i=1 C^{(j)}_i is a divisor on the toric variety X_j and ϵ is arbitrarily small, so we can conclude that the divisor (4.1) is ample by Lemma 4.5. 16

Next, we consider the case where K_X + ntC is not Q-Cartier. So, consider the birational modification ~X → X. We only need to focus on the irreducible components ~X_j of ~X, which are not isomorphic to the corresponding component X_j ∼= P^1 × P^1. Let ~D_j ⊆ ~X be the conductor divisor. We need to check the ampleness of K_{~Xj} + ~D_j + nt ~C^{(j)}. For this, it suffices to check that the intersection with the torus fixed curves of ~X_j is positive. In particular, it suffices to check this for the exceptional curve E of the blow up ~X_j → X_j and the strict transforms R_1, R_2 of the distinct rulings passing through the blown up point.

We first consider E, which coincides with one of the curves among ~C^{(j)}_1 , ~C^{(j)}_2 , ~C^{(j)}_3 . We have that E · ( K_{~Xj} + ~D_j + (1 − ϵ) 3∑ i=1 ~C^{(j)}_i + 1 + ϵ n − 3 n∑ i=4 ~C^{(j)}_i )

= E · ( −C^{(j)}_1 − C^{(j)}_2 − C^{(j)}_3 + (1 − ϵ) 3∑ i=1 ~C^{(j)}_i + 1 + ϵ n − 3 n∑ i=4 ~C^{(j)}_i )

= 1 − (1 − ϵ) +

1 + ϵ n − 3 · 0 = ϵ > 0. Finally, we consider R_1 (the argument for R_2 is analogous). We have that R_1 is an irreducible component of the conductor divisor D_j , and it can intersect transversely in one point exactly one or two curves among ~C^{(j)}_1 , ~C^{(j)}_2 , ~C^{(j)}_3 . Moreover, because of stability with respect to the weight vector t, we have that R_1 has to intersect at least one curve among ~C_4, . . . , ~C_n. It follows from these considerations that

R_1 · ( −C^{(j)}_1 − C^{(j)}_2 − C^{(j)}_3 + (1 − ϵ) 3∑ i=1 ~C^{(j)}_i + 1 + ϵ n − 3 n∑ i=4 ~C^{(j)}_i )

≥ − 2 + (1 − ϵ) · 2 +

1 + ϵ n − 3 · 1 =

1 + ϵ(1 − 2(n − 3)) n − 3 , which is positive for ϵ ≪ 1. □

4.0.2. Study of log canonicity.

Lemma 4.7. Let (X, tC) be a stable pair parametrized by a point in LM(P^2, n) \ LM(P^2, n). Then ( ~X, nt ~C) is log canonical.

Proof. With the notation introduced at the beginning of § 4.0.1, by hypothesis we have that the pair (

X_j, D_j + 3∑ i=1 C^{(j)}_i + ϵ n∑ i=4 C^{(j)}_i ) (4.2)

is log canonical and we aim to show that ( ~X_j, ~D_j + (1 − ϵ)^3 ∑ i=1 ~C^{(j)}_i + 1 + ϵ n − 3 n∑ i=4 ~C^{(j)}_i ) (4.3)

is log canonical. First, we transform these conditions on the singularities into numerical ones. 17

Let Z ⊆ X_j be a codimension c closed subvariety contained in r irreducible components of D_j (so, 0 ≤ r ≤ c ≤ 2), m_1 divisors among C^{(j)}_1 , C^{(j)}_2 , C^{(j)}_3 , and m_2 divisors among C^{(j)}_4 , . . . , C^{(j)}n . Since X_j is smooth by [Ale15, Theorem 5.7.2], the log canonicity of (4.2) is equivalent to r + m_1 + ϵm_2 ≤ c, (4.4)

We have two cases: the locus Z intersects the center of ~X → X or it does not. Both cases are studied independently. We start with the case where Z does not intersect the non Q-Cartier centers. In this case, to have a simplified notation, it will not be restrictive to work with X and C instead of ~X and ~C.

Then, the log canonicity of (4.3) is equivalent to

r + (1 − ϵ)m_1 +

1 + ϵ n − 3 m_2 ≤ c. (4.5)

Let us examine the possible cases. First, we suppose that r = c. In this case, (4.4) implies that m_1 = m_2 = 0. As a consequence, (4.5) holds as well. So, we suppose that r < c. Then, the pair (r, c) can be equal to (0, 1), (0, 2), (1, 2).

In the above cases, if m_2 ≤ n − 4, then a direct check shows that the inequality (4.5) is automatically satisfied (in some cases one may have to assume that ϵ is small enough). So, from now on we assume that m_2 = n − 3, which via (4.4) implies that 0 ≤ m_1 < c − r.

The argument so far reduced the discussion to the following cases for the triple (r, c, m_1):

(0, 1, 0), (0, 2, 0), (0, 2, 1), (1, 2, 0).

In the second and third case we have that the inequality (4.5) is satisfied. So, we only focus on (0, 1, 0), (1, 2, 0). These two triplets do not satisfy (4.5), which seems to contradict our thesis. However, we now show that the geometry of (X_j , R_j) := (X_j ,

∑_3 i=1 C^{(j)}_i +ϵ ∑_n i=4 C^{(j)}_i ) does not allow for these two cases to appear. We first recall a few facts.

By [Ale15, Theorem 5.3.7 (2)], each (X_j , R_j) is isomorphic to the log canonical model of a line arrangement (P^2, K_j :=

∑_3 i=1 H_{i,j} + ϵ ∑_n i=1 H_{i,j}) with finite automorphism group.

Moreover, we have the following diagram of birational maps: ( ~X_j , ~R_j)

(X_j , R_j) (P^2, K_j ) g f

where the morphism f resolves the non-log canonical singularities — that is, the pair ( ~X_j , ~R_j) is log canonical — and g is the birational contraction which yields a stable pair. Under these birational transformations, the open subsets U_j = X_j \ ((∪_{i≠j} X_i) ∪ (∪^n_{i=1}C^{(j)}_i )) and V_j = P^2 \∪^n_{i=1}H_{i,j} are isomorphic. Moreover, given the choice of weights t = (1, 1, 1, ϵ, . . . , ϵ), in P^2 we must have that the first three lines H_{1,j}, H_{2,j}, H_{3,j} are in general linear position. This comes from the theory in [Ale15, § 5.3]: the stable pair (X, tC) corresponds to a matroid tiling ∪_jBP_{Vj} of the t-cut hypersimplex Δ_t(3, n) [Ale15, Definition 4.4.1], and each matroid polytope BP_{Vj} has (1, 1, 1, 0, . . . , 0) as a vertex because this is the only integral vertex of 18

Δ_t(3, n). So, the line arrangements (P^2, K_j), which correspond to the polytopes BP_{Vj} , have the lines H_{1,j}, H_{2,j}, H_{3,j} in general linear position.

Let us consider the case (r, c, m_1) = (0, 1, 0). Here, we have that the non-log canonical center Z has codimension 1 and it is not contained in a conductor divisor. Moreover, m_1 = 0 means that Z is not contained in C^{(j)}_1 , C^{(j)}_2 , C^{(j)}_3 . Then Z is supported in the union of the (n − 3) lines C^{(j)}_4 , . . . , C^{(j)}n . Since Z is of dimension 1, then, Z is equal to such a union. Therefore, using the above facts, we have that K_j is supported on four lines which are in general linear position, that is, H_{1,j}, H_{2,j}, H_{3,j}, H_{4,j} = . . . = H_{n,j}. But this line arrangement in P^2 is stable for the weight vector t, so (X, tC) ∼= (P^2, K_j), which is parametrized by e ∈ LM(P^2, n). This is against our hypotheses.

Finally, let us consider (r, c, m_1) = (1, 2, 0). In this case, the non-log canonical locus is at the intersection of exactly one irreducible component of the conductor divisor D_j and the n − 3 divisors C^{(j)}_4 , . . . , C^{(j)}n . Because of the isomorphism U_j ∼= V_j and the fact that the planes H_{1,j}, H_{2,j}, H_{3,j} are linearly independent, we have that the arrangement (P^2,

∑_3 i=1 H_{i,j} + ϵ ∑_n i=4 H_{i,j}) is, up to automorphisms, as in Figure 5 (a) or (b). The plane arrangement (a) is excluded because it has a positive dimensional family of automorphisms. So, the plane arrangement is as in (b). This is log canonical for the weight vector t, which implies that (X, tC) = (P^2, K_j), which contradicts the assumption that (X, tC) is not parametrized by LM(P^2, n).

At this point, we are almost done. We recall to the tenacious reader still with us that the divisor K_X + ntC may not be Q-Cartier. As discussed at the beginning of § 4, this issue can be resolved by considering ~X and ~C as in Definition 4.3. So, we consider the case in which Z intersects the center of the birational modification ~X_j → X_j . By the discussion in Lemma 4.2, we only have the case in which X_j ∼= P^1 × P^1 and ~X_j is the blow up of X_j at one of the torus fixed points.

We first argue that Z equals the center of ~X_j → X_j . This is because Z is not contained in any line with weight ϵ; otherwise, the pair (4.2) would not be log canonical. So, we have that Z is a torus fixed point of P^1 × P^1. Let ~Z ⊆ ~X_j be the preimage of Z and let us check log canonicity along ~Z. Let V ⊆ ~Z be the intersection of r irreducible components of the conductor divisor ~D_j , m_1 divisors among ~C^{(j)}_1 , ~C^{(j)}_2 , ~C^{(j)}_3 , and m_2 divisors among ~C^{(j)}_4 , . . . , ~C^{(j)}n . Let c_V be the codimension of V in ~X_j. Then, instead of (4.5), we have to verify that

r + (1 − ϵ)m_1 +

1 + ϵ n − 3 m_2 ≤ c_V .

If V = ~Z, then the inequality above becomes

0 + (1 − ϵ) · 1 +

1 + ϵ n − 3 · 0 ≤ 1, which is true. Now assume that V ⊆ ~Z is a torus fixed point. The inequality becomes

1 + (1 − ϵ) · 1 +

1 + ϵ n − 3 · 0 ≤ 2, which is also satisfied. □

. . .

. . .

(a) (b)

Figure 5. In the proof of Lemma 4.7, line arrangements (P^2,

∑_3 i=1 H_{i,j} + ϵ ∑_n i=4 H_{i,j}) corresponding to (X_j , D_j +

∑_3 i=1 C^{(j)}_i + ϵ ∑_n i=4 C^{(j)}_i ). The solid lines represent H_{1,j}, H_{2,j}, H_{3,j} and the dotted lines are H_{4,j}, . . . , H_{n,j}.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. By the proof of Theorem 3.5, we have a finite birational morphism

φ: Bl_eLM(P^2, n) → U_{nt}(P^2, n).

Our goal is to show that this extends to a finite birational morphism

Bl_eLM(P^2, n) → M_{nt}(P^2, n).

Let x ∈ Bl_eLM(P^2, n) \ Bl_eLM(P^2, n) = LM(P^2, n) \ LM(P^2, n), which parametrizes a stable pair (X, tC). Let R be a DVR with maximal ideal m and let K be its field of fractions. Let g : Spec(K) → U := Bl_eLM(P^2, n) \ E_n which extends to g : Spec(R) → Bl_eLM(P^2, n) with g(m) = x. Let f := φ ∘ g and let f be its unique extension to an R-point of M_{nt}(P^2, n), which by continuity has to lie in M_{nt}(P^2, n) \ U_{nt}(P^2, n). Let us consider y := f(m). Then y parametrizes the stable pair ( ~X, nt ~C) (see Proposition 4.4), regardless of the specific oneparameter family g chosen. This implies that φ extends as claimed by [AET23, Lemma 3.18]. The isomorphism with the normalization follows by the Zariski Main Theorem. □

5. The blow up of the Losev–Manin space and the Mori dream property

We start with some preliminary results. Let X be a normal variety with a finitely generated divisor class group. Additionally, suppose that X has only constant invertible global regular functions. If Γ is a finitely generated semigroup of Weil divisors on X, then we can consider the Γ-graded ring given by:

R(X, Γ) := ⨁ D∈Γ H^0(X, O_X (D)),

where O_X (D) is the divisorial sheaf associated to the Weil divisor D. If the classes of the Weil divisors generating Γ span the vector space Cl(X)_Q , then the ring R(X, Γ) is called a Cox ring of X. Although the definition of R(X, Γ) depends on Γ, it is well known that whether it is finitely generated as an algebra over the base field is independent from the choice of Γ. A normal, projective, Q-factorial variety X with a finitely generated class group 20

is called a Mori dream space if it has a finitely generated Cox ring. A Cox ring of X can be identified with a Cox ring for each of its small Q -factorial modifications. Hence X is a Mori dream space if and only if any given small Q-factorial modification of X is a Mori dream space. Moreover, the image of a Mori dream space is a Mori dream space, as shown by Okawa [Oka16].

Theorem 5.1 ([Oka16, Theorem 1.1]). Let X, Y be normal, projective, Q-factorial varieties and let f : X → Y be a surjective morphism. If X is a Mori dream space, then so is Y .

Remark 5.2. The moduli space LM(P^2, n) is not Q-factorial in general. For instance, the fan describing LM(P^2, 5) can be found explicitly in [DRS22, Example 5.5], where it is observed that some of its cones are not simplicial. In particular, also Bl_eLM(P^2, n) is not Q -factorial, and hence it cannot be a Mori dream space. However, one can still ask whether any of its Q-factorializations, as defined below, is a Mori dream space.

Definition 5.3 ([Loh13, Definition 4.1], see also [KM98, Definition 6.25]). Let X be a normal projective variety. A Q-factorialization of X is a proper birational morphism f : Y → X where Y is a normal projective Q-factorial variety and the exceptional set of f has codimension greater than or equal to two in Y .

We are ready to show the main result of this section.

Theorem 5.4. Any Q-factorialization of the blow up Bl_eLM(P^d, n) is not a Mori dream space for n ≥ d + 9.

Proof. We start by showing that there exists a dominant morphism

Bl_eLM(P^d, n) → Bl_eLM(P^1, n − d + 1).

For convenience of notation, in this proof we change the usual order of the weights by moving the weights labeled by 3, . . . , d + 1 at the end of the weight vector. So, we consider t = (1, 1, ϵ, . . . , ϵ, 1, . . . , 1) ∈ Q^n instead of the usual (1, . . . , 1, ϵ, . . . , ϵ) ∈ Q^n .

Consider the family of stable pairs on LM(P^d, n) from Theorem 2.1: ( X , B_1 + B_2 + ϵ (_{n−d+1} ∑ i=3 B_i ) + B_{n−d+2} + . . . + B_n ) → LM(P^d, n). Let us define B = B_{n−d+2} ∩ . . . ∩ B_n and P_i = B_i ∩ B for i = 1, . . . , n − d + 1. Then, we can define by adjunction the following family on LM(P^d, n) of stable weighted rational curves: ( B, B_1|_B + B_2|_B + ϵ (_{n−d+1} ∑ i=3 B_i|_B )) → LM(P^d, n). (5.1)

Therefore, there is an induced morphism LM(P^d, n) → LM(P^1, n − d + 1). This morphism is dominant because every isomorphism class of pair (P^1, P_1 + P_2 + ϵ ∑_{n−d+1} i=3 P_i) with distinct points P_i can be realized in the image of the morphism (5.1). This can be readily seen because for any configuration of points P_1, . . . , P_{n−d+1} on a line in P^d can be cut out by appropriate hyperplanes H_1, . . . , H_{n−d+1}. The claimed morphism Bl_eLM(P^d, n) → Bl_eLM(P^1, n − d + 1) will be obtained by extending the rational map at the top of the following commutative diagram: 21

Bl_eLM(P^d, n) Bl_eLM(P^1, n − d + 1)

LM(P^d, n) LM(P^1, n − d + 1). ψ

By construction, ψ is dominant and it is defined away from the exceptional divisor E_n ⊆ Bl_eLM(P^d, n). We prove that ψ extends over E_n by using the geometric interpretation of the two vertical blow ups in a neighborhood of the exceptional divisors.

Consider the weights given by

nt = ( 1 − ϵ, 1 − ϵ, 1 + ϵ n − d − 1 , . . . , 1 + ϵ n − d − 1 , 1 − ϵ, . . . , 1 − ϵ ) ∈ Q^n , a = ( 1 − ϵ, 1 − ϵ, 1 + ϵ (n − d + 1) − 2 , . . . , 1 + ϵ (n − d + 1) − 2 ) ∈ Q^{n−d+1} . (We observe that a = nt(1, n − d + 1) according to Definition 3.2.) By Theorem 3.5 and Lemma 5.5 (after the end of this proof) we have the following isomorphisms:

Bl_eLM(P^d, n) ∼= U_{nt}(P^d, n) ⊆ M_{nt}(P^d, n) and Bl_eLM(P^1, n − 1) ∼= M_a(P^1, n − d + 1). Let x ∈ E_n . Let R be a DVR with maximal ideal m and K its field of fractions. Let g : Spec(K) → (Bl_eLM(P^d, n)) \ E_n such that its extension g : Spec(R) → M_{nt}(P^d, n) satisfies g(m) = x. Let f := ψ ∘g and let f be its unique extension to an R-point of M_a(P^1, n−d+1). Let us show that y := f(m) only depends on x and not on the choice of g. This guarantees the extension of ψ to Bl_eLM(P^d, n) by [AET23, Lemma 3.18].

Consider the family of weighted pointed stable rational curves on U_{nt}(P^d, n), which we denote by ( S, (1 − ϵ)D_1 + (1 − ϵ)D_2 +

1 + ϵ n − d + 1 (_{n−d+1} ∑ i=3 D_i ) + (1 − ϵ)D_{n−d+2} + . . . + (1 − ϵ)D_n )

Pulling it back along g, we obtain a one-parameter family over Spec(R) whose central fiber ( S, (1 − ϵ)D_1 + (1 − ϵ)D_2 +

1 + ϵ n − d − 1 (_{n−d+1} ∑ i=3 D_i ) + (1 − ϵ)D_{n−d+2} + . . . + (1 − ϵ)D_n )

gives the stable pair parametrized by x. This is as described in Definition 3.8 (see also Figure 3 for d = 2). On the other hand, we can define the following family: ( D, (1 − ϵ)D_1|_D + (1 − ϵ)D_2|_D +

1 + ϵ (n − d + 1) − 2 (_{n−d+1} ∑ i=3 D_i|_D )) → Spec(R),

where D := D_{n−d+2} ∩ . . . ∩ D_n. Its central fiber ( D, (1 − ϵ)D_1|_D + (1 − ϵ)D_2|_D +

1 + ϵ (n − d + 1) − 2 n−d+1∑

i=3 D_i|_D )

is also stable because D consists of the transverse gluing of two copies of P^1 at one point, one twig has two marked points D_1|_D, D_2|_D and the other twig has the remaining points 22

D_3|_D, . . . , D_{n−d+1}|_D, which is stable. This is the stable pair parametrized by y. We can see that this only depends on x, and not on the particular choice of g.

By the above argument, we have a dominant morphism

Bl_eLM(P^d, n) → Bl_eLM(P^1, n − d + 1).

We know from [HKL18] that Bl_eLM(P^1, n−d+1) is not a Mori dream space for n−d+1 ≥ 10 by [HKL18] (this improved the previous lower bounds in [CT15, GK16]). Therefore, we can conclude that any Q-factorialization Y → Bl_eLM(P^d, n) is not a Mori dream space for n ≥ d + 9 by Theorem 5.1. □

The next lemma, which is known to experts, is used in the proof of Theorem 5.4. It may be seen as the analog of Theorem 4.1 for the case of P^1, and we discuss its proof for completeness.

Lemma 5.5. Let nt = ( 1 − ϵ, 1 − ϵ,^{1+ϵ}_{n−2} , . . . ,^{1+ϵ}_{n−2} ) ∈ Q^n . Then, the Hassett moduli space M_{nt}(P^1, n) is isomorphic to Bl_eLM(P^1, n).

Proof. Let b = (1 − ϵ, 1 − ϵ, 2ϵ, . . . , 2ϵ) ∈ Q^n . First, we observe that LM(P^1, n) = M_b(P^1, n) because the allowed incidences among the n points are the same. Consider the reduction morphism ρ_{b,nt} : M_{nt}(P^1, n) → M_b(P^1, n). Let I = {3, . . . , n} and J = {1, 2}. Let D_{I,J} ⊆ M_{nt}(P^1, n) be the boundary divisor generically paramentrizing the transverse gluing of two copies of P^1 at one point, where one copy supports the points {P_3, . . . , P_n} while the other one supports the points {P_1, P_2}. The sum of the weights in nt indexed by I sum up to 1+ϵ > 1, but any proper subset of indices in I has sum of the corresponding weights at most one. Then, by [Has03, Remark 4.6] we have that ρ_{b,nt} is the blow up of M_b(P^1, n) along the image of the boundary divisor D_{I,J} , which is the point parametrizing the isorphism class of (P^1, bP ) with P_3 = . . . = P_n. Then, under the identification LM(P^1, n) = M_b(P^1, n), this stable pair is parametrized by the point e. □

References

[AAB24] Valery Alexeev, Hülya Argüz, and Pierrick Bousseau. The KSBA moduli space of stable log Calabi-Yau surfaces, 2024. arXiv:2402.15117.

[ABIP23] Kenneth Ascher, Dori Bejleri, Giovanni Inchiostro, and Zsolt Patakfalvi. Wall crossing for moduli of stable log pairs. Ann. of Math. (2), 198(2):825–866, 2023.

[AET23] Valery Alexeev, Philip Engel, and Alan Thompson. Stable pair compactification of moduli of K3 surfaces of degree 2. J. Reine Angew. Math., 799:1–56, 2023.

[Ale02] Valery Alexeev. Complete moduli in the presence of semiabelian group action. Ann. of Math. (2), 155(3):611–708, 2002.

[Ale08] Valery Alexeev. Weighted grassmannians and stable hyperplane arrangements, 2008. arXiv:0806.0881.

[Ale15] Valery Alexeev. Moduli of weighted hyperplane arrangements. Advanced Courses in Mathematics. CRM Barcelona. Birkhäuser/Springer, Basel, 2015. Edited by Gilberto Bini, Martí Lahoz, Emanuele Macrì and Paolo Stellari.

[BS92] Louis J. Billera and Bernd Sturmfels. Fiber polytopes. Ann. of Math. (2), 135(3):527–549, 1992. [Cas18] Ana-Maria Castravet. Mori dream spaces and blow-ups. In Algebraic geometry: Salt Lake City 2015, volume 97.1 of Proc. Sympos. Pure Math., pages 143–167. Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 2018.

[CHSW11] Dustin Cartwright, Mathias Häbich, Bernd Sturmfels, and Annette Werner. Mustafin varieties. Selecta Math. (N.S.), 17(4):757–793, 2011. 23

[CLS11] David A. Cox, John B. Little, and Henry K. Schenck. Toric varieties, volume 124 of Graduate Studies in Mathematics. American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 2011.

[CT15] Ana-Maria Castravet and Jenia Tevelev. M_{0,n} is not a Mori dream space. Duke Math. J., 164(8):1641–1667, 2015.

[DeV22] Kristin DeVleming. Moduli of surfaces in P^3. Compos. Math., 158(6):1329–1374, 2022. [DH21] Anand Deopurkar and Changho Han. Stable log surfaces, admissible covers, and canonical curves of genus 4. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 374(1):589–641, 2021.

[DRS22] Sandra Di Rocco and Luca Schaffler. Families of pointed toric varieties and degenerations. Math. Z., 301(4):4119–4139, 2022.

[GAGK21] Javier González-Anaya, José Luis González, and Kalle Karu. Curves generating extremal rays in blowups of weighted projective planes. J. Lond. Math. Soc. (2), 104(3):1342–1362, 2021.

[GG14] Noah Giansiracusa and William Danny Gillam. On Kapranov’s description of M_{0,n} as a Chow quotient. Turkish J. Math., 38(4):625–648, 2014.

[GGR22] Patricio Gallardo, José Luis González, and Evangelos Routis. The Fulton-MacPherson compactification is not a Mori dream space. Math. Z., 302(4):2567–2583, 2022.

[GH94] Phillip Griffiths and Joseph Harris. Principles of algebraic geometry. Wiley Classics Library. John Wiley & Sons, Inc., New York, 1994. Reprint of the 1978 original.

[GK16] José Luis González and Kalle Karu. Some non-finitely generated Cox rings. Compos. Math., 152(5):984–996, 2016.

[GPSZ24] Patricio Gallardo, Gregory Pearlstein, Luca Schaffler, and Zheng Zhang. Unimodal singularities and boundary divisors in the KSBA moduli of a class of Horikawa surfaces. Math. Nachr., 297(2):595–628, 2024.

[GR17] Patricio Gallardo and Evangelos Routis. Wonderful compactifications of the moduli space of points in affine and projective space. Eur. J. Math., 3(3):520–564, 2017.

[Has03] Brendan Hassett. Moduli spaces of weighted pointed stable curves. Adv. Math., 173(2):316–352, 2003.

[He19] Zhuang He. Mori dream spaces and blow-ups of weighted projective spaces. J. Pure Appl. Algebra, 223(10):4426–4445, 2019.

[HKL18] Jürgen Hausen, Simon Keicher, and Antonio Laface. On blowing up the weighted projective plane. Math. Z., 290(3-4):1339–1358, 2018.

[HKT06] Paul Hacking, Sean Keel, and Jenia Tevelev. Compactification of the moduli space of hyperplane arrangements. J. Algebraic Geom., 15(4):657–680, 2006.

[Kap93] Mikhail M. Kapranov. Chow quotients of Grassmannians. I. In I. M. Gel’fand Seminar, volume 16 of Adv. Soviet Math., pages 29–110. Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 1993.

[KM98] János Kollár and Shigefumi Mori. Birational geometry of algebraic varieties, volume 134 of Cambridge Tracts in Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1998. With the collaboration of C. H. Clemens and A. Corti, Translated from the 1998 Japanese original.

[Kol13] János Kollár. Singularities of the minimal model program, volume 200 of Cambridge Tracts in Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2013. With a collaboration of Sándor Kovács.

[KSZ91] Mikhail M. Kapranov, Bernd Sturmfels, and Andrey V. Zelevinsky. Quotients of toric varieties. Math. Ann., 290(4):643–655, 1991.

[KT06] Sean Keel and Jenia Tevelev. Geometry of Chow quotients of Grassmannians. Duke Math. J., 134(2):259–311, 2006.

[Laz04] Robert Lazarsfeld. Positivity in algebraic geometry. I, volume 48 of Ergebnisse der Mathematik und ihrer Grenzgebiete. 3. Folge. A Series of Modern Surveys in Mathematics [Results in Mathematics and Related Areas. 3rd Series. A Series of Modern Surveys in Mathematics]. Springer- Verlag, Berlin, 2004. Classical setting: line bundles and linear series.

[LM00] A. Losev and Y. Manin. New moduli spaces of pointed curves and pencils of flat connections. volume 48, pages 443–472. 2000. Dedicated to William Fulton on the occasion of his 60th birthday.

[Loh13] Daniel Lohmann. Families of canonically polarized manifolds over log Fano varieties. Compos. Math., 149(6):1019–1040, 2013.

[MS21] Han-Bom Moon and Luca Schaffler. KSBA compactification of the moduli space of K3 surfaces with a purely non-symplectic automorphism of order four. Proc. Edinb. Math. Soc. (2), 64(1):99– 127, 2021.

[Oka16] Shinnosuke Okawa. On images of Mori dream spaces. Math. Ann., 364(3-4):1315–1342, 2016. [San05] Francisco Santos. The Cayley trick and triangulations of products of simplices. In Integer points in polyhedra—geometry, number theory, algebra, optimization, volume 374 of Contemp. Math., pages 151–177. Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 2005.

[Sch23] Nolan Schock. Moduli of weighted stable marked del Pezzo surfaces, 2023. arXiv:2305.06922.

Department of Mathematics, University of California, Riverside, CA 92501, USA Email address: pgallard@ucr.edu URL: https://profiles.ucr.edu/app/home/profile/pgallard

Dipartimento di Matematica e Fisica, Università degli Studi Roma Tre, Largo San Leonardo Murialdo 1, 00146, Roma, Italy

Email address: luca.schaffler@uniroma3.it URL: https://ricerca.matfis.uniroma3.it/users/lschaffler/