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Abstract. In this paper, the nature of the singularity of a meromorphic functions of the form f(z) = h%) +a
for a € C and & is an entire function having a Baker wandering domain, lying over the Baker omitted
value is discussed. Various dynamical issues relating to the singular values of f have been studied. Also
following are shown in this paper. If a be the Baker omitted value of f then f has a Quasi-nested wandering
domain U if and only if there exists {r}-o such that each U, surrounds a and U,, — aask — co. If fis
a function having Quasi-nested wandering domain then all the Fatou components of f are bounded. In
particular, f has no Baker domain. Also existence of Quasi-nested wandering domain ensures that the Julia
component containing oo i.e., |, is a singleton buried component. At the end of the paper a result about
the non existence of Quasi-nested wandering domain is given.

1. Introduction.

Let f : C — C be a transcendental meromorphic function. For a given meromorphic function we are
interested in the convergence of the orbit: z, f(z), f*(z), ..., f"(z) ... of a point z € C. The nth iterates of
f, denoted by f", generate a dynamical system. The set of points z € C in a neighbourhood of which the
sequence of iterates {f"},~o is defined and forms a normal family is called the Fatou set of f and is denoted

by #(f). The Julia set, denoted by J(f), is the complement of #(f) in C. The Fatou set is open and the
Julia set is perfect. One can get some preliminary ideas of these sets from [2] and [9]. The dynamics of
transcendental functions can be seen in [8] and [10]. A Fatou component is a maximally connected subset
of the Fatou set. For a Fatou component U, Uy denotes the Fatou component containing f*(U). A Fatou
component U is called wandering if U,, # U,, for all n # m. A maximally connected subset of the Julia set is
called a Julia component. A component of the Julia set is called a Buried component if it is not contained in
the boundary of any Fatou component.

Let a € C. If for every open neighborhood U containing 4, there exists a component V of f~1(U) such

that f : V — U is not injective then 4 is called a singular value of f. The singular values of f are very
much essential in studying the dynamics of the function. Denote the set of singular values of f by S(f).
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These are the closure of critical values and asymptotic values of f. The image of a critical point, that is,

f(z0) where f’(zp) = 0 is called a critical value. A point a € C is an asymptotic value of f if there exists
a curve y : [0,00) = C with lim;_, [y(f)] = oo such that 2 = lim,_,, f(p(f)). A more general definition of
singular values is given below [3].

Fora € C and r > 0, let B,(a) be a disk (in the spherical metric) and choose a component U, of f~1(B,(a))
in such a way that U,, C U,, for 0 < r; < r,. There are two possibilities.

1. (N,50 Ur = {z} for z € C. Then f(z) = a. The point z is called an ordinary point if (i) f'(z) # 0anda € C,
or (ii) z is a simple pole. The point z is called a critical point if f’(z) = 0 and a € C, or z is a multiple
pole. In this case, a is called a critical value and we say that a critical point or an algebraic singularity
lies over a.

2. =0 Uy = ¢. The choice r + U, defines a transcendental singularity of f~!. We say a transcendental
singularity lies over a. The singularity lying over a is called direct if there exists > 0 such that f(z) # a
for all z € U,. The singularity lying over a is called logarithmic if f : U(r) — B.(a) \ {4} is a universal
covering for some r > 0. A singularity is called indirect if it is not direct.

A value ag € C is said to be an omitted value for a function f if ap is never taken by f. It is easy to note
that each singularity lying over an omitted value is direct [3] .

Let M denote the class of meromorphic functions with at least two poles or one pole that is not an
omitted value. Let M, and M," be the subset of M having at least one omitted value and exactly one omitted
value respectively. The dynamics of the functions in classes M, and M," have been already studied in [12].
We know from [12] that if a function has only one omitted value and the Julia component containing it, is
non-empty and non-singleton then the iterated forward image of each multiply connected periodic Fatou
component must be a Herman ring. On the other hand, if the Julia component containing the omitted value
is singleton then every multiply connected Fatou component is either wandering or eventually becomes a
Herman ring or an infinitely connected Baker domain of period greater than 1. If all the omitted values are
in a Fatou component then any multiply connected Fatou component whenever it exists must ultimately
land on a Herman ring or on the Fatou component containing all the omitted values.

Let ¥ denote the class consisting of meromorphic functions of the form f(z) = ﬁ +afora € Cand

h is an entire function having a Baker wandering domain. The class ¥ is a subclass of M,' where the
singularity lying over the omitted value is of a particular type of non-logarithmic singularity. In [4], we call

an omitted value a € C a Baker omitted value of f if for all ¥ > 0, f~1(B,(a)) = C \ U2, D; where D; N Di=¢
for i # j and each D; is a bounded simply connected domain. A Baker wandering domain is a wandering
component U of ¥ (f) such that, for n large enough, U, is bounded, multiply connected and surrounds 0,
and U, — o0 as n — oo. A wandering domain U is said to be Quasi-nested if there exists a sequence {1}
in IN such that each U, is bounded, U, surrounds 0 for all k > 0 and U,,, — oo as k — co. Here U,, — o0
as k — co means in any neighbourhood of oo contains infinitely many elements of the sequence {U,,}. Any
Baker wandering domain is a Quasi-nested wandering domain. But the converse is not true in general. A
Quasi-nested wandering domain is a Baker wandering domain when n; = k for all k. For transcendental
entire function both the concepts are same. Rippon and Stallard in [15] gave an example of a meromorphic
function having a Quasi-nested wandering domain.

The existence of Quasi-nested wandering domains and how such components control the dynamics of
a function is discussed in the current paper. In Section 2, we discuss the nature of the singularities of f €
lying over a where a is the Baker omitted value of f. Also we give some implications of Baker omitted
value on the singular values of f. In Section 3, it is mainly shown that for a given meromorphic function
with the Baker omitted value 4, f has a Quasi-nested wandering domain U if and only if there exists {r}-o
such that each U, surrounds a and U,, — a as k — co. Finally, we have shown that if f has a Quasi-nested
wandering domain then all the Fatou components are bounded. Then Baker domain does not exist for f
as a particlar case. Also, it follows that the Julia component containing the point o i.e., ]« is a singleton
buried component. Also it is shown that when the omitted value is contained in a Fatou component, then
Quasi-nested wandering domains do not exist.
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2. The Baker omitted value.

In this section, the nature of singularity of f € F lying over the Baker omitted value a has been described.
A result similar to below result was already proved in ([4], Lemma 2.1). Here we give the analysis with a
different approach.

Lemma 2.1. Let h be an entire function. Suppose that h has a Baker wandering domain. Let D, = C \ B,(0). Then
forall r > 0, h™(D,) is connected and each of its boundary component is bounded. In particular, h™*(D,) is infinitely
connected and is the complement of infinitely many simply connected domains.

Proof. First, we show that every component of h™'(D,) is unbounded. If possible let U, be a bounded
component of h™1(D,). Then h(U,) = D, is bounded. This is a contradiction.

If U, is any arbitrary component of h~Y(D,), we assert that U, has no unbounded boundary component.
On the contrary, let y be an unbounded boundary component of U,. Then y is a component of the pre-image
of {z : |z| = r}. If y intersects {z : |z| = r}, then )’ be the part of y such that {z : |z = r} N y" = ¢. Let W
be the Baker wandering domain of & and #*(W) is contained in the Fatou component Wy, for some k € IN.
Then d 1y € N such that W, Ny’ # ¢ for all natural number n > ny. Suppose that y;, =)' N W,. As
h(y’) c iz : |zl = r}, h(y,,) € {z : |zl = r}. Againasy;, C W, and h(W,,) C W,,1 we get that h(y;, ) C Wyy41.
So dist(h(yy,),0) > r which is not true. This shows that U, contains no unbounded boundary component.
Next to show that U, is infinitely connected and this is the whole of k(D).

If ¢(U,) = 1, since U, is unbounded and has no unbounded boundary component then U, = C. Since h
is entire, by Picard’s Theorem it can omit at most one point in C, but h(l,) = D,. Hence c(U,) > 1. Suppose
that U, is finitely connected. Since h™}(D,) = U,, h"*(B,(0)) is equal to the union of the finite number of
bounded complementary components of U,. Then the points of B,(0) have only finite number of pre-images
which contradicts Picard’s Theorem. This shows that U, is infinitely connected. Next to show that h=(D,)
is connected. If possible there is another component U; of h~(D,). Then Uj is infinitely connected and has
no unbounded boundary component, which is not possible. So we conclude that U, is equal to #~(D,) and
hence h~1(D,) is connected. [J

Remark 2.2. Lemma 2.1 is true for all r > 0. If it does not hold for some ro > 0, then h™(D,,) is finitely connected.
Then there are infinitely many points in B, (0) which are having finite number of pre-images. This is impossible
because of Picard’s Theorem. Hence it concludes that Lemma 2.1 is true for any neighborhood of co.

The above result can be extended to the class # of meromorphic functions of the form f = 1 +a where
a € C and h is an entire function having a Baker wandering domain.

Lemma 2.3. Let f € F. Then f~Y(B,(a)) is unbounded and infinitely connected. In particular, there is only one
transcendental singularity lying over a and that is not logarithmic.

Proof. Since f~}(w) = h‘l(ﬁ) for w € B,(a), from Lemma 2.1, we have f~!(B,(a)) is an unbounded, connected
and infinitely connected subset of C and none of the boundary components is unbounded. Hence the
singularity lying over a is transcendental and not logarithmic. [

Now the next remark is immediate from the definition of Baker omitted value.

Remark 2.4. Ifa € C is a Baker omitted value of f then for all r > 0, f~1(B,(a)) = C — \U2, D; where each D; is a
simply connected bounded domain and D; N D = ¢ for all i # j.

If f is a transcendental meromorphic function and a is a Baker omitted value of f then each D; contains
at least one pole. So when we increase the radius of the ball B,(a) then the diameter (the supremum of
distances of any pair of points of D;) of each D; decreases but they cannot vanish. If one D; is vanished
completely then a pole will be mapped to a finite number which is not possible.

If f is a transcendental entire function then oo can be the only Baker omitted value for f. For this case, each
D; contains at least one zero. So when we increase the radius of the ball B,(a) then the diameter of each D;
decreases but they also cannot vanish. If one D; vanishes completely then each point of D; must be mapped
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to a nonzero finite number. This is a contradiction to the fact that, for all » > 0 and for the Baker omitted
value a of f, f~1(B,(a)) = C— U, D; where each D; is a simply connected bounded domain and D; N D; = ¢
foralli # j.

Lemma 2.3 says that the omitted value a of f is actually a Baker omitted value. Let E denote the class of

transcendental entire functions. If f € E U M has two asymptotic values in C, then f can not have a Baker
omitted value. To see it, let 2 and b be two asymptotic values of f. If possible let a be a Baker omitted
value. Then for some r > 0, f~(B,(a)) = C \ U;Z; D; where D; N D; = ¢ for i # j and each D; is a bounded
simply connected domain. Then for any neighborhood Nj(b) (6 > 0) of b each component of f~1(N;(b)) will
be contained in some D;. Since each D;’s is bounded, each component of f~1(N,(b)) is also bounded. This
is a contradiction to b is an asymptotic value. Thus f can not have any Baker omitted value.

From above it follows that, if f € M has a Baker omitted value then f € M!. We now give certain
characterizations of functions in M. Let E’ = {h € E : h has no finite omitted value}. Let f € M} omit a then
h(z) = ]ﬁ is entire and does not omit any finite value. If i(z) omits some finite value b, then f omits a + }

and then f omits two values a and a + ; which is a contradiction. So hi(z) € E’. For any g € E’ the function
% is meromorphic and omits 0. Two things are combined to say that functions in M} are in one-to-one

correspondence with functions in E’. That is M = E’. If f € E has a Baker omitted value then Tf € M] has
a Baker omitted value for a suitable Mobius transformation T.

In [1], Baker showed that if a transcendental entire function is bounded on a curve tending to infinity
then all of its Fatou components are necessarily simply connected. If an entire function / has a Baker
wandering domain, then it has multiply connected Fatou components. This implies that / can not be
bounded on a curve tending to co. This in turn shows that / has no finite asymptotic value. If & takes a
finite value only finitely often then that value is an asymptotic value for . Hence we have the following.

Lemma 2.5. The function h takes every finite value infinitely often.

Lemma 2.5 tells that / has infinitely many zeros. Thus f is a transcendental meromorphic function
with infinite number of poles. The function f can be written as the composition of two functions, that is,
f(z) = g(h(z)), where g(z) = 1 + a. Any asymptotic value of f is either an asymptotic value of g or an image
of some asymptotic value of /i(z) under g. Since there is no asymptotic value of h(z), and 4 is the asymptotic
value of g(z) it shows that a is the only asymptotic value of f(z).

Lemma 2.6. If the critical values of h never accumulate at the origin, then S(f) is bounded. Further, the function f
has a single asymptotic value a and infinitely many critical values converging to a.

Proof. The critical points of f are the same as that of /i(z). As h is having a wandering domain it has infinite
number of singular values. But, since / has no finite asymptotic value, there are infinite number of critical
values and hence critical points. Let z,, n = 1,2, ..., be the critical points of h. Now by our assumption, oo is
not a limit point of the set {f(z,) : z, is a critical pointof h, n = 1,2,3,...}. So S(f) is bounded. Again as a is
an omitted value of f, it is an asymptotic value.

By Bolzano-Weierstrass Theorem every infinite sequence will have a convergent subsequence. Let z,, be
the convergent subsequence. But as k — oo, z,, - b for b in C because if z,, — b as k — oo then I’(z) = 0 on
a set that contains a limit point in it and hence by Uniqueness Theorem /’(z) = 0 and / becomes a constant
function. This shows that z,, — o0 as k — co. By our assumption, since the singular values of / never
accumulate at the origin, therefore either h(z,,) — oo or h(z,,) tends to some finite number say b which may
not be an asymptotic value. If h(z,,) — oo then f(z,,) — a as k — oo. If h(z,,) — b then f(z,) — a + } as
k — co. Hence in both the cases, the set of all the singular values of f is bounded. [

It has been proved in [12] that the functions in the class My do not have Baker wandering domains. So
this is true for functions in . A periodic Fatou component U of period p is called a Baker domain if there
exists zp € dU such that f"P(z) — zp for z € U as n — oo, but fP(zp) is not defined. In [13], Rippon and
Stallard showed that transcendental meromorphic functions with S(f) bounded have no Baker domain of
period 1. Hence the Fatou set of f has no Baker domain of period 1 for f € . Here we give a result about
the existence of multiply connected Fatou component of f € F.
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Lemma 2.7. If |, is singleton and buried for f € F then there is a multiply connected Fatou component of f.

Proof. Given that ], is singleton and buried of f. Itis shown in [7] that if f is a transcendental meromorphic
function with at least one not omitted pole, if there exists a buried component of J(f), then J(f) is
disconnected. Sinceany f € ¥ has infinitely many poles and by Picard’s theorem for meromorphic functions
there exists at least one pole which is not omitted, we have J(f) is disconnected, for any f € #. Then the
disconnected Julia set implies that there exists at least one multiply connected Fatou component. [J

3. Existence of Quasi-nested wandering domains.

Let y be any closed curve, and let B(y’) denote the union of all the bounded complementary components
of y. We denote U,,,_; as the component of f~!(U,,) such that f"1(U) c U,,1.

Lemma 3.1. Let f be a meromorphic function with the Baker omitted value a. Let there exists {ni}i-0 and a Fatou
component U such that each U, surrounds a. Then C\ Uy, 1 has a bounded component which surrounds a pole of f.

Proof. Takey C U, such thata € B(y). Then f~!(y) N U,,-1 is a disjoint union of closed curves. Let )’ be any
such closed curve. Consider a component C of B(y”). Let x € df(C). If f(z) = x then z does not belong to the
interior of C by the Open Mapping Theorem. Take a sequence {x;,},-o in f(C) such thatx, — xasn — oo.
Then there is z, € C such that f(z,) = x,,. Each limit point of {z,},~0 is in C. Let z be one limit point such that
z € dC then by the continuity of f atz, z, — zimplies f(z,) = f(z) asn — co. i.e. asn — o0, x, = f(2). Since
limit of a sequence is unique, f(z) = x. Now take a sequence {a,},~0 in B(y’) such thata, — zasn — oo.
Then by continuity of f at z, f(a,) = f(z) as n — oco. But f(a,) € f(B(y’)) = A gives that f(z) € JA C y.
Thus f(z) = x € y. This proves that df(C) C y. To ensure this, one can see [14]. If df(C) ¢ y then f(C) is
unbounded. Then a € f(C) which is not possible. Therefore df(C) = y. This implies that f(C) = B(y) or

C \ B(y). But f(C) = B(y) implies that a € f(C) which is not true. So f(C) = C \ B(y) and thus the poleisin a

bounded component of C\ U,,—1. O

For a multiply connected Fatou component U, let B(U) denote the component of c\u containing the
Baker omitted value a. Now we prove the following theorem.

Lemma 3.2. Let a be the Baker omitted value for f. Let there exists {ny}x-o and a Fatou component U such that each
U, — aask — oo and a € B(U,,). Suppose that the Fatou components U, and U,, surrounds a. Let N, be a
choosen neighborhood of a which does not intersect Uy, and Uy,,. Then there exists a Fatou component U; surrounding
a and is contained in N, such that it has a pre-image U™ (which is not necessarily the U image under f") surrounding
both Uy, —1 and U, 1.

Proof. Firstly, by Lemma 3.1, the pre-images U, -1 and U,,, -1 of Fatou components U,, and U,,, respectively
are bounded. Since U,, — a as k — oo, then any neighbourhood of a contains infinitely many U,,’s
surrounding a. Then N, must contain at least one Fatou component which surrounds a. Let U be that Fatou
component. Since a is the Baker omitted value of f, pre-image component of B(ll;) under f is contained
in a smaller neighborhood of infinity (say) N that does not contain U,,_; and U,,-1. So there exists one

bounded component of C \ N containing U,,_1 and U,,,_1 and hence the result.
O

Theorem 3.3. Let f be a meromorphic function with the Baker omitted value a. Then f has a Quasi-nested wandering
domain if and only if there exists {nyhi~o and a Fatou component U such that each U, surrounds a, U, — a as
k — co.

Proof. Let U be a Quasi-nested wandering domain of f. Then there is a subsequence {ny}x=o C {n}n>0 such that U,,
surrounds poles of f and f(U,,) = Uy.1 surrounds the omitted value a [12]. Since each limit function of {f"},s0
on a wandering domain is constant, f**1|; — a or 0o as k — oo. Again since a is an asymptotic value there is an
asymptotic path y such that f(y(t)) — a when y(t) — oo as (t — co). There exists R > 0 large enough, such that
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f(y N (Br(0))) C Bs(a) for 6 > 0. Let for k > ko, Uy, N (y N (Br(0))°) # ¢ and denote this set by y,,. For k > ko,
fyn) C B(LI%). So f(Uy,) C B(Unko) C Bs(a). As &6 — 0, f*|; — aas k — oo and thus we have proved the first
part of the theorem.

Let U be any Fatou component and there exists {ny}x-o such that Uy, surrounds a with U, — aask — oo. Then,
to prove that U is a Quasi-nested wandering domain, we first show that U, is bounded, where U, _1 is such that
FrYU) € Uy,—1 and f(Uy,—1) = Uy,. Since a is the Baker omitted value of f, f~'(B(Uy,)) = C \ Uiy D;, where
D;NDj = ¢ fori # jand each D; is a simply connected bounded domain. Again, since U,, C C\ B(U,,), any
component Uy,_1 of f~1(Uy,) lie in some D; and hence is bounded.

We know by Lemma 3.1, that for each k > 0, U,,,—1 surrounds a pole. Now suppose that there are infinitely many
k such that U, _y surrounds a single pole (say) wo. Then f™ | — wy or oo as k — co. If Yy — coask — oo
then U satisfies all the conditions of Quasi-nested wandering domain and we are done. If f™ 7| — wq as k — oo
then f™|y — f(woy) = oo as k — oo which is a contradiction to the fact that U, — a as k — co. Now assuming
that there are only finitely many k for which U,, 1 surrounds a single pole. There exists Fatou components Uy, 1 and
U, -1 surrounding wy and wy. respectively where wy # wy and none of them surrounds the other. It is described in
Figure 1. By the definition of Baker omitted value a and mapping patern of f, we find another Fatou component U*
surrounding Uy, which is the pre-image of some Fatou component Uy, surrounded by U, . Then by Lemma 3.2,
we can choose Uy, with pre-images U* and U™ such that U™ (which may not be the image of U under f") surrounds
both Uy, —1 and Uy, —1. (see Figure 1)

Let A be the annulus bounded by yi_1 and y** where yy_1 is the inner boundary of U, 1 surrounding wy and y**
is the outer boundary of U™ surrounding both wy and wy.. Then f(A) is connected as A is connected, and f(A) is
unbounded as wyp € A. We can write

If(A) C f(OA) C aU,, U AU, .

Now U* C A implies that f(U*) C f(A), that is, Uy, C f(A). Thus

o
df(A) € f(JA) c IU,,.
This shows that f(A) contains everything in B(U,,) and in particular the omitted value a, which is a contradiction. [

Corollary 3.4. From the proof of the first part of the theorem it follows that, we have a sequence of shrinking Fatou
components Uy, surrounding a. Again a is not in the boundary of any Fatou component, and hence there exists a
sequence z,, C dU,, such that z,, — a. Thus ], is a singleton buried component.

Remark 3.5. The above theorem shows that if there is a Quasi-nested wandering domain then by ([12], Theorem 5)
all the multiply connected Fatou components not landing on any Herman ring are wandering and a is a limit point of
{f"}us0 on each of these wandering domains. Further, in this case the forward orbit of a is an infinite set and singleton
buried components are dense in J (f).

Example 3.6. Let f(z) = === +a for a € C. Here a is the Baker omitted value for f(z). Ifa = =0.567 € J(f) and
/ol = 1, then we have the following cases. If ], is not buried, then by ([12], Theorem 4) there exists an infinitely
connected Baker domain B with period at least 2 such that for any multiply connected Fatou component U, there is
a non-negative integer n depending on U with U,, = B, and hence U is a Quasi-nested wandering domain. If |, is
buried, then by Remark 3.5, all the multiply connected Fatou components are wandering.

4. Implications of Quasi-nested wandering domains.

Theorem 4.1. If f has a Quasi-nested wandering domain, then the following are true.

1. If f € M,, then f has at most one asymptotic value and that is the omitted value of f.
2. All the Fatou components are bounded. In particular, f has no Baker domain.
3. ] is a singleton buried component.
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Figure 1: Here a is the Baker omitted value. The above figure describes the Theorem 3.1.

Proof. 1. On the contrary if f has two asymptotic values say a and b, then there are two different
asymptotic paths y, and y; corresponding to a and b respectively. Consider neighborhoods N;s(a) and
Ns(b) of a and b respectively for some 6 > 0 such that Ns(a) N Ns(b) = ¢. Let y, be the part of y, such
that f(y,) C Ns(a). Also y;, be the part of y;, such that f(y;) € Ns(b). By the definition of Quasi-nested
wandering domain, if it has such a component U, then there exists n; such that Unk — oo and take kg
large such that Uy, Ny, as well as Uy, N7} are nonempty and denote them by y;, and y; respectively.
Now f(y}) C Nb(a) and f(y;) € Ns(b). *This is a contradiction.

2. If U is a Quasi-nested wandering domain, then there exists #; such that U,, — oo as k — oo where all
the U,,’s are multiply connected, bounded and surrounds the origin. If V is a Fatou component of f
then it must be in the complement of | ;. U, and as all the complementary components of | ;.o Uy,
are bounded, any such Fatou component is also bounded. So, oo is not in the boundary of any Fatou
component.

Suppose that it has a Baker domain B; of period p (say). Then f* — oo on B;. This gives that B; is
unbounded. This is a contradiction.
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3. Suppose U is a Quasi-nested wandering domain. Then from the definition, given any neighborhood
N(eo) of oo, there exists ny, for ko > 0 such that U, C N(eo) and U, C €\ B(Uy, ) for infinitely
many i. Each U,_is a multiply connected domain and U, — oo uniformly and hence |J.| = 1. If
oo is in the boundlary of some Fatou component then that Fatou component is unbounded. Then by
(2) Quasi-nested wandering domain does not exist. Thus co does not belong to the boundary of any
Fatou component. Hence ], is a singleton buried component.
|

Corollary 4.2. Let f € My have Baker omitted value a and a € F(f). Then f has no Quasi-nested wandering
domain.

Proof. If f € My having Baker omitted value a and a € #(f) then there exist a unbounded Fatou component.
By Theorem 4.1(2), f has no quasi-nested wandering domain. [

5. Future prospects.

The sigularity of f~! lying over the Baker omitted value is non-logarithmic and this plays an important
role throughout this paper. This is in contrast with earlier works on dynamics of transcendental mero-
morphic functions with logarithmic singularities. The existence of Quasi nested wandering domain of a
meromorphic function f ensures that there exist no unbounded Fatou component of f. So for this case,
unbounded Herman ring does not exist for f. In [5, 6, 11], many results regarding the existence of Herman
ring of meromorphic functions are proved. So we incline to make the following conjecture. Meromorphic
functions with Quasi nested wandering domain have no Herman ring. In [4], we have seen that a function
with Baker omitted value has no asymptotic value other than the Baker omitted value. This restriction
seems to simplify the investigation of the dynamics of the function. Thus investigation of the dynamics of
meromorphic function with Quasi nested wandering domain is worth-doing.
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