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Abstract

We study the stationary Navier–Stokes equations in the whole plane
with a compactly supported force term and with a prescribed constant
spatial limit. Prior to this work, existence of solutions to this problem
was only known under special symmetry and smallness assumptions.

In the paper we solve the key difficulties in applying Leray’s invading
domains method and, as a consequence, prove the existence of D-solutions
in the whole plane for arbitrary compactly supported force. The boundary
condition at infinity are verified in two different scenarios: (I) the limit-
ing velocity is sufficient large with respect to the external force, (II) both
the total integral of force and the limiting velocity vanish. Hence, our
method produces large class of new solutions with prescribed spatial lim-
its. Moreover, we show the uniqueness of D-solutions to this problem in
a perturbative regime.

The main tools here are two new estimates for general Navier-Stokes
solutions, which have rather simple forms. They control the difference
between mean values of the velocity over two concentric circles in terms
of the Dirichlet integral in the annulus between them.

1 Introduction

1.1 Motivation and main results

We study the stationary Navier–Stokes equations in the whole plane R
2 driven

by a force term:










−∆w + (w · ∇)w +∇p = f ,

∇ ·w = 0,

w(z) → w∞ = λe1 as |z| → ∞.

(1.1)
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Here, λ ∈ R≥0 is a physical parameter specifying the “boundary” condition
at spatial infinity. One major mathematical challenge in the study of the sta-
tionary Navier-Stokes equations is the existence of solutions in two-dimensional
unbounded domains along with the characterization of their asymptotic be-
haviours. In the case when the domain Ω is exterior, i.e., Ω = R

2 \ U with U
bounded, one often takes f = 0 and homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition
on ∂Ω, so that the system describes stationary flows past rigid obstacles. For
comparison, we also present such an exterior domain problem here,



















−∆w + (w · ∇)w +∇p = 0 in Ω,

∇ ·w = 0 in Ω,

w|∂Ω = 0,

w(z) → w∞ = λe1 as |z| → ∞.

(1.2)

In this paper, we focus on another physically important case where the un-
bounded domain is simply the whole plane R2. The aim of this paper is to tackle
some key difficulties in the R

2 case and establish new existence and uniqueness
results.

Our starting point is to apply Leray’s invading domains method proposed in
1933 [19]. Leray’s original idea was intended for the exterior domain problem
(1.2) — one first solves the system on large bounded domains Ωk := Ω∩BRk

(k =
1, 2, 3, · · · ) with an increasing sequence of radii Rk → ∞, and then takes the
limit k → ∞. The boundary condition (1.2)4 at infinity will now be imposed
on the outer boundary.



















−∆wk + (wk · ∇)wk +∇pk = 0 in Ωk,

∇ ·wk = 0 in Ωk,

wk = 0 on ∂Ω,

wk = w∞ for |z| = Rk.

(1.3)

In [19], Leray showed that the above invading domain problems produce a se-
quence of solutions with uniformly bounded Dirichlet integral, i.e.,

∫

Ω

|∇wk|2 ≤ C,

with C independent of k. Since wk vanishes on ∂Ω, by Sobolev embedding the
Dirichlet integral controls local Lp norms of w for any p < ∞. Hence, weak
limits of wk are well-defined, and one obtains solutions in Ω with bounded total
Dirichlet integral1. These solutions are now referred to as Leray’s solutions.
Whether Leray’s solutions achieve the desired spatial limitw∞ has been open for
nearly 90 years2. Recently, it was settled in the small Reynolds number case [17].
The classical papers of Gilbarg–Weinberger [8, 9], Amick[1] and many recent
works, e.g., [5, 20, 13, 14] are devoted to the asymptotic properties of Leray’s
solutions, or more generally, of D-solutions in exterior domains. In particular,
the second author with Pileckas and Russo showed that D-solutions in exterior
domains always have uniform spatial limits [13]. For more backgrounds and

1Solutions of bounded Dirichlet integral are often called D-solutions.
2This major open problem is only for two dimensions. The main difficulty in 2d is that

the Dirichlet energy alone is not sufficient to control the behaviour of functions at infinity. In
three dimensions, Leray’s solutions do achieve the correct limiting values.
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details on the exterior domain problem, we refer the readers to the papers
[15, 16] and the book of Galdi [6].

However, Leray’s original arguments left out the whole plane case. Although
it is easy to formulate the invading domain problems here which appear similar
to (1.3),











−∆wk + (wk · ∇)wk +∇pk = f in BRk
,

∇ ·wk = 0 in BRk
,

wk = w∞ for |z| = Rk.

(1.4)

there are new essential obstructions arising in the analysis, as already pointed
out in [12]. Below, we summarize all the key obstructions that must be tackled.
Note that (a) and (b) are inherent to the whole plane problem (1.1), while (c)
are shared for both (1.1) and (1.2).

(a) It is difficult to prove that the solutions wk to (1.4) have uniformly
bounded Dirichlet integrals. It should be mentioned that, when the total
force F =

∫

R2 f vanishes, such a difficulty is absent by the following simple
argument. We can write f = ∇ · F for some tensor F ∈ L2(R2) (see [12,
Lemma 3.6] or Lemma 2 below). Then, we test (1.4)1 with wk − λe1 and
integrate by parts to get the energy equality

∫

BRk

|∇wk|2 =

∫

BRk

F : ∇wk (1.5)

where F : ∇wk stands for
∑

i,j Fij∂jwk,i. Using Hölder’s inequality we
get a nice bound on the Dirichlet integral,

∫

BRk

|∇wk|2 ≤
∫

R2

|F|2.

However, for a general f , such a direct estimate is unavailable.

(b) Moreover, even if the uniform boundedness in (1) is assumed, it is not
clear whether the local Lp norms of wk are uniformly bounded since the
Dirichlet integral controls only the derivative of wk and the condition
(1.4)3 is imposed on distant outer boundaries.

(c) If both (a) and (b) are solved, one may define wL as the weak limit of
some subsequence of wk. Then there is still one more difficult question,
that is,

do we have lim
|z|→∞

wL(z) = w∞? (1.6)

Now, we are ready to introduce the main results of the paper for the systems
(1.1) and (1.4). We shall assume that the force f is compactly supported, i.e.,
supp f ⊆ BR for some R > 0. Hence, the theories for D-solutions in exterior
domains without force can be applied in our situation. We also assume a minimal
regularity of f , that is, f ∈ H−1(B2R), see Section 2.1.

First of all, fortunately we were able to completely solve (a) and (b), that
is, we proved the uniform estimates ‖wk‖Lq(B1) + ‖∇wk‖L2(BRk

) ≤ C (see

Theorem 13). As an immediate corollary, the Leray solutions wL are well-
defined as weak limits of wk. Hence we have constructed solutions to (1.1)1,2
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for arbitrary force f in the whole plane. Second, we study (c) and justify the
identity (1.6) for each of the following two scenarios.

(I) the limiting speed λ is large enough with respect to the norm of force
‖f‖H−1(B2R) (see Theorem 17);

(II) the total integral of force and the limiting speed λ are both zero (see
Theorem 18).

Third, we prove the uniqueness of D-solutions to (1.1) in a perturbative
regime (see Theorem 19). We emphasize that the conditions in Theorem 17
and Theorem 19 are very different in nature. In particular, for fixed R, the
condition (7.1) implies that ‖f‖H−1(B2R) is smaller than an absolute constant
independent of λ, while scenario (I) allows arbitrarily large external force as
long as λ is chosen even larger.

With the help of Steps 4-5 in our proof of Theorem 19, one may extend
the fixed-point methods in [4] and [6, Section XII.5], to construct perturbative
solutions to (1.1) with λ 6= 0. The main idea is to view (1.1) as a perturbation
of the linear Oseen system with external force f , and the nonlinear solution will
be found close to the Oseen solution in the Banach space X defined in (7.41).
Such a completely perturbative scheme would require a condition stricter than
scenario (I) and milder than that of Theorem 19. Theorem 19 can be viewed as
a weak-strong uniqueness theorem, in the sense that the perturbative solutions
are unique in the broader class of D-solutions.

1.2 Main tools: two new estimates for general Navier-
Stokes solutions

The main tools for our research here are two new estimates on the difference
between mean values of the velocity over two concentric circles in terms of
the Dirichlet integral in the annulus between them (see Theorems 7 and 9).
They are also among the main contributions of this paper. As well-known,
it is not possible in general to control the growth of a function through its
Dirichlet integral in large planar domains3. Nevertheless, the special structures
of the Navier–Stokes system create the possibility to derive such very general
estimates, whose forms turn out to be rather clear and simple. The first estimate
claims that

|w̄(r1)− w̄(r2)| ≤ C∗(1 + µ)
√
D, (1.7)

where

µ =
1

r1m
, m := max

{

|w̄(r1)|, |w̄(r2)|
}

, D :=

∫

r1≤|z|≤r2

|∇w|2 (1.8)

and C∗ is some universal positive constant (does not depend on w, ri, etc.) The
proof of it based on classical methods in [9, 1] as well as the recent progress in
[15]. Namely, by [9] the pressure is under control of the Dirichlet integral. So,
assuming that the estimate (1.7) fails, we obtain the existence of two concentric

3For instance, the function f(z) = (ln(|z|))
1
3 has a finite Dirichlet integral in R

2 \B2 but
diverges at infinity.
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levels sets of the Bernoulli pressure Φ = p + 1
2 |w|2, and the difference of the

values of Φ on these level sets is much bigger than m(1 + µ)
√
D. Recall, that

∇Φ = −∇⊥ω + ωw⊥, (1.9)

where ω = ∂2w1 − ∂1w2 is the corresponding vorticity. By results of [9], the
line integrals of the first term ∇ω are small with respect to D, moreover, the
variation of the direction of the velocity w between our Φ-level sets is under
control of the Dirichlet integral as well. The crucial fact is that the vorticity ω
does not change sign between levels sets of Φ (it was proved in [15] based on
the elegant ideas of [1]). So the direction of ∇Φ is almost constant between the
concentric level sets of Φ, a contradiction.

The proof of of the second (asymptotic) estimate crucially relies on the
recent results in [17] concerning solutions to the Euler system in the unit disk
with constant velocity on the boundary which are produced by a blow-down
procedure (see Section 4.1 of the present paper). Namely, it turns out that the
pressure satisfies the classical Neumann boundary conditions, so the absolute
value of the pressure for the considered Euler solutions is under control of the
Dirichlet integrals as well.

Both estimates are invariant with respect to the natural rescaling of the
stationary Navier–Stokes system.

1.3 Open problem and discussions

The key open problem for (1.1) is to prove existence of solutions in R
2 given

arbitrary force (with sufficient decay and regularity) and arbitrary λ, that is, to
remove the constraints in our Theorems 17 and 18.

There are a few works on the construction of solutions to (1.1) using different
approaches from ours. In [12], the first author and Wittwer proposed a modified
invading domains method which could, for zero total force, produce infinitely
many solutions parametrized by their mean values in the unit disc. The spatial
limits of their solutions are not clear, i.e., the condition (1.1)3 is hard to verify.
In [25], Yamazaki constructed solutions with λ = 0 and explicit decay rates
under special symmetry and smallness assumptions on f . In [10, Section 3], the
first author also considered the λ = 0 case and proved existence for f from a set
of codimension three. All three constructions mentioned here work under zero
total force assumption. The study for λ 6= 0 case seems rather limited prior
to this work, apart from the possibility of constructing perturbative solutions
which we have mentioned earlier.

For λ = 0, the precise asymptotic behaviour of solutions is of particular
interest and difficulty, see, e.g., the discussions in [10, Section 5]. Theorem 18
constructs a large class of solutions converging to 0 at infinity without giving
explicit rates. It would be of great value to prove uniform decay estimates for
these solutions. Note that in three dimensions, the Liouville conjecture for D-
solutions in whole space R

3 with zero spatial limit remains an important open
problem where the lack of decay estimates is the key obstacle, see, e.g., [6,
Remark X.9.4] and [21].

For comparison, we mention that the existence problem for the exterior
problem (1.2) with arbitrary λ is also open, and is listed by Yudovich as one of
“eleven great problems of mathematical hydrodynamics” [24]. See the work of
Galdi [7] for a conditional result on the existence of solutions with large λ.
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Note, in conclusion, that the very recent paper [2] on non-uniqueness of
the classical Leray–Hopf solutions to the non-stationary forced Navier–Stokes
system demonstrates the importance and fruitfulness of the studying of such
forced equations in the whole space.

1.4 Organization of the paper

In Section 2, we introduce the notations, function spaces to be used throughout
the paper, along with some useful lemmas for stationary Navier-Stokes solutions.
In Section 3, we state and prove the first basic estimate for solutions on an
arbitrary annulus domain. In Section 4, we state and prove the second basic
(asymptotic) estimate for a sequence of solutions on enlarging annulus domains.
In Section 5, we show the uniform bounds for the invading domain solutions wk

based on the first basic estimate. As a corollary, we prove existence of Leray’s
solutions wL. In Section 6, we justify (1.6) in two scenarios based on the second
basic estimate. Finally, in Section 7, we state and prove the uniqueness result
in a perturbative regime.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notations

Throughout the paper, wk will be the invading domain solutions to (1.4) for

some sequence of radii Rk → ∞.

We use C to denote constants that are independent of k,R, λ, f , etc. The
exact values of C may change from line to line.

We always assume that supp f ⊂ BR and f ∈ H−1(B2R). Definition and
some properties of the H−1 space are summarized below.

2.2 Function spaces

We use standard notations for Sobolev spaces H1(Ω) = W 1,2(Ω). Let Ḣ1
0 (Ω)

be the completion of C∞
c (Ω) in H1(Ω) as usual, with norm given by

‖ϕ‖2
Ḣ1

0 (Ω)
= ‖∇ϕ‖2L2(Ω). (2.1)

We recall the following elementary fact:

Lemma 1. For any function ϕ ∈ H1(BR) and for every q ∈ (1,∞) the inequal-
ity

‖ϕ‖Lq(BR) ≤ C

(

|ϕ̄(R)|+ ‖∇ϕ‖L2(BR)

)

R2/q (2.2)

holds, where ϕ̄(R) is the average of ϕ on the circle SR, and C is a constant
depending only on q.

Proof. By scaling, the statement can be reduced to the case R = 1. Then, the
estimate follows from [18, Theorem 1.1.16].

The H−1 norm of a (scalar valued) distribution ψ in B2R is defined as

‖ψ‖H−1(B2R) := sup
ϕ∈C∞

0 (B2R), ‖ϕ‖
Ḣ1

0(B2R)
=1

〈ψ, ϕ〉. (2.3)

6



Let σ > 0. It is easy to check, that for the function ϕσ(z) := σ3ϕ(σz) we have
the following scaling identity:

‖ϕσ‖H−1(B2R/σ) = σ‖ϕ‖H−1(B2R). (2.4)

Let χ be a smooth cut-off function satisfying χ ≡ 1 on BR and suppχ ⊂
B2R, and define the total force F := 〈f , χ〉. Since χ can be extended up to the
function from C∞

0 (B2R) satisfying |∇χ| ≤ C 1
R , clearly, we have

|F| ≤ C‖f‖H−1(B2R), (2.5)

where C is some universal constant (does not depend on R). For simplicity, we
will formally write F =

∫

R2 f although it is possible that f /∈ L1
loc. Next, we

state a result in the spirit of [12, Lemma 3.6]:

Lemma 2. Under the above notations, if F = 0, then there exists a tensor
F ∈ L2(R2) such that suppF ⊂ B2R, f = ∇ · F on R

2, and

‖F‖L2 ≤ C‖f‖H−1(B2R)

with C independent of R.

Proof. Let us define F to be ∇g with g ∈ H1(B2R) solving

{

∆g = f , in B2R,

∂ng = 0, on ∂B2R.

Such g exists uniquely up to adding constants since we assumed F = 0. We
extend F by 0 outside B2R. Then using ∂ng = 0 on ∂B2R, one can check that
∇·F = f holds in the sense of distributions not only on B2R, but also on R

2.

The following change-of-domain lemma will be useful in Sections 6 and 7.

Lemma 3. Suppose that supp f ⊂ BR and f ∈ H−1(B2R). Then for any a ≥ 2,

‖f‖H−1(BaR) ≤ C

(

1 +
(

ln
a

2

)
1
2

)

‖f‖H−1(B2R) (2.6)

with C independent of a and R. If in addition F = 0, then

‖f‖H−1(BaR) ≤ C‖f‖H−1(B2R).

Proof. Fix the cut-off function χ as above. For any ϕ ∈ Ḣ1
0 (BaR), we have

ϕχ ∈ Ḣ1
0 (B2R) and 〈f, ϕ〉 = 〈f, ϕχ〉. Notice that

‖ϕχ‖Ḣ1
0 (B2R) ≤ ‖χ∇ϕ‖L2 + ‖ϕ∇χ‖L2

≤ ‖ϕ‖Ḣ1
0 (BaR) +

C

R
‖ϕ‖L2(B2R)

(2.2)

≤ ‖ϕ‖Ḣ1
0 (BaR) + C

(

|ϕ̄(2R)|+ ‖∇ϕ‖L2(B2R)

)

≤ C‖ϕ‖Ḣ1
0 (BaR)

(

1 +
(

ln
a

2

)
1
2

)
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In the last step we applied the estimate (2.7) below to control |ϕ̄(2R)| =
|ϕ̄(2R)− ϕ̄(aR)|. Now, a standard duality argument proves the lemma.

If in addition F = 0, then the corresponding claim follows from Lemma 2,
and the fact that for any a ≥ 2, we have

‖∇ · F‖H−1(BaR) ≤ ‖F‖L2.

Lemma 4. For any φ ∈ H1(Ωρ1,ρ2), where Ωρ1,ρ2 = {z ∈ R
2 : 0 < ρ1 < |z| <

ρ2}, we have

|φ̄(ρ2)− φ̄(ρ1)| ≤
1√
2π

(

∫

Ωρ1,ρ2

|∇φ|2
)

1
2

·
(

ln
ρ2
ρ1

)
1
2

(2.7)

For the proof of Lemma 4, see, e.g., [13, Lemma 2.1].

2.3 Properties of D-solutions

We present two important lemmas for general D-solutions to the Navier–Stokes
equations. They have been very useful in many previous studies on the Navier–
Stokes exterior problem, see, for instance, [9, 1, 13, 15, 16]. Lemma 5 was proved
in [9, Lemma 4.1], and Lemma 6 was proved in [9, Theorem 4, page 399]. Let
w be a D-solution to the Navier–Stokes equations in some ring Ωr1,r2 = {z ∈
R

2 : 0 < r1 < |z| < r2}, and p be the corresponding pressure.

Lemma 5 ([9]). Denote by p̄(r) the average of p over the circle Sr. Then for
any r1 < ρ1 ≤ ρ2 < r2, we have

|p̄(ρ2)− p̄(ρ1)| ≤
1

4π

∫

Ωρ1,ρ2

|∇w|2. (2.8)

Denote by w̄(r) the average of w over the circle Sr. Note, that the direct
estimates for w̄(r) are not so good:

|w̄(ρ2)− w̄(ρ1)| ≤
1√
2π

(

∫

Ωρ1,ρ2

|∇w|2
)

1
2

·
(

ln
ρ2
ρ1

)
1
2

(2.9)

(see (2.7)). Nevertheless, the direction of w̄(r) is still under control of the
Dirichlet integral:

Lemma 6 ([9]). Denote by w̄ the average of w over the circle Sr and let
ϕ(r) ∈ [0, 2π] (modulo 2π) be the argument of the complex number associated
with the vector w̄(r) = (w̄1(r), w̄2(r)), i.e., w̄(r) = |w̄(r)| (cosϕ(r), sinϕ(r)).
Assume also that |w̄(r)| ≥ σ > 0 for some constant σ and for all r ∈ (r1, r2).
Then for any r1 < ρ1 ≤ ρ2 < r2, we have

|ϕ(ρ2)− ϕ(ρ1)| ≤
1

4πσ2

∫

Ωρ1,ρ2

(

1

r
|∇ω|+ |∇w|2

)

. (2.10)

Here ω = ∂2w1 − ∂1w2 is the vorticity of w.
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3 The first basic estimate for the velocity

We have already mentioned, that the usual estimates for plane functions with
finite Dirichlet integral are not efficient to compare the difference of mean values
of the function over two circles whose radii are very different (see (2.9) ). But the
special structure of the plane Navier–Stokes system allows to improve the issue.
Here and in the next section we formulate and prove two important estimates
for the velocity vector, which will be the main tool for future research in the
paper. Note, that they are valid not only for the solutions in the whole plane
(considered above), but in much more general situations.

Theorem 7. Let w be the D-solution to the Navier–Stokes system
{

∆w − (w · ∇)w −∇p = 0,

∇ ·w = 0
(3.1)

in the annulus type domain Ωr1,r2 = {z ∈ R
2 : r1 ≤ |z| ≤ r2}. Then

|w̄(r1)− w̄(r2)| ≤ C∗(1 + µ)
√

D(r1, r2), (3.2)

where

µ =
1

r1m
, m := max

{

|w̄(r1)|, |w̄(r2)|
}

, D(r1, r2) :=

∫

Ωr1,r2

|∇w|2 (3.3)

and C∗ is some universal positive constant (does not depend on w, ri, etc.)

In order to prove the theorem, first of all we need to obtain the corresponding
estimate for the absolute value of the velocity.

Lemma 8. Under conditions and notation of Theorem 7 the estimate
∣

∣

∣

∣

|w̄(r2)| − |w̄(r1)|
∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ C0(1 + µ)
√

D(r1, r2), (3.4)

holds with some universal positive constant C0 (not depending on w, ri, etc.)

Proof. If |w̄(r2)| = |w̄(r1)|, we have zero in the left hand side, and there is
nothing to prove. For definiteness, assume that

|w̄(r2)| > |w̄(r1)|

(in the case of opposite inequality the arguments are the same). Let us make
several simplifications. First of all, it is sufficient to consider the case

m = |w̄(r2)| = max
r∈[r1,r2]

|w̄(r)|. (3.5)

Indeed, if the last assumption is not fulfilled, we can take

r′2 ∈ [r1, r2] : |w̄(r′2)| = max
r∈[r1,r2]

|w̄(r)|,

and then consider the interval [r1, r
′
2] instead of [r1, r2]. By construction,

D(r1, r
′
2) < D(r1, r2), |w̄(r2)|−|w̄(r1)| < |w̄(r′2)|−|w̄(r1)|, µ(r1, r

′
2) < µ(r1, r2).
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So if we prove the required estimate (3.4) for r1, r
′
2, then it implies the required

estimate for initial pair r1, r2, etc. So below we assume that (3.5) is fulfilled.
Further, it is sufficient to consider only the case when

|w̄(r)| ≥ 1

6
m ∀r ∈ [r1, r2]. (3.6)

Indeed, if the last assumption is not fulfilled, we can take

r′1 = max

{

r ∈ [r1, r2] : |w̄(r)| ≤ 1

6
m

}

,

and then consider the interval [r′1, r2] instead of [r1, r2]. By construction,

|w̄(r)| ≥ 1

6
m ∀r ∈ [r′1, r2], (3.7)

D(r′1, r2) < D(r1, r2), |w̄(r2)| − |w̄(r1)| ≤ m =
6

5

(

|w̄(r2)| − |w̄(r′1)|
)

.

So if we prove the required estimate (3.4) for r′1, r2, then it implies the required
estimate for initial pair r1, r2, etc. So below we assume that (3.6) is fulfilled.

Now take and fix some small number ε0 ∈ (0, 1
100 ) (the exact value of ε0 will

be specified below). Obviously, it is sufficient to consider only the case when

(1 + µ)
√

D(r1, r2) ≤ ε0m. (3.8)

Indeed, if the opposite inequality were valid, then the required estimate (3.4)
is fulfilled automatically with the fixed constant C0 = 1

ε0
, and again there are

nothing to prove. So below we assume that (3.8) is fulfilled as well.
Also we can assume without loss of generality that

r2 > 1000r1

(otherwise the required estimate (3.4) follows from (2.9) ). Further proof splits
into several steps. Our general strategy is as follows: first of all, we obtain some
uniform estimates for pressure, Bernoulli pressure Φ = p + 1

2 |w|2 and velocity
in the suitable annulus type domain; then we deduce some improved estimates
for the integral

∫

|∇ω|2, and finally we obtain the required estimate (3.4) using
contradiction argument and level sets of Bernoulli pressure.

Step 1. Using standard estimates (“self-improvement of regularity”) for
stationary Stokes system, one can prove that for any ρ ∈ [r1,

1
5r2]

(
∫

3
2ρ≤r≤ 9

2ρ

|∇2w| 43 + |∇p| 43
)

3
4

≤ Cmρ
1
2D(ρ, 5ρ)

1
2 (1 + µ) (3.9)

(see, e.g., [16, Lemma 8 and Appendix II] for the detailed calculations concerning
this estimate ).

Step 2. Now we would like to obtain the uniform estimates for pressure.
Using (3.9), it is easy to see, that there exist two “good” radii r̃1 ∈ (32r1, 2r1),
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r̃2 ∈ (12r2,
9
10r2) such that for i = 1, 2 and for D := D(r1, r2) we have







































































∫

Sr̃i

|∇w|2ds ≤ CD

r̃i
,

∫

Sr̃i

|∇w|ds ≤ (2πr̃i)
1
2

(

∫

Sr̃i

|∇w|2ds
)

1
2

≤ CD
1
2 ,

∫

Sr̃i

|∇p| 43 ds ≤ C
1

r̃
1
3
i

m
4
3 D

2
3 (1 + µ)

4
3 ,

∫

Sr̃i

|∇p|ds ≤ (2πr̃i)
1
4

(

∫

Sr̃i

|∇p| 43 ds
)

3
4

≤ CmD
1
2 (1 + µ).

(3.10)

Without loss of generality we may assume that p̄(r̃1) = 0. Then by (2.8) we
have

|p̄(r)| ≤ CD ≤ Cm
√
D for any r ∈ [r1, r2], (3.11)

thus the estimates (3.104) and the trivial inequality

|p(z)| ≤ p̄(r) +

∫

Sr

|∇p| ds ∀z ∈ Sr,

imply the corresponding pointwise bound for the pressure:

|p| ≤ Cm(1 + µ)
√
D on Sr̃i , i = 1, 2. (3.12)

From the main estimate (2.8), using “good circles” technique, it is very easy
to deduce from (3.9) and (3.12), that

|p| ≤ Cm(1 + µ)
√
D in Ω

(

6r1,
1

6
r2
)

(3.13)

(see Appendix A for details).

Step 3. Denote m0 = |w̄(r1)|. Recall, that m = |w̄(r2)| > m0. From (2.9)
we have

|w̄(ri)| − C
√
D ≤ |w̄(r̃i)| ≤ |w̄(ri)|+ C

√
D, i = 1, 2. (3.14)

In particular,
|w̄(r̃1)| ≤ m0 + C

√
D, (3.15)

|w̄(r̃1)|2
(3.8)
≤ m2

0 + Cm
√
D. (3.16)

Analogously,
m− C

√
D ≤ |w̄(r̃2)| ≤ m+ C

√
D, (3.17)

m2 − Cm
√
D ≤ |w̄(r̃2)|2 ≤ m2 + Cm

√
D. (3.18)

Furthermore,

|w| ≤ |w̄(r̃1)|+
∫

Sr̃1

|∇w| ds
(3.102)

≤ m0 + C
√
D on Sr̃1 , (3.19)
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|w|2
(3.8)
≤ m2

0 + Cm
√
D on Sr̃1 . (3.20)

Analogously,
m− C

√
D ≤ |w| ≤ m+ C

√
D on Sr̃2 , (3.21)

m2 − Cm
√
D ≤ |w|2 ≤ m2 + Cm

√
D on Sr̃2 . (3.22)

Estimates (3.12), (3.20), (3.22) imply the following bound for the Bernoulli
pressure Φ = p+ 1

2 |w|2 :

Φ ≤ 1

2
m2

0 + Cm(1 + µ)
√
D on Sr̃1 , (3.23)

Φ ≤ 1

2
m2 + Cm(1 + µ)

√
D on Sr̃2 , (3.24)

Φ ≥ 1

2
m2 − Cm(1 + µ)

√
D on Sr̃2 (3.25)

for some universal constant C (does not depend on w, D,m, µ, etc.). By one-
sided maximum principle for the Bernoulli pressure (see, e.g., [9] ),

Φ ≤ 1

2
m2 + Cm(1 + µ)

√
D in Ω

(

r̃1, r̃2
)

. (3.26)

In particular, by (3.13)

|w|2 ≤ m2 + Cm(1 + µ)
√
D

(3.8)
≤ C m2 in Ω

(

6r1,
1

6
r2
)

, (3.27)

in other words,

|w| ≤ Cm in Ω
(

6r1,
1

6
r2
)

. (3.28)

The last inequality gives us the possibility to obtain the improved estimates
for ∇ω.

Step 4. We prove that for any ρ ∈ [6r1,
1
30r2]

∫

2ρ≤r≤4ρ

|∇ω|2 ≤ C
1

ρ
mD(ρ, 5ρ)(1 + µ). (3.29)

Indeed, for Dρ := D(ρ, 5ρ) there exist two “good” radii ρ1 ∈ (ρ, 2ρ), ρ2 ∈
(4ρ, 5ρ) such that for i = 1, 2, we have

∫

Sρi

ω2ds ≤ CDρ

ρ
, (3.30)

and
[

∂r

∫

Sr

ω2ds

]

r=ρ2

≤ CDρ

ρ2
, −

[

∂r

∫

Sr

ω2ds

]

r=ρ1

≤ CDρ

ρ2
, (3.31)

The proof of (3.30)–(3.31) is based on some elementary real analysis and is given
in the Appendix B for convenience.
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Note that (3.28) imply

max
z∈Sρi

|w(z)| ≤ Cm. (3.32)

It is well-known that ω satisfies the vorticity equation

−∆ω +w · ∇ω = 0. (3.33)

A standard energy estimate in the domain {ρ1 ≤ r ≤ ρ2} for the above equation,
together with the bounds (3.30)–(3.32), gives

∫

ρ1≤r≤ρ2

|∇ω|2 =

∫

Sρ2

(

ω∂rω −w · er
ω2

2

)

ds

−
∫

Sρ1

(

ω∂rω −w · er
ω2

2

)

ds

≤ C
1

ρ
Dρ

(

m+
1

ρ

)

≤ C
1

ρ
mDρ(1 + µ).

Step 5. Applying (3.29) for ρ = 6r1, 12r1,. . . , etc., we obtain finally that

∫

12r1≤r≤ 1
8 r2

r|∇ω|2 ≤ CmD(1 + µ). (3.34)

Step 6. We need a pair of “good circles” with the same properties as
in Step 2–3, but now inside the annulus Ω(12r1,

1
8r2) (in order to use esti-

mates (3.34) ). So, repeating the arguments of these steps, we obtain, that
there exists ρ̃1 ∈

(

12r1, 24r1
)

, ρ̃2 ∈
(

1
16r2,

1
8r2
)

such that

Φ ≤ 1

2
m2

0 + Cm(1 + µ)
√
D on Sρ̃1 , (3.35)

Φ ≥ 1

2
m2 − Cm(1 + µ)

√
D on Sρ̃2 (3.36)

for some universal constant C (does not depend on w, D,m, µ, etc.). Therefore,

min
z∈Sρ̃2

Φ(z) ≥ max
z∈Sρ̃1

Φ(z) +
1

2

(

m2 −m2
0 − Cm(1 + µ)

√
D

)

(3.37)

Let ϕ(r) be the direction of the vector w̄(r) = (w̄1(r), w̄2(r)), i.e., w̄(r) =
|w̄(r)| (cosϕ(r), sinϕ(r)).Without loss of generality we may assume, that ϕ(ρ̃2) =
0. Then from the inequality (3.34) we have

∫

12r1≤r≤ 1
8 r2

1

r
|∇ω| ≤

(

CmD(1 + µ)

)
1
2
√

π

6r1
≤ Cm(1 + µ)

√
D, (3.38)

consequently, from the formula (2.10) and assumptions (3.6), (3.8) we obtain
that

|ϕ(r)| ≤ C′ε0 ∀r ∈ [ρ̃1, ρ̃2] (3.39)
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with some universal constant C′ (does not depend on w, D,m, µ, etc.).
Without loss of generality we may assume that all the constants C in the

inequalities (3.37)–(3.38) are the same. Now we are ready for the key step of
the proof.

Step 7. We claim that the inequality

m−m0 ≤ 5C(1 + µ)
√
D (3.40)

holds for sufficiently small ε0, where C is the same as in (3.37)–(3.38).
Indeed, suppose this claim fails, than

m−m0 > 5C(1 + µ)
√
D, (3.41)

in particular, from (3.37) we have

min
z∈Sρ̃2

Φ(z) > max
z∈Sρ̃1

Φ(z) + 2Cm(1 + µ)
√
D. (3.42)

Now, we are in a position to apply the methods of [15] based on level set struc-
tures of Φ to obtain a contradiction when ε0 is sufficiently small. For a reader’s
convenience, we recall the main ideas of the proof in [15] adapted for the present
paper.

From (3.42) it follows immediately, that there are two closed regular level
sets S′

k and S′′
k of Φ such that:

(i) Φ|S′ ≡ t′, Φ|S′′ ≡ t′′, t′′ − t′ > 2Cm(1 + µ)
√
D;

(ii) S′, S′′ are smooth closed curves (homeomorphic to the circle) sur-
rounding the origin, both of them lie between circles Sρ̃1 and Sρ̃2 .

(iii) the vorticity ω(z) does not change sign between the curves S′, S′′; for
definiteness, we can assume without loss of generality that

ω(z) > 0 for all z between S′ and S′′ (3.43)

(for the last assertion, see [15, Step 6] ).
Using (3.39), it is not difficult to prove for ε0 small enough, that there exists

a unit vector ẽ = (cos θ̃, sin θ̃) such that the segment L = {ρẽ : ρ ∈ [ρ̃1, ρ̃2]}
satisfies the following properties:

(iv) w⊥(z) · ẽ < 0 for any z ∈ L, where we denote (a, b)⊥ = (−b, a);
(v)

∫

L

|∇ω| ds < 2Cm(1 + µ)
√
D.

Now take two points A ∈ L∩S′ and B ∈ L∩S′′ such that the line segment [A,B]
lies between the curves S′ and S′′. Recall, that the gradient of the Bernoulli
pressure satisfies the identity

∇Φ ≡ −∇⊥ω + ω ·w⊥.

Then we have

t′′ − t′ = Φ(B)− Φ(A) =
∫

[A,B]

∇Φ · ẽ ds

= −
∫

[A,B]

∇⊥ω · ẽ ds+
∫

[A,B]

ωw⊥ · ẽ dr := I + II.
(3.44)
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Estimate the terms I and II separately. From the above property (v) we have

I < 2Cm(1 + µ)
√
D. (3.45)

On the other hand, from (iii)–(iv) we obtain

II < 0. (3.46)

Therefore,
t′′ − t′ ≤ 2Cm(1 + µ)

√
D,

a contradiction with (i).
Of course, the above items (i)–(v) are only short description. In case of

interest, a reader can find a detailed justification for all these steps in [15].

The proof of Lemma 8 is finished completely.

Proof of Theorem 7. We start from the same simplifications as in the proof
of Lemma 8. For definiteness, assume that |w(r2)| ≥ |w(r1)|. Because of the
triangle inequality, it is sufficient to consider the case

m = |w̄(r2)| = max
r∈[r1,r2]

|w̄(r)|. (3.47)

Also, it is sufficient to consider only the situation when

|w̄(r)| ≥ 1

6
m ∀r ∈ [r1, r2] (3.48)

√

D(r1, r2) =
√
D ≤ 1

100
m. (3.49)

(see the explanation in the proof of Lemma 8). Further we have to repeat all
the arguments of the proof of Lemma 8 up to inequality (3.38). Then from the
formulas (2.10), (3.38), and assumptions (3.48), (3.49) we obtain that

|ϕ(r)| ≤ C
1

m2

(

D+m(1 + µ)
√
D

)

≤ C′ 1

m
(1 + µ)

√
D ∀r ∈ [ρ̃1, ρ̃2]. (3.50)

The last formula and (3.4) imply easily

|w̄(ρ̃1)− w̄(ρ̃2)| ≤ C(1 + µ)
√
D. (3.51)

Then, by virtue of elementary estimate (2.9) and inclusions ρ̃1 ∈ (12r1, 24r1),
ρ̃2 ∈

(

1
16r2,

1
8r2
)

, we obtain the required inequality (3.51).
The proof of Theorem 7 is finished completely.

4 The second basic (asymptotic) estimate for

the velocity

For the limiting case (when ri are very large and velocity is “almost constant”
on the boundary circles) the general estimate of Theorem 7 can be improved
essentially.
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Theorem 9. Let wk be a sequence of D-solutions to the Navier–Stokes system
{

∆wk − (wk · ∇)wk −∇pk = 0,

∇ ·wk = 0
(4.1)

in the annulus type domains Ωr1k,r2k . Suppose, in addition, that

r1k → +∞,
r2k
r1k

→ +∞, (4.2)

and there exist two vectors w0, w∞ ∈ R
n such that

max
z∈Sr1k

|wk(z)−w0| → 0, max
z∈Sr2k

|wk(z)−w∞| → 0 as k → ∞. (4.3)

Then

|w0 −w∞| ≤ C∗∗
D∗

m
, (4.4)

where m := max
{

|w0|, |w∞|
}

, D∗ = lim
k→∞

∫

Ωr1k,r2k

|∇wk|2, and C∗∗ is some

universal positive constant (does not depend on wk, etc.)

To prove this theorem, we have to use some fine properties of solutions to
Euler system from [17], considered in the next section 4.1.

4.1 On solutions to Euler equations

In this section we consider some properties of weak solutions v ∈ W 1,2
loc (Ω) to

the Euler system










(

v · ∇
)

v +∇p = 0 in Ω,

divv = 0 in Ω,

v = e on S1 = ∂Ω,

(4.5)

where S1 = {z ∈ R
2 : |z| = 1} is the unit circle and e = (1, 0) is the unit vector.

Here Ω is the unit disk or its complement, i.e.,

Ω = B1 (4.6)

or
Ω = R

2 \B1. (4.7)

Suppose that
∫

Ω

|∇v|2 < ε2 (4.8)

for some constant ε ∈ (0, 1). Then from the first equation (4.51) one can assume
that |p| ∼ ε. Nevertheless, surprisingly much better estimate holds.

Theorem 10. Let v ∈ W 1,2
loc (Ω) and p ∈ W 1,1

loc (Ω) satisfy the Euler equa-
tions (4.51−2) for almost all z ∈ Ω. Suppose also that the estimate (4.8) and
the boundary condition (4.53) are fulfilled. Then p ∈ C(Ω̄), moreover,

sup
z1,z2∈Ω̄

|p(z1)− p(z2)| ≤ C ε2, (4.9)

where C is some universal constant (does not depend on ε,v, p ).
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Proof. For the case Ω = B1 the result was proved in [17]. So let us consider the
case of exterior domain Ω = R

2 \B1.
By well-known fact concerning D-solutions to Euler and Navier–Stokes sys-

tem (see, e.g., [9, Lemma 4.1]), the averages of the pressure p̄(r) are uniformly
bounded and have some limit at infinity, without loss of generality we may
assume that this limit iz zero:

p̄(r) → 0 as r → ∞. (4.10)

Moreover, since
∫

Ω

|∇v|2dx < ∞, there exists an increasing sequence ri → +∞
such that

∫

Sri

|∇v| ds ≤ εi√
ln ri

with εi → 0 as i→ ∞ (4.11)

and
sup
z∈Sri

∣

∣v(z)
∣

∣ ≤ εi
√

ln ri (4.12)

(see [9, Lemmas 2.1–2.2])). From (4.10)–(4.12) and from the equation (4.51) it
follows that

sup
z∈Sri

∣

∣p(z)
∣

∣→ 0 as i→ ∞. (4.13)

Indeed,

|p(ri, θ)− p̄(ri)| ≤
∫

Sri

|∇p| ds ≤
∫

Sri

|v| · |∇v| ds ≤ εi
√

ln ri

∫

Sri

|∇v| ds ≤ ε2i .

Taking divergence on the first equation in (4.5) gives

∆p = −∇v · (∇v)⊺ (4.14)

We can extend v outside Ω by the constant vector e so that v is globally
defined and divergence free in R

2. By the classical div-curl lemma (see, e.g.,
[3]), ∇v · (∇v)⊺ belongs to the Hardy space H1(R2). Put

G(x) = − 1

2π

∫

Ω

log |x− y|(∇v · ∇v⊤)(y) dy.

By Calderón–Zygmund theorem for Hardy’s spaces [23], G ∈ D2,1(R2)∩D1,2(R2),
where Dk,q(R2) means the space of measurable functions,whose distributional
derivatives of k-th order belong to Lq(R2). By classical facts from the theory of
Sobolev spaces (see, e.g., [18] ), the last inclusion implies that G is continuous
and convergent to zero at infinity, in particular,

‖∇G‖L2(R2) + ‖∇2G‖L1(R2) ≤ Cε2, (4.15)

sup
z∈R2

|G(z)| < Cε2, (4.16)

G(z) → 0, as z → ∞. (4.17)

Consider the decomposition
p = p∗ +G. (4.18)
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By construction, ∆p∗ = 0 in Ω, i.e., p∗ is a harmonic function, and by (4.13)
we have

sup
z∈Sri

|p∗(z)| → 0 as i→ ∞. (4.19)

Of course, it implies
|p∗(z)| → 0 as |z| → ∞. (4.20)

Since p = G+ p∗, we have p(z) → 0 as z → ∞. In [17, Lemma 9], it was proved
that p satisfies the Neumann boundary conditions (in weak sense) on S1:

∂np = 0 on S1.

Therefore, p can be solved from (4.14) using the Green function for the Poisson
problem in Ω with Neumann boundary conditions:

p(x) = − 1

2π

∫

Ω

(

log |x− y|+ log

∣

∣

∣

∣

x

|x|2 − y

∣

∣

∣

∣

− log |y|
)

(∇v·∇v⊤)(y) dy. (4.21)

It is important to observe that in the above formula, the integral domain Ω can
be replaced by R

2 , since ∇v · ∇v⊤ = 0 in B1 due to our extension of v by the
unit constant vector in B1. Using the above definition of the function G(x), we
can rewrite identity (4.21) as

p(x) = G(x) −G(0) +G
( x

|x|2
)

.

So the the required bound (4.9) follows from (4.16).

The proof of the central Theorem 10 is finished. In [17, §2] it was shown,
that the established estimates imply

Corollary 11. Let the assumptions of Theorem 10 be fulfilled. Then there
exists a set F0 ⊂ (12 ,

3
2 ) of positive measure (having one-sided density 1 at 1 )

such that

Sr ⊂ Ω and max
z∈Sr

(

|v(z)− e|+
∣

∣p(z)−−
∫

Sr

p
∣

∣

)

≤ Cε2 ∀r ∈ F0,

(4.22)
where C is some universal constant (does not depend on ε,v, p, etc. ).

Sometimes solutions to Euler system can be obtained as a limit of solutions
to Navier–Stokes equations when viscosity coefficient tends to zero. We can use
this fact in the following useful statement.

Theorem 12. Let the assumptions of Theorem 9 be fulfilled. Suppose, in
addition, that p̄k(r1k) = 0. Then there exists δ ∈

(

0, 12 ) such that

m0 ·
∣

∣wk(z)−w0

∣

∣+
∣

∣pk(z)
∣

∣ ≤ CD∗ + εk ∀z ∈ S(1+δ)r1k , (4.23)

m∞ ·
∣

∣wk(z)−w∞

∣

∣+
∣

∣pk(z)
∣

∣ ≤ CD∗ + εk ∀z ∈ S(1−δ)r2k , (4.24)

where m∞ = |w∞|, m0 = |w0|, D∗ = lim
k→∞

∫

Ωr1k,r2k

|∇wk|2, εk → 0 as k → ∞,

and C is some universal positive constant (does not depend on wk, rik, etc.)

Proof. The assertion of the last theorem was deduced (by corresponding scaling
and limiting procedure) from Theorem 10 and Corollary 11 in [17, Section 4]
(see, e.g., the formula (4.10) in [17] and commentaries).
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4.2 Proof of Theorem 9

Let the conditions of Theorem 9 be fulfilled. As before, we have to make several
simplifications. For definiteness, assume that m = |w∞| ≥ |w0|. Denote m0 =
|w0|. Now take and fix some small number ε0 ∈ (1, 1

100 ) (the exact value of
ε0 will be specified below). Obviously, it is sufficient to consider only the case
when

D∗ < ε0m
2. (4.25)

Indeed, if the opposite inequality valid, then the required estimate (4.4) is ful-
filled automatically with the fixed constant C = 2

ε0
, and there are nothing to

prove. So below we assume that (4.25) is fulfilled as well, therefore,

D(r1k, r2k) < ε0m
2 (4.26)

for k large enough. Applying Theorem 7 (with µ arbitrary small as k → ∞
because of assumption r1k → +∞ ), we obtain

1

2
m < |w̄k(r)| <

3

2
m ∀r ∈ [r1k, r2k]. (4.27)

Take δ ∈ (0, 12 ) from Theorem 12 and denote ρ1k = (1− δ)r1k, ρ2k = (1− δ)r2k.
Repeating Steps 1–6 of the proof of Lemma 8 (with evident modifications and
arbitrary small µ as k → +∞), we obtain that

∫

ρ1k≤r≤ρ2k

1

r
|∇ωk| ≤ εk → 0 as k → +∞, (4.28)

consequently, from the formula (2.10) and assumptions (4.27), (4.26) we obtain
that

|ϕk(r)| ≤
1

4πm2

(

D∗ + εk
)

≤ 1

4π
ε0 ∀r ∈ [ρ1k, ρ2k] (4.29)

for all sufficiently large k.
Recall, that by Theorem 12,

m0

∣

∣wk(z)−w0

∣

∣+
∣

∣pk(z)
∣

∣ ≤ CD∗ + εk ∀z ∈ Sρ1k
, (4.30)

m
∣

∣wk(z)−w∞

∣

∣+
∣

∣pk(z)
∣

∣ ≤ CD∗ + εk ∀z ∈ Sρ2k
. (4.31)

Consequently, using m0 ≥ 1
2m, we obtain:

min
z∈Sρ2k

Φk(z) ≥ max
z∈Sρ1k

Φk(z) +
1

2

(

m2 −m2
0 − 12CD∗ − εk

)

, (4.32)

where C is the same as in (4.30)–(4.31).
Below we consider the case D∗ > 0 (the case D∗ = 0 can be considered

similarly, with some evident simplifications). Now we claim that the inequality

m−m0 ≤ 10

m
CD∗ (4.33)

holds for sufficiently small ε0, where C is the same as in (4.32). Indeed, suppose
that the opposite inequality is valid, then from (4.32) we have

min
z∈Sρ2k

Φk(z) > max
z∈Sρ1k

Φk(z) + CD∗. (4.34)
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Now we can apply the methods of [15] (based on level set structures of Φk) in
the same way as on the Step 7 of the proof of previous Lemma 8, and to obtain
the desired contradiction. So the claim (4.33) is proved.

The formulas (4.30)–(4.31), (4.33) imply that

∣

∣w̄k(ρ1k)−w0

∣

∣ ≤ C
1

m
D∗ (4.35)

∣

∣w̄k(ρ2k)−w∞

∣

∣ ≤ C
1

m
D∗. (4.36)

∣

∣

∣

∣

|w̄k(ρ2k)| − |w̄k(ρ1k)|
∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ C
1

m
D∗ (4.37)

with some universal constant C. We need the following elementary fact: for any
pair of vectors a = aea, b = beb, where ea and eb are the corresponding unit
vectors, one has:

∣

∣a− b
∣

∣ ≤
∣

∣a− b
∣

∣+ b
∣

∣ea − eb
∣

∣.

This elementary formula together with established estimates (4.37), (4.29) imply

∣

∣w̄k(ρ2k)− w̄k(ρ1k)
∣

∣ ≤ C
1

m
D∗. (4.38)

Thus by (4.35)–(4.36) the proof of Theorem 9 is finished completely.

5 Uniform bounds for the invading domain so-

lutions wk

The main result of this section is the following k-uniform bounds.

Theorem 13. Suppose that R > 0, supp f ⊂ BR, and A = ‖f‖H−1(B2R) < ∞,
and consider Rk ≥ 2R. Then the following uniform estimates for the invading
domain solutions wk to (1.4) are valid:

Dk :=

∫

BRk

|∇wk|2 ≤ C1A

(

A+ λ+
A

1
3

R
2
3

)

, (5.1)

max
R≤r≤Rk

|w̄k(r)| ≤ C2

(

A+ λ+
A

1
3

R
2
3

)

, (5.2)

where Ci are some universal constants (do not depend on wk and parameters
A,R, λ, etc.).

Remark 14. The considered problem (1.4) has the following scaling property: if
wk is a solution to (1.4) with parameters (A, λ,R), then for any τ > 0 the map-
pingwτk(z) := τwk(τz) is a solution to (1.4) with the corresponding parameters
(τA, τλ, τ−1R). Note, that basic estimates in theorems 7, 9, 13, 17–18, 19 are
scaling invariant.
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Proof. Let χ be a smooth cut-off function satisfying χ ≡ 1 on BR, χ = 0 outside
B2R, and |∇χ| ≤ C

R . By the system (1.4) and the assumptions on f , we have
the following direct estimate of the Dirichlet integral

Dk =

∫

BRk

|∇wk|2 =

∫

BRk

f · (wk −w∞)

=

∫

BRk

χf · (wk −w∞)

≤ ‖f‖H−1(B2R)‖χ(wk −w∞)‖H1
0 (B2R)

≤ C A

(

‖∇wk‖L2(B2R) +
1

R
‖wk −w∞‖L2(B2R)

)

≤ C A
(

D
1
2

k + |w̄k(2R)|+ λ
)

, (5.3)

here we used (2.2) for the last inequality (the exact values of C may change
from line to line). Using (5.3) it is easy to deduce

Dk ≤ C A(A+ |w̄k(2R)|+ λ). (5.4)

Therefore,
Dk ≤ C A(A+ Λk + λ), (5.5)

where we denote Λk = maxR≤r≤Rk
|w̄k(r)|. Let Λk = |w̄k(rk)| with some

rk ∈ [R,Rk]. Applying Theorem 7 in the annulus type domain Ωrk,Rk
and

inserting (5.5), we obtain

|Λk − λ| ≤ C∗(1 +
1

RΛk
)
√

Dk

≤ C(1 +
1

RΛk
)
√

A(A + Λk + λ) (5.6)

Now we have to consider two different cases:

Case 1. Λk ≤ 2(A + λ). Then the required estimates (5.1)–(5.2) follow
immediately.

Case 2. Now suppose that Λk > 2(A+ λ) Then from (5.6) we obtain:

Λk ≤ C(1 +
1

RΛk
)
√

AΛk (5.7)

If 1
RΛk

≤ 2, then, similarly to the Case 1, we have Λk ≤ C A, and the required

estimate (5.1) follow easily from (5.5). So we can assume in addition that 1
RΛk

>
2. Then

Λk ≤ C
1

RΛk

√

AΛk ≤ C
1

R

√

A

Λk
. (5.8)

Therefore

Λk ≤ C
A

1
3

R
2
3

, (5.9)

and finally the required estimates (5.1)–(5.2) are valid in this case as well.
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Corollary 15. Under the hypothesis of Theorem 13, for any sequence Rk → ∞,
there exists a subsequence of the invading domain solutions wk to (1.4) which
converges weakly to a D-solution wL to the Navier–Stokes equations (1.1)1,2.
Moreover, the convergence is strong in the Cm

loc-topology in R
2 \ B̄R for any

m ≥ 0, and also strong in L2(B2R).

Proof. Theorem 13 implies that

‖wk‖H1(Bρ) ≤ C(A,R, λ, ρ) (5.10)

uniformly in k, for any ρ > 0. Hence, we can extract a subsequence of wk

which converges weakly to some functionwL ∈ H1
loc(R

2) satisfying the equations
(1.1)1,2 and

∫

R2

|∇wL|2 ≤ lim
k→∞

∫

BRk

|∇wk|2 ≤ C(A,R, λ) (5.11)

By the standard local regularity theory for stationary Navier–Stokes equations
(see, e.g., [16, Section 2.3]), we can obtain uniform local Cm bounds for wk in
R

2 \ B̄R (outside the support of f) for any m > 0. This together with Arzela-
Ascoli theorem implies the local strong Cm convergence in R

2 \ B̄R. Finally,
(5.10) and the compact embedding H1(B2R) ⊂ L2(B2R) implies the strong
convergence in L2(B2R).

6 The limiting velocity of wL

Let wk be the invading domain solutions that we studied in the last section.
By passing to a subsequence, we assume that wk converges weakly to wL in
the sense described in Corollary 15. In this section, we study the fundamental
question: does wL achieve the prescribed limiting velocity w∞ = λe1 at spatial

infinity?

Since wL is a D-solution to the Navier–Stokes equations (without force) in
the exterior domain R

2 \B2R, it has some finite uniform limit at spatial infinity
(this important fact is established through the papers [9, 1, 13]). Let us denote
w0 = limr→∞ wL. We state a simple but crucial identity for the tail Dirichlet
integral

D∗ = lim
r→∞

lim
k→∞

∫

Ωk∩{|z|≥r}

|∇wk|2. (6.1)

Lemma 16. If w0 6= 0, then D∗ = −F · (w∞ −w0).

Proof. Recall the following energy equalities for the stationary Navier–Stokes
solutions wk and wL respectively,

Dk =

∫

BRk

|∇wk|2 =

∫

BRk

f · (wk −w∞) =

∫

BRk

f ·wk −F ·w∞, (6.2)

DL =

∫

R2

|∇wL|2 =

∫

R2

f · (wL −w0) =

∫

R2

f ·wL −F ·w0. (6.3)

The last line relies on the asymptotic behaviour of wL at spatial infinity when
w0 6= 0. By the result of [20], wL is physically reasonable in the sense of [22, page
350]. In [22, Theorem 5] it is proved thatwL exhibits the wake region behaviour,
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and has the polynomial convergence rates at spatial infinity indicated by the
Oseen fundamental tensor (with some logarithmic correction). Thus (6.3) can
be obtained with multiplying (1.1)1 by wL − w0 and integrating on Bρ, then
sending ρ→ ∞. Observe that

∫

f ·wk →
∫

f ·wL since wk ⇀ wL in H1(B2R).
It remains to conclude using the simple fact that

D∗ = lim
r→∞

lim
k→∞

{

Dk −
∫

Ωk∩{|z|≤r}

|∇wk|2
}

(6.4)

= lim
k→∞

Dk −DL. (6.5)

Next, we justify the equality w0 = w∞ in two different scenarios.

6.1 Scenario I : λ is much larger than force

Theorem 17. There exists an universal constant ε > 0 such that, under the
hypothesis of Theorem 13, if

A ≤ ε2

ln
1
2
(

1
λR + 2

)

λ, (6.6)

then we have

1.
∫

BRk

|∇wk|2 ≤ C1ε
2λ2, for Rk ≥ 2R̂ := 2max{R, 1λ},

2. maxR̂≤r≤Rk
|w̄k(r)| ≤ C2λ,

3. The limiting solution wL satisfies the condition w0 = w∞ = λe1.

Here again Ci are some universal constants (do not depend on wk, A, λ, etc.).

If, in addition, the total force F = 0, then the factor ln
1
2
(

2 + 1
λR

)

in (6.6) can
be removed.

Proof. To prove Claims 1–2, we consider two separate cases:

Case I: λR ≥ 1. In this case, ln
1
2
(

1
λR + 2

)

∼ 1. The term A
1
3

R
2
3
in (5.1)–(5.2)

can be estimated as

A
1
3

R
2
3

=
A

1
3λ

2
3

R
2
3 λ

2
3

≤ A
1
3 λ

2
3

(6.6)

≤ ε
2
3 λ (6.7)

Then Claims 1–2 follows immediately from (6.6) and Theorem 13.

Case II: λR < 1. By Lemma 3, we have

‖f‖H−1(B 2
λ
) ≤ C

(

1 + ln
1
2

(

1

λR

))

‖f‖H−1(B2R) (6.8)

It is easy to check that, in this case, 1+ ln
1
2
(

1
λR

)

∼ ln
1
2
(

1
λR + 2

)

. Since 1
λ > R,

f is of course compactly supported in B 1
λ
. Hence, we can reduce to Case I with

the new parameters

R′ =
1

λ
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and

A′ ≤ C ln
1
2

(

1

λR
+ 2

)

A.

Hence, Claims 1–2 are again valid in this case.
Note that when F = 0, the logarithmic factors can be removed due to the

last statement in Lemma 3.

To prove Claim 3, notice that we are now in a position similar to [17]. More
precisely, if ε < ε0 with ε0 small enough, then we have

(a) Dk =
∫

|∇wk|2 ≤ ελ2,

(b) The total force |F| =
∣

∣

∫

R2 f
∣

∣ ≤ ελ.

These are the key ingredients to invoke the proof of [17, Theorem 1] (see
Section 6 there). Here we can simplify the proof essentially using our second
basic estimate in Theorem 9. Namely, using Corollary 15, we can find r1k → ∞
such that (4.2) and (4.3) are valid. By Theorem 9 we have

|w0 −w∞| ≤ C∗∗
D∗

λ
, (6.9)

where D∗ is the tail Dirichlet energy defined in (6.1) which controls the limit
lim
k→∞

∫

Ωr1k,r2k

|∇wk|2. By Lemma 16 and (a), (b), we have

D∗ ≤







|F||w∞ −w0| ≤ ελ|w∞ −w0|, if w0 6= 0,

lim
k→∞

Dk ≤ ελ2, if w0 = 0. (6.10)

By (6.9) – (6.10) we obtain |w∞ − w0| ≤ C∗∗ε|w∞ − w0| which, by taking ε
small, immediately implies w∞ = w0.

6.2 Scenario II : zero total force, and λ = 0

Theorem 18. Under the hypothesis of Theorem 13, assume in addition that the
total force vanishes, i.e., F =

∫

R2 f = 0. Moreover, we consider zero prescribed
limiting velocity, i.e., w∞ = 0. Then the limiting solution wL satisfies the
condition w0 = w∞ = 0.

Proof. We assume that w0 6= 0 and obtain a contradiction. By Lemma 16 we
have

D∗ = −F · (0−w0) = 0 (6.11)

Using Corollary 15, we can find r1k → ∞ such that (4.2) and (4.3) are valid.
By Theorem 9 we have

|w0 −w∞| ≤ C∗∗
D∗

|w0|
, (6.12)

where D∗ is the tail Dirichlet energy defined in (6.1) which controls the limit
lim
k→∞

∫

Ωr1k,r2k

|∇wk|2. (6.11) – (6.12) immediately imply that w0 = w∞, a

contradiction with the initial assumption.
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7 A uniqueness theorem in the case of small

force

Theorem 19. There exists a universal constant ε > 0 such that, under the
hypothesis of Theorem 13, if

A <
ε2

(1 + λR)3 ln
1
2
(

2 + 1
λR

)

λ, (7.1)

then the problem (1.1) is uniquely solvable in the class of D-solutions. If, in

addition, the total force F = 0, then the factor ln
1
2
(

2 + 1
λR

)

in (7.1) can be
removed.

Remark 20. In fact, the essence of the proof below can be best understood by
setting R = 1, λ = 1.

Proof. The existence of a D-solution wL to (1.1) when f is sufficiently small
was already proved in Theorem 17 based on the invading domains method. We
just need to show uniqueness. Using scaling, we may assume, without loss of
generality, that λ = 1, i.e., w∞ = e1. In particular, the assumption (7.1) will
now read

A <
ε2

(1 +R)3 ln
1
2
(

2 + 1
R

)

. (7.2)

By the results of [20, 22], w is physically reasonable in the sense of [22, page 350].
In [22, Theorem 5], it is proved that w exhibits the wake region behaviour, and
has the polynomial convergence rates at spatial infinity indicated by the Oseen
fundamental tensor (with some logarithmic correction). Hence, the following
energy equality is valid in whole space,

D =

∫

R2

|∇w|2 =

∫

f · (w − e1). (7.3)

Using the ideas of proving Theorems 13, 17, we obtain the same type of estimate,
that is,

D ≤ CAλ ≤ C
ε2

(1 +R)3 ln
1
2
(

2 + 1
R

)

. (7.4)

Below we have to consider two different cases:

Case I: R ≥ 1.
Then by Claim 2 of Theorem 17 we obtain

sup
r≥R

|w̄(r)| ≤ C. (7.5)

More precisely, using the first basic estimate of Theorem 7, from (7.4) we obtain
immediately

sup
r≥R

|w̄(r) − e1| ≤ C
ε

(1 +R)3/2
. (7.6)

As a by-product in the proof of Theorem 7, from the estimate (3.34) we also
have

∫

r≥ 3
2R

r|∇ω|2 ≤ C
ε2

(1 +R)3
, (7.7)
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and consequently,
∫

r≥ 3
2R

|∇ω|2 ≤ C
ε2

(1 +R)4
. (7.8)

Next, the proof will be divided into a few steps.

Step 1. For simplicity, we denote

ε̃ = R−3/2ε, (7.9)

so that

D +

∫

r≥ 3
2R

r|∇ω|2 ≤ Cε̃2, (7.10)

sup
r≥R

|w̄(r) − e1| ≤ Cε̃. (7.11)

By (7.10)–(7.11), we can find a good circle Sr∗ , r∗ ∈ [ 32R, 2R], on which

max
z∈Sr∗

|w(z)− e1| ≤ Cε̃ (7.12)

max
z∈Sr∗

|p(z)− p̄(r∗)| ≤ Cε̃. (7.13)

Without loss of generality, let us assume that p→ 0 as r → ∞. Due to Lemma
5, we have

|p̄(r∗)| ≤ Cε̃2. (7.14)

Using the standard decomposition of pressure (see, e.g., (4.18) or [17, Corollary
16]), we deduce that

|p(z)| ≤ Cε̃ for |z| ≥ 2R. (7.15)

Following [16, Section 3]4, we can find a sequence of good radii rk ∈ [2kR, 2k+1R),
k = 1, 2, 3, · · · such that

|w − e1| ≤ Cε̃, (7.16)

on each circle Srk . Locating these “good circles” is a necessary preparation for
Step 2.

Step 2. Recall Amick’s auxiliary function γ = |w|2

2 + p − ωψ. Here ψ is
the stream function satisfying ∇ψ = w⊥ = −w2e1 +w1e2. Let ψ(2R, 0) = 0 to
be definite. It is known that γ satisfies the two-sided maximum principle and
converges to 1

2 at infinity, see [1]. Using (7.12)–(7.13), (7.15), and the maximum

principle for Bernoulli pressure Φ = |w|2

2 + p, we have

|w(z)| ≤ C, (7.17)

for all |z| ≥ r∗. Similarly, using (7.10)–(7.13) and the two-sided maximum
principle for γ we can deduce that

|γ(z)− 1

2
| ≤ CR

1
2 ε̃ (7.18)

4Amick’s special ω-level sets as described in [16, Lemma 13] are still available in the whole
plane setting outside the support of f .
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for all |z| ≥ 2R. The R
1
2 factor shows up here because, on a typical circle Sr∗ ,

R < r∗ < 2R, the term ωψ in the definition of γ is bounded by R− 1
2 ε̃ ·R = R

1
2 ε̃.

Following [16, Appendix I], and using the information from Step 1 we obtain
the key pointwise estimate

|w(z)− e1| ≤ C R
1
2 ε̃ = C R−1 ε, (7.19)

for all |z| ≥ 2R. Also, from (2.2) and (7.10)–(7.11) we have

‖w− e1‖Lq(B3R) ≤ C R
2
q−

3
2 ε, (7.20)

in particular,
‖w− e1‖L5(B3R) ≤ C R− 11

10 ε. (7.21)

Step 3. Following [16, Section 5]5, and setting ε sufficiently small, one can
obtain the pointwise decay estimate

|(w − e1)i(z)| ≤ Cεhi(z), i = 1, 2, (7.22)

for |z| ≥ 2R, where hi(z) is the majorant function given by 6

|z| > 1 :

{

h1(z) = |z|− 1
2 ,

h2(z) = |z|− 3
5 .

(7.23)

Step 4. Let

Ii(z)(u,v) =

∫

R2

∂lEij(z − z′)uj(z
′)vl(z

′) dz′1dz
′
2 := IRi (z)(u,v) + I∞i (z)(u,v),

(7.24)
where

IRi (z)(u,v) :=

∫

B2R

∂lEij(z − z′)uj(z
′)vl(z

′) dz′1dz
′
2, (7.25)

I∞i (z)(u,v) :=

∫

R2\B2R

∂lEij(z − z′)uj(z
′)vl(z

′) dz′1dz
′
2. (7.26)

Here E is the fundamental Oseen tensor, i.e, the fundamental solution to the
Oseen system:











∆Eij − ∂1Eij − ∂iej = δijδ0, i, j = 1, 2,
∑

i=1,2

∂iEij = 0, j = 1, 2, (7.27)

where δ0 is the standard δ-function supported at the origin. For more informa-
tion on E, see for instance [16, Section 2.4] or [11, Section 2].

5The rescaling procedure in [16] is not needed here since λ is fixed to be 1. However we
need to deal with the R-dependence in the estimates here while R = 1 in [16]. The big
denominator (1 + R)3 in (7.4) is useful to absorb all the R-dependence that shows up.

6In [4, 16], hi(z) is defined as log 2

|z|
inside the unit disk. Such a logarithmic singularity

plays an crucial role there as it accounts for the delicate boundary effects in the flow around
obstacle problem. For the whole plane problem, we only use the definition of h outside B1.
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Recall, that ∂lEij ∈ Lq(R2) for any q ∈ (3/2, 2), in particular,

∂lEij ∈ L5/3(R2) (7.28)

(for the list of integrability properties for Eij , see, e.g., in [20]). Define the
auxiliary norm

‖u‖Y := sup
|z|≥2R;i=1,2

|ui(z)|
hi(z)

. (7.29)

We will need a crucial bilinear estimate (see [4, Lemmas 3.1–3.2]): there
exists an absolute constant C such that

sup
|z|≥1;i=1,2

|I∞i (z)(u,v)|
hi(z)

≤ C ‖u‖Y ‖v‖Y . (7.30)

In particular,

|I∞(z)(u,v)| ≤ C ‖u‖Y ‖v‖Y |z|−
1
2 , |z| ≥ 1. (7.31)

Further, from (7.28) and the elementary estimate ‖u‖L5(R2\B2R) ≤ C R− 1
10 ‖u‖Y

we have:
|I∞(z)(u,v)| ≤ C ‖u‖Y ‖v‖YR− 1

5 , |z| ≤ 1 (7.32)

(really, the last pointwise estimate is valid for all z ∈ R
2, but we will use it in

the unit ball only). Therefore, from (7.31)–(7.32) we conclude:

‖I∞‖L5(B2R) ≤ C ‖u‖Y ‖v‖Y . (7.33)

‖I∞‖Y ≤ C ‖u‖Y ‖v‖Y . (7.34)

Similarly, from (7.28) and Hölder’s inequality we have:

|IR(z)(u,v)| ≤ C ‖u‖L5(B2R)‖v‖L5(B2R), ∀z ∈ R
2. (7.35)

In particular,
‖IR‖L5(B2R) ≤ C ‖u‖L5(B2R)‖v‖L5(B2R)R

2
5 . (7.36)

It is well-known that |∇E(z)| ≤ C 1
|z| for |z| ≥ 1 (see, e.g., [22, §2] ). This

implies

|IR(z)(u,v)| ≤ C ‖u‖L5(B2R)‖v‖L5(B2R)
R

6
5

|z| , ∀z ∈ R
2 \B2R. (7.37)

Therefore,
‖IR(u,v)‖Y ≤ C ‖u‖L5(B2R)‖v‖L5(B2R)R

4
5 . (7.38)

Finally, we can summarize all previous estimates in the following form:

‖I(u,v)‖X ≤ C ‖u‖X
(

‖v‖Y + ‖v‖L5(B2R)R
4
5

)

, (7.39)

and also

‖I(u,v)‖X ≤ C ‖v‖X
(

‖u‖Y + ‖u‖L5(B2R)R
4
5

)

, (7.40)
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where we denote
‖u‖X := ‖u‖Y + ‖u‖L5(B2R). (7.41)

Step 5. The local uniqueness argument we are going to invoke next is
similar to that in [4, Section 7]. Suppose w(1),w(2) are two D-solution to (1.1).
Denote u(k) := w(k) − e1, k = 1, 2, then by Steps 2–3 we have

‖u(k)‖X ≤ Cε, k = 1, 2, (7.42)

‖u(k)‖L5(B2R) ≤ CεR− 11
10 , k = 1, 2. (7.43)

Since u(k) satisfies the system
{

∆u(k) − ∂1u
(k) −∇p(k) = u(k) · ∇u(k) + f ,

∇ · u(k) = 0,
(7.44)

and the decay estimate (7.42), we obtain the following standard representation
formula,

u(k)(z) =

∫

R2

E(z − z′) ·
{

(u(k) · ∇)u(k) + f
}

(z′) dz′1dz
′
2, k = 1, 2.

From this representation we deduce

(u
(1)
i − u

(2)
i )(z) =

∫

Eij(z − z′)(u(1) · ∇u(1) − u(2) · ∇u(2))j(z
′) dz′1dz

′
2

= −
∫

∂lEij(z − z′)(u
(1)
l u

(1)
j − u

(2)
l u

(2)
j )(z′) dz′1dz

′
2

= −Ii(u(1) − u(2),u(2))− Ii(u
(1),u(1) − u(2)). (7.45)

Using (7.42)–(7.43) and (7.39)–(7.40) we obtain

‖u(1) − u(2)‖X
≤ C‖u(1) − u(2)‖X

(

‖u(1)‖Y + ‖u(2)‖Y + ‖u(1)‖L5(B2R)R
4
5 + ‖u(2)‖L5(B2R)R

4
5

)

≤ C′ε‖u(1) − u(2)‖X ,

which immediately implies that u(1) ≡ u(2) when ε is sufficiently small.

Case II: R < 1.

The proof here is similar to Case II in the proof of Theorem 17. By Lemma
3, we have

‖f‖H−1(B2) ≤ C

(

1 + ln
1
2

(

1

R

))

‖f‖H−1(B2R) (7.46)

Since R < 1, f is of course compactly supported in B1. Hence, we can reduce
to Case I with the new parameters

R′ = 1

and

A′ ≤ C ln
1
2

(

2 +
1

R

)

A.

Finally, in the case that F = 0, the logarithmic factors here can be removed
due to the last statement in Lemma 3.
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A Uniform estimates for the pressure

In this section we have to prove estimates (3.10) and (3.13) concerning pressure.
The main idea of “good circles” method is quite simple: if we have a nonnegative
integrable function g : Ω → R+ on the annulus domain Ω = Ω

(

r0, βr0
)

with

∫

Ω

g =

βr0
∫

r0

(
∫

Sr

g ds

)

dr =M,

then there exists a ’good’ circle Sr∗ with r∗ ∈ [r0, βr0] such that
∫

Sr∗

g ≤ M

(β − 1)r0
.

So the assertion (3.10) follows from (3.9) easily (the role of g is played by |∇p| 43
there).

Further, following exactly the same argument, from the assertion (3.9) we
can deduce the existence of sequence of good radii

ρ1 = r̃1, ρ2, ρ3, . . . , ρk = r̃2,

such that






















































ρi+1 ∈
(

2ρi, 3ρi
)

, i = 1, . . . , k − 1;
∫

ρi<r<ρi+1

|∇p| 43 ds ≤ Cρi
2
3 m

4
3 D

2
3 (1 + µ)

4
3 ,

∫

Sρi

|∇p| 43 ds ≤ C
1

ρi
1
3

m
4
3 D

2
3 (1 + µ)

4
3 ,

∫

Sρi

|∇p|ds ≤ (2πρi)
1
4

(

∫

Sρi

|∇p| 43 ds
)

3
4

≤ CmD
1
2 (1 + µ).

(A.1)

By (3.11) we have

|p̄(r)| ≤ CD ≤ Cm
√
D for any r ∈ [ρ1, ρk], (A.2)

thus the estimates (A.14) and the trivial inequality |p(z)| ≤ p̄(r)+
∫

Sr

|∇p| ds for

z ∈ Sr, imply the corresponding pointwise bound for the pressure:

|p| ≤ Cm(1 + µ)
√
D on Sρi , i = 1, . . . , k. (A.3)

Now take arbitrary and fix a point z0 ∈ Ω(ρi, ρi+1) with i ∈ {2, . . . , k− 2}. Put
R0 = |z0|−ρi−1 and denote by B(z0, R0) the disk centered at z0 with radius R0.
Then by construction and by the triangle inequality,

B(z0, R0) ⊂ Ω
(

ρi−1, ρi+2

)

,

1

2
ρi < R0 <

8

3
ρi,

B(z0, R0) ∩ Sρi 6= ∅ 6= B(z0,
1

2
R0) ∩ Sρi .

(A.4)
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From (A.12) and (A.41−2) we have
∫

B(z0,R0)

|∇p| 43 ds ≤ CR0
2
3 m

4
3 D

2
3 (1 + µ)

4
3 . (A.5)

Therefore, there is a “good” circle Sz0,R∗
centered at z0 with radius R∗ ∈

[

1
2R0, R0

]

such that























∫

Sz0,R∗

|∇p| 43 ds ≤ C
1

R∗
1
3

m
4
3 D

2
3 (1 + µ)

4
3 ,

∫

Sz0,R∗

|∇p|ds ≤ (2πR∗)
1
4

(

∫

Sz0,R∗

|∇p| 43 ds
)

3
4

≤ CmD
1
2 (1 + µ).

(A.6)

Since Sz0,R∗
∩ Sρi 6= ∅ (see (A.43) ), from (A.3) and (A.62) we obtain

|p| ≤ CmD
1
2 (1 + µ) on Sz0,R∗

, (A.7)

consequently,
|p̄(z0, R∗)| ≤ CmD

1
2 (1 + µ), (A.8)

where left hand side denotes, as usual, the mean value of p over the circle Sz0,R∗
.

Finally, from the last inequality (A.8) and from the basic pressure estimate (2.8)
we obtain immediately

|p(z0)| ≤ CmD
1
2 (1 + µ). (A.9)

Because of arbitrariness of z0 we have proved the estimate

|p| ≤ CmD
1
2 (1 + µ) in Ω(ρ2, ρk−1) ⊂ Ω

(

3r̃1,
1

3
r̃2
)

⊂ Ω
(

6r1,
1

6
r2
)

(A.10)

as required.

B Estimates for the gradient of vorticity

In this section we have to prove that for any ρ ∈ [6r1,
1
30r2] and Dρ := D(ρ, 5ρ)

there exist two “good” radii ρ1 ∈ (ρ, 2ρ), ρ2 ∈ (4ρ, 5ρ) satisfying estimates (3.30)–
(3.31).

Denote f(r) =
∫

Sr
ω2ds. Then by construction 0 < f ∈ C∞

(

[ρ, 5ρ]
)

,

5ρ
∫

ρ

f(r) dr ≤ 2Dρ. (B.1)

Denote

T =
{

r ∈ [ρ, 5ρ] : f(r) ≤ 8

ρ
Dρ

}

.

Then by Chebyshev inequality

meas

(

[ρ, 5ρ] \ T
)

≤ 1

4
ρ. (B.2)
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Therefore, there exist points

t1 ∈ T ∩
[

ρ,
4

3
ρ
]

, t2 ∈ T ∩
[14

3
ρ, 5ρ

]

.

Denote
τ1 = max{r ∈ [t1, 2ρ] : r ∈ T }.

We have to consider two different subcases:
Case 1: τ1 < 2ρ. Then by construction f ′(τ1) ≥ 0. So we put ρ1 = τ1 and

by construction we have

ρ1 ∈ [ρ, 2ρ], f(ρ1) ≤
8

ρ
Dρ, f ′(ρ1) ≥ 0 (B.3)

Case 2: τ1 = 2ρ. Then τ1 − t1 ≥ 2
3ρ, |f(τ1)− f(t1)| ≤ 8

ρDρ. Therefore by

Lagrange mean value theorem there exists ρ1 ∈ [t1, τ1] with f ′(ρ1)(τ1 − t1) =
f(τ1)− f(t1), in particular,

|f ′(ρ1)| ≤
12

ρ2
Dρ.

So for both cases 1–2 we find ρ1 ∈ [ρ, 2ρ] satisfying

ρ1 ∈ [ρ, 2ρ], f(ρ1) ≤
8

ρ
Dρ, −f ′(ρ1) ≤

12

ρ2
Dρ. (B.4)

Similarly, we can find ρ2 ∈ [4ρ, 5ρ] satisfying

ρ2 ∈ [4ρ, 5ρ], f(ρ2) ≤
8

ρ
Dρ, f ′(ρ2) ≤

12

ρ2
Dρ. (B.5)

So the required estimates (3.30)–(3.31) are proved completely.
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