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Abstract

In their classical work [20], Caflisch and Sammartino established the inviscid limit and bound-
ary layer expansions of vanishing viscosity solutions to the incompressible Navier-Stokes equa-
tions for analytic data on a half-space. It was then subsequently announced in their Comptes
rendus article [4] that the results can be extended to include analytic data on an exterior circu-
lar domain, however the proof appears missing in the literature. The extension to an exterior
domain faces a fundamental difficulty that the corresponding linear semigroup may not be con-
tractive in analytic spaces as was the case on the half-space [19]. In this paper, we resolve this
open problem for a much larger class of initial data. The resolution is due to the fact that it
suffices to propagate solutions that are analytic only near the boundary, following the framework
developed in the recent works that involve the boundary vorticity formulation, the analyticity
estimates on the Green function, the adapted geodesic coordinates near a boundary, and the
Sobolev-analytic iterative scheme.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider the Navier-Stokes equations with small viscosity ν > 0

∂tu
ν + uν · ∇uν +∇pν = ν∆uν ,

∇ · uν = 0,

uν |∂Ω = 0,

(1.1)

on an exterior circular domain Ω in R
2, modeling the dynamics of an incompressible fluid around

a solid body at a sufficiently high Reynolds number. Of great physical and mathematical interest
is the asymptotic behavior of solutions to (1.1) in the small viscosity limit. When ν = 0, (1.1)
reduces to the Euler equations

∂tu
0 + u0 · ∇u0 +∇p0 = 0, ∇ · u0 = 0 (1.2)

with the non-penetration boundary condition u0 · n = 0 on the boundary ∂Ω. Thus, in the limit
when ν → 0, one would formally expect the solutions of the Navier-Stokes equations to converge
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to u0 in L2(Ω) uniformly for a short time, however it remains elusive whether this may be the
case. Boundary layers appear due to the discrepancy between the boundary conditions in (1.1) and
in the limiting model (1.2), generating arbitrarily large vorticity near the boundary. Kato in his
celebrated work [13] shows that the inviscid limit, i.e. the strong convergence of solutions in the
natural energy norm, holds if and only if

ν

∫ T

0

∫

{d(x,∂Ω).ν}
|∇uν(t)|2 dxdt→ 0 as ν → 0, (1.3)

which implies that the vorticity needs to be controlled quantitatively near the boundary. For general
smooth initial data, vorticity can however be very unstable on the boundary that could generate
multi-layer solutions at different smaller scales [9, 11], leading to a larger and larger vorticity than
expected, and the inviscid limit problem is therefore unlikely to hold. See, for instance, [3, 5, 18]
and the references therein for further discussion. In this paper, we consider smooth data that are
analytic locally near the boundary.

1.1 Previous results

When Ω is the half-space: In their classical work, Sammartino-Caflisch [20] established the inviscid
limit and Prandtl’s boundary layer expansions for analytic data: namely,

uν(t, x, y) = u0(t, x, y) + uP
(
t, x,

y√
ν

)
+ o(1)L∞ , (1.4)

where the error term o(1)L∞ is in fact of order
√
ν for such analytic data and thus vanishing

in the inviscid limit. The result is extended by Maekawa [16] for Sobolev data whose vorticity
is compactly supported away from the boundary. Unlike [20], Maekawa constructed his solution
via the vorticity formulation with a nonlocal boundary condition, which reveals more explicitly
the localized interaction between boundary layers and interior solutions. It was this vorticity
formulation that leads to a more user-friendly direct proof of the inviscid limit given in [19] by the
authors of the present work, where we in addition devise analytic boundary layer norms, adapted
from those introduced in [11], that capture precisely the unbounded vorticity near the boundary.
Building upon [19, 16], Kukavica-Vicol-Wang [15] introduced suitable Sobolev-analytic norms that
allow to establish the inviscid limit for data that are analytic only near the boundary; see also
[22] for a similar result in 3D, [14] for the validity of (1.4) for such data, and [6, 7] for interesting
stability results for data in some Gevrey classes. For Sobolev data, in strong contrast with the
analytic case, the Prandtl Ansatz (1.4) is false due to counter-examples given in [9, 11, 12].

When Ω is a bounded domain: There are only few results in the literature that study the inviscid
limit problem in fluid domains with a curved boundary. We mention a recent work [8] that studies
boundary layers in a suitable linearized flow in a general 3D smooth domain and [21] which estab-
lishes a Prandtl asymptotic expansion in domain with a curved boundary. Very recently, building
upon the recent advances including the vorticity formulation revived in [16], the direct proof via
the Green function approach developed in [19], and the Sobolev-analytic norms introduced in [15],
Bardos-Nguyen-Nguyen-Titi [2] prove the inviscid limit for data that are analytic only near the
boundary in a 2D bounded domain.
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When Ω is an exterior domain: In [4], Caflisch and Sammartino give a short announcement on
obtaining the inviscid limit for analytic data in an exterior circular domain, saving the full proof
to be published in one of their listed references, which we are unable to locate. In this paper, we
provide the missing proof. We refer the readers to Section 1.4 where we explain the fundamental
difficulty and our main strategy to establish the main result.

1.2 Boundary vorticity formulation

We consider the Navier-Stokes equations posed on the following circular exterior domain

Ω = {(x1, x2) ∈ R
2 : x21 + x22 > 1},

in which for sake of presentation the radius is taken to be one. We shall work with the standard
polar coordinates (x1, x2) = (r cos θ, r sin θ) for (r, θ) ∈ [1,∞) × T. Let er = (cos θ, sin θ) and
eθ = (− sin θ, cos θ) be the orthogonal frame, and set (a, b)⊥ = (b,−a). We note that

∇ = er∂r +
1

r
eθ∂θ, ∆ = ∂2r +

1

r
∂r +

1

r2
∂2θ ,

Thus, we write

u = urer + uθeθ, ω = ∇⊥ · u =
1

r
∂θur −

1

r
∂r(ruθ)

for velocity and vorticity of the fluid. The Navier-Stokes equations (1.1) can be written in the
vorticity formulation as follows:

∂tω − ν∆r,θω = −ur∂rω − 1

r
uθ∂θω (1.5)

on [1,∞)× T, in which ∆r,θ = ∂2r +
1
r∂r +

1
r2
∂2θ . Making use of the incompressibility condition, we

introduce the stream function ψ = ψ(r, θ) defined through u = ∇⊥ψ, or equivalently

ur =
1

r
∂θψ, uθ = −∂rψ. (1.6)

By definition, the stream function solves the elliptic problem
{

∆r,θψ = ω

ψ|r=1
= 0

(1.7)

whose solutions can be constructed explicitly through the Green function; see Section 4.
Therefore, the Navier-Stokes equation problem (1.1) reduces to study the scalar vorticity equa-

tion (1.5) on [1,∞)× T, where the velocity is constructed through the Biot-Savart law (1.6)-(1.7).
As for the no-slip boundary condition, ur = 0 follows from the condition ψ = 0 on the boundary,
while uθ = 0 is a direct consequence of the following imposed condition

∂tuθ = 0

from which we derive the boundary condition on vorticity ω. This formulation was introduced and
developed in [1, 16]. See also [19, 2]. Indeed, by construction, we compute

0 = ∂tuθ = −∂r∆−1∂tω = −∂r[∆−1(ν∆ω − u · ∇ω)] (1.8)
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on the boundary. This yields the following boundary condition for vorticity

ν(∂r +N)ω|r=1
= [∂r∆

−1(u · ∇ω)]|r=1
(1.9)

where N denotes the Dirichlet-Neumann operator on Ω, which will be detailed in Section 2.1.

1.3 Main result

Our main result is to establish a uniform bound on the vorticity and the inviscid limit of solutions
to the Navier-Stokes problems for initial data whose vorticity is locally analytic near the boundary
r = 1. Precisely,

Definition 1.1. Let δ0 > 0 and p ≥ 1. An Lp function f(r) defined on [1, 1 + δ0] is said to be
locally analytic near the boundary r = 1 if it can be extended analytically to the pencil-like complex
domain

Rρ =
{
r ∈ C : 1 ≤ ℜr ≤ 1 + δ0, |ℑr| ≤ ρ(ℜr − 1)

}

for some positive analyticity radius ρ with a finite norm ‖f‖Lp
ρ
= sup0≤η<ρ ‖f‖Lp(∂Rη).

Note that a locally near boundary analytic function needs not to be analytic on the boundary,
but only has bounded derivatives (r − 1)∂r. Our main result is stated as follows:

Theorem 1.2. Consider the vorticity equation (1.5) on [1,∞)×T with the boundary condition (1.9)
and the Biot-Savart law (1.6)-(1.7). Assume that initial vorticity ων

0 (r, θ) has Sobolev regularity
r2ων

0 ∈ H3([1,∞) × T), and its Fourier coefficients ων
0,n(r) with respect to variable θ are locally

analytic near the boundary and satisfy

∑

n∈Z
eε0|n|‖ων

0,n(r)‖L1
ρ0
<∞ (1.10)

uniformly in ν, for some positive constants ǫ0, ρ0. Then, there is a positive time T , independent of
ν, so that the Navier-Stokes vorticity satisfies

‖ων(t)‖L∞(∂Ω) ≤ C0(νt)
−1/2 (1.11)

for t ∈ (0, T ], and the inviscid limit holds: that is, there exists a unique limiting solution u0 that
solves the corresponding solution to Euler equations (1.2) so that

sup
0≤t≤T

‖uν − u0‖L2(Ω) → 0 as ν → 0. (1.12)

Remark 1.3. If we replace the assumption (1.10) by a stronger assumption

∑

n∈Z
eε0|n|‖ων

0,n(r)‖L∞
ρ0
<∞

then (1.11) can be improved to sup0≤t≤T ‖ων(t)‖L∞(∂Ω) ≤ C0ν
−1/2.
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The inviscid limit is a direct consequence of the boundary vorticity estimates (1.11), which is
optimal in view of the boundary layer expansion (1.4) as predicted by Prandtl and justified for
analytic data [20]. The assumption (1.10) holds in particular for data whose vorticity vanishes near
the boundary, and the theorem thus recovers the result by Maekawa [16] to the case of exterior
circular domains. We stress that the near boundary analyticity assumption (1.10) is necessary for
the vorticity bound (1.11) to hold, since otherwise the presence of near boundary high frequency
will generate boundary viscous sublayers [11], whose vorticity is proven to reach order ν−3/4, much
larger than the Prandtl’s classical prediction of order ν−1/2. In general, much worse and more
complex structure of boundary vorticity is expected; see [9, 10, 11, 12] for further discussion.

1.4 Difficulties and main ideas

Let us discuss the difficulties in proving the inviscid limit when the domain is an exterior circular
disk. In view of the previous works [19, 2], there are several difficulties that one has to overcome in
the present setting. Namely, the framework relies on the semigroup of the linear Stokes problem,
treating the nonlinearity as a perturbation in the Duhamel representation. For the nonlinear
iterative scheme to work, it is crucial that the semigroup is contractive in the function spaces under
consideration, namely analytic spaces; see Proposition 3.1∗ in [19]. However, the contraction in
analytic spaces is open for the linear Stokes problem on the exterior domain. Precisely, we are led
to study the following Stokes problem




∂tω − ν

(
∂2r +

1

r
∂r +

1

r2
∂2θ

)
ω = 0

(∂r + |∂θ|)ω|r=1
= 0

(1.13)

whose resolvent kernel and Green kernel can be easily constructed. Deriving the analytic estimates
on the Green function and the semigroup uniformly both in time and in the small viscosity limit
however appears an impossible task. Indeed, following [19] and working with the Laplace-Fourier
transform variables (ζ, n) associated with (t, θ), the Green kernel for the resolvent problem is of
the form

Gζ(r, r
′) =

1

W (In,Kn)(µr′)
In−1(µ)

Kn−1(µ)
Kn(µr)Kn(µr

′) +

{
In(µr)Kn(µr′)
W (In,Kn)(µr′)

if r < r′,
In(µr′)Kn(µr)
W (In,Kn)(µr′)

if r > r′,

with µ =
√

ζ
ν , where the functionsKn(z) and In(z) are modified Bessel functions with complex value

z ∈ C (e.g., [17]), with W (In,Kn) being the Wronskian determinant. The temporal Green function
is then defined by taking the inverse Laplace transform in t of the kernel Gζ(r, r

′). Unfortunately,

∗We wish to point out a misprint in [19, Proposition 3.1] where the third estimate on the trace semigroup in the
boundary layer norm should read

|||Γ(ν(t− s))g|||ρ,σ,δ(t),k .

√

t

t− s
|||g|||ρ,k +

√
ν|||g|||ρ,k+1.

Namely, the last term with one loss of derivatives on the boundary was missing! Note however this is harmless in
[19], since the estimates were used only to propagate the boundary layer norms after closing the nonlinear iteration
with L1 analytic norms where no loss of derivatives is present on the trace estimates; see the analysis in Section 4.2
of that same paper.
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the available pointwise bounds and asymptotic expansions of the modified Bessel functions are
given only in the regime for

• fixed n, large r

• or fixed r, large n,

but not when both n, r are sufficiently large and ν is sufficiently small. As a consequence, the
propagation of uniform semigroup estimates on analytic spaces remains open, and therefore the
pointwise Green function approach developed in [19] does not apply directly.

We overcome the issue by working with functions that are required to be analytic only near
the boundary, see Theorem 3.1. Effectively, this only requires analytic estimates of the Green
function near the boundary, which is available from the half-space result [19]. Precisely, close to
the boundary r = 1, we write

∂2r +
1

r
∂r +

1

r2
∂2θ = (∂2r + ∂2θ ) +

1

r
∂r +

(
1

r2
− 1

)
∂2θ

and using the half-space Green kernel for the operator ∂2r + ∂2θ , treating the remaining terms as a
perturbation. Importantly, we note that the last term experiences two a loss of two derivatives and
is thus a perturbation only when r is sufficiently close to 1. See Section 3 where we establish the
semigroup estimates for the Stokes problem in Sobolev-analytic spaces.

Finally, unlike the treatment in [2], we need to estimate the solution in the unbounded region
and therefore a careful norm with suitable decay is needed. Our vorticity ω(r, θ) decays like r−2

away from the boundary.

2 Scaled equations and locally analytic spaces

2.1 Navier-Stokes equations in the rescaled variables

To take advantage of localization near the boundary, we introduce a change of variables

x = λ−1θ, y = λ−1(r − 1), τ = λ−2t

for some small parameter λ > 0, and define the function w such that

w(τ, x, y) = ω(t, θ, r) = ω(λ2τ, λx, 1 + λy) (2.1)

for x ∈ T2π/λ and y ∈ R+. By a direct calculation, we have

∆r,θ = ∂2r +
1

r
∂r +

1

r2
∂2θ

= λ−2
(
∂2x + ∂2y + λa(y)∂y + λb(y)∂2x

)

= λ−2 (∆x,y + λL)

where ∆x,y = ∂2x + ∂2y (and hereafter, we simply write ∆ = ∆x,y),

L = a(y)∂y + b(y)∂2x, a(y) =
1

1 + λy
, b(y) =

y(2 + λy)

(1 + λy)2
. (2.2)
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From (1.5), the scaled vorticity w satisfies

(∂τ − ν∆)w = νλLw +B(ψ,w) (2.3)

where
B(ψ,w) = −a(y)∇⊥ψ · ∇w, ∇⊥ = (∂y,−∂x). (2.4)

Similarly, abusing the same notation, the scaled stream function ψ solves

{
(∆ + λL)ψ = λ2w,

ψ|y=0 = 0.
(2.5)

We next derive a boundary condition for w. As mentioned in Section 1.2, we impose ∂τuθ = 0,
which gives ∂τ∂yψ|y=0 = 0 and so

∂y(∆ + λL)−1∂τw|y=0 = 0.

Using the vorticity equation (2.3), we get

∂y(∆ + λL)−1 (ν(∆ + λL)w +B(ψ,w)) |y=0 = 0. (2.6)

Let w⋆ solves
(∆ + λL)w⋆ = 0, w⋆|y=0 = w|y=0. (2.7)

Then (2.6) becomes

ν∂y(w − w⋆)|y=0 = −∂y(∆ + λL)−1 (B(ψ,w)) |y=0

Defining Nw = −∂yw⋆|y=0, which is the classical Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator, we obtain the
boundary condition for the vorticity

ν(∂y +N)w|y=0 = −∂y(∆ + λL)−1 (B(ψ,w)) |y=0 (2.8)

In this paper, for any function f depending on x ∈ T2π/λ, we denote fα to be the Fourier coefficient
of f in the frequency α ∈ λZ, and fn to be the Fourier coefficient of f in the original variable
θ ∈ T2π where n ∈ Z. We prove the following lemma regarding the Dirichlet-Neumann operator in
the new variables:

Lemma 2.1. The operator Nwα can be written as

Nwα = |α|wα(0) + λ

∫ ∞

0

(
wα(0)Lα(e

−|α|y) + Lαw̃
⋆
α

)
dy

where w̃⋆
α solves the elliptic problem

{
(∂2y − α2)w̃⋆

α = −λLα

(
wα(0)e

−|α|y)− λLαw̃
⋆
α

w̃⋆
α|y=0 = 0

(2.9)

and Lα = a(y)∂y − α2b(y) is the linear operator acting on the frequency α of L.
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Proof. We recall the definition of w⋆ in (2.9). Taking Fourier in x, we obtain

(∂2y − α2)w⋆
α + λLαw

⋆
α = 0, w⋆

α = wα(0).

Let w̃⋆
α = w⋆

α(y)− wα(0)e
−|α|y , then

Nwα = −∂yw⋆
α|y=0 = −∂y

(
w̃⋆
α + wα(0)e

−|α|y
)
|y=0 = −∂yw̃⋆

α(0) + |α|wα(0).

we have
(∂2y − α2)w̃⋆

α = −λLα

(
wα(0)e

−|α|y
)
− λLαw̃

⋆
α, w̃⋆

α|y=0 = 0.

By a direct calculation, we have

∂yw̃
⋆
α(0) =

∫ ∞

0
e−|α|yλ

(
wα(0)Lα(e

−|α|y) + Lαw̃
⋆
α

)
dy.

The proof is complete.

2.2 The half-space problem

To summarize, we have reduced the Navier-Stokes equations on the exterior disk to the following
problem on the half-line y ≥ 0: for each spatial frequency α ∈ λZ,

(∂τ − ν∆α)w = νλLαw +Bα(ψ,w) (2.10)

with notation ∆α = ∂2y −α2, Lα = a(y)∂y −α2b(y), and the following nonlocal boundary condition

ν(∂y + |α|)wα|y=0 =− νλ

∫ ∞

0
e−|α|y

(
wα(0)Lα(e

−|α|y) + Lαw̃
⋆
α

)
dy

− ∂y(∆α + λLα)
−1 (Bα(ψ,w)) |y=0

(2.11)

where B(ψ,w) and ψ are defined as in (2.4)-(2.5).

2.3 Near boundary analytic spaces

In this section, we introduce the near boundary analytic norms to control the near boundary
analyticity and the Sobolev regularity of vorticity. These norms are an adaptation from those that
were introduced and developed in [20, 19, 2, 15].

Precisely, let δ0 > 0 be the size of the analytic domain for our solution near the boundary.
Throughout the paper, we fix ρ0 ≥ δ0, and take ρ ∈ (0, ρ0). We define the complex domain

Ωρ =
{
y ∈ C : 0 ≤ ℜy ≤ δ0, |ℑy| ≤ ρℜy

}

⋃{
y ∈ C : δ0 ≤ ℜy ≤ δ0 + ρ, |ℑy| ≤ δ0 + ρ−ℜy

}
.

We note that the domain Ωρ only contains y with 0 ≤ ℜy ≤ δ0 + ρ. For a complex valued function
f defined on Ωρ, let

‖f‖L1
ρ
= sup

0≤η<ρ
‖f‖L1(∂Ωη), ‖f‖L∞

ρ
= sup

0≤η<ρ
‖f‖L∞(∂Ωη)
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where the integration is taken over the two directed paths along the boundary of the domain Ωη.
Now for an analytic function f(x, y) defined on (x, y) ∈ T2π/λ × Ωρ, we define

‖f‖L1
ρ
=
∑

α∈λZ

∥∥∥eε0(δ0+ρ−ℜy)|α|fα
∥∥∥
L1
ρ

,

‖f‖L∞
ρ

=
∑

α∈λZ

∥∥∥eε0(δ0+ρ−ℜy)|α|fα
∥∥∥
L∞
ρ

.
(2.12)

The function spaces L1
ρ and L∞

ρ are to control the scaled vorticity and velocity, respectively. We
stress that the analyticity weight is identically zero on ℜy ≥ δ0 + ρ. For convenience, we also
introduce the following analytic norms

‖f‖Wk,p
ρ

=
∑

i+j≤k

‖∂ix(y∂y)jf‖Lp
ρ

(2.13)

for k ≥ 0 and p = 1,∞. The above definition also applies for a function g defined on the domain
T2π/λ. Namely,

‖g‖Hk
ρ
=
∑

α∈λZ
|α|keε0(δ0+ρ)|α||gα|. (2.14)

For convenience, we also write

‖Dk
x,yf‖X =

∑

i+j≤k

‖∂ix∂jyf‖X

where X is a function space. We recall the following simple algebra.

Lemma 2.2. There hold
‖fg‖L1

ρ
≤ ‖f‖L∞

ρ
‖g‖L1

ρ
(2.15)

and for any 0 < ρ′ < ρ,

‖∂xf‖L1
ρ′
+ ‖y∂yf‖L1

ρ′
.

1

ρ− ρ′
‖f‖L1

ρ
. (2.16)

Proof. The proof is direct; see [2, 19].

We also have the following lemma, which will be useful in controlling the velocity in the inter-
mediate region in Section 4.2. We note that in the lemma below, we only give the real pointwise
bounds in L∞ norm on the real line.

Lemma 2.3. Let f = f(x, y) be analytic in T2π/λ × Ωρ where the analyticity radius ρ ≥ δ0
4 . Then

for any δ1 < δ2 < δ0 and k ≥ 0, we have

‖Dk
x,yf‖L∞(δ1≤y≤δ2) . ‖f‖L1

ρ
.

Proof. We first prove the bound for ∂kxf . Since ∂
k
xf =

∑
α e

iαx(iα)kfα, we have

‖∂kxf‖L∞(δ1≤y≤δ2) .
∑

α

|α|k‖yfα(y)‖L∞(δ1≤y≤δ2),

9



noting y ≥ δ1. Now for any y ≤ δ2, we have

|yfα(y)| =
∣∣∣∣
∫ y

0
∂z(zfα(z))dz

∣∣∣∣ ≤
∫ δ2

0
|fα(z)|dz +

∫ δ2

0
|z∂zfα(z)|dz. (2.17)

For the first integral, we have

∫ δ2

0
|fα(z)|dz =

∫ δ2

0
e−ε0(δ0+ρ−z)|α|eε0(δ0+ρ−z)|α||fα(z)|dz ≤ e−ε0(δ0−δ2)|α|‖fα‖L1

ρ
. (2.18)

For the second integral, we first use the estimate (2.16) to get

∫ δ2

0
|z∂zfα(z)|dz .

1

δ0 +
δ0
8 − δ2

‖fα‖L1
δ0/8

. e−ε0|α|(δ0/8)‖fα‖L1
ρ
, (2.19)

where in the last inequality, we have used the fact that

eε0|α|(δ0+δ0/8−ℜz) ≤ e−ε0|α|δ0/8eε0|α|(δ0+ρ−ℜz) for ℜz ≤ δ0 and ρ ≥ δ0/4.

Combining the inequalities (2.17), (2.18) and (2.19), we get

|yfα(y)| .
(
e−ε0(δ0−δ2)|α| + e−ε0|α|(δ0/8)

)
‖fα‖L1

ρ

The proof for ∂kxf is complete, by multiplying both sides of the above inequality by |α|k and
summing all over α. Similarly, we compute

‖∂yf‖L∞(δ1≤y≤δ0) . ‖y2∂yf‖L∞(δ1≤y≤δ0) ≤
∑

α

‖y2∂yfα‖L∞(δ1≤y≤δ0)

.
∑

α

‖y∂yfα‖L1(y≤δ0) +
∑

α

‖y2∂2yfα‖L1(y≤δ0)

. ‖f‖L1
δ0/4

≤ ‖f‖L1
ρ
.

where we use the Cauchy estimate and the fact that ρ ≥ δ0
4 . The estimates on higher derivatives

follow similarly.

3 The Stokes problem

In this section, we consider the Stokes problem in the exterior domain, written in the rescaled
geodesic coordinates:

(∂τ − ν∆− νλL)w = f

ν(∂z +N)w|z=0 = g
(3.1)

where L = a(z)∂z + b(z)∂2x is the linear operator defined in (2.2) and N is the Dirichlet-Neumann
operator. The main result of this section is to provide uniform estimates on the solution of (3.1)
in the Sobolev-analytic spaces. Precisely, we have the following theorem.
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Theorem 3.1. Let eνtS be the semigroup of the linear Stokes problem (3.1), and let ΓS(νt) be its
trace on the boundary. Fix any finite time T . Then, for sufficiently small λ, and for any 0 ≤ t ≤ T ,
ρ > 0, and k ≥ 0, there hold

‖eνtSw0‖Wk,1
ρ

≤ C0‖w0‖Wk,1
ρ

+ ‖y2Dk+1
x,y w0‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

‖ΓS(νt)gb‖Wk,1
ρ

≤ C0‖gb‖Hk
ρ

(3.2)

uniformly in the inviscid limit, where ‖ · ‖Wk,1
ρ
, ‖ · ‖Hk

ρ
are near boundary analytic norms defined in

(2.13) and (2.14), respectively.

The proof relies on the analytic estimates for solutions of the Stokes problem on the half-space.
Indeed, in view of Lemma 2.1, we can rewrite the boundary condition in (3.1) as follows:

ν(∂z + |α|)wα|z=0 = gα + hα

where

hα = −λν
∫ ∞

0

(
wα(0)Lα(e

−|α|y) + Lαw̃
⋆
α

)
dy (3.3)

and w̃⋆
α solves the elliptic problem (2.9). Therefore, we obtain the following Duhamel principle for

solution of (3.1),

w(τ) =eντBw0 +

∫ τ

0
eν(τ−s)B(νλLw)(s)ds +

∫ τ

0
eν(τ−s)Bf(s)ds

+

∫ τ

0
Γ(ν(τ − s))g(s)ds +

∫ τ

0
Γ(ν(τ − s))h(s)ds,

(3.4)

where eντB is the Stokes semigroup on the half-space and Γ(ντ) denotes its trace on the boundary.
To estimate each term on the right hand side, we first recall the following results from [19, 2],
which give the Duhamel formula, Green functions estimates, and semigroup bounds for the Stokes
problem on the half-space in the vorticity boundary condition.

Theorem 3.2 ([19, 2]). Consider the Stokes problem

(∂τ − ν∆)W = F

ν(∂z + |∂x|)W |z=0 = gb

W |τ=0 =W0

(3.5)

on the analytic-Sobolev domain (x, y) ∈ T2π/λ × {Ωρ ∪ {y ≥ δ0 + ρ}}. The solution to (3.5) can be
written as

W (τ) = eντBW0 +

∫ τ

0
eν(τ−s)BF (s)ds +

∫ τ

0
Γ(ν(τ − s))gb(s)ds

where eντB is the Stokes semigroup of the problem (3.5) and Γ(ντ) denotes its trace on the boundary.
Moreover, there hold the following semigroup estimates

‖eντBW0‖Wk,1
ρ

. ‖W0‖Wk,1
ρ

+ ‖yDk+1
x,y W0‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ),

‖eν(τ−s)BF (s)‖Wk,1
ρ

. ‖F (s)‖Wk,1
ρ

+ ‖yDk+1
x,y F (s)‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ),

‖Γ(ν(τ − s))gb(s)‖Wk,1
ρ

. ‖gb(s)‖Hk
ρ
,

(3.6)
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where ‖ · ‖Wk,1
ρ
, ‖ · ‖Hk

ρ
are analytic norms defined in (2.13) and (2.14).

In addition, the Fourier coefficients eν(τ−s)Bα of the semigroup eν(τ−s)B have a Green kernel
representation Gα(τ, y, z), in the sense that, for any τ ≥ 0, one has

eντBαFα(τ, y)(z) =

∫ ∞

0
Gα(τ, y, z)Fα(τ, y)dy

with the decomposition Gα(τ, y, z) = Hα(τ, y, z) + Rα(τ, y, z), in which Hα(τ, y; z) is exactly the
one-dimensional heat kernel with the homogenous Neumann boundary condition and Rα(τ, y; z) is
the residual kernel due to the boundary condition. Precisely, there hold

Hα(τ, y; z) =
1√
ντ

(
e−

|y−z|2

4ντ + e−
|y+z|2

4ντ

)
e−α2ντ ,

|∂kzRα(τ, y; z)| . µk+1
f e−θ0µf |y+z| + (νt)−

k+1
2 e−θ0

|y+z|2

ντ e−
1
8
α2ντ ,

(3.7)

for y, z ≥ 0, k ≥ 0, and for some θ0 > 0 and for µf = |α|+ 1√
ν
.

We now estimate each term on the right of (3.4). The terms involving initial data, f , and g are
already estimated using the semigroup estimates in (3.6). We now estimate the second and last
terms on the right of (3.4). We start with the linear term νλLw.

Proposition 3.3. Let L = a(y)∂y + b(y)∂2x. There holds, for 0 ≤ k ≤ 2:

∥∥∥∥
∫ τ

0
eν(τ−s)B(νλLw)ds

∥∥∥∥
Wk,1

ρ

≤ Cλ sup
0≤s≤τ

(
‖w‖Wk,1

ρ
+ ‖y2Dk+1

x,y w‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

)

+ Cλν

∫ τ

0
‖w(s)‖Wk+1,1

ρ
ds+ Cλν

∫ τ

0
‖w(s)|{z=0}‖Hk

ρ
ds.

Here, the constant C is independent of λ.

Proof. We focus on the case when k = 0; the other cases are similar. Recalling L = a(y)∂y+b(y)∂
2
x,

we need to estimate
∥∥∥∥νλ

∫ τ

0
eν(τ−s)B

(
b(y)∂2xw(s)

)
ds

∥∥∥∥
L1
ρ

+

∥∥∥∥νλ
∫ τ

0
eν(τ−s)Ba(y)∂yw(s)ds

∥∥∥∥
L1
ρ

.

Writing the above in Fourier and using the Green kernel decomposition (3.7), we get




(
νeν(τ−s)B

(
b(y)∂2xw

))
α
= −α2ν

∫∞
0 Hα(τ − s, y, z)b(y)wα(s, y)dy

−α2ν
∫∞
0 Rα(τ − s, y, z)b(y)wα(s, y)dy,(

νeν(τ−s)B (a(y)∂yw)
)
α
= ν

∫∞
0 Hα(τ − s, y, z)a(y)∂ywα(s, y)dy

+ν
∫∞
0 Rα(τ − s, y, z)a(y)∂ywα(s, y)dy.

Treating α2ν
∫∞
0 Hα(τ − s, y, z)b(y)wα(s, y)dy. In view of Hα(τ − s, y, z), we need to bound

∥∥∥∥∥α
2ν

∫ τ

0
e−α2ν(τ−s)

∫ ∞

0

1√
ν(τ − s)

e
− |y−z|2

4ν(τ−s) b(y)wα(s, y)dyds

∥∥∥∥∥
L1
ρ
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Here we recall that the L1
ρ norm is taken in z near the boundary, when 0 ≤ ℜz ≤ δ0 + ρ. To gain

analyticity near the boundary, we use

eε0(δ0+µ−ℜz)|α| ≤ eε0(δ0+µ−ℜy)+|α| · eε0|α||y−z|

≤ eε0(δ0+µ−ℜy)+|α|eε0α
2ν(τ−s) · eε0

|y−z|2

4ν(τ−s) ,
(3.8)

where the last two factors can be treated using e−α2ν(τ−s)e
− |y−z|2

4ν(τ−s) in the heat kernel. Using this
and the fact that the heat kernel is integrable in z, we obtain

∥∥∥∥∥α
2ν

∫ τ

0
e−α2ν(τ−s)

∫ ∞

0

1√
ν(τ − s)

e
− |y−z|2

4ν(τ−s) b(y)wα(s, y)dyds

∥∥∥∥∥
L1
ρ

. α2ν

∫ τ

0
e−α2ν(τ−s)

∫ ∞

0
eε0(δ0+ρ−ℜy)+|α|b(y)|wα(s, y)|dyds.

(3.9)

Now since b(y) = y 2+λy
(1+λy)2

≤ 2y, the above can be bounded by

α2ν

∫ τ

0
e−α2ν(τ−s)ds sup

0≤s≤τ

(
‖ywα(s)‖L1

ρ
+ ‖ywα(s)‖L1(y≥δ0+ρ)

)

. sup
0≤s≤τ

(
‖wα‖L1

ρ
+ ‖y2wα‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

)
.

Treating α2ν
∫∞
0 Rα(τ − s, y, z)b(y)wα(s, y)dy. Using the bounds of the kernel Rα in Proposition

3.7, we have

eε0(δ0+ρ−z)|α|α2ν

∫ ∞

0
Rα(τ − s, y, z)b(y)wα(s, y)dy

. α2ν · eε0(δ0+ρ−z)|α|
∫ ∞

0
µfe

−θ0µf (y+z)y|wα(s, y)|dy

. α2ν

∫ ∞

0
µfe

− 1
2
θ0µf (y+z)eε0(δ0+ρ−y)+|α|y|wα(s, y)|dy

= |α|ν · (µfe−
θ0
2
µf z)

∫ ∞

0
(|α|ye−

θ0
4
µfy) · e−

θ0
4
µfy · eε0(δ0+ρ−y)+|α||wα(s, y)|dy

. |α|ν · µfe−
θ0
2
µf z

∫ ∞

0
e−

θ0
4
µf y · eε0(δ0+ρ−y)+|α||wα(s, y)|dy

= (|α|ν)(µfe−
θ0
2
µf z)

(∫ δ0+ρ

0
+

∫ ∞

δ0+ρ

)
e−

θ0
4
µfy · eε0(δ0+ρ−y)+|α||wα(s, y)|dy

. |α|ν
(
µfe

− θ0
2
µf z
)
‖wα‖L1

ρ
+ |α|ν

(
µfe

−θ0µf z
)
e−

θ0δ0
4

(|α|+ν−1/2)‖ywα‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ).

Hence
∥∥∥∥α

2ν

∫ ∞

0
Rα(τ − s, y, z)b(y)wα(s, y)dy

∥∥∥∥
L1
ρ

. ν‖αwα‖L1
ρ
+ ν2‖ywα‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ).
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Treating ν
∫∞
0 Hα(τ − s, y, z)a(y)∂ywα(s, y)dy. Integrating by parts, we have

ν

∫ ∞

0
Hα(τ − s, y, z)a(y)∂ywα(s, y)dy

= −ν
∫ ∞

0
∂y(Hα(τ − s, y, z)a(y))wα(s, y)dy − νHα(τ − s, 0, z)a(0)wα(s, 0).

Using the fact that |∂yHα| . 1
ν(τ−s)e

−θ0α2ν(τ−s)e
−θ0

|y−z|2

4ν(t−s) and |a′(y)| . 1, we have
∥∥∥∥ν
∫ ∞

0
∂y(Hα(τ − s, y, z)a(y))wα(s, y)dy

∥∥∥∥
L1
ρ

.

( √
ν√

τ − s
+ 1

)(
‖wα(s)‖L1

ρ
+ ‖ywα(s)‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

)
.

For the boundary term νHα(τ − s, 0, z)a(0)wα(s, 0), we have

‖νHα(τ − s, 0, z)a(0)wα(s, 0)‖L1
ρ
. ν|wα(s, 0)|eε0|α|(δ0+ρ).

Hence ∥∥∥∥ν
∫ ∞

0
Hα(τ − s, y, z)a(y)∂ywα(y, s)dy

∥∥∥∥
L1
ρ

.
(√

ν(τ − s)−1/2 + 1
)(

‖wα(s)‖L1
ρ
+ ‖ywα(s)‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

)
+ ν|ωα(s, 0)|eε0|α|(δ0+ρ).

Integrating both sides in time s ∈ [0, τ ], we obtain
∥∥∥∥ν
∫ ∞

0
Hα(τ − s, y, z)a(y)∂ywα(y, s)dy

∥∥∥∥
L1
ρ

.
(√
ντ + τ

)
sup

0≤s≤τ

(
‖wα(s)‖L1

ρ
+ ‖y2wα(s)‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

)
+

∫ τ

0
ν|ωα(s, 0)|eε0|α|(δ0+ρ)ds.

Treating ν
∫∞
0 Rα(τ − s, y, z)a(y)∂ywα(s, y)dy. Integrating by parts, we get

ν

∫ ∞

0
Rα(τ − s, y, z)a(y)∂ywα(s, y)dy

= −ν
∫ ∞

0
∂y(Rα(τ − s, y, z)a(y))wα(s, y)dy − νRα(τ − s, 0, z)a(0)wα(s, 0).

Since |∂yRα| . µ2fe
−θ0µf (y+z), we have

∥∥∥∥ν
∫ ∞

0
∂y(Rα(τ − s, y, z)a(y))wα(s, y)dy

∥∥∥∥
L1
ρ

. νµf‖wα‖L1
ρ
+ ν2‖ywα‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

.
√
ν‖wα‖L1

ρ
+ ν‖αwα‖L1

ρ
+ ν2‖ywα‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ).

At the same time, we have

‖νRα(τ − s, 0, z)a(0)wα(s, 0)‖L1
ρ
. ν|wα(s, 0)|eε0(δ0+ρ)|α|.

The proof is complete.
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In the next propostion, we estimate the boundary term appearing in (3.4).

Proposition 3.4. There holds
∥∥∥∥
∫ τ

0
Γ(ν(τ − s))h(s)ds

∥∥∥∥
Wk,1

ρ

. νλ

∫ τ

0

∥∥w(s)|{z=0}
∥∥
Hk

ρ
ds.

Proof. By the estimate (3.6), we have
∥∥∥∥
∫ τ

0
Γ(ν(τ − s))h(s)ds

∥∥∥∥
Wk,1

ρ

.
∑

α

|α|k
∫ τ

0
|hα(s)|eε0(δ0+ρ)|α|ds.

From the identity (3.3), we have h = h1 + h2 where
{
h1 = −λν

∫∞
0 e−|α|ywα(0, s)Lα(e

−|α|y)dy,

h2 = −λν
∫∞
0 e−|α|yLαw̃

⋆
α(y, s)dy.

Treating h1. Since Lα = a(y)∂y − α2b(y), by a direct calculation, we have

h1 = λνwα(0, s)

(∫ ∞

0
|α|e−2|α|ya(y)dy + α2

∫ ∞

0
e−2|α|yb(y)dy

)

. λν|wα(0, s)|.

Here we use the fact that a(y) ≤ 1, b(y) ≤ 2y and
∫
|α|e−|α|ydy . 1.

Treating h2. We have h2 = h2,1 + h2,2 where
{
h2,1 = −λν

∫∞
0 e−|α|ya(y)∂yw̃⋆

α(y, s)dy,

h2,2 = λνα2
∫∞
0 e−|α|yb(y)w̃⋆

α(s, y)dy.

We have

|h2,1|eε0(δ0+ρ)|α| . νλeε0(δ0+ρ)|α|
∫ ∞

0
e−|α|ya(y)∂yw̃

⋆
α(y)dy

. νλ

∫ δ0+ρ

0
eε0(δ0+ρ−y)|α||∂yw⋆

α(y)|dy

+ νλeε0(δ0+ρ)|α|
∫ ∞

δ0+ρ
e−

1
2
|α|(δ0+ρ)a(y)|∂yw̃⋆

α(y)|e−
1
2
|α|ydy

. νλ‖∂yw̃⋆
α(s)‖L1

ρ
+ νλe−(1/2−ε0)|α|(δ0+ρ)‖a(y)∂yw̃⋆

α(s)‖L∞(y≥δ0+ρ)
1

|α| .

Using the fact that λ . |α|, we obtain

|h2,1|eε0(δ0+ρ)|α| . νλ‖∂yw̃⋆
α‖L1

ρ
+ νe−(1/2−ε0)|α|δ0‖a(y)∂yw̃⋆

α(s)‖L∞ . (3.10)

Now we recall from (2.9) that w̃⋆
α solves the elliptic problem

(∂2y − α2 + λLα)w̃
⋆
α = −λwα(0)Lα(e

−|α|y) = −λwα(0)e
−|α|y (−|α|a(y) − α2b(y)

)

= λwα(0)|α|a(y)e−|α|y + α2λwα(0)b(y)e
−|α|y

= λwα(0)|α|
(
a(y)e−|α|y + |α|e−|α|yb(y)

)
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with the boundary condition w̃⋆
α|y=0 = 0. Hence by using Lemma 4.3, we get

‖∂yw̃⋆
α‖L1

ρ
. ‖∂yw̃⋆

α‖L∞
ρ

. λ|wα(0)||α| ·
(∥∥∥a(y)e−|α|y

∥∥∥
L1
ρ

+
∥∥∥αe−|α|yb(y)

∥∥∥
L1
ρ

)

+ λ|wα(0)||α|
(
‖ya(y)e−|α|y‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ) + ‖αe−|α|yb(y)‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

)

. eε0(δ0+ρ)|α| · λ|wα(0, s)|.

Similarly, for the second term appearing on the right hand side of (3.10), we use Lemma 4.1 to get

‖a(y)∂yw̃⋆
α‖L∞ .

∫ ∞

0
λ|wα(0)||α| ·

∣∣∣a(y)e−|α|y + |α|e−|α|yb(y)
∣∣∣ dy

. λ|wα(0, s)|.

The bound for h2,2 is nearly the same, as we note that b(y) = y(2+λy)
(1+λy)2 . ya(y). We skip the details

for h2,2, and conclude that

|h2,2|eε0(δ0+ρ)|α| . ν|wα(0, s)|.
Hence we get

|h2|eε0(δ0+ρ)|α| . ν|wα(0, s)|eε0(δ0+ρ)|α|,

giving the proposition.

Combining the previous two propositions, we have obtained the following.

Proposition 3.5. Let w be the solution to the Stokes problem (3.1) with the initial data w0. Then
for k ≥ 0 and ρ > 0, there hold the coupled semigroup estimates

sup
0≤s≤τ

‖w(s)‖Wk,1
ρ

. ‖w0‖Wk,1
ρ

+ ‖yDk+1
x,y w0‖L2(y≥δ0/2)

+ λ sup
0≤s≤τ

(
‖w(s)‖Wk,1

ρ
+ ‖y2Dk+1

x,y w(s)‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

)

+ λν

∫ τ

0
‖w(s)‖Wk+1,1

ρ
+ λν

∫ τ

0
‖w(s)z=0‖Hk

ρ
ds

+

∫ τ

0

(
‖f(s)‖Wk,1

ρ
+ ‖yDk+1

x,y f(s)‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

)
ds+

∫ τ

0
‖g(s)‖Hk

ρ
ds.

Proof. Recall the Duhamel representation (3.4). The proof thus follows directly by combining the
semigroup estimates (3.6), the estimates for the perturbation term in Proposition 3.3, and the
boundary estimates in Proposition 3.4.

Finally, we give bounds on ‖w(s)z=0‖Hk
ρ
appearing on the right of the previous estimates.

16



Proposition 3.6. Let w be the solution to the Stokes problem (3.1). There holds

‖w(τ)|z=0‖Hk
ρ
. ‖y∂xw0‖L2(y≥δ0/2) + (ντ)−1/2‖w0‖Wk+1,1

ρ
+ νλ

∫ τ

0
‖w(s)|z=0‖Hk+1

ρ
ds

+ λ sup
0≤s≤τ

(
‖w(s)‖Wk,1

ρ
+ ‖y2Dk+1

x,y w(s)‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

)
+ ν

∫ τ

0
‖∂xw(s)‖Wk+1,1

ρ
ds

+

∫ τ

0
‖yD1

xf(s)‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ) + ν−1/2

∫ τ

0
(τ − s)−1/2‖f(s)‖Wk,1

ρ
ds

+

∫ τ

0
‖∂xf(s)‖Wk,1

ρ
ds+

∫ τ

0
‖g(s)‖Hk

ρ
ds.

(3.11)

Proof. We shall bound each term in (3.4), evaluating at z = 0. First, we have

wα(τ, 0) =

∫ ∞

0
Gα(τ, y, 0)w0,α(y)dy +

∫ τ

0
Gα(τ − s, y, 0)(νλLαwα)(s, y)dy

+

∫ τ

0

∫ ∞

0
Gα(τ − s, y, 0)fα(s, y)dyds +

∫ τ

0
Γα(ν(τ − s))(gα + hα)(s)ds

=P1(τ) + P2(τ) + P3(τ) + P4(τ).

Hence we get

|α|keε0(δ0+ρ)|α|wα(τ, 0) =

4∑

i=1

Pi(τ)

where 



P1(τ) = |α|keε0(δ0+ρ)|α| ∫∞
0 Gα(τ, y, 0)w0,α(y)dy

P2(τ) = |α|keε0(δ0+ρ)|α| ∫ τ
0 Gα(τ − s, y, 0)(νλLαwα)(s, y)dy

P3(τ) = |α|keε0(δ0+ρ)|α| ∫ τ
0

∫∞
0 Gα(τ − s, y, 0)fα(s, y)dyds

P4(τ) = |α|keε0(δ0+ρ)|α| ∫ τ
0 Γα(ν(τ − s))(gα + hα)(s)ds.

We recall the pointwise Green kernel bound:

Gα(τ − s, y, 0) . (ν(τ − s))−1/2e
−θ0

y2

ν(τ−s) e−θ0α2ν(τ−s) + µfe
−µf y.

Let us first bound the term

P3(τ) = |α|keε0(δ0+ρ)|α|
∣∣∣∣
∫ τ

0

∫ ∞

0
Gα(τ − s, y, 0)fα(s, y)dyds

∣∣∣∣ (3.12)

We will show that

P3(τ) .

∫ τ

0

(
‖yfα(s)‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ) +

(
(ν(τ − s))−1/2 + |α|+ ν−1/2

)
|α|k‖fα(s)‖L1

ρ

)
ds. (3.13)

To show the above inequality, we split the integral in y in (3.12) into
∫∞
δ0+ρ+

∫ δ0+ρ
0 . We note that

if y ≥ δ0 + ρ, then Gα is exponentially decay in α, which is faster than e−ε0(δ0+ρ)|α| for ε0 small,
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giving

|α|keε0(δ0+ρ)|α|
∣∣∣∣
∫ τ

0

∫ ∞

δ0+ρ
Gα(τ − s, y, 0)fα(s, y)dyds

∣∣∣∣

.

∫ τ

0
‖yfα(s)‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)ds

Now we consider y ≤ δ0 + ρ. By the Cauchy inequality α2ν(τ − s) + y2

ν(τ−s) ≥ 4|α|y and the fact
that θ0, ε0 is taken to be small, we obtain

eε0(δ0+ρ)|α|Gα(τ − s, 0, y) .
(
(ν(τ − s)−1/2 + µf

)
e−

θ0
2
|α|yeε0(δ0+ρ)|α|

.
(
(ν(τ − s))−1/2 + µf

)
eε0(δ0+ρ−y)|α|.

Hence we obtain

|α|keε0(δ0+ρ)|α|
∣∣∣∣
∫ τ

0

∫ δ0+ρ

0
Gα(τ − s, y, 0)fα(s, y)dyds

∣∣∣∣

.

∫ τ

0

(
(ν(τ − s))−1/2 + |α|+ ν−1/2

)
|α|k‖fα(s)‖L1

ρ
ds.

This concludes the proof for the inequality (3.13). Next, we bound

P2(τ) = |α|keε0(δ0+ρ)|α|
∫ τ

0
Gα(τ − s, y, 0)(νλLαwα)(s, y)dy.

The proof for the bound of P2(τ) is exactly the same as in the semigroup estimate in Proposition
3.3, except now that we cannot use the L1 norm in z in this case, as z = 0, giving an extra
µf = |α| + ν−1/2 in the estimate involving the kernel Rα(τ − s, 0, z)|z=0. We obtain

P2(τ) . λ sup
0≤s≤τ

(
‖w‖Wk,1

ρ
+ ‖y2Dk+1

x,y w‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

)

+ ν

∫ τ

0
‖∂xw‖Wk+1,1

ρ
+ νλ

∑

α

∫ τ

0
|α|k+1|wα(s, 0)|eε0(δ0+ρ)|α|.

Finally, for the initial data, we obtain

P1(τ) . ‖y∂kxw0‖L2(y≥δ0/2) + (ντ)−1/2‖w0‖Wk+1,1
ρ

,

giving the proposition.

Remark 3.7. Note that in the above estimates, the boundary value quantity ‖w(τ)z=0‖Hk
ρ
has two

losses of derivatives compared to the norm ‖w(τ)‖Wk,1
ρ

. However, it has only one loss of derivative

compared to its norm and we are able to close the Sobolev-analytic estimates by introducing an
iterative adjusted k-index norms, yielding close estimates on the Stokes semigroup in terms of
initial and boundary data f, g given in the problem (3.1).

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Let w = eνtSw0 be the solution to (3.1) with f = 0 and g = 0. In view of
the previous propositions, we define the following norm

Ak(w(τ), ρ) =
(
‖w(τ)‖Wk,1

ρ
+

√
ντ‖w(τ)|z=0‖Hk−1

ρ

)

+
(
‖w(τ)‖Wk+1,1

ρ
+

√
ντ‖w(τ)|z=0‖Hk

ρ

)
(ρ0 − ρ− βτ)γ

(3.14)
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and the quantity

A(β) = sup
0<τβ<ρ0

{
sup

0<ρ<ρ0−βτ
(Ak(w(τ), ρ))

}
+ sup

0<τβ<ρ0

‖y2D5
x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0/2).

We claim that

A(β) . ‖w0‖W2,1
ρ0

+ ‖y2D5
x,yw0‖L2(y≥δ0/4) + eC(1+A(β))β−1‖y2D5

x,yw0‖L2(y≥δ0/4) (3.15)

which would yield the theorem. In fact, in Section 7, using precisely Propositions 3.5 and 3.6 above,
we shall prove the claim for the nonlinear solution to (3.1) with f and g being the nonlinear terms
inherited from the vorticity formulation of the Navier-Stokes problem. We therefore skip to repeat
the details here for the linear problem with zero f and g.

4 Elliptic estimates

In this section, we prove estimates for velocity near the boundary and away from the boundary in
terms of vorticity. In particular, we consider the elliptic problem

{
(∆ + λL)ψ = λ2w,

ψ|y=0 = 0.
(4.1)

where Lψ = a(y)∂yψ + b(y)∂2xψ, a(y) =
1

1+λy , b(y) = y(2+λy)
(1+λy)2

. Our main goal in this section is to

show the elliptic estimates in the analytic domain near the boundary (see Proposition 4.4 below),
in the intermediate region (Proposition 4.6) and the region away from the boundary (Proposition
4.9).

4.1 Elliptic estimates in the analytic region

We first show the following lemma that gives a L∞ bound for velocity field:

Lemma 4.1. There holds

‖a(y)αψα‖L∞ + ‖∂yψα‖L∞ .

∫ ∞

0
|wα(y)|dy . ‖wα‖L1

ρ
+ ‖ywα‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ).

Proof. We recall the original elliptic problem on the written in the variables (θ, r) ∈ T× [1,∞):

(
∂2r +

1

r
∂r −

n2

r2

)
ψn = ωn

where ψ(t, r, θ) = ψ(λ2t, 1+ λy, λx). We note that α = λn where n is the original frequency before
making the change of variables. The solution to the above elliptic problem in the original variables
is given by

− ψn(r) =
1

2|n|

∫ r

1

s1+|n| − s1−|n|

r|n|
ωn(s)ds+

1

2|n|

∫ ∞

r

(
s1−|n|r|n| − s1−|n|

r|n|

)
ωn(s)ds. (4.2)
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Since the function s1+|n|−s1−|n| is increasing on [1, r] and the function s1−|n|r|n|− s1−|n|

r|n| is decreasing
on [r,∞), we get the pointwise estimate

|nψn(r)| . (r − r1−2n)

∫ ∞

1
|ωn(s)|ds . r‖ωn‖L1(1,∞).

Hence we obtain ∥∥∥∥
nψn(r)

r

∥∥∥∥
L∞

. ‖ωn‖L1(1,∞). (4.3)

Now in the rescaled variables (α, y), we get

|α|‖a(y)ψα‖L∞ .

∫ ∞

0
|wα(y)|dy . ‖wα‖L1

ρ
+ ‖ywα‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ),

upon noting that a(y) = 1
1+λy = 1

r . Now we show that ‖a(y)∂yψα‖L∞ .
∫∞
0 |wα(y)|dy. By a direct

calculation, we get

−2ψ′
n(r) = −r−|n|−1

∫ r

1
(s1+|n| − s1−|n|)ωn(s)ds+

(
r|n|−1 − r−|n|−1

) ∫ ∞

r
s1−nwn(s)ds.

Hence

|ψ′
n(r)| .

∫ ∞

1
|wn(s)|ds.

The proof is complete.

Remark 4.2. It is known from Section 2.2 of [17], that the Biot-Savart law 4.2 defines a unique
velocity that decays at infinity, under the decaying assumption r1−|n|ωn ∈ L1. In our current work,
the vorticity satisfies the decaying assumption ‖r2D3

x,yω‖L2
r,θ
<∞, hence the Biot-Savart law (4.2)

gives a unique velocity solution for all |n| ≥ 1. We also note that when n = 0, the stream function
equation reduces to

∂2rψ0 +
1

r
∂rψ0 = ω0

giving ψ′
0(r) = 1

r

∫ r
1 sω0(s)ds. This gives the Biot-Savart law (ur, uθ) =

(
0,−1

r

∫ r
1 sω0(s)ds

)
for

n = 0. We also note that when the frequency n = α = 0, the analytic norm in x (or θ) reduces to
Sobolev norm.

In the next lemma, we derive the elliptic estimate for velocity in the analytic norm near the
boundary:

Lemma 4.3. For λ, δ0 and ρ small, there holds

‖∇ψα‖L∞
ρ

. ‖wα‖L1
ρ
+ ‖ywα‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ),

Proof. We first show that

‖∇ψα‖L∞
ρ

. ‖wα‖L1
ρ
+ ‖ywα‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

Since ψα solves
(∂2y − α2)ψα = λ2wα − λa(y)∂yψα + λα2b(y)ψα
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with the boundary condition ψα|y=0 = 0, we get

2αψα(z) =λ
2

∫ ∞

0

(
e−α(y+z) − e−α|y−z|

)
wα(y)dy − λ

∫ ∞

0

(
e−α(y+z) − e−α|y−z|

)
a(y)∂yψα(y)dy

+ λ

∫ ∞

0

(
e−α(y+z) − e−α|y−z|

)
α2b(y)ψα(y)dy

= I1 + I2 + I3,

where 



I1 = λ2
∫∞
0

(
e−α(y+z) − e−α|y−z|)wα(y)dy,

I2 = −λ
∫∞
0

(
e−α(y+z) − e−α|y−z|) a(y)∂yψα(y)dy,

I3 = λ
∫∞
0

(
e−α(y+z) − e−α|y−z|)α2b(y)ψα(y)dy.

Treating I1. Using the first estimate in (3.8), we simply bound

|I1|eε0(δ0+ρ−z)|α| .
∫ δ0+ρ

0
e−

|α|
2
|y−z|eε0(δ0+ρ−y)|α||wα(y)|dy +

∫ ∞

δ0+ρ
|wα(y)|dy

. ‖wα‖L1
ρ
+ ‖ywα‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ).

Treating I2. We will show that

I2 . ‖αψα‖L∞
ρ
ln(1 + λ(δ0 + ρ)) + λ‖a(y)ψα‖L∞(y≥δ0+ρ)

Since

I2 = −λ
∫ ∞

0

(
e−α(y+z) − e−α|y−z|

)
a(y)∂yψα(y)dy,

we use integration by parts to get

I2 . λ

∫ ∞

0
|α|e−|α||y−z|a(y)|ψα(y)|dy + λ

∫ ∞

0
|a′(y)|e−|α||y−z||ψα(y)|dy

. λ

∫ ∞

0
|α|e−|α|y−z|a(y)|ψα(y)|dy + λ2

∫ ∞

0
a(y)2e−|α||y−z||ψα(y)|dy

Therefore,

|I2|eε0(δ0+ρ−z)|α| . λ‖αψα‖L∞
ρ

∫ δ0+ρ

0

1

1 + λy
dy + λ‖a(y)ψα‖L∞(y≥δ0+ρ)

+
λ2

|α| ‖αψα‖L∞
ρ

∫ δ0+ρ

0

1

1 + λy
dy +

λ2

|α| ‖a(y)ψα‖L∞(y≥δ0+ρ)

. ‖αψα‖L∞
ρ
ln(1 + λ(δ0 + ρ)) + λ‖a(y)ψα‖L∞(y≥δ0+ρ)

. ‖αψα‖L∞
ρ
ln(1 + λ(δ0 + ρ)) + ‖a(y)αψα‖L∞(y≥δ0+ρ).

(4.4)

where we use the fact that |α| ≥ λ whenever α 6= 0.
Treating I3. We will show that

‖I3‖L∞
ρ

. λ‖∇ψα‖L∞
ρ
+ ‖a(y)αψα‖L∞(y≥δ0+ρ) . (4.5)
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Indeed, if y ≤ δ0 + ρ, then b(y) ≤ 2y ≤ 2(δ0 + ρ), and hence

eε0(δ0+ρ−z)|α|
∫ δ0+ρ

0
|α|e−|α||y−z|b(y)dy ≤ 2(δ0 + ρ)

∫ ∞

0
|α|e− 1

2
|α||y−z|dy . 1.

If y ≥ δ0 + ρ, then we have

eε0(δ0+ρ−z)|α|
∫ ∞

δ0+ρ
e−|α||y−z||α|λy(2 + λy)

(1 + λy)2
(αψα(y))dy

= λeε0(δ0+ρ−z)|α|
∫ ∞

δ0+ρ

|α||ψα(y)|
1 + λy

(
e−|α||y−z||α|y

)
· 2 + λy

1 + λy
dy

.

∥∥∥∥
αψα

1 + λy

∥∥∥∥
L∞(y≥δ0+ρ)

λ

∫ ∞

δ0+ρ
|α||e− 1

2
|α||y−z|(|y − z|+ z)dy

.

(
λ

|α| + λ(δ0 + ρ)

)∥∥∥∥
αψα

1 + λy

∥∥∥∥
L∞(y≥δ0+ρ)

. ‖a(y)αψα‖L∞(y≥δ0+ρ) .

since λ . |α|. In summary, we get

‖∇ψα‖L∞
ρ

≤ C0

(
‖wα‖L1

ρ
+ ‖ywα‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ) + ‖a(y)αψα‖L∞(y≥δ0+ρ)

)

+ C0

(
‖∇ψα‖L∞

ρ

)
(λ+ ln(1 + λ(δ0 + ρ))) .

(4.6)

We note that in the estimate above, the constant C0 does not depend on α and λ. Taking λ to be
small so that

λ+ ln(1 + λ(δ0 + ρ)) ≤ 1

2C0
,

the last term in the estimate (4.6) can be absorbed to the left hand side, giving

‖∇ψα‖L∞
ρ

. ‖wα‖L1
ρ
+ ‖ywα‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ) + ‖a(y)αψα‖L∞(y≥δ0+ρ) .

Finally, using Lemma (4.1) for the last time in the above, we obtain

‖∇ψα‖L∞
ρ

. ‖wα‖L1
ρ
+ ‖ywα‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ).

The proof is complete.

In order to close the estimate for velocity in terms of vorticity, we need the following lemma

Proposition 4.4. Let ψ be the solution to the elliptic problem (4.1), and set ũ = ∇⊥ψ. For
k ∈ {0, 1}, there hold

‖∂kx ũ‖L∞
ρ

. ‖w‖Wk,1
ρ

+ ‖yDk+1
x,y w‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ),

‖(y∂y)kũ‖L∞
ρ

. ‖w‖Wk,1
ρ

+ ‖yDk+1
x,y w‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ),

‖y−1∂xψ‖Wk,∞
ρ

. ‖w‖Wk,1
ρ

+ ‖∂xw‖Wk,1
ρ

+ ‖yDk+2
x,y w‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ).
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Proof. First, when k = 0, from Lemma 4.3, we have

‖ũ‖L∞
ρ

. ‖w‖L1
ρ
+
∑

α∈λZ
‖ywα‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

. ‖w‖L1
ρ
+ ‖yDxw‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ).

Now we give the proof for k = 1. Since ∂xψ solves the same elliptic problem with the condition
∂xψ|y=0 = 0, we obtain

‖∂xũ‖L∞
ρ

. ‖∂xw‖L1
ρ
+ ‖yD2

x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ).

Now for ‖y∂yũ‖L∞
ρ
, we note that

‖y∂y(∂xψ)‖L∞
ρ

. ‖∂y(∂xψ)‖L∞
ρ

. ‖∂xw‖L1
ρ
+ ‖yD2

x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ).

Now we have
y∂y(∂yψ) = y∂2yψ = y(λ2w − λa(y)∂yψ − λb(y)∂2xψ − ∂2xψ).

Hence we get

‖y∂2yψ‖L∞
ρ

. ‖yw‖L∞
ρ
+ ‖ũ‖L∞

ρ
+ ‖∂xũ‖L∞

ρ

.
(
‖w‖L1

ρ
+ ‖y∂yw‖L1

ρ

)
+ ‖∂xw‖L1

ρ
+ ‖yD2

x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

. ‖w‖W1,1
ρ

+ ‖yD2
x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ).

The proof is complete. Now we show the last inequality stated in this proposition. When k = 0,
we have, for any y ≤ δ0 + ρ:

∂xψ =

∫ y

0
∂z(∂xψ)(z)dz.

Since eε0|α|(δ0+ρ−y) ≤ eε0|α|(δ0+ρ−z), we have

‖y−1∂xψ‖L∞
ρ

. ‖∂xũ‖L1
ρ
. ‖∂xũ‖L∞

ρ
. ‖∂xw‖L1

ρ
+ ‖yD2

x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ).

For k = 1, we note that {
∂x(y

−1∂xψ) = y−1∂x(∂xψ),

y∂y(y
−1∂xψ) = − 1

y∂xψ + y∂y∂xψ.

Hence
‖y∂y(y−1∂xψ)‖L∞

ρ
≤ ‖y−1∂x(∂xψ)‖L∞

ρ
+ ‖∂y(∂xψ)‖L∞

ρ

. ‖∂2xw‖L1
ρ
+ ‖yD3

x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ).

The proposition follows.
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4.2 Elliptic estimates in the intermediate region

We also need the following elliptic estimates in the intermediate region away from the boundary.
We first prove the following elementary lemma.

Lemma 4.5. Assume 0 < δ1 < δ2 < δ0 and let c ∈ (0, 1) be any constant such that δ2 < cδ0. Then
for any function Fα(y) and k ≥ 1, there holds

|α|k
∫ ∞

0
e−|α||y−z||Fα(y)|dy ≤ C

(
‖Fα‖L1

ρ
+

∫ ∞

cδ0

e−
1
2
|α||y−z||Fα(y)|dy

)

for z ∈ [δ1, δ2]. The constant C depends only on δ1, δ2, δ0 and k.

Proof. Splitting the integral in y into y ≤ cδ0 and y ≥ cδ0, we have two cases:

Case 1. y ≤ cδ0. In this case, we get y ≤ δ0 + ρ, and moreover

e−ε0|α|(δ0+ρ−y) ≤ e−ε0(1−c)|α|δ0 .

Hence

∫ cδ0

0
|α|ke−|α||y−z||Fα(y)|dy ≤

∫ cδ0

0
e−|α||y−z||α|ke−ε0(1−c)|α|δ0eε0|α|(δ0+ρ−y)|Fα(y)|dy

. ‖Fα‖L1
ρ
.

Case 2. y ≥ cδ0. In this case we have |y − z| ≥ cδ0 − δ2. And hence e−
1
2
|α||y−z| ≤ e−

1
2
(cδ0−δ2)|α|.

∫ ∞

cδ0

|α|ke−|α||y−z||Fα(y)|dy ≤
∫ ∞

cδ0

|α|ke− 1
2
(cδ0−δ2)|α|e−

1
2
|α|y−z||Fα(y)|dy

.

∫ ∞

0
e−

1
2
|α||y−z||Fα(y)|dy.

The proof is complete.

Proposition 4.6. Let ψ be the solution to the elliptic problem (4.1), and set ũ = ∇⊥ψ. Then for
any δ1 < δ2 < δ0, we have

‖Dk
x,yũ‖L∞(δ1≤y≤δ2) . ‖w‖L1

ρ
+ ‖yDxw‖L2(y≥cδ0)

where c ∈ (0, 1) is any constant such that cδ0 ∈ (δ2, δ0).

Proof. We give the proof for ∂3xũ and ∂3y ũ only. The other cases are similar. Since ψ solves

∆ψ = λ2w − λLψ, ψ|y=0 = 0,

we use the Green kernel for the Laplacian (∂2y −α2) and integrating by parts for the term a(y)∂yψ,
to get

|α|3|ũα(z)| . |α|3
∫ ∞

0
e−|α||y−z| (λ2|wα(y)|+ λ|α|a(y)|ψα(y)|+ λ|a′(y)||ψα(y)|+ λα2b(y)|ψα(y)|

)
dy.

24



Applying Lemma 4.5 for three terms on the right hand side in the above, we get

|α|3|ũα(z)| . ‖wα‖L1
ρ
+ ‖∂yψα‖L1

ρ
+ ‖αψα‖L1

ρ
+

∫ ∞

cδ0

e−
1
2
|α||y−z||wα(y)|dy

+ λ

∫ ∞

cδ0

e−
1
2
|α||y−z|a(y)|α||ψα(y)|dy + λ

∫ ∞

cδ0

e−
1
2
|α||y−z||a′(y)||ψα(y)|dy

+ λ

∫ ∞

cδ0

e−
1
2
|α||y−z|α2b(y)|ψα(y)|dy.

(4.7)

Now we will bound each term appearing on the right hand side of the above inequality. Using
Proposition 4.4, we have

‖∂yψα‖L1
ρ
+ ‖αψα‖L1

ρ
. ‖ũα‖L1

ρ
. ‖ũα‖L∞

ρ
. ‖wα‖L1

ρ
+ ‖ywα‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

. ‖wα‖L1
ρ
+ ‖ywα‖L2(y≥cδ0).

Also, it is obvious that ∫ ∞

cδ0

e−
1
2
|α||y−z||wα(y)|dy . ‖ywα‖L2(y≥cδ0).

Now for the terms involving a(y) on the right hand side of (4.7), we recall from the proof of (4.4)
that this term can be bounded by

‖ũα‖L∞
ρ
+ ‖a(y)ψα‖L∞(y≥δ0+ρ) . ‖wα‖L1

ρ
+ ‖ywα‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

thanks to Proposition 4.4 and Lemma 4.1.

Now for the last term on the right hand side of (4.7), we bound this term by

∥∥∥∥λ
∫ ∞

cδ0

e−
1
2
|α||y−z|α2b(y)|ψα(y)|dy

∥∥∥∥
L∞
ρ

. λ‖∇ψα‖L∞
ρ
+

∥∥∥∥
αψα

1 + λy

∥∥∥∥
L∞(y≥δ0+ρ)

. ‖wα‖L1
ρ
+ ‖ywα‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ).

Here, we use the inequality (4.5) and Lemma 4.1. The bound for the last term appearing in (4.7)
is complete.

Finally, combining the the bounds for all of the terms on the right hand side of (4.7), we get

|α|3|ũα(z)| . ‖wα‖L1
ρ
+ ‖ywα‖L2(y≥cδ0).

Summing all α ∈ λZ, we get

‖∂3xũ‖L∞(δ1≤y≤δ2) ≤
∑

α

|α|3‖ũα‖L∞(δ1≤y≤δ2)

.
∑

α

|α|3‖ũα‖L∞ . ‖w‖L1
ρ
+ ‖yDxw‖L2(y≥cδ0).

(4.8)
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On the other hand, for ∂3y ũ, we use ∂2yψ = −∂2xψ − λLψ + λ2w to compute

‖∂3y ũ‖L∞(δ1≤y≤δ2) . ‖D2
x,yw‖L∞(δ1≤y≤δ2) + ‖∂3xũ‖L∞(δ1≤y≤δ2)

+ λ
∥∥∂yL(∂xψ) + L(∂2xψ) + ∂2y(Lψ)

∥∥
L∞(δ1≤y≤δ2)

. ‖w‖L1
ρ
+ ‖yw‖L2(y≥cδ0)

+ λ
∥∥∂yL(∂xψ) + L(∂2xψ) + ∂2y(Lψ)

∥∥
L∞(δ1≤y≤δ2)

.

Using L = a(y)∂y + b(y)∂2x, we thus obtain

∑

k≤3

‖∂kx ũ‖L∞(δ1≤y≤δ2) + ‖D2
x,yw‖L∞(δ1≤y≤δ2) . ‖w‖L1

ρ
+ ‖yDxw‖L2(y≥cδ0).

The proof is complete.

4.3 Elliptic estimates away from the boundary

We first show the following simple lemma that will be used in the next proposition.

Lemma 4.7. Let f(r), ξ(r) be smooth functions on r ≥ 1, and ξ(r) = 0 on [1, R]. Let φ solves the
elliptic problem (

∂2r +
1

r
∂r −

n2

r2

)
φ = ξ(r)∂rf(r)

with the boundary condition φ|r=1 = 0. There holds

|n|
∥∥∥∥
φn(r)

r

∥∥∥∥
L∞

. ‖ξf‖L∞ + ‖ξ′f‖L1

Proof. As in (4.2), we get, for n > 0

−2nφn(r) =

∫ r

1

s1+n − s1−n

rn
ξ(s)f ′(s)ds +

∫ ∞

r

(
s1−nrn − s1−n

rn

)
ξ(s)f ′(s)ds.

By integrating by parts, we get

−2nφn(r) = −
∫ r

1

(1 + n)sn − (1− n)s−n

rn
ξ(s)f(s)ds−

∫ r

1

s1+n − s1−n

rn
ξ′(s)f(s)ds

+
(r1+n − r1−n)ξ(r)f(r)

rn
−
∫ ∞

r

(
(1− n)s−nrn − (1− n)s−nr−n

)
ξ(s)f(s)ds

−
∫ ∞

r

(
s1−nrn − s1−n

rn

)
ξ′(s)f(s)ds.

Hence
n|φn(r)| . r

(
‖ξf‖L∞ + ‖ξ′f‖L1

)
.

The proof is complete.

Finally, we state the main Proposition for this section:
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Proposition 4.8. Let ψ be the solution to the elliptic problem (4.1), and set ũ = ∇⊥ψ. For any
δ ∈ (0, δ0), k ≥ 0 and ρ ∈ (δ0/4, δ0), one has

‖a(y)Dk
x,yũ‖L∞(y≥δ) . ‖w‖L1

ρ
+ ‖yDk+1

x,y w‖L2(y≥δ0/2),

‖Dk
x,y(a(y)ũ)‖L2(y≥δ) . ‖w‖L1

ρ
+ ‖yDk

x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0/2).
(4.9)

for k ≥ 0, where a(y) = 1
1+λy .

Proof. We first give the proof for ‖Dk
x,yũ‖L∞(y≥δ). When k = 0, the inequality

‖a(y)ũ‖L∞ . ‖w‖L1
ρ
+ ‖yDxw‖L2(y≥δ0/2) (4.10)

follows from Lemma 4.1. Moreover, we also have

‖a(y)∂kx ũ‖L∞ . ‖∂kxw‖L1
δ0/8

+ ‖yDk+1
x w‖L2(y≥δ0/2)

. ‖w‖L1
ρ
+ ‖yDk+1

x w‖L2(y≥δ0/2)

where we use the fact that ρ ≥ δ0
8 . We can now assume that Dk

x,y = ∂ky and we will use induction
on k ≥ 0. We first give a proof for k = 1, which is ∂y. We have

{
∂y(∂xψ) = ∂x(∂yψ)

∂y(∂yψ) = ∂2yψ = λ2w − ∂2xψ − λa(y)∂yψ − λb(y)∂2xψ.
(4.11)

For the first term ∂y(∂xψ), we simply bound

‖∂x∂yψ‖L∞(y≥δ) ≤ ‖∂xũ‖L∞(y≥δ) . ‖∂xw‖L1
ρ
+ ‖yD2

xw‖L2(y≥δ0/2)

For the second term ∂2yψ in (4.11) we get, for any y ≥ δ:

|a(y)∂2yψα(y)| ≤ a(y)|wα(y)|+ a(y)|α|2|ψα(y)|+ a(y)|∂yψα(y)|+ λa(y)b(y)|α|2|ψα(y)|
. ‖wα‖L∞(y≥δ) + ‖a(y)αũα‖L∞ + ‖a(y)ũα‖L∞

. ‖wα‖L∞(y≥δ) + ‖wα‖L1
ρ
+ ‖yαwα‖L2(y≥δ0/2).

Let ζ be a cut-off function so that

ζ(y) =

{
0 y ≤ δ/2,

1 y ≥ δ.
(4.12)

Then we have
‖a(y)wα‖L∞(y≥δ) . ‖wα‖L∞(y≥δ) ≤ ‖ζ(z)wα(z)‖L∞ .

We have

ζ(z)wα(z) =

∫ z

0
ζ ′(y)wα(y)dy +

∫ z

0
ζ(y)∂ywα(y)dy.
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Hence, for every z ≥ 0, we bound

|ζ(z)wα(z)| ≤ ‖wα‖L∞(δ/2≤y≤δ) +

∫ ∞

δ/2
|∂ywα(z)|dz

. ‖wα‖L1
ρ
+ ‖∂ywα‖L∞(δ/2≤y≤δ0/2) +

∫ ∞

δ0/2
|∂ywα(z)|dz

. ‖wα‖L1
ρ
+ ‖y∂ywα‖L2(y≥δ0/2).

Combining the above inequalities, we obtain

‖a(y)∂2yψα‖L∞(y≥δ) . ‖w‖L1
ρ
+
∑

α∈λZ

(
‖y∂ywα‖L2(y≥δ0/2) + ‖yαwα‖L2(y≥δ0/2)

)

. ‖w‖L1
ρ
+ ‖yD2

x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0/2).

This finishes the proof for k = 1. Now we assume k ≥ 1. We proceed by induction on the number
of derivatives of y. Assume that the inequality is true for k − 1, we show that it is also true for k.
We recall that ζ be a cut-off function defined in (6.1). Then ζ∂kyψ solves the elliptic problem

(∆ + λL)(ζ∂kyψ) =λ
2(ζ∂kyw) + 2ζ ′(y)∂y∂

k
yψ + ζ ′′(y)∂kyψ

+ λL(ζ∂kyψ)− λζ∂ky (Lψ)
(4.13)

with the boundary condition ζ∂kyψ|y=0 = 0. In Fourier frequency α, the right hand side in the
above can be decomposed into F1 + F2 + F3 where





F1 = λ2(ζ∂kywα) + 2ζ ′(y)∂y∂kyψ + ζ ′′(y)∂kyψα,

F2 = λa(y)∂y(ζ∂
k
yψα)− λζ∂ky (a(y)∂yψα),

F3 = −λb(y)α2(ζ∂kyψα) + λζ∂ky (b(y)α
2ψα).

From the equation (4.13), we get
ζ∂kyψ = Ψ1 +Ψ2 +Ψ3

where (∆ + λL)Ψi = Fi for 1 ≤ i ≤ 3 with the boundary condition Ψi|y=0 = 0 (this can also be
seen from the formula (4.2)). We also denote

Ui = ∇⊥Ψi. (4.14)

Treating U1. Using the same argument as in Lemma 4.1, for every z ≥ 0, we get

|a(z)U1(z)| .
∫ ∞

0

(
|ζ∂kywα(y)|+ |ζ ′(y)∂ky ũα(y)|+ |ζ ′′(y)||∂k−1

y ũα(y)|
)
dy

. ‖yζ∂kywα‖L2 + ‖ζ ′(y)Dk
x,yũα‖L1 . ‖yDk

x,ywα‖L2(y≥δ/2) + ‖Dk
x,yũα‖L1(δ/2≤y≤δ)

. ‖yDk
x,ywα‖L2(δ/2≤y≤δ0/2) + ‖yDk

x,ywα‖L2(y≥δ0/2) +
(
‖w‖L1

ρ
+ ‖ywα‖L2(y≥δ0/2)

)

. ‖wα‖L1
ρ
+ ‖yDk

x,ywα‖L2(y≥δ0/2).
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Treating U2. We have

F2 = −λ
∑

1≤i≤k

(
k

i

)
ζ(y)∂iya(y)∂

k+1−i
y ψα + λa(y)ζ ′(y)∂kyψα

= −λ
∑

2≤i≤k

(
k

i

)
∂iya(y)ζ(y)∂

k+1−i
y ψα − λa′(y)ζ(y)∂kyψα + λa(y)ζ ′(y)∂kyψα

= F2,1 + F2,2 + F2,3.

Hence we get U2 =
∑3

i=1(∆+ λL)−1F2,i =
∑3

i=1 U2,i. Arguing as in Lemma (4.1), for every z ≥ 0,
we get

a(z)U2,1(z) . max
2≤i≤k

∫ ∞

0
|∂iya(y)ζ(y)∂k−1

y ũα(y)|dy

. max
2≤i≤k

∫ ∞

0
a(y)i+1ζ(y)|∂k−1

y ũα(y)|dy

. ‖a(y)ζ(y)∂k−1
y ũα(y)‖L∞ max

2≤i≤k

∫ ∞

0
a(y)idy

. ‖a(y)ζ(y)∂k−1
y ũα‖L∞ . ‖w‖L1

ρ
+ ‖yDk−1

x,y wα‖L2(y≥δ0/2).

Here, we have used the fact that ∂iya(y) . a(y)i+1,
∫∞
0 a(y)idy . 1 for all i ≥ 2, and the induction

hypothesis in the last inequality.
Now we turn to F2,2 = −λa′(y)ζ(y)∂kyψα. Applying Lemma 4.7 for ξ(y) = −λa′(y)ζ(y) and

f(y) = ∂k−1
y ψα, for every z ≥ 0, we get

a(z)U2,2(z) . ‖a′(y)ζ(y)∂k−1
y ψα‖L∞ + ‖∂y(a′(y)ζ(y))∂k−1

y ψα‖L1

. ‖a(y)ζ(y)∂k−1
y ψα‖L∞ + ‖a′′(y)ζ(y)∂k−1

y ψα‖L1 + ‖a′(y)ζ ′(y)∂k−1
y ψα‖L1

. ‖wα‖L1
ρ
+ ‖yDk−1

x,y wα‖L2(y≥δ0/2) + ‖a′′(y)‖L1‖a(y)ζ(y)∂k−1
y ψα‖L∞ + ‖∂k−1

y ψα‖L∞(δ/2≤y≤δ)

. ‖wα‖L1
ρ
+ ‖yDk−1

x,y wα‖L2(y≥δ0/2).

Finally, for U2,3 which solves (∆ + λL)U2,3 = F2,3 = λa(y)ζ ′(y)∂kyψα, we use Lemma 4.1 again,
for every z ≥ 0, to get

a(z)U2,3(z) .

∫ ∞

0
λa(y)|ζ ′(y)∂kyψα(y)|dy . ‖∂kyψα‖L∞(δ/2≤y≤δ) . ‖wα‖L1 + ‖ywα‖L2(y≥δ0/2).

The proof for U2 is complete.

Treating U3. We recall that

F3 = −λb(y)α2(ζ∂kyψα) + λζ∂ky (b(y)α
2ψα)

= λα2
k∑

i=1

(
k

i

)
ζ(y)∂iyb(y)∂

k−i
y ψα(y).
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Using Lemma 4.1 for the equation (∆ + λL)Ψ3 = F3, for z ≥ 0, we get

|a(z)U3(z)| . max
1≤i≤k

λα2

∫ ∞

0
ζ(y)|∂iyb(y)||∂k−i

y ψα(y)|dy

. max
1≤i≤k

|α|
∫ ∞

0
a(y)i+2ζ(y)|α∂k−i

y ψα(y)|dy

. ‖a(y)ζ(y)Dk−1
x,y ũα‖L∞ max

1≤i≤k

∫ ∞

0
a(y)i+1dy

. ‖wα‖L1
ρ
+ ‖yDk−1

x,y wα‖L2(y≥δ0/2).

where we use the induction hypothesis in the last inequality, and the fact that ∂iyb(y) . a(y)i+2 for
all i ≥ 1. The proof is complete for the ‖ · ‖L∞(y≥δ) norm of the velocity. The estimates in L2 norm
follow similarly.

5 Bilinear estimates

In this section, we recall the bilinear estimates for the nonlinear terms. We define the nonlinear
quantity for w as follows:

Nρ(w, k) =‖w‖Wk+1,1
ρ

(
‖w‖Wk,1

ρ
+ ‖yDk

x,yw‖L2(z≥δ0+ρ)

)

+ ‖w‖Wk,1
ρ

‖yDk+2
x,y w‖L2(z≥δ0+ρ).

(5.1)

Proposition 5.1. Let Nρ(w, k) be the nonlinear quantity defined in (5.1), and ψ = (∆+λL)−1(λ2w)
be the corresponding stream function defined in the elliptic problem (4.1). For k ∈ {0, 1}, there hold

‖ũ · ∇w‖Wk,1
ρ

. Nρ(w, k)

where ũ = ∇⊥ψ.

Proof. For k = 0, we have

‖∂xψ∂yw‖L1
ρ
≤ ‖y−1∂xψ‖L∞

ρ
‖y∂yw‖L1

ρ

.
(
‖w‖L1

ρ
+ ‖∂xw‖L1

ρ
+ ‖yD2

x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

)
‖y∂yw‖L1

ρ
.

upon using Proposition 4.4. Similarly, for k = 1, we compute
{

∂x(∂xψ∂yw) = y−1∂2xψ · y∂yw + y−1∂xψ · ∂x(y∂yw)
y∂y(∂xψ∂yw) = ∂x(∂yψ) · y∂yw + y−1∂xψ ·

{
(y∂y)

2w − y∂yw
}
.

(5.2)

This implies

‖∂x(∂xψ∂yw)‖L1
ρ
. ‖y−1∂2xψ‖L∞

ρ
‖y∂yw‖L1

ρ
+ ‖y−1∂xψ‖L∞

ρ
‖∂x(y∂yw)‖L1

ρ

.
(
‖∂xw‖L1

ρ
+ ‖∂2xw‖L1

ρ
+ ‖yD3

x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

)
‖y∂yw‖L1

ρ

+
(
‖w‖L1

ρ
+ ‖∂xw‖L1

ρ
+ ‖yD2

x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

)
‖∂x(y∂yw)‖L1

ρ

. ‖w‖W2,1
ρ

‖w‖W1,1
ρ

+ ‖yD3
x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)‖w‖W1,1

ρ
+ ‖yD2

x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)‖w‖W2,1
ρ
.
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Similarly, from the calculation in (5.2), we have

‖y∂y(∂xψ∂yw)‖L1
ρ

. ‖∂xũ‖L∞
ρ
‖y∂yw‖L1

ρ
+ ‖y−1∂xψ‖L∞

ρ
‖w‖W2,1

ρ

.
(
‖w‖W1,1

ρ
+ ‖yD2

x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

)
‖w‖W1,1

ρ
+
(
‖w‖W1,1

ρ
+ ‖yD2

x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

)
‖w‖W2,1

ρ
,

giving the proposition.

Next we show the nonlinear estimate away from the boundary:

Lemma 5.2. There holds

‖yD2
x,y(a(y)ũ · ∇w)‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ) . ‖yD3

x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0/2)

(
‖w‖L1

ρ
+ ‖yD3

x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0/2)

)

Proof. We give the proof for the case when there is no derivative only. The other cases are treated
similarly. We have

‖ya(y)ũ∂yw‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ) = ‖a(y)ũ2‖L∞(y≥δ0+ρ)‖y∂yw‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ) + ‖a(y)ũ1‖L∞(y≥δ0+ρ)‖∂xw‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

.
(
‖w‖L1

ρ
+ ‖yD1

x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0/2)

)
‖yD1

x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0/2).

where we used 4.9. The proof is complete.

6 Estimates for vorticity away from the boundary

In this section, we estimate

‖y2D5
x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0/2) =

∑

i+j≤5

‖y2∂ix∂jyw‖L2(y≥δ0/2)

for the scaled vorticity w solving (2.3). We take a cut off function η : [0,∞) → [0,∞) such that

η(y) =

{
0 if y ≤ δ0/4

y2 if y ≥ δ0/2.
(6.1)

We define

E(t) =
∑

i+j≤5

1

2

∫ ∞

0
η(y)|∂ix∂jyw(t)|2dy

to be the main control for the norm ‖y2D5
x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0/2), and

D(t) =
∑

i+j≤5

ν

{∫
(1 + λb(y))η(y)|∂i+1

x ∂jyw|2 +
1

2

∫
η′(y)|∂ix∂j+1

y w|2
}

coming from the dissipation term in the energy estimate. We note that η′(y) > 0, so all the terms
in D(t) are non-negative. Moreover, we define the following quantity away from the boundary that
is needed to bound E(t):

Na(ũ, w) =‖D4
x,y(a(y)ũ)‖L∞(y≥δ0/4) + ‖D5

x,y(a(y)ũ)‖L2(y≥δ0/4) + ‖D5
x,yw‖L∞(δ0/4≤y≤δ0/2). (6.2)

We obtain the following proposition.
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Proposition 6.1. Let (w,ψ) solve (2.3)-(2.5), and set ũ = ∇⊥ψ. For λ sufficiently small, there
holds

E ′(t) + c0D(t) ≤ C0

(
E(t) +Na(ũ, w)E(t) +Na(ũ, w)

2 +Na(ũ, w)
2E(t)1/2

)

for some constants c0, C0 > 0.

Proof. Using (2.3), we compute

E ′(t) =
∑

i+j≤5

∫ ∞

0
η(y)∂ix∂

j
y∂tw · ∂ix∂jyw

=
∑

i+j≤5

ν

∫
η∆(∂ix∂

j
yw) · ∂ix∂jyw + νλ

∫
η(y)∂ix∂

j
y(a(y)∂yw) · ∂ix∂jyw

+ νλ

∫
η(y)∂ix∂

j
y(b(y)∂

2
xw) · ∂ix∂jyw +

∫
η(y)∂ix∂

j
y (a(y)ũ · ∇w) · ∂ix∂jyw

=
7∑

k=1

Ik

where 



I1 =
∑

i+j≤5 ν
∫
η∆(∂ix∂

j
yw) · ∂ix∂jyw

I2 =
∑

i+j≤5 νλ
∫
η(y)(a(y)∂ix∂

j+1
y w) · ∂ix∂jyw

I3 =
∑

i+j≤5 νλ
∫
η(y)

{
∂ix∂

j
y(a(y)∂yw)− (a(y)∂ix∂

j+1
y w)

}
· ∂ix∂jyw

I4 =
∑

i+j≤5 νλ
∫
η(y)b(y)∂i+2

x ∂jyw · ∂ix∂jyw
I5 =

∑
i+j≤5 νλ

∫
η(y)

{
∂ix∂

j
y(b(y)∂2xw)− b(y)∂i+2

x ∂jyw)
}
· ∂ix∂jyw

I6 =
∑

i+j≤5

∫
η(y)

(
a(y)ũ · ∇∂ix∂jyw

)
· ∂ix∂jyw

I7 =
∑

i+j≤5

∫
η(y)

(
∂ix∂

j
y (a(y)ũ · ∇w)− a(y)ũ · ∇∂ix∂jyw

)
· ∂ix∂jyw

Below, we sometimes skip writing
∑

i+j≤5, without any confusion.
By integrating by parts, we obtain

I1 =− ν

∫
η|∂i+1

x ∂jyw|2 − ν

∫
∂ix∂

j+1
y w∂y(η∂

i
x∂

j+1
y w)

=− ν

∫
η|∂i+1

x ∂jyw|2 − ν

∫
η′(y)|∂ix∂j+1

y w|2 − ν

∫
η(y)∂ix∂

j+1
y w · ∂ix∂j+2

y w,

which yields

I1 = −ν
∫
η|∂i+1

x ∂jyw|2 −
1

2
ν

∫
η′(y)|∂ix∂j+1

y w|2.

Similarly, we get

I4 = −νλ
∫
η(y)b(y)|∂i+1

x ∂jyw|2.

On the other hand, we will now show that I2+I3 . E(t). Indeed, by integrating by parts, we have

I2 = −νλ1
2

∑

i+j≤5

∫
|∂ix∂jyw|2∂y(η(y)a(y)) .

∑

i+j≤5

∫
η(y)|∂ix∂jyw|2,
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and for I3, we have

I3 . νλ
∑

i+j≤5

∫
η(y)||∂ix∂jyw|2 . E(t).

For I5, we use integration by parts in x to get

I5 . νλ
∑

i+j≤5

∫
η(y)|∂i+1

x ∂jyw|2 . λD(t).

For I6, we have

I6 =
∑

i+j≤5

1

2

∫
η(y)a(y)ũ · ∇

(
|∂ix∂jyw|2

)
= −

∑

i+j≤5

1

2

∫
div(η(y)a(y)ũ)|∂ix∂jyw|2

=−
∑

i+j≤5

1

2

∫
ũ · ∇(η(y)a(y))|∂ix∂jyw|2 = −1

2

∑

i+j≤5

∫
ũ2∂y(η(y)a(y))|∂ix∂jyw|2.

If y ≥ δ0/2 then we have
|η′(y)| = 2y . y2 = η(y).

Hence

−
∑

i+j≤4

1

2

∫ ∞

δ0

ũ2∂y(η(y)a(y))|∂ix∂jyw|2 . ‖a(y)ũ2‖L∞(y≥δ0/4)E(t).

When δ0
4 ≤ y ≤ δ0

2 , we get

−
∑

i+j≤5

1

2

∫ δ0/2

δ0/4
ũ2∂y(η(y)a(y))|∂ix∂jyw|2 . ‖ũ2‖L∞(δ0/4≤y≤δ0/2)


E(t) +

∑

i+j≤5

‖∂ix∂jyw‖L2(δ0/4≤y≤δ0/2)


 .

This implies that
I6 . Na(ũ, w)E(t) +Na(ũ, w)

2.

Lastly, we have

I7 . ‖D4
x,y(a(y)ũ)‖L∞(y≥δ0/4)E(t) + ‖D5

x,y(a(y)ũ)‖L2(y≥δ0/4)‖η(y)1/2∇w‖L∞E(t)1/2.

Using the Sobolev embedding L∞(T× R) ⊂ H4(T ×R), we have

‖η(y)1/2∇w‖L∞ . ‖D4
x,y(η

1/2∇w)‖L2 . E(t)1/2 + ‖D5
x,yw‖L∞(δ0/4≤y≤δ0/2).

The proof is complete.

Proposition 6.2. There holds

Na(ũ, w) . ‖w‖L1
ρ
+ ‖yD5

x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0/2)

Proof. This is a direct consequence of the inequality (4.9) and Lemma 2.3. The proof is complete.
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7 Nonlinear analysis

Our goal in this section is to combine all the estimates in analytic norm and Sobolev norms in the
previous sections. We recall that w is the solution to the problem

(∂τ − ν∆− νλL)w = f,

ν(∂y +N)w|y=0 = g,

where
f = a(y)ũ · ∇w, ũ = −∇⊥ψ,

g = −∂y(∆ + λL)−1f |y=0.

We will use the coupled semigroup estimate for the exterior domain 3.5. We also recall the quantity
defined in (5.1):

Nρ(w, k) =‖w‖Wk+1,1
ρ

(
‖w‖Wk,1

ρ
+ ‖yDk

x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

)

+ ‖w‖Wk,1
ρ

‖yDk+2
x,y w‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ),

First we show the semigroup estimates.

Proposition 7.1. Let 0 ≤ k ≤ 2, there holds

‖g(s)‖Hk
ρ
. Nρ(w(s), k) + ‖yDk+2

x,y w(s)‖2L2(y≥δ0/2)
.

Proof. We define the function p solving the elliptic problem (∆ + λL)p = a(y)ũ · ∇w with the
boundary condition p|y=0 = 0. We have

∑

α

eε0(δ0+ρ)|α||g| =
∑

α

eε0(δ0+ρ)|α||∂ypα(0)| . ‖∂yp‖L∞
ρ

. ‖a(y)ũ · ∇w‖L1
ρ
+ ‖ya(y)Dx (ũ · ∇w) ‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ)

. Nρ(w, 0) + ‖a(y)ũ‖L∞‖yD2
x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0+ρ) + ‖a(y)Dxũ‖L∞(y≥δ0+ρ)‖yD1

x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0/2)

. Nρ(w, 0) +
(
‖w‖L1

ρ
+ ‖yD1

x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0/2)

)
‖yD2

x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0/2)

where we use Proposition 5.1. The proof is complete.

Now we give the proof for our main theorem. Using the coupled semigroup estimates 3.5, we
define the norm for 1 ≤ k ≤ 3 (we can take k = 1).

Ak(w(τ), ρ) =
(
‖w(τ)‖Wk,1

ρ
+

√
ντ‖w(τ)|z=0‖Hk−1

ρ

)

+
(
‖w(τ)‖Wk+1,1

ρ
+

√
ντ‖w(τ)|z=0‖Hk

ρ

)
(ρ0 − ρ− βτ)γ

(7.1)

and the quantity

A(β) = sup
0<τβ<ρ0

{
sup

0<ρ<ρ0−βτ
(Ak(w(τ), ρ))

}
+ sup

0<τβ<ρ0

‖yD3
x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0/2).
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Proposition 7.2. There holds

A(β) .‖w0‖W2,1
ρ0

+ ‖yD5
x,yw0‖L2(y≥δ0/4) + β−1A(β)2

+ eC(1+A(β))β−1 (‖yD5
x,yw0‖L2(y≥δ0/4) + β−1A(β)2

)
.

Proof. For simplicity, we let

M0 = ‖w0‖Wk+1,1
ρ0

+ ‖yD5
x,yw0‖L2(y≥δ0/2)

First we bound ‖w(τ)‖Wk,1
ρ

. By Theorem 3.5 and Proposition 7.1, we get

‖w(τ)‖Wk,1
ρ

.M0 + λA(β) + λν

∫ τ

0
A(β)(ρ0 − ρ− βs)−γds

+
√
λνA(β)

∫ τ

0
(ρ0 − ρ− βs)−γds+A(β)2

∫ τ

0
(ρ0 − ρ− βs)−γds+ β−1A(β)

.M0 + λA(β) + β−1A(β) + β−1A(β)2.

Next, we bound
√
ντ‖w(τ)|z=0‖Hk−1

ρ
. From Propositions 3.6 and 7.1, we get

√
ντ‖w(τ)|z=0‖Hk−1

ρ
.M0 + λν

√
τA(β)

∫ τ

0
s−1/2(ρ0 − ρ− βs)−γds

+ λ
√
ντA(β) + ν

√
ντA(β)

∫ τ

0
(ρ0 − ρ− γs)−γds+

√
ντβ−1A(β)

+A(β)2
∫ τ

0

√
τ(τ − s)−1/2ds +

√
ντA(β)2

∫ τ

0

(
1 + (ρ0 − ρ− βs)−γ

)
ds

.M0 + λA(β) + β−1A(β)2.

Next we bound ‖w(τ)‖Wk+1,1
ρ

. Again using Propositions 3.5 and 7.1, we get

‖w(τ)‖Wk+1,1
ρ

.M0 + λA(β) + λνA(β)

∫ τ

0
(ρ0 − ρ− βs)−1−γds

+ λ
√
νA(β)

∫ τ

0
s−1/2(ρ0 − ρ− βs)−γ−1ds

+A(β)2
∫ τ

0
(ρ0 − ρ− βs)−1−γds+ β−1A(β)

.M0 + λA(β) +
(
β−1A(β) + β−1A(β)2

)
(ρ0 − ρ− βτ)−γ .

Finally, we bound
√
ντ‖w(τ)|z=0‖Hk

ρ
. From Propositions 3.6 and 7.1, we get

√
ντ‖w(τ)|z=0‖Hk

ρ
.M0 + λν

√
ντA(β)

∫ τ

0
s−1/2(ρ0 − ρ− βs)−γ−1ds

+ λA(β) + ν3/2
√
τA(β)

∫ τ

0
(ρ0 − ρ− βs)−γ−1ds

+
√
ντβ−1A(β)2 +A(β)2

∫ τ

0

√
τ√

τ − s
(ρ0 − ρ− βs)−γds

+
√
ντA(β)2

∫ τ

0
(ρ0 − ρ− βs)−1−γds+

√
ντ

∫ τ

0
A(β)2(1 + (ρ0 − ρ− βs)−γ)ds

.M0 + λA(β) + β−1(A(β) +A(β)2)(ρ0 − ρ− βτ)−γ .
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Finally, for ‖y2D5
x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0/2), this is bounded by the functional energy E(t) in section 6. From

Proposition 6.1 and Proposition 6.2, we get

E ′(τ) ≤ C0

(
E(τ) +A(β)E(τ) +A(β)2 +A(β)2E(τ)1/2

)
.

By Gronwall lemma, we get

E(τ) ≤ eC0(1+A(β))τ

(
E(0) + C0

∫ τ

0
A(β)2ds

)

Hence
‖y2D5

x,yw‖L2(y≥δ0/2) ≤ eC0(1+A(β))β−1 (‖y2D5
x,yw0‖L2(y≥δ0/4) + C0β

−1A(β)2
)
.

This completes the proof.

8 Proof of the main theorem

Taking β sufficiently large in Proposition 7.2, we have A(β) ≤ C0 for some constant C0 that only
depends on the size of the initial data. This implies

‖w(τ)‖Wk,1
ρ

+
√
ντ‖w(τ)‖Hk

ρ
≤ C0

uniformly in the time interval τ ∈
[
0, ρ02β

]
. This implies

sup
0≤τ≤ ρ0

2β

∑

α∈λZ
eε0δ0|α||wα(τ)|z=0| ≤ C0.

To show the uniform bound (1.11) on the vorticity, it is natural to switch back to the original
variables (t, θ, r). Using the relation (2.1), we obtain

sup

0≤t≤λ2ρ0
2β

√
νt
∑

n∈Z
eδ0ε0λ|n||ωn(t)|z=0| ≤ C0

Let T = λ2ρ0
2β . We have, for any θ ∈ T and t ∈ [0, T ]:

|ων(t, θ, 1)| ≤
∑

n∈Z
|ωn(t, 1)| ≤ C0(νt)

−1/2
∑

n∈Z
e−δ0ε0λ|n|.

Hence we obtain, for some constant C0 > 0:

‖ων(t, θ, r = 1)‖L∞(T) ≤ C0(νt)
−1/2 (8.1)

for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T . The proof of (1.11) is complete. To justify the inviscid limit (1.12), we check the
condition

ν

∫ T

0
|ων(t, θ, 1)|dt → 0 as ν → 0.

This is direct from the bound (8.1). The proof of Theorem 1.2 is complete.

36



References

[1] C. R. Anderson. Vorticity boundary conditions and boundary vorticity generation for two-
dimensional viscous incompressible flows. J. Comput. Phys., 80(1):72–97, 1989.

[2] C. Bardos, T. T. Nguyen, T. T. Nguyen, and E. S. Titi. The inviscid limit for the 2d navier-
stokes equations in bounded domains, Kinetic & Related Models, to appear.

[3] C. Bardos and E. Titi, Mathematics and turbulence: where do we stand? J. Turbul. 14 (2013),
no. 3, 42-76.

[4] R. Caflisch and M. Sammartino. Navier-Stokes equations on an exterior circular domain:
construction of the solution and the zero viscosity limit. C. R. Acad. Sci. Paris Sér. I Math.,
324(8):861–866, 1997.

[5] P. Constantin and V. Vicol, Remarks on high Reynolds numbers hydrodynamics and the
inviscid limit. (English summary) J. Nonlinear Sci. 28 (2018), no. 2, 711-724.

[6] D. Gérard-Varet, Y. Maekawa, and N. Masmoudi, Gevrey stability of Prandtl expansions for
2-dimensional Navier-Stokes flows. Duke Math. J. 167 (2018), no. 13, 2531-2631.

[7] D. Gérard-Varet, Y. Maekawa, and N. Masmoudi, Optimal Prandtl expansion around a concave
boundary layer, arXiv:2005.05022 (2020)

[8] Gie, G.-M., Kelliher, J. P. , Mazzucato, A. L.: Boundary layers for the Navier-Stokes equations
linearized around a stationary Euler flow. J. Math. Fluid Mech. 20 (2018), no. 4, 1405-1426.

[9] E. Grenier. On the nonlinear instability of Euler and Prandtl equations. Comm. Pure Appl.
Math., 53(9):1067–1091, 2000.

[10] E. Grenier, Y. Guo, and T. Nguyen, Spectral instability of characteristic boundary layer flows,
Duke Math. J. 165 (2016), 3085-3146.

[11] E. Grenier and T. T. Nguyen. L∞ instability of Prandtl layers. Ann. PDE, 5(2):Paper No. 18,
36, 2019.

[12] E. Grenier and T. Nguyen, On nonlinear instability of Prandtl’s boundary layers: the case of
Rayleigh’s stable shear flows. arXiv:1706.01282 (2017)

[13] T. Kato. Remarks on zero viscosity limit for nonstationary Navier-Stokes flows with boundary.
In Seminar on nonlinear partial differential equations (Berkeley, Calif., 1983), volume 2 of
Math. Sci. Res. Inst. Publ., pages 85–98. Springer, New York, 1984.

[14] I. Kukavica, T. Nguyen, V. Vicol, and F. Wang. On the Euler+Prandtl expansion for the
Navier-Stokes equations, J. Math. Fluid Mech., to appear.

[15] I. Kukavica, V. Vicol, and F. Wang. The inviscid limit for the Navier-Stokes equations with
data analytic only near the boundary. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 237(2):779–827, 2020.

[16] Y. Maekawa. On the inviscid limit problem of the vorticity equations for viscous incompressible
flows in the half-plane. Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 67(7):1045–1128, 2014.

37

http://arxiv.org/abs/2005.05022
http://arxiv.org/abs/1706.01282


[17] Y. Maekawa, On stability of steady circular flows in a two-dimensional exterior disk. Arch.
Ration. Mech. Anal. 225 (2017), no. 1, 287-374.

[18] Y. Maekawa and A. Mazzucato, The inviscid limit and boundary layers for Navier-Stokes flows.
Handbook of mathematical analysis in mechanics of viscous fluids, 781-828, Springer, Cham,
2018.

[19] T. T. Nguyen and T. T. Nguyen. The inviscid limit of Navier-Stokes equations for analytic
data on the half-space. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 230(3):1103–1129, 2018.

[20] M. Sammartino and R. E. Caflisch. Zero viscosity limit for analytic solutions of the Navier-
Stokes equation on a half-space. II. Construction of the Navier-Stokes solution. Comm. Math.
Phys., 192(2):463–491, 1998.

[21] C. Wang and Y. Wang. Zero-Viscosity Limit of the Navier-Stokes Equations in a Simply-
Connected Bounded Domain Under the Analytic Setting, J. Math. Fluid Mech. (2020)

[22] F. Wang, The three-dimensional inviscid limit problem with data analytic near the boundary.
SIAM J. Math. Anal. 52 (2020), no. 4, 3520–3545.

38


	1 Introduction
	1.1 Previous results
	1.2 Boundary vorticity formulation
	1.3 Main result
	1.4 Difficulties and main ideas

	2 Scaled equations and locally analytic spaces
	2.1 Navier-Stokes equations in the rescaled variables
	2.2 The half-space problem
	2.3 Near boundary analytic spaces

	3 The Stokes problem
	4 Elliptic estimates
	4.1 Elliptic estimates in the analytic region
	4.2 Elliptic estimates in the intermediate region
	4.3 Elliptic estimates away from the boundary

	5 Bilinear estimates
	6 Estimates for vorticity away from the boundary
	7 Nonlinear analysis
	8 Proof of the main theorem

