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Existence of weak solutions up to collision
for viscous fluid-solid systems with slip
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Abstract

We study in this paper the movement of a rigid solid inside an incompressible Navier-Stokes
flow, within a bounded domain. We consider the case where slipis allowed at the fluid/solid
interface, through a Navier condition. Taking into accountslip at the interface is very natural
within this model, as classical no-slip conditions lead to unrealistic collisional behavior between
the solid and the domain boundary. We prove for this model existence of weak solutions of
Leray type, up to collision, in three dimensions. The key point is that, due to the slip condition,
the velocity field is discontinuous across the fluid/solid interface. This prevents from obtaining
globalH1 bounds on the velocity, which makes many aspects of the theory of weak solutions for
Dirichlet conditions inappropriate.

1 Introduction

The general concern of this paper is the dynamics of solid bodies in a fluid flow. This dynamics
is relevant to many natural and industrial processes, like blood flows, sprays, or design of micro
swimmers.

A main problem to understand this dynamics is to compute the drag exerted by the flow on the
bodies. From the mathematical point of view, a natural approach to this problem is to use the Euler or
Navier-Stokes equations to model the flow. However, this generates serious difficulties. A famous one
is D’Alembert’s paradox, related to the Euler equation: in an incompressible and inviscid potential
flow, a solid body undergoes no drag [21].

But the Navier-Stokes equations also raise modeling issues. Let us consider for instance a single
solid moving in a viscous fluid. We denote byS(t) ⊂ R

3, F (t) ⊂ R
3 the solid and fluid domains

at time t, andΩ := S(t) ∪ F (t) the total domain. We assume that the fluid is governed by the
Navier-Stokes equations. We denoteuF andpF its velocity and internal pressure,ρF its density,µF
its viscosity. Thus:

{

ρF (∂tuF + uF · ∇uF )− µF∆uF = −∇pF − ρF g, t > 0, x ∈ F (t),

div uF = 0, t > 0, x ∈ F (t), (1.1)
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with −ρF g the gravitational force. In parallel to the fluid modeling, we write the conservation of
linear and angular momentum for the body. DenotingxS(t) ∈ R

3 the position of the center of mass,
US(t) ∈ R

3 its velocity, andωS(t) ∈ R
3 the angular velocity at timet, these conservation laws read



















mS
d

dt
US(t) = −

∫

∂S(t)
ΣFν dσ − mS g,

d

dt
(JS ωS(t)) = −

∫

∂S(t)
(x− xS(t))× (ΣF ν) dσ + ρS

∫

S(t)
(x− xS(t))× (−g ).

(1.2)

Following standard notations,ρS andmS := ρS |S(0)| are the density and mass of the solid (inde-
pendent oft andx), ΣF (t, x) ∈M3(R) is the newtonian tensor of the fluid:

ΣF = (2µFD(uF )− pF Id ) ,

andJS(t) ∈M3(R) is the inertia matrix of the solid:

JS(t) := ρS

∫

S(t)

(

|x− xS(t)|2 Id − (x− xS(t))⊗ (x− xS(t))
)

dx.

The vectorν = ν(t, ·) is the unit normal vector pointing inside the solidS(t). Note that the velocity
uS(t, x) at each pointx of the solid reads

uS(t, x) := US(t) + ωS(t)× (x− xS(t)).

To close the system, one usually imposes no-slip conditions, both at the fluid-solid interface and
the cavity boundary:

{

uF |∂S(t) = uS |∂S(t)
uF |∂Ω = 0,

(1.3)

and one specifies the initial data: the initial position of the solidS0,

uF,0 := uF |t=0 and uS,0 := US,0 + ωS(0)× (x− xS0).

One could believe that system (1.1)-(1.2)-(1.3) is a good model for the interaction between a solid
and a viscous fluid. Far from it: in the case of a sphere fallingover a flat wall

S(0) := e3 +B(0, 1/2), Ω := {x3 > 0},

it predicts that no collision is possible between the solid and the wall ! This no-collision paradox
has been known from specialists since the 1960’s, after articles by Cox and Brenner [4] and Cooley
and O’Neill [5] in the context of Stokes equations. Since then, the no-collision paradox has been
confirmed at the level of the Navier-Stokes equations (see [16, 17], and the preliminary result in [23]).

Of course, such a result is unrealistic, as it goes against Archimedes’ principle. It suggests that
the Navier-Stokes equations are not relevant to collisional and post-collisional descriptions. Hence,
many physicists have tried to find an explanation for the paradox. We shall focus here on one possible
explanation, namely the no-slip condition. The idea is that, when the distance between the solids gets
very small (below the micrometer), the no-slip condition isno longer accurate, and must be replaced
by a Navier condition:

{
(

uF − uS
)

· ν|∂S(t) = 0,
(

uF − uS
)

× ν|∂S(t) = −2βS(ΣF ν)× ν|∂S(t),
uF · ν|∂Ω = 0, uF × ν|∂Ω = −2βΩ (ΣFν)× ν|∂Ω.

(1.4)
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In other words, only the normal component of the relative velocity of the fluid is zero, to ensure
impermeability. The tangential ones are non-zero, and proportional to the stress constraint, with
constant slip lengthsβS , βΩ > 0. For a recent discussion of the Navier condition, notably inthe
context of microfluidics, we refer to [19]. See also the seminal paper [18]. Let us point out that the
Navier-condition is sometimes used as a wall law, to describe the averaged effect of rough hydrophobic
surfaces [2].

The effect of slip conditions (1.4) on collision was investigated recently by the authors in article
[13]. More precisely, this article is devoted to a simplifiedmodel, in which

• The Navier-Stokes equations are replaced by the steady Stokes ones (quasi-static regime).

• The domainΩ is a half-space, the solidS is a sphere.

In this context, denotingh(t) the distance betweenS(t) and the plane∂Ω, it is shown that the dynam-
ics obeys the reduced ODE

ḧ = ḣD(h) +
(ρF − ρS)

ρS
g

where the drag termD(h) satisfiesD(h) = O(| lnh|) ash → 0. This is in sharp contrast with the
case of no-slip conditions (1.3), for whichD(h) ∼ C

h . In particular, it allows for collisions in finite
time. We refer to [13] for all details and other results in thecontext of rough boundaries.

Hence, paper [13] provides a resolution of the paradox: one cana priori keep the Navier-Stokes
equations, up to considering the Navier boundary conditions (1.4). Nevertheless, the analysis in [13]
is limited to simple configurations and to Stokes flows. In thecontext of the full 3D Navier-Stokes
system (1.1), more complicated behaviors may occur. For instance, smooth solutions may exhibit
singularities prior to any collision. To describe the qualitative features of the collision,one needs to
consider weak solutions. The theory of weak solutions is well understood in the case of no-slip condi-
tions and many references will be given in the next section.However, the existence of weak solutions
with Navier conditions has been so far an open question, due to serious additional mathematical dif-
ficulties. To address this question is the purpose of the present paper. Broadly, we shall build weak
solutions for system (1.1)-(1.2)-(1.4), up to collision between the solid and the cavityΩ.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 contains the statement of our main result: we give
a definition of weak solutions, and state the existence of such solutions as long as no contact occurs.
We explain the main difficulties in proving their existence,in comparison to the results available for
no-slip conditions. We conclude Section 2 by an outline of our proof, to be carried out in sections 3
to 5. More precisely:

• Section 3 is devoted to an auxiliary nonlinear transport equation, which is crucial to our approx-
imation procedure.

• Section 4 is dedicated to the construction of solutions for well-chosen approximations of the
Navier-Stokes / solid dynamics.

• Section 5 describes the limit procedure, from the approximate to the exact system.
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2 Main result and ideas

2.1 Weak solutions of Navier-Stokes with slip conditions

The aim of this paragraph is to define a weak formulation and weak solutions for system (1.1)-(1.2)-
(1.4), that is in the case of slip conditions of Navier type. We remind that in the case of no-slip
conditions, the theory of weak solutions has been successfully achieved over the last ten years, first
up to collision (see [8]) and then globally in time (see [23] in the 2D case, [10] in the 3D case). Let us
also mention the alternative approach in [3], and the recentresult [14] on the uniqueness of 2D weak
solutions up to collision.

As usual, in order to derive a weak formulation, the startingpoint is formal multiplication by
appropriate test functions. These test functions must of course look like the solution itself. Notably,
they must be rigid vector fields in the solid domainS. This forces the space of test functions to
depend on the solution itself: it is a classical difficulty, already recognized in the no-slip case.A
key feature of the slip conditions is that these test functions, and also the solution, will be moreover
discontinuous across the fluid/solid interface.Indeed, the first line of (1.4) ensures the continuity of
the normal component, but the tangential ones may have a jump. It is a strong difference with regards
to boundary conditions (1.3), and it will generate many difficulties throughout the paper.

We first introduce some notation for the classical spaces of solenoidal vector fields. LetO be a
Lipschitz domain. We set

Dσ(O) := {ϕ ∈ D(O), div ϕ = 0} , Dσ(O) :=
{

ϕ|O, ϕ ∈ Dσ(R
3)
}

,

L2
σ(O) := the closure ofDσ(O) in L2(O), H1

σ(O) := H1(O) ∩ L2
σ(O),

H1
σ(O) := the closure ofDσ(O) in H1(O)

We remind that elementsu of L2
σ(O) satisfyu · ν = 0 in H−1/2(∂O).

We also introduce the finite dimensional space of rigid vector fields inR3:

R := {ϕs, ϕs(x) = V + ω × x, for someV ∈ R
3, ω ∈ R

3}.

Finally, we define for anyT > 0 the spaceTT of test functions over[0, T ):

TT :=
{

ϕ ∈ C([0, T ];L2
σ(Ω)), there existsϕF ∈ D([0, T );Dσ(Ω)), ϕS ∈ D([0, T );R)

such thatϕ(t, ·) = ϕF (t, ·) onF (t), ϕ(t, ·) = ϕS(t, ·) onS(t), for all t ∈ [0, T ]
}

.

Let us point out once again that this space of test functions depends on the solution itself through the
domainsS(t) andF (t). Let us also notice that the constraintϕ(t, ·) ∈ L2

σ(Ω) encodes in a weak form
the continuity of the normal component at∂S(t):

ϕF (t, ·) · ν = ϕS(t, ·) · ν at ∂S(t), ∀t ∈ [0, T ).

Multiplying (1.1) byϕ ∈ TT , integrating overF (t), and integrating by parts, we obtain (formally)

d

dt

∫

F (t)
ρF uF ·ϕF −

∫

F (t)
ρF uF · ∂tϕF −

∫

F (t)
ρF uF ⊗ uF : ∇ϕF +

∫

F (t)
2µFD(uF ) : D(ϕF )

=

∫

∂Ω
(ΣF ν) · ϕF +

∫

∂S(t)
(ΣFν) · ϕF +

∫

F (t)
ρF (−g) · ϕF ,

4



where the normal vectorsν, in the integrals at the right-hand side, point resp. outside Ω and inside
S(t). Using (1.4):

∫

∂Ω
(ΣFν) · ϕF = − 1

2βΩ

∫

∂Ω
(uF × ν) · (ϕF × ν),

∫

∂S(t)
(ΣFν) · ϕF = − 1

2βS

∫

∂S(t)
((uF − uS)× ν) · ((ϕF − ϕS)× ν) +

∫

∂S(t)
(ΣFν) · ϕS

Eventually, one can use (1.2) to write differently the last integral: tedious but straightforward manip-
ulations yield

∫

∂S(t)
(ΣFν) · ϕS = − d

dt

∫

S(t)
ρS uS · ϕS +

∫

S(t)
ρS uS · ∂tϕS +

∫

S(t)
ρS(−g) · ϕS .

Combining the previous identities and integrating from0 to T entails

−
∫ T

0

∫

F (t)
ρF uF · ∂tϕF −

∫ T

0

∫

S(t)
ρS uS · ∂tϕS +

∫ T

0

∫

F (t)
ρF uF ⊗ uF : ∇ϕF

+

∫ T

0

∫

F (t)
2µFD(uF ) : D(ϕF ) +

1

2βΩ

∫ T

0

∫

∂Ω
(uF × ν) · (ϕF × ν)

+
1

2βS

∫ T

0

∫

∂S(t)
((uF − uS)× ν) · ((ϕF − ϕS)× ν)

=

∫ T

0

∫

F (t)
ρF (−g) · ϕF +

∫ T

0

∫

S(t)
ρS(−g) · ϕS

+

∫

F (0)
ρFuF,0 · ϕF |t=0 +

∫

S(0)
ρSuS,0 · ϕS |t=0

(2.1)

Equation (2.1) is a global weak formulation of the momentum equations (1.1) and (1.2), taking the
slip conditions (1.4) into account. Settingϕ = u in the above formal computations yields that, for all
t ∈ [0, T ] :

∫

F (t)

1

2
ρF |uF (t, ·)|2 +

∫

S(t)

1

2
ρS |uS(t, ·)|2 +

∫ t

0

∫

F (s)
2µF |D(uF )|2ds

+
1

2βΩ

∫ t

0

∫

∂Ω
|uF × ν|2 +

1

2βS

∫ t

0

∫

∂S(t)
|(uF − uS)× ν|2

≤
∫ t

0

∫

F (t)
ρF (−g) · uF +

∫ t

0

∫

S(t)
ρS(−g) · uS +

∫

Ω\S0

ρF |uF,0|2 +

∫

S0

ρS |uS,0|2.

(2.2)

This goes together with the conservation of mass, that amounts to the transport ofS by the rigid vector
field uS . It reads

∂tχS + div (uSχS) = 0 in Ω, χS(t, x) := 1S(t)(x),

or in a weak form: for allΨ ∈ D([0, T ),D(Ω)),

−
∫ T

0

∫

S(t)
∂tΨ −

∫ T

0

∫

S(t)
uS · ∇Ψ =

∫

S0

Ψ|t=0. (2.3)

Pondering on these formal manipulations, we can now introduce our definition of a weak solution on
[0, T ). We fix once for all the positive constantsρS, ρF , µF , βS , βΩ.
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Definition 1 LetΩ andS0 ⊂ Ω two Lipschitz bounded domains ofR
3. LetuF,0 ∈ L2

σ(Ω), uS,0 ∈ R
such thatuF,0 · ν = uS,0 · ν on∂S0.

A weak solution of(1.1)-(1.2)-(1.4) on [0, T ) (associated to the initial dataS0, uF,0 anduS,0) is a
couple(S, u) satisfying

• S(t) ⊂ Ω is a bounded domain ofR3 for all t ∈ [0, T ), such that

χS(t, x) := 1S(t)(x) ∈ L∞((0, T ) × Ω).

• u belongs to the space

ST :=
{

u ∈ L∞(0, T ;L2
σ(Ω)), there existsuF ∈ L2(0, T ;H1

σ(Ω)), uS ∈ L∞(0, T ;R)

such thatu(t, ·) = uF (t, ·) onF (t), u(t, ·) = uS(t, ·) onS(t), for a. e. t ∈ [0, T ]
}

,

whereF (t) := Ω \ S(t) for all t ∈ [0, T ).

• Equation(2.1) is satisfied for allϕ ∈ TT .

• Equation(2.3) is satisfied for allψ ∈ D([0, T );D(Ω)).

• Equation(2.2) is satisfied for almost everyt ∈ (0, T ).

Let us conclude this paragraph by a few comments on this definition of weak solutions:

1. AsχS ∈ L∞((0, T ) × Ω), the integrals overS(t) in (2.3) are integrable with respect to time:
namely,

t 7→
∫

S(t)
∂tΨ =

∫

Ω
χS∂tΨ and t 7→

∫

S(t)
uS · ∇Ψ =

∫

Ω
χSuS · ∇Ψ

belong toL1(0, T ). Actually, by the method of characteristics, asuS ∈ L∞(0, T ;R) (rigid
velocity field), it is easily seen that

S(t) = φt,0(S0)

for an isometric propagatorφt,s which is Lipschitz continuous in time, smooth in space. It
follows that all integrals in equation (2.1) make sense. Forinstance, as∂S(t) is Lipschitz for
all t and fieldsuF , uS , ϕF , ϕS have at leastL2H1 regularity, the surface integral

∫

∂S(t)
((uF − uS)× n) · ((ϕF − ϕS)× n)

can be defined for almost everyt in the trace sense. Moreover, it defines an element ofL1(0, T ).
This can be seen through the change of variablex = φt,0(y): the surface integral turns into

∫

∂S0

 (t, φt,0(y)) Jacτ (y) dy,

where
(t, x) := ((uF (t, x)− uS(t, x)) × ν) · ((ϕF (t, x)− ϕS(x)) × ν)

and where
Jacτ (y) = ‖[∇φt,0(y)]−1 ν(y)‖2 det(∇φt,0(y)) (= 1)

is the tangential jacobian (see [15, Lemme 5.4.1] for details). This clearly defines an element
of L1(0, T ).
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2. Equations (2.1) and (2.3) involve fieldsuF , uS , ϕF , ϕS defined overΩ and such that

u = (1− χS)uF + χSuS , ϕ = (1− χS)ϕF + χSϕS ,

However, a closer look at equations (2.1) and (2.3) shows that they only involve

χSuS , χF (1,∇)uF , as well asχS(1, ∂t)ϕS and χF (1, ∂t,∇)ϕF .

In particular, they only depend onu andϕ, not on the choice of the extended fieldsuF , uS and
ϕF , ϕS .

3. The conditionu ∈ L∞(0, T ;L2
σ(Ω)) implies that

uF · ν|∂S(t) = uS · ν|∂S(t) for a.e.t

all terms being again understood in the trace sense.

4. It is easy to see that equation (2.3), that is the transportequation

∂tχS + div (χSuS) = 0 in D′([0, T ) ×Ω)

can be written
∂tχS + div (χSu) = 0 in D′([0, T ) × Ω) (2.4)

and implies

∂tχF + div (χFu) = 0 in D′([0, T ) × Ω), χF (t, x) = χF (t)(x) (2.5)

(remind thatF (t) = Ω\S(t)). More generally, one can replaceu by anyv ∈ L∞(0, T ;L2
σ(Ω))

satisfying
v(t, ·) · ν|∂S(t) = u · ν|∂S(t) = uS · ν|∂S(t) for a.e.t

where the last equality holds in the spaceH−1/2(∂S(t)) (see [11, Theorem 3.2.2]). Note that
equations (2.4) and (2.5) should be replaced by

∂tρs + div (ρsu) = 0, ∂tρf + div (ρfu) = 0

in the case of inhomogeneous solid and fluid, with variable density functionsρs andρf . See
[10] in the case of no-slip conditions. Extension of the present work (on a single rigid and
homogeneous solid in a homogeneous fluid) to more general configurations will be the matter
of a forthcoming paper.

5. Noticing that

D(u(t, ·)) = D(uS(t, ·)) = 0 in S(t), D(ϕ(t, ·)) = D(ϕS(t, ·)) = 0 in S(t)

it is tempting to write (2.1) under the condensed form

−
∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρu · ∂tϕ+

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρu⊗ u : D(ϕ) +

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
2µFD(u) : D(ϕ)

= ”boundary terms” (2.6)
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whereρ := ρFχF + ρSχS, coupled with the global transport equation

∂tρ+ div (ρu) = 0 in Ω. (2.7)

This kind of global formulation, reminiscent of the inhomogeneous Navier-Stokes equations, is
used in the construction of weak solutions with Dirichlet boundary conditions:cf [23]. However,
it is not valid here: due to the discontinuity of the tangential components ofu andϕ, neither
∂tϕ norD(u) andD(ϕ) belong toL2(Ω). For instance,

∂tϕ = χF∂tϕF + χS∂tϕS + uS · ν (ϕF − ϕS) δ∂S

whereδ∂S is the Dirac mass along the solid boundary∂S. This is why we keep the formulation
(2.1), distinguishing between the solid and the fluid part.

6. The definition of a weak solution that we consider can not besatisfactory after collision. Indeed,
we do not specify any rebound law. Moreover, in the case of Dirichlet conditions at the fluid-
solid interface, explicit examples show that the analogue of our weak solution is not unique
[26].

2.2 Main result

Our result is the following

Theorem 1 (Existence of weak solutions up to collision)

Let Ω and S0 ⋐ Ω two C1,1 bounded domains ofR3. Let uF,0 ∈ L2
σ(Ω), uS,0 ∈ R such that

uF,0 · ν = uS,0 · ν on∂S0.

There existsT > 0 and a weak solution of(1.1)-(1.2)-(1.4) on [0, T ) (associated to the initial data
S0, uF,0 anduS,0). Moreover, such weak solution exists up to collision, thatis

S(t) ⋐ Ω for all t ∈ [0, T ), and lim
t→T−

dist(S(t), ∂Ω) = 0.

The rest of the paper will be devoted to the proof of the theorem. Briefly, there are two main
difficulties compared to the case of Dirichlet conditions:

• The lack of a unified formulation such as (2.6).

• The lack of a uniformH1 bound on solutionsu.

These difficulties appear both in the construction of approximate solutions, and in the convergence
process.

Indeed, the approximation of fluid-solid systems is usuallyadressed by relaxing the solid con-
straint, through a penalization term. In this way, one is left with approximate systems that are close to
density dependent Navier-Stokes equations. Roughly, theyread

{

∂t(ρnun) + div (ρnun ⊗ un) + . . . = penalization

∂tρn + div (ρnun) = 0.
(2.8)

In the case of no slip conditions, in which a global formulation of type (2.6)-(2.7) already holds, to
build such approximation is quite natural. But in the case ofNavier conditions, this is not easy.
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Once an approximate sequence of solutions(ρn, un) has been derived, Dirichlet conditions allow
for uniformH1 bounds onun. This simplifies a lot of convergence arguments, notably with regards
to the transport equation

∂tρn + div (ρnun) = 0

to which the classical DiPerna-Lions theory applies straightforwardly [9]. Also, it helps to provide
strong convergence ofun in L2((0, T ) × Ω). In short, the lack of bound on∂t(ρnun) (due to the
penalization term) can be overcome by considering the fieldsPδ(t)un, wherePδ(t) is the orthogonal
projection inH1

σ(Ω) over the fields that are rigid in aδ-neighborhood ofS(t). One can show that
Pδ(t)un has good equicontinuity properties uniformly inδ andn.

In the case of Navier boundary conditions, no uniform bound is available inH1. This forces us to
use more the structure of the solutionu, in particular theH1 bounds on the fluid and solid domains
separately. This is also a source of trouble for the construction of approximate solutions, as one must
find an approximation scheme in which such structure is not too much broken.

2.3 Strategy of proof

Let us describe here briefly the main lines of our proof. LetS0, uF,0, uS,0 as in Theorem 1, and

ρ0 := ρF (1− 1S0) + ρS1S0 , u0 := (1− 1S0)uF,0 + 1S0uS,0 .

The keypoint is to consider approximate problems of the following type:find (Sn, un) such that

a) Sn(t) ⊂ Ω is a bounded Lipschitz domain for allt ∈ [0, T ], such that

χn
S(t, x) := 1Sn(t)(x) ∈ L∞((0, T ) × Ω) ∩ C([0, T ];Lp(Ω)), ∀ p < +∞

b) un ∈ L∞(0, T ;L2
σ(Ω)) ∩ L2(0, T ;H1

σ(Ω)).

c) For all ϕ ∈ H1(0, T ;L2
σ(Ω)) ∩ L2(0, T ;H1

σ(Ω)) s.t.ϕ|t=T = 0:

−
∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρn (un∂tϕ+ vn ⊗ un : ∇ϕ) +

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
2µnD(un) : D(ϕ)

+
1

2βΩ

∫ T

0

∫

∂Ω
(un × ν) · (ϕ× ν) +

1

2βS

∫ T

0

∫

∂Sn(t)
((un − Pn

S u
n)× ν) · ((ϕ − Pn

Sϕ)× ν)

+ n

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
χn
S(u

n − Pn
S u

n) · (ϕ − Pn
Sϕ) =

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρn(−g) · ϕ +

∫

Ω
ρ0 u0 · ϕ|t=0

d) ∂tχ
n
S + Pn

S u
n · ∇χn

S = 0, χn
S|t=0 = 1S0 .

In above lines,

• ρn := ρF (1− χn
S) + ρSχ

n
S is the total density function.

• µn := µF (1− χn
S) + 1

n2χ
n
S is an inhomogeneous viscosity coefficient.

• Pn
S = Pn

S (t) is the orthogonal projection inL2(Sn(t)) over rigid fields. This means that:

9



∀ 0 ≤ t < T, ∀uS ∈ R, ∀u ∈ L2
σ(Ω), Pn

S (t)u ∈ R and
∫

Ω
χn
S(t, ·)(u−Pn

S (t)u) · uS = 0.

• Eventually,
vn ∈ L∞(0, T ;L2

σ(Ω)) ∩ L2(0, T ;H1
σ(Ω))

is a field that satisfies

vn(t, ·) = Pn
S (t)u

n(t, ·) in Sn(t),

vn(t, ·) = un(t, ·) outside aδ neighborhood ofSn(t), t ∈ [0, T ),

for someδ fixed and arbitrary in(0,dist(S0, ∂Ω)/2). Moreover,vn will be chosen so that it is
close toun outsideSn (in Lp topology). In this way, it will asymptotically coincide with the
limit u of un. Further details on the definition ofvn will be provided in due course.

Let us make a few comments on such approximate problems:

1. They rely on the use of the fieldsPn
S u

n, that were already introduced in [3] in the context of
Dirichlet conditions. These fields appear both:

i) in the transport equation forχn
S . They will allow for a good control of the trajectories of the

approximate solid bodiesSn.

ii) in the penalization termn
∫ T

0

∫

Ω
χn
S(u

n − Pn
S u

n) · (ϕ − Pn
Sϕ). Formally, asn goes to

infinity, this term will allow to recover the rigid constraint inside the solid.

2. Note thata contrario to the large penalization term, the viscosity termµn vanishes asymptot-
ically in the solid part. Hence, there will be no uniform bound in H1

σ(Ω) for un, as expected
(see the discussion in paragraph 2.2).

3. A specificity of these approximate problems is that the transport equationd) is nonlinear in
χn
S for a givenun. Indeed,Pn

S depends onχn
S (cf the formula in section 3). The whole sec-

tion 3 is dedicated to this auxiliary nonlinear transport equation, which is a keystone of the
approximation procedure.

4. Once the solutionχn
S of d) is found and seen as a functional ofun, equationc) can be written

asF(un) = 0 for some functionalF from L∞L2
σ ∩ L2H1

σ into itself. In short, we shall solve
this equation by a Galerkin procedure: we shall look for an approximate solutionun,N (t, x) =
∑N

k=0 αk(t)ek(x) where(ek) is an orthonormal basis ofL2
σ(Ω). We shall solve approximate

equationsFn,N (un,N ) = 0 by Schauder’s theorem and pass to the limit with respect toN . This
process is explained in section 4.

5. Note that the fieldvn satisfies

vn(t, ·) · ν|∂Sn(t) = Pn
S (t)u

n(t, ·) · ν|∂Sn(t).

In particular, one can write

∂tχ
n
S + vn · ∇χn

S = 0, and ∂tρ
n + vn · ∇ρn = 0.

10



This will allow to obtain energy estimates in a standard way,in the spirit of the approximate
systems (2.8) used for Dirichlet conditions. The price to pay is the necessary control ofun−vn,
which will exhibit strong gradients near∂Sn asn→ +∞. Moreover, a similar ”boundary layer
behaviour” will be involved in the approximation of discontinuous test functionsϕ ∈ TT by
continuous test functionsϕn (involved inc)). The whole convergence process will be analyzed
in section 5.

3 A nonlinear transport equation

Let T > 0, u ∈ L∞(0, T ;L2
σ(Ω)). This section is devoted to the equation

∂tχS + PSu · ∇χS, χS|t=0 = 1S0 ,

wherePSu is defined by the following formula

PSu :=
1

M

∫

Ω
ρS χS u +

(

J−1

∫

Ω
ρS χS

(

(x′ − xS)× u
)

dx′)

)

× (x− xS) (3.1)

where the center of mass, total mass and inertia tensor of thesolid are defined by

xS :=

∫

R3

ρSχS , M :=

∫

R3

ρSχS , (3.2)

and

J :=

∫

R3

ρSχS

(

|x− xS |2Id − (x− xS)⊗ (x− xS)
)

dx. (3.3)

If χS(t, x) = 1S(t)(x) with S(t) a subdomain ofΩ , PS(t) is the orthogonal projection inL2(S(t))
over rigid vector fields, see [3].

We start with the regular case, that is whenu ∈ C([0, T ];Dσ(Ω)). This case will be useful for
Galerkin approximations ofa)-d).

Proposition 2 (Well-posedness)

Letu ∈ C([0, T ];Dσ(Ω)).

i) There is a unique solutionχS ∈ L∞((0, T ) × R
3) ∩ C([0, T ];Lp(R3)) (p <∞) of

∂tχS + div (χS PSu) = 0 in R
3, χS |t=0 = 1S0 . (3.4)

ii) MoreoverχS(t, ·) = 1S(t) for all t, withS(t) a Lipschitz bounded domain. More precisely,

S(t) = φt,0(S0)

for the isometric propagatorφt,s associated toPSu : (t, s) 7→ φt,s ∈ C1([0, T ]2;C∞
loc(R

3)).

Proof. We can supposeu ∈ C([0, T ];Dσ(R
3)) with no loss of generality.

Assume for a moment that we have found a solutionχS of (3.4). Then, we can see (3.4) as a linear
transport equation, with given transportPSu ∈ C([0, T ]; R). By the method of characteristics, we
get easily

χS(t, φt,0(y)) = 1S0(y), (3.5)
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whereφt,s is the isometric propagator defined by
{

φs,s(y) = y , ∀ y ∈ R
3,

∂tφt,s(y) = PSu(t, φt,s(y)) ∀ (s, t, x) ∈ (0, T )2 × R
3.

(3.6)

Now, we use (3.5) in the expression (3.1) forPSu. We obtain:

PSu(t, x) =
1

M

∫

S0

ρS 1Ω(φt,0(y))u(t, φt,0(y))dy

+

(

J−1(t)

∫

S0

ρS 1Ω(φt,0(y)) (φt,0(y)− xS(t))× u(t, φt,0(y))dy

)

× (x− xS(t)) (3.7)

whereM := |S0| ρS , xS(t) :=

∫

S0

ρSφt,0(y)dy, and

J(t) :=

∫

S0

ρS

(

|φt,0(y)− xS(t)|2Id − (φt,0(y)− xS(t))⊗ (φt,0(y)− xS(t))

)

dy.

In particular, denotingIsom(R3) ≈ R
3 ×O3(R) the finite dimensional manifold of affine isometries,

we deduce from (3.6) and (3.7) thatt 7→ φt,0, [0, T ] 7→ Isom(R3) satisfies an ordinary differential
equation, of the type

d

dt
φt,0 = US(t, φt,0), φ0,0 = Id, (3.8)

for a time-dependent vector fieldUS over Isom(R3). Namely,US(t, φ) ∈ Tφ(Isom(R3)) ≈ R is
defined by the same formula as in (3.7), replacing everywhereφt,0 by φ.

Conversely, if we manage to show existence of and uniquenessof a C1 solution of (3.8) over
[0, T ], then formula (3.5) will define the unique solutionχS of the nonlinear equation (3.4), proving
Theorem 2.

Hence, it only remains to study the well-posedness of (3.8).We can identifyIsom(R3) with
R
3×O3(R) ⊂ R

3×R
9, and identify all tangent spaces withR ⊂ R

3×R
9. By the Cauchy-Lipschitz

theorem, there is existence and uniqueness of aC1 maximal solution ifUS is continuous int, φ,
locally Lipschitz inφ. Considering the expression ofUS , see (3.7), this follows from

Lemma 3 Letv ∈ C([0, T ];C∞
loc(R

3)). Then, the function

M : [0, T ]× Isom(R3) 7→ R, M(t, φ) =

∫

S0

1Ω(φ(y))v(t, φ(y))dy

is continuous in(t, φ), and uniformly Lipschitz inφ over [0, T ].

Proof of the lemma.The continuity is obvious. Then, for two affine isometriesφ andφ′, we write

M(t, φ)−M(t, φ′) =

∫

S0

1Ω(φ(y))
(

v(t, φ) − v(t, φ′(y))
)

+

∫

S0

(

1Ω(φ(y)) − 1Ω(φ
′(y))

)

v(t, φ′(y)) dy

:= M1(t) +M2(t).

Clearly,

|M1(t)| ≤ sup
t∈[0,T ],

|x|≤‖(φ,φ′)‖∞

|∂xv(t, x)|
∫

S0

|φ(y)− φ′(y)|dy ≤ Cφ,φ′ ||φ− φ′||∞.
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As regardsM2, we write

M2(t) ≤ sup
t∈[0,T ],

|x|≤‖φ′‖∞

|v(t, x)|
∫

R3

∣

∣1Ω(φ(y)) − 1Ω(φ
′(y))

∣

∣ dy ≤ Cφ′

∫

R3

∣

∣1Ω(φ(y)) − 1Ω(φ
′(y))

∣

∣ dy

For eachy, the integrand is non-zero if and only ifφ(y) ∈ Ω andφ′(y) ∈ Ωc or vice-versa. As
|φ(y)−φ′(y)| ≤ ||φ−φ′||∞, this is only possible ifφ(y) andφ′(y) are in a||φ−φ′||∞-neighborhood
(sayV ) of ∂Ω. Hence,

|M2(t)| ≤ Cφ,φ′

(

∫

φ−1(V )
dy +

∫

φ′−1(V )
dy

)

≤ 2Cφ,φ′ |V | ≤ C ′
φ,φ′ ||φ− φ′||∞.

This concludes the proof of the lemma.

Last step is to prove that the maximal solution is defined overthe whole interval[0, T ]. From
(3.6)-(3.7), one can write

φt,0(y) = xS(t) +QS(t)y

wherexS(t) is defined in (3.6) andQS(t) is an orthogonal matrix. In particular, the only way that the
maximal solution is not global on[0, T ] is through a blow-up ofxS . But, again, from (3.7),

| d
dt
xS(t)| =

1

M

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

S0

ρS 1Ω(φt,0(y))u(t, φt,0(y))dy

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ C ‖u‖L∞((0,T )×Ω)

which prevents any blow-up. This ends the proof of the theorem.

Proposition 4 (Strong sequential continuity)Assume that

un → u in C([0, T ];Dσ(Ω)).

Then with obvious notations, one has

χn
S → χS weakly * in L∞((0, T )× R

3), strongly in C([0, T ];Lp
loc(R

3)) (p <∞),

as well as

Pn
S u

n → PSu strongly in C([0, T ];C∞
loc(R

3)), φn → φ strongly in C1([0, T ]2;C∞
loc(R

3)).

Proof of the proposition.As un converges inC([0, T ];Dσ(Ω)), we have thatPn
S u

n is bounded in
L∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)) . Similarly χn

S is bounded inL∞((0, T ) × Ω). Furthermore, up to a subsequence
that we do not relabel,Pn

S u
n converges weakly-* inL∞(0, T ;H1

loc(R
3)) to someūS andχn

S(0)(=
1S0 , for all n ∈ N) converges strongly inL1(Ω). Applying Di Perna-Lions theory, we obtain thatχn

S

converges weakly-* inL∞((0, T )×Ω) and strongly inC([0, T ];Lp
loc(Ω)) for all finite p. Its limit χ̄S,

satisfies :
∂tχ̄S + div(χ̄S ūS) = 0 .

Using the convergence of bothχn
S and un in equation (3.1), we obtain that̄uS = P̄Su, where

P̄S is defined similarly toPSu, replacingχS by χ̄S . Moreover, the convergence ofPn
S u holds in

C([0, T ];C∞
loc(R

3)). Consequently,(χ̄S , P̄Su) is the unique solution of (3.4) so thatχ̄S = χS and
P̄Su = PSu, and all the sequence converges.

To derive the convergence of the propagatorsφn from the convergence of the vector fieldsPn
S u

n

is then standard, and we omit it for brevity.
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Proposition 5 (Weak sequential continuity)

Let (un, χn
S) be a bounded sequence inL∞(0, T ;L2

σ(Ω))× L∞((0, T ) × Ω), satisfying

∂tχ
n
S + div (Pn

S u
n χn

S) = 0 in R
3, χn

S |t=0 = 1S0 .

Then, up to a subsequence, one has

un → u weakly * in L∞(0, T ;L2
σ(Ω))

χn
S → χS weakly * in L∞((0, T ) × R

3), strongly inC([0, T ];Lp
loc(R

3)) (p <∞),

with (uS , χS) a solution of

∂tχS + div (PSuχS) = 0 in R
3, χS |t=0 = 1S0 .

Moreover,χS satisfies condition ii) of Proposition 2, and the following additional convergences hold:

Pn
S u

n → PSu weakly * in L∞(0, T ;C∞
loc(R

3)),

φn → φ weakly * in W 1,∞((0, T )2;C∞
loc(R

3)) strongly inC([0, T ]2;C∞
loc(R

3)) .

Proof. The proof follows the same scheme as the previous one. We onlysketch the arguments. First,
up to the extraction of a subsequence, we obtain that

un → u weakly * in L∞(0, T ;L2
σ(Ω))

Then, as before, we obtain thatPn
S u

n is bounded inL∞(0, T ;C∞
loc(R

3)). This yields that

Pn
S u

n → P̄ u weakly * in L∞(0, T ;H1
loc(R

3))

(still up to a subsequence). We then deduce applying Di Perna-Lions theory that, up to the extraction
of a subsequence,χn

S converges strongly inC([0, T ];Lp
loc(R

3)) to someχS , which in turn implies
that ūS = PSu and that(χS , PSu) is a solution to our tranport equation. Eventually, uniformbounds
onφn and∂tφn (which imply weak-* convergence of a subsequence inW 1,∞) follow easily.

4 Approximation

This section is devoted to the resolution of approximate fluid-solid systems. These approximate sys-
tems were introduced in paragraph 2.3,cf a)-d). The previous section has focused on the transport
equationd). It remains to examinec). At first, we explain a little how the fieldvn connectingPn

S u
n

to unS is defined. The detailed definition ofvn will be achieved in section 5.

4.1 Connecting velocity

We first remind a classical result on the equation divu = f , taken from [11, Exercise III.3.5]:

Proposition 6 LetO be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Letf ∈ L2(O) andϕ ∈ H1/2(∂O) satisfying
the compatibility condition

∫

O
f =

∫

∂O
ϕ · ν.
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Then there exists a solutionu ∈ H1(O) of

div u = f in O, u = ϕ at ∂O

with
‖u‖H1(O) ≤ CO

(

‖ϕ‖H1/2(∂O) + ‖f‖L2(O)

)

.

The previous proposition yields easily

Corollary 7 (Extension of solenoidal vector fields)

There exists a continuous linear operatorEΩ : H1
σ(Ω) 7→ H1

σ(R
3) satisfyingEΩ u = u on Ω.

Moreover, for all open subsetω ⋐ Ω,

‖EΩ u‖H1(R3\ω) ≤ Cω‖u‖H1(Ω\ω), ∀ u ∈ H1
σ(Ω).

Corollary 8 (Connection of solenoidal vector fields)

For all δ > 0, there exists a continuous linear operator

V δ : H1
σ

(

R
3 \ S0

)

×H1
σ(S0) 7→ H1

σ(R
3), (U,US) 7→ V δ[U,US ]

such that

V δ[U,US ] = US in S0,

V δ[U,US ] = U outside aδ neighborhood ofS0.

From there, we have the following

Proposition 9 For all δ > 0, there exists a continuous mapping

vδ : L2(0, T ;H1
σ(R

3))× L∞(0, T ;R) 7→ L2(0, T ;H1
σ(R

3)), (u, uS) 7→ vδ[u, uS ]

such that

vδ[u, uS ](t, ·) = uS(t, ·) in S(t),

vδ[u, uS ](t, ·) = u(t, ·) outside aδ neighborhood ofS(t), t ∈ [0, T ),

where, as usual,S(t) := φt,0(S0) and φ = φt,s is the isometric propagator associated touS .
Moreover,vδ can be chosen so that

‖vδ [u, uS ]‖2L2(0,T ;H1(R3)) ≤ C
∫ T

0

(

‖u(t, ·)‖2
H1(R3\S(t))

+ ‖uS(t, ·)‖2L2(S(t))

)

dt,

whereC depends onδ andT .

Proof of the proposition.The proposition can be deduced from Corollary 8 using Lagrangian
coordinates. Namely, we introduceU andUS through the relations

u (t, φt,0(y)) = dφt,0|y (U(t, y)) , uS (t, φt,0(y)) = dφt,0|y (US(t, y)) .
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Clearly, for allt, U(t, ·) andUS(t, ·) define elements ofH1
σ(R

3 \S0) andH1
σ(S0) respectively. Using

Corollary 8, we definevδ[u, uS ] through the relation

vδ[u, uS ] (t, φt,0(y)) = dφt,0|y
(

V δ[U(t, ·), US(t, ·)](y)
)

.

It fulfills all requirements, which ends the proof.

Back to systemc), the idea is to define

vn := vδ [EΩu
n, Pn

S u
n].

Clearly, for any timeT n such that

dist(Sn(t), ∂Ω) ≥ 2δ, t ∈ [0, T n],

vn|Ω will belong toL2(0, T n;H1
σ(Ω)) and will satisfy

vn(t, ·) = Pn
S (t)u

n(t, ·) in Sn(t),

vn(t, ·) = un(t, ·) outside aδ neighborhood ofSn(t), t ∈ [0, T n).

Let us stress that there is still some latitude left in the construction ofvn, through the choice of the
operatorV δ in Corollary 8. As will be shown in section 5, this operator can be chosen depending onn
(V δ = V δ,n) so thatvn is close toun outsideSn (in Lp topology). However, this additional property
will not be needed until section 5.

Last remark: the resolution ofa)-d), and the whole construction of weak solutions, will be first
performed on a small time interval[0, T ], for a timeT that is uniform inn. Existence of weak solutions
up to collision will follow from a continuation argument, tobe explained at the end of section 5.

4.2 Galerkin approximation

As pointed out in paragraph 2.3, the resolution ofa)-d) is carried out through a Galerkin scheme. Let
(ek)k≥1 being both an orthonormal basis ofL2

σ(Ω) and a basis ofH1
σ(Ω), with elements inDσ(Ω).

The aim of this paragraph is to find for allN,n and someT > 0 a couple(SN , uN ) satisfying

a’) SN (t) ⊂ Ω is a bounded Lipschitz domain for allt ∈ [0, T ], such that

χN
S (t, x) := 1SN (t)(x) ∈ L∞((0, T ) × Ω) ∩ C([0, T ];Lp(Ω)) (p <∞)

b’) uN (t, ·) =

N
∑

i=1

αk(t)ek, with α = (α1, . . . , αN ) ∈ C([0, T ])N .

c’) For allϕ ∈ D([0, T ); span(e1, . . . , eN ))

−
∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρN

(

uN · ∂tϕ+ vN ⊗ uN : ∇ϕ
)

+

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
2µND(uN ) : D(ϕ)

+
1

2βΩ

∫ T

0

∫

∂Ω
(uN × ν) · (ϕ× ν) +

1

2βS

∫ T

0

∫

∂SN (t)
((uN − PN

S u
N )× ν) · ((ϕ − PN

S ϕ)× ν)

+ n

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
χN
S (uN − PN

S u
N ) · (ϕ− PN

S ϕ) =

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρN (−g) · ϕ +

∫

Ω
ρ0 u0 · ϕ|t=0
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d’) ∂tχ
N
S + PN

S u
N · ∇χN

S = 0 in Ω, χN
S |t=0 = 1S0 .

In above lines, similarly to the original problem:

• ρN := ρF (1− χN
S ) + ρSχ

N
S is the total density function.

• µN := µF (1− χN
S ) + 1

n2χ
N
S is an inhomogeneous viscosity coefficient.

• PN
S = PN

S (t) is defined by (3.1), adding the upperscriptN everywhere.

• Eventually,vN = vδ[uN , PN
S u

N ], see paragraph 4.1.

Note that all quantities above depend onn, notably through the penalization term and the viscosity
coefficient. But we omitn from the notations to lighten writings.Also, note thatuN can be seen as
an element ofL2(0, T ;H1

σ(R
3)), as theek are defined globally. In particular,vN = vδ[uN , PN

S u
N ] is

well-defined.

The main result of this paragraph is

Theorem 10 There isT > 0, R > 0, such that for alln,N , a’)-d’) has at least one solution such
that‖uN‖L∞(0,T ;L2(Ω)) ≤ R.

To prove Theorem 10, we shall express our Galerkin problem asa fixed point problem, and will apply
Schauder’s theorem to it. Thus, we want to identifyuN as the fixed point of an application

FN : u 7→ ũ,

defined onBR,T :=
{

u ∈ C([0, T ]; span(e1, . . . , eN )), ‖u‖L∞(0,T ;L2(Ω)) ≤ R
}

. We proceed as
follows. Letu ∈ BR,T .

• Step 1.Let χS be the solution of

∂tχS + PSu · ∇χS = 0, χS |t=0 = 1S0 ,

given by Proposition 2. We know thatχS(t, x) = 1S(t)(x) with S(t) a bounded Lipschitz
domain,t ∈ [0, T ]. We define accordingly:

ρ := ρF (1− χS) + ρSχS , µ := µF (1− χS) +
1

n2
χS , v(t, x) := vδ [u, PSu].

• Step 2.We consider the following ODE, with unknowñu : [0, T ] 7→ span(e1, . . . , eN ):

A(t)
d

dt
ũ(t) +B(t)ũ(t) = f(t), ũ(0) = uN0 :=

N
∑

k=1

(
∫

Ω
u0 · ek

)

ek, (4.1)

in which A(t) := (ai,j(t))1≤i,j≤N , B(t) := (bi,j(t))1≤i,j≤N andf(t) := (fi(t))1≤i≤N are
defined by

ai,j :=

∫

Ω
ρei · ej ,

bi,j :=

∫

Ω
ρ(v · ∇ej) · ei +

∫

Ω
2µD(ei) : D(ej) +

1

2βΩ

∫

∂Ω
(ei × ν) · (ej × ν)

+
1

2βS

∫

∂S(t)
((ei − PSei)× ν) · ((ej − PSej)× ν) + n

∫

Ω
χS(ei − PSei) · (ej − PSej)

fi :=

∫

Ω
ρ(−g) · ei.
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We have identified here the functioñu with its coefficients in the basise1, . . . , eN . Note that
the functionρ defined in step 1 has a positive lower bound, so thatA(t) ≥ min(ρS , ρF )IN in
the sense of symmetric matrices, whatever the value ofχS . Also, the continuity ofA andB
over [0, T ] is easy and will be proved below. In particular, equation (4.1) has a unique solution

ũ ∈ C1([0, T ]; span(e1, . . . , eN )).

In this way, we can associate to eachu ∈ BR,T some field

ũ = FN (u) ∈ C([0, T ]; span(e1, . . . , eN )).

The whole point is to prove

Proposition 11 There existsT > 0, R > 0, uniform inn andN , such thatFN is a well-defined
mapping fromBR,T to itself, continuous and compact.

Before proving this proposition, let us show how it implies Theorem 10. By Schauder’s theorem, it
yields the existence of a fixed pointuN ∈ BR,T of FN . LetχN

S = 1SN be the corresponding solution
of the transport equation on[0, T ]×R

3. As will be clear from the proof, the timeT of the proposition
satisfies

dist(SN (t), ∂Ω) ≥ 2δ, ∀ t ∈ [0, T ],

for someδ fixed and arbitrary in(0,dist(S0, ∂Ω)/2). Hence,a’) is satisfied, andvN := vδ [uN , PN
S u

N ]
satisfiesvN · ν|∂Ω = 0, as well as

∂tρ
N + vN · ∇ρN = 0 in Ω

(see remark 4 after the definition of weak solutions, and remark 5, paragraph 2.3). Finally, we notice
that ODE (4.1) is equivalent to: for allϕ ∈ D([0, T ); span(e1, . . . , eN ))

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρN ∂tu

N · ϕ +

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρNvN · ∇uN · ϕ +

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
2µND(uN ) : D(ϕ)

+
1

2βΩ

∫ T

0

∫

∂Ω
(uN × ν) · (ϕ× ν) +

1

2βS

∫ T

0

∫

∂SN (t)
((uN − PN

S u
N )× ν) · ((ϕ − PN

S ϕ)× ν)

+ n

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
χN
S (uN − PN

S u
N ) · (ϕ− PN

S ϕ) =

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρN (−g) · ϕ−

∫

Ω
ρ0 u

N
0 ϕ|t=0 .

(4.2)
Combining this equation with the previous one onρN leads toc’). Note that conditionvN · ν|∂Ω = 0
is needed for the convective term to vanish through integration by parts.

Proof of the proposition.

Step 1: Definition ofFN .

We first prove thatFN is well-defined fromBR,T to C([0, T ]; span(e1, . . . , eN )) for anyT and
R > 0. The only thing to check is the continuity of matricesA andB in (4.1) with respect to
time, which will guarantee the existence of a solution to thelinear ODE (4.1). AsχS belongs to
C([0, T ];Lp(Ω)) for all finite p, so doesρ, andA is clearly continuous. As regardsB, the only
difficult terms are

I(t) :=

∫

Ω
ρ(v(t, ·) · ∇ej) · ei, J(t) :=

1

2βS

∫

∂S(t)
((ei − PS(t)ei)× ν) · ((ej − PS(t)ej)× ν).
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We remind that the propagatorφ = φt,s associated toPSu satisfies

φ ∈ C1
(

[0, T ]2; C∞
loc(R

3)
)

Hence, a look at the construction ofvδ, cf Corollary 8 and Proposition 9 (see also Lemma 16 in the
appendix A), yields

v ∈ C([0, T ];H1
σ(R

3)).

It implies thatt 7→ I(t) is continuous.

As regardsJ(t), we change variables to go back to a fixed domain. We setx = φt,0(y) to obtain

J(t) :=
1

2βS

∫

∂S0

 (t, φt,0(y)) Jacτ (y) dy,

where
(t, x) := ((ei(x)− PS(t)ei(x)) × ν) · ((ej(x)− PS(t)ej(x))× ν)

and where
Jacτ (y) = ‖dφt,0|−1

y ν(y)‖2 det(dφt,0|y)(= 1)

is the tangential jacobian. See [15, Lemme 5.4.1] for details. As is continuous int and smooth inx,
we obtain thatt 7→ J(t) is continuous.

Step 2:FN sendsBR,T to itself.

Here, we need to restrict to smallT . More precisely, we fix0 < δ < 1
2dist(S0, ∂Ω), and consider

a timeT such that
inf

u∈BR,T

dist(S(t), ∂Ω) ≥ 2δ > 0 (4.3)

Let us prove that such timeT does exist and can be chosen uniformly with respect toN andn. For
all u ∈ BR,T , we write

S(t) = φt,0(S0)

with φ the propagator associated to the rigid fieldPSu = ẋS + ωS × (x− xS) defined in (3.1). It is
enough that

sup
t∈[0,T ]

|∂tφt,0(t, y)| <
dist(S0, ∂Ω)− 2δ

T
, t ∈ [0, T ], y ∈ S0.

We find
|∂tφt,0(t, y)| < |uS(t, φt,0(t, y))| < |ẋS(t)| + |ωS(t)| |y − xS0 |

using that the propagator is isometric. Moreover, classical calculations yield

|ẋS(t)|2 + J(t)ωS(t) · ωS(t) =

∫

S(t)
ρS |PSu(t, ·)|2 ≤

∫

S(t)
ρS |u(t, ·)|2 ≤ ρS R

2.

We can then use the inequality

|ẋS(t)| + |ωS(t)| |y − xS0 | ≤
√
2 max(1, |y − xS0 |)

(

|ẋS(t)|2 + |ωS(t)|2
)1/2

≤ C0

(

|ẋS(t)|2 + J(t)ωS(t) · ωS(t)
)1/2

19



where for instance

C0 :=
√
2
max

(

1, supy∈S0
|y − xS0 |

)

min(1, λ0)1/2
, λ0 : smallest eigenvalue ofJ(0).

Eventually, anyT <
dist(S0, ∂Ω)− 2δ

C0(ρS)1/2R
will satisfy (4.3).

Let nowu be arbitrary inBR,T . Thanks to (4.3), we have thatv = vδ[u, PSu] satisfiesv·ν|∂Ω = 0,
and

∂tρ+ v · ∇ρ = 0 in Ω.

Mutiplying (4.1) byũ, integrating in time, and combining with the last transportequation, we obtain
the energy estimate

‖√ρũ(t, ·)‖2L2 +

∫ t

0

∫

Ω
2µ|D(ũ)|2

+
1

2βΩ

∫ t

0

∫

∂Ω
|ũ× ν|2 +

1

2βS

∫ t

0

∫

∂S(t)
|(ũ− PS ũ)× ν|2 + n

∫ t

0

∫

Ω
χS |ũ− PS ũ|2 (4.4)

≤
∫ t

0

∫

Ω
ρ(−g) · ũ +

∫

Ω
ρ0 |uN0 |2

Asmin(ρF , ρS) ≤ ρ ≤ max(ρF , ρS), we deduce easily that

‖ũ‖L∞(0,T ;L2(Ω)) ≤ R

for R = R(T, u0) large enough. Hence,F sendsBR,T to itself.

Step 3. Compactness ofFN .

For anyu =

N
∑

k=1

αkek, we get from equation (4.1):

| d
dt
α̃(t)| ≤ |A−1(t)| |B(t)| |α(t)| + |f(t)| ≤ R |A−1(t)| |B(t)| + |f(t)|.

Integrating with respect to time, we obtain

sup
t∈[0,T ]

(

|α̃(t)|+ | d
dt
α̃(t)|

)

≤ C ′

(where the constant at the r.h.s. may depend onN or n). In other words,

sup
u∈BR,T

‖FN (u)‖C1([0,T ]; span(e1,...,eN )) ≤ C ′′

which provides compactness inBR,T by Ascoli’s theorem.

Step 4. Continuity ofFN .

Let (uk) a sequence inBR,T , such thatuk → u in BR,T (that is uniformly over[0, T ]). We
want to show thatFN (uk) → FN (u) in BR,T . First, we note that, asspan(e1, . . . , eN ) is a finite-
dimensional subspace ofDσ(Ω̄) we have thatuk converges tou in C([0, T ];Dσ(Ω̄)). Then, we use
Proposition 4. With obvious notations,

χk
S → χS weakly * in L∞((0, T )× R

3), strongly in C([0, T ];Lp
loc(R

3)) (p <∞),
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as well as

P k
Su

k → PSu strongly inL∞(0, T ;C∞
loc(R

3)), φk → φ strongly inW 1,∞((0, T )2;C∞
loc(R

3)).

From there, and the construction ofvδ (Corollary 8, Proposition 9, Lemma 17 in appendix A), it is
easy to see that

vk → v strongly in C([0, T ];H1
σ(R

3)).

By slightly adapting the arguments of Step 1, one can then show that the matrices in (4.1) satisfy

Bk → B, Ak → A strongly in C([0, T ]).

From classical results for ODE’s, it follows that

ũk = F(uk) → ũ = F(u) strongly in C([0, T ]; span(e1, . . . , eN )).

For the sake of brevity, we leave the details to the reader.

4.3 Convergence of the Galerkin scheme

In the previous paragraph, we have built for eachn,N a solutionun,N (denoteduN for brevity) of
a’)-d’) . It is defined on[0, T ] for some timeT uniform inn,N , satisfying (4.3). The next step is to let
N go to infinity, to recover a solutionun of a)-d). We remind the uniform energy estimate (see (4.2))

‖
√

ρNuN (t, ·)‖2L2(Ω) +

∫ t

0

∫

Ω
2µN |D(uN )|2 +

1

2βΩ

∫ t

0

∫

∂Ω
|uN × ν|2

+
1

2βS

∫ t

0

∫

∂SN (t)
|(uN − PN

S u
N )× ν|2 + n

∫ t

0

∫

Ω
χN
S |uN − PN

S u
N |2 (4.5)

≤
∫ t

0

∫

Ω
ρ(−g) · uN +

∫

Ω
ρ0 |uN0 |2

It yields that

(uN )N∈N is bounded uniformly with respect toN in L∞(0, T ;L2
σ(Ω)) ∩ L2(0, T ;H1

σ(Ω))

The bound inH1 follows from theL2 bound onD(uN ) and Korn’s inequality, see [22]. From there,
we will be able to show strong convergence both in the transport equationd’) and in the momentum
equationc’). As regards the transport equation, we rely on Proposition 5. Up to a subsequence, one
has

uN → u weakly * in L∞(0, T ;L2
σ(Ω)) and weakly inL2(0, T ;H1

σ(Ω))

for someu(= un), and it follows from this proposition that

χN
S → χS weakly * in L∞((0, T ) × R

3), strongly inC([0, T ];Lp
loc(R

3)) (p <∞),

as well as

PN
S u

N → PSu weakly * in L∞(0, T ;C∞
loc(R

3)),

φN → φ weakly * in W 1,∞((0, T )2;C∞
loc(R

3)) , strongly inC([0, T ];C∞
loc(R

3)) .
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up to another extraction. We stress again that all limits depend onn.

It remains to study the convergence of equationc’). Therefore, we fix the test function: we take

ϕ(t, x) := χ(t) ej , χ ∈ D([0, T )).

for some fixedj. The point is to obtain asN → +∞ the limit equationc), still with ϕ(t, x) =
χ(t)ej(x). But asj is arbitrary, and as(ek)k≥1 is a basis ofH1

σ(Ω), standard density arguments will
allow to extend the formulation to general test functions.

At first, we need to prove that,

vN |Ω → v = vδ[EΩu, PSu]|Ω in L2(0, T ;H1
σ(Ω)).

It is enough to prove that

v̂N := vδ[EΩu
N , PN

S u
N ] → v̂ := vδ[EΩu, PSu]

weakly inL2(0, T ; H1
loc(R

3)). In view of Corollary 8 and Proposition 9, it is an easy consequence of
Lemma 17.

We are now ready to handle the asymptotics ofc’) (with ϕ(t, x) = χ(t) ej(x)). As before, for the
sake of brevity, we focus on the two most difficult terms, those which involve

IN (t) :=

∫

Ω
ρN (vN ⊗ uN ) : ∇ej,

JN (t) :=
1

2βS

∫

∂SN (t)
((uN − PN

S (t)uN )× ν) · ((ej − PN
S (t)ej)× ν).

As regardsJN (t), once again we change variables to go back to a fixed domain. Weobtain

JN (t) :=
1

2βS

∫

∂S0

N
(

t, φNt,0(y)
)

JacNτ (y) dy,

where

N (t, x) :=
(

(uN (t, x) − PN
S (t)uN (t, x))× ν

)

·
(

(ej(x)− PN
S (t)ej(x))× ν

)

and where
JacNτ (y) = ‖dφNt,0|−1

y ν(y)‖2 det(dφNt,0|y) = 1.

Let rN := EΩu
N − PN

S u
N , resp.ηNj := ej − PN

S ej to which we associateRN , resp.HN
j through

the change of coordinates:

rN (t, φN (t, y)) := dφNt |yRN (t, y) , ηNj (t, φN (t, y)) := dφNt |yHN
j (t, y) .

From the weak convergence ofuN , we deduce thatrN converges weakly inL2(0, T ;H1
loc(R

3)).
Given the strong convergence ofχN in C([0, T ];Lp(Ω)) we also have thatηNj converges strongly to
ηj := ej − PSej in L2(0, T ;H1

loc(R
3)). Furthermore, asdφNt,0|y is an isometric mapping for allN ,

we get that :
N (t, φt,0(y)) = (RN × ν) · (HN

j × ν) , ∀N ∈ N
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where, because of lemma 17 :

RN → R weakly in L2(0, T ;H1(Ω)) , HN
j → Hj strongly in L2(0, T ;H1(Ω)) .

with obvious notations. This yields corresponding weak andstrong convergences of the traces of these
functions on∂S0. Having in mind that JacNτ ≡ 1 for all N , and going back to the moving domain, we
obtain easily thatJN converges weakly inL1(0, T ) to :

J(t) :=
1

2βS

∫

∂S(t)
((u− PS(t)u) × ν) · ((ej − PS(t)ej)× ν).

We finally turn to the convergence ofIN , for which we will need some compactness on(ρNuN ).
Therefore, we introduce some notations: we denote byP the orthogonal projection fromL2(Ω) onto
L2
σ(Ω), respectivelyPk the orthogonal projection fromL2(Ω) onto span(e1, . . . , ek). We also remind

that our strong, resp. weak, convergence results onρN , resp.uN imply that.

ρNuN → ρu weakly-* in L∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)).

In particular, we have for any fixedk:

Pk(ρ
NuN )⇀ Pk(ρu) weakly-* in L∞(0, T ;L2

σ(Ω)) asN → ∞. (4.6)

Moreover, equationc’) can be written: for all1 ≤ k ≤ N ,

∂t Pk(ρ
NuN ) + PkF

N = 0 in D′
(

0, T ; [H1
σ(Ω)]

∗
)

whereFN ∈ D′
(

0, T ; [H1
σ(Ω)]

∗)
)

is defined by the duality relation:

〈FN , ϕ〉 =

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρNvN ⊗ uN : ∇ϕ −

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
2µND(uN ) : D(ϕ)

+
1

2βS

∫ T

0

∫

∂SN (t)
((uN − PN

S u
N )× ν) · ((ϕ− PN

S ϕ)× ν)

+ n

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
χN
S (uN − PN

S u
N ) · (ϕ− PN

S ϕ) +
1

2βΩ

∫ T

0

∫

∂Ω
(uN × ν) · (ϕ× ν)

−
∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρN (−g) · ϕ, for all ϕ ∈ D

(

0, T ;H1
σ(Ω)

)

.

We remind that forf ∈ [H1
σ(Ω)]

∗, Pk is defined by duality:< Pkf, ϕ > := < f,Pkϕ >. From
the above expression forFN and the various bounds already obtained, it is easily seen that for any
fixed k, (PkF

N ) is bounded (inN ) in L2(0, T ; [H1
σ(Ω)]

∗). Hence, the same conclusion applies to
(∂t Pk(ρ

NuN )). Combining with (4.6), it follows that for any fixedk,

Pk(ρ
NuN ) → Pk(ρu) strongly in L∞(0, T ; [H1

σ(Ω)]
∗) asN → ∞. (4.7)

Now, we note that, for arbitraryk andN, and a.a.t ∈ (0, T ) there holds

‖P (ρNuN )(t)− Pk(ρ
NuN )(t)‖[H1

σ(Ω)]∗ = sup
‖ϕ‖

[H1
σ(Ω)]

=1

∫

Ω

(

P (ρNuN (t))− Pk(ρ
NuN )(t)]

)

ϕ

= sup
‖ϕ‖

[H1
σ(Ω)]

=1

∫

Ω
ρNuN (t)(ϕ − Pkϕ)

≤



 sup
‖ϕ‖

[H1
σ(Ω)]

=1
‖ϕ− Pkϕ‖L2(Ω)



 ‖ρNuN‖L∞L2(Ω) ,
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By a standard argument based on Rellich Lemma, one shows that

sup
‖ϕ‖

H1
σ(Ω)

=1
‖ϕ− Pkϕ‖L2(Ω) → 0

ask → ∞. With the uniform bound onρNuN in L∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)), we can conclude that

Pk(ρ
NuN )− P (ρNuN ) → 0 strongly in L∞(0, T ; [H1

σ(Ω)]
∗), ask → +∞, uniformly inN .

(4.8)
Of course, with a similar but simpler estimate, we also have

Pk(ρu)− P (ρu) → 0 strongly in L∞(0, T ; [H1
σ(Ω)]

∗), ask → +∞. (4.9)

Combining (4.7), (4.8) and (4.9), we obtain finally that :P (ρNuN ) converges toP (ρu) strongly
in L2(0, T ; [H1

σ(Ω)]
∗). Combining this strong convergence with the weak convergence of (uN ) in

L2(0, T ;H1
σ(Ω)),we might apply the method of P.L. Lions [20, p.47] with the duality bracket[H1

σ(Ω)]
∗−

H1
σ(Ω) to prove that

√

ρNuN converges to
√
ρu strongly inL2((0, T ) × Ω). Finally, we rewrite :

IN (t) =

∫

Ω

√

ρNuN ⊗
√

ρNvN : ∇ej ,

where :

•
√

ρNuN converges to
√
ρu strongly inL2((0, T )× Ω)

•
√

ρN converges to
√
ρ strongly inL∞(0, T ;L3(Ω))

• vN converges tov weakly inL2(0, T ;L6(Ω)) (thanks to the imbeddingH1(Ω) ⊂ L6(Ω)).

Combining these statements, we get thatIN converges toI (with obvious notations) weakly in
L1(0, T ).

Such convergences result yield that(ρn, un) satisfy c’) for test functionsϕ of the formχ(t)ψ
with χ ∈ D([0, T )) andψ ∈ span({ek, k ∈ N}). Via a classical density argument, the convergence
extends to allϕ ∈ H1(0, T ;L2

σ(Ω)) ∩ L2(0, T ;H1
σ(Ω)) such thatϕ|t=T = 0.

4.4 Energy inequality

We end this section by proving that the approximate solution(ρn, un) satisfies the further estimate :

‖√ρnun(t, ·)‖2L2(Ω) +

∫ t

0

∫

Ω
2µn|D(un)|2 +

1

2βΩ

∫ t

0

∫

∂Ω
|un × ν|2

+
1

2βS

∫ t

0

∫

∂SN (t)
|(un − Pn

S u
n)× ν|2 + n

∫ t

0

∫

Ω
χn
S |un − Pn

S u
n|2 (4.10)

≤
∫ t

0

∫

Ω
ρ(−g) · un +

∫

Ω
ρ0 |u0|2

for almost allt ∈ [0, T ]. For simplicity we drop exponentn in what follows.
First, we note that the solutions(ρN , uN ) of the Galerkin scheme satisfy (4.5) uniformly inN and

that, up to the extraction of a subsequence
√

ρNuN converges to
√
ρu in L2((0, T ) × Ω). Hence, we

may pass to the limit in (4.5) for almost allt ∈ [0, T ] . On the other hand, there holds:

24



• By construction of the Galerkin scheme,uN0 → u0 in L2(Ω) so that :

lim
N→∞

∫

Ω
ρ0|uN0 |2 =

∫

Ω
ρ0|u0|2 .

• Given the strong convergence of(uN ) in L2((0, T ) × Ω) :

lim
N→∞

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρ(−g) · uN =

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρ(−g) · un .

• Given the weak convergence ofuN in L2((0, T );H1(Ω)) and the strong convergence ofχN
S in

C([0, T ];Lp(Ω)) we get that
√

µND(uN ) converges weakly to
√
µD(u) in L2−ε((0, T )×Ω).

In particular, in the weak limit, there holds :

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
µ|D(u)|2 ≤ lim inf

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
µN |D(uN )|2 .

With similar arguments, we obtain :

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
χS|u− PSu|2 ≤ lim inf

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
χN
S |uN − PN

S u
N |2 .

• Finally, we pass to the limit in the boundary terms. First, weintroduceUN andUN
S associated

to the extensionEΩ[u
N ] and the rigid vector fieldPN

S u
N respectively, computed through the

change of variableφNt,0. As previously, we have:

∫ T

0

∫

∂SN (t)
|(uN−PN

S u
N )×ν|2 =

∫ T

0

∫

∂SN (t)
|(uN−uNS )×ν|2 =

∫ T

0

∫

∂S0

|(UN−UN
S )×ν|2.

Because of the weak convergence ofuN anduNS in L2(0, T ;H1
σ(Ω)), we have thatUN and

UN
S converge also weakly inL2(0, T ;H1

loc(R
3)) (see Lemma 17). Hence, we have also weak

convergence of the traces onS0. The lower semi-continuity of theL2-norm on∂S0 yields :

∫ T

0

∫

∂S(t)
|(u− PSu)× ν|2 =

∫ T

0

∫

∂S0

|(U − US)× ν|2

≤ lim inf

∫ T

0

∫

∂S0

|(UN − UN
S )× ν|2

≤ lim inf

∫ T

0

∫

∂SN (t)
|(uN − PN

S u
N )× ν|2

Similar weak-convergence and semi-continuity arguments yield also :

∫ T

0

∫

∂Ω
|u× ν|2 ≤ lim inf

∫ T

0

∫

∂Ω
|uN × ν|2 .

This ends the proof of (4.10).
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5 Convergence

In the previous section, we have obtained the existence of solutions un of approximate fluid-solid
systems, namely satisfyinga)-d). These solutionsun are defined on some (uniform inn) time interval
(0, T ) such that

dist(Sn(t), ∂Ω) ≥ 2δ, for t ∈ [0, T ), for some fixedδ > 0. (5.1)

We must now study the asymptotics ofun asn goes to infinity, and recover a weak solution at the
limit.

In what follows, we will often make use of the notation

(O)η := {x ∈ R
3, dist(x,O) < η}

for O an open set andη > 0.

5.1 A priori bounds on u
n. Convergence in the transport equation

The densityρn clearly satisfies the uniform bound

min(ρF , ρS) ≤ ρn ≤ max(ρF , ρS). (5.2)

Combining (4.10) and (5.2) yields that

‖un‖2L∞(0,T ;L2(Ω)) + n‖
√

χn
S(u

n − Pn
S u

n)‖2L2((0,T )×Ω) + ‖√µnD(un)‖2L2((0,T )×Ω) ≤ C. (5.3)

for some constantC depending only onρF , ρS , u0 and T .

In particular, up to a subsequence, the first inequality gives

un → u weakly* in L∞(0, T ;L2
σ(Ω)).

We can then pass to the limit of the transport equationd), using Proposition 5. The following conver-
gence holds up to a subsequence:

χn
S → χS weakly * in L∞((0, T ) × R

3), strongly inC([0, T ];Lp
loc(R

3)) (p <∞),

with
χS(t, ·) = 1S(t), S(t) = φt,0(S0)

for an isometric propagatorφ = φt,s ∈W 1,∞((0, T )2;C∞
loc(R

3)). Moreover, one has

Pn
S u

n → PSu weakly * inL∞(0, T ;C∞
loc(R

3)), φn → φ weakly * inW 1,∞((0, T )2;C∞
loc(R

3)).

In particular, one recovers the transport equation (2.3) setting uS := PSu.

Now, we can combine the second inequality in (5.3), that yields

χn
S(u

n − Pn
S u

n) → 0 strongly in L2,

with the strong (resp. weak) convergence ofχn
S (resp.un andPn

S u
n). Asn goes to infinity, we derive

easily:
χS(u− uS) = 0. (5.4)
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Finally, the last inequality in (5.3) and Korn’s inequalityimply that

∫ T

0
‖un‖2H1(Fn(t))dt ≤ C

∫ T

0

(

‖D(un)‖2L2(Fn(t)) + ‖un‖2L2(Fn(t))

)

dt ≤ C, Fn(t) := Ω\Sn(t).

We then introduce continuous extension operators

En(t) : {u ∈ H1(Fn(t)), div u = 0 in Fn(t), u · ν|∂Ω = 0} 7→ H1
σ(Ω),

in the spirit of Corollary 7. As long as theSn(t) are2δ away from∂Ω, it is standard to construct these
extension operators in such a way that

‖En(t)‖L(H1) ≤ Cδ, ∀ t ∈ [0, T ].

Hence, if we setunF (t, ·) := En(t)u
n(t, ·), we have that

(unF ) is bounded inL2(0, T ; H1
σ(Ω)), (1− χn

S)(u
n
F − un) = 0, ∀ n.

From theL2(0, T ;H1(Ω)) bound, we can assume up to another extraction that

unF → uF weakly in L2(0, T ;H1
σ(Ω)).

From above equality and from the strong convergence ofχn
S, we then get:

(1− χS)(uF − u) = 0. (5.5)

Eventually, considering relations (5.4) and (5.5), we get that the limitu of un belongs toST .
Hence, back to the definition of a weak solution, it only remains to show that the momentum equation
(2.1) is satisfied byS(·), uS , uF .

5.2 A priori bounds on v
n.

Prior to the analysis of the momentum equation, we must establish some refined estimates on the
connecting velocityvn. We remind thatvn was defined in Lagrangian like coordinates, see paragraph
4.1. More precisely,

vn
(

t, φnt,0(y)
)

:= dφnt,0|y
(

V δ[Un(t, ·), Un
S (t, ·)]

)

,

where

EΩu
n
(

t, φnt,0(y)
)

= dφnt,0|y (Un(t, y)) , Pn
S u

n
(

t, φnt,0(y)
)

= dφnt,0|y (Un
S (t, y)) ,

andV δ = V δ[U,US ] is some linear operator connectingU ∈ H1
σ(R

3 \ S0) to US ∈ H1
σ

(

S0
)

over
a band of widthδ outsideS0: see Corollary 8. We shall here specify our choice for the operatorV δ.
Actually, we shall make it depend onn (V δ = V δ,n), in order for the following additional assumption
to be satisfied:

‖V δ,n[U,US ]−U‖Lp((S0)δ\S0) ≤ Cδ,p

(

‖(U − US) · ν‖Lp(∂S0) + n1/6−1/p‖(U,US)‖H1((S0)δ\S0)

)

,

∀ 2 ≤ p ≤ 6. (5.6)

27



We postpone the construction of such operatorV δ,n to the end of the paragraph.

Back tovn, the additional assumption (5.6) implies easily that for all 2 ≤ p ≤ 6,

‖(1− χn
S)(v

n − un)‖L2(0,T ;Lp(Ω))

≤ Cδ,p

(
∫ T

0
‖(un − Pn

S u
n)(t, ·) · ν‖2Lp(∂Sn(t)) dt + n1/6−1/p

)

. (5.7)

But we know that
∫ T

0
‖(un − Pn

S u
n)(t, ·) · ν‖2

H−1/2(∂Sn(t))
dt ≤ C

∫ T

0
‖(un − Pn

S u
n)(t, ·) · ν‖2L2(Sn(t)) dt

≤ C

n
(5.8)

where the last bound comes from the second inequality in (5.3). We emphasize here that, as the
Sn(t)’s are all isometric to one another, the constantC does not depend onn, t. Interpolation with
the similar other bound

∫ T

0
‖(un − Pn

S u
n)(t, ·) · ν‖2

H1/2(∂Sn(t))

≤ C

∫ T

0

(

‖un‖2H1((Sn(t))δ∩Fn(t)) + ‖un‖2L2(Sn(t))

)

dt

≤ C

∫ T

0

(

‖un‖2H1(Fn(t)) + ‖un‖2L2(Sn(t))

)

dt ≤ C

(5.9)

yields that
∫ T

0
‖(un − Pn

S u
n)(t, ·) · ν‖2Lp(∂Sn(t)) dt → 0, ∀ p < 4. (5.10)

Eventually, we get that

‖(1− χn
S)(v

n − un)‖L2(0,T ;Lp(Ω)) → 0, ∀ p < 4. (5.11)

This will be much important in the treatment of the nonlinearterms.

We conclude this paragraph with the construction of the operatorV δ,n satisfying (5.6). We take
U,US in H1

σ(R
3 \ S0) ×H1

σ(S0). Up to an extension ofUS , there is no loss of generality assuming
thatUS ∈ H1

σ(R
3).

Step 1.We shall construct a fieldV such that divV = 0,

V |∂S0 = US + (U − US) · ν ν, and V |∂(S0)δ = U. (5.12)

Therefore, we introduce a system of orthogonal curvilinearcoordinates(s1, s2, z) in a tubular neigh-
borhood of∂S0: s1, s2 are coordinates along the surface∂S0, whereasz denotes a transverse coordi-
nate. In particular,∂S0 = {z = 0}. We set

e1 :=
1

h1

∂

∂s1
, e2 :=

1

h2

∂

∂s2
, ez := ν =

1

hz

∂

∂z
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the associated orthonormal vectors, with scale factorsh1, h2, hz ≥ 0. We remind that

∇f =
1

h1
∂s1fe1 +

1

h2
∂s2fe2 +

1

hz
∂zfez (5.13)

for a scalar functionf , whereas

div f =
1

h1h2hz
(∂s1(h2hzf1) + ∂s2(h1hzf2) + ∂z(h1h2fz)) (5.14)

for any fieldf = f1e1 + f2e2 + fzez. We then set

V1 := (1− χ(nz))U + χ(nz)(US + [(U − US) · ez] ez)

for a smooth truncation functionχ : R → [0, 1] equal to1 in a neighborhood of0. Clearly, for all
p ≤ 6, and 1

q +
1
6 = 1

p ,

‖V1 − U‖Lp((S0)δ\S0) ≤ Cp,δ n
−1/q ‖(U,US)‖L6((S0)δ\S0)

≤ C ′
p,δ n

−1/q ‖(U,US)‖H1((S0)δ\S0).
(5.15)

Also,V1 satisfies (5.12). But it is not divergence-free: formula (5.14) yields

div V1 = χ(nz)div ([(U − US) · ez]ez)

so that for allp ≤ 2,

‖div V1‖Lp((S0)δ\S0) ≤ C n1/2−1/p‖U − US‖H1((S0)δ\S0).

To obtain a divergence-free field, we note that bothU andUS have zero flux through∂S0 and [11,
Theorem 3.1]: there exists a fieldV2 such that

div V2 = −div V1 in (S0)δ \ S0, V2|∂S0 = V2|∂(S0)δ = 0,

and for allp ∈]1, 2],

‖V2‖W 1,p((S0)δ\S0) ≤ Cδ n
1/2−1/p ‖U − US‖H1((S0)δ\S0).

In particular, by Sobolev imbedding, one has for allp∗ ≤ 6

‖V2‖Lp∗ ((S0)δ\S0) ≤ Cδ n
1/6−1/p∗ ‖(U,US)‖H1((S0)δ\S0). (5.16)

Finally, the fieldV := V1 + V2 fulfills our requirements.

Step 2.We construct a fieldW such that divW = 0,

W |∂S0 = [(U − US) · ν] ν, and W |∂(S0)δ = 0. (5.17)

In the same spirit as in the first step, we take

W1 := χ(
2z

δ
)[(U − US) · ν|z=0] ez

whereχ is again a truncation function:χ = 1 near0, andχ = 0 outside[−1, 1]. A rapid computation
shows that

‖W1‖Lp((S0)δ\S0) ≤ Cδ‖(U − US) · ν‖Lp(∂S0), ∀ p (5.18)
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By Proposition 6, there exists a fieldW2 such that

div W2 = −div W1 in (S0)δ \ S0, W2|∂S0 =W2|∂(S0)δ = 0,

and
‖W2‖H1((S0)δ\S0) ≤ Cδ ‖(U − US) · ν‖L2(∂S0).

In particular, by Sobolev imbedding, one has for allp ≤ 6

‖W2‖Lp((S0)δ\S0) ≤ Cδ ‖(U − US) · ν‖L2(∂S0). (5.19)

Finally, the fieldW := W1 +W2 fulfills our requirements.

Eventually, we set










V δ[U,US ] = U outside (S0)δ,

V δ[U,US ] = V −W in (S0)δ \ S0,
V δ[U,US ] = US in S0.

Combining (5.15), (5.16), (5.18) and (5.19) leads to (5.6).

5.3 Approximation of the test functions

The weak formulation of the momentum equation involves discontinuous test functionsϕ ∈ TT :

ϕ = (1− χS)ϕF + χSϕS , ϕF ∈ D([0, T );Dσ(Ω)), ϕS ∈ D([0, T );R),

with
ϕF · ν|∂Ω = 0, ϕF · ν|∂S(t) = ϕS · ν|∂S(t) ∀ t.

On the contrary, the approximate momentum equationc) involves continuous (or at leastH1) test
functions. Hence, we will have to approachϕ by a sequence(ϕn) in L2(0, T ;H1

σ(Ω)). Due to the
discontinuity of the limit, theϕn(t, ·)’s will exhibit strong gradients near∂Sn(t). Precise estimates
are needed, that are the purpose of

Proposition 12 Letα > 0. There exists a sequence(ϕn) inW 1,∞(0, T ;L2
σ(Ω))∩L∞(0, T ;H1

σ(Ω)),
of the form

ϕn = (1− χn
S)ϕF + χn

Sϕ
n
S ,

that satisfies

• ‖√χn
S(ϕ

n
S − ϕS)‖C([0,T ];Lp(Ω)) = O(n−α/p) for all p ∈ [2, 6].

• ϕn → ϕ strongly in C([0, T ];L6(Ω)).

• ‖ϕn‖C([0,T ];H1(Ω)) = O(nα/2).

• ‖χn
S(∂t + Pn

S u
n · ∇) (ϕn − ϕS) ‖L∞(0,T ;L6(Ω)) = O(n−α/6).

• (∂t + Pn
S u

n · ∇)ϕn → (∂t + PSu · ∇)ϕ weakly * in L∞(0, T ;L6(Ω)).
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Proof of the proposition.

The point is to build a good approximationϕn
S of ϕS over the solid domain. Broadly, we want

ϕn
S(t, ·)|∂Sn(t) = ϕF (t, ·)|∂Sn(t) ∀ t,

and
ϕn
S(t, ·) ≈ ϕS(t, ·) in Sn(t) away from an−α neighborhood of∂Sn(t) ∀ t.

Therefore, we proceed as forvn, by using lagrangian coordinates: we defineΦS andΦF through the
formulas

ϕS

(

t, φnt,0(y)
)

= dφnt,0|y (ΦS(t, y)) , ϕF

(

t, φnt,0(y)
)

= dφnt,0|y (ΦF (t, y)) ,

and the goal is to define properly someΦn
S , related toϕn

S by the formula

ϕn
S

(

t, φnt,0(y)
)

= dφnt,0|y (Φn
S(t, y)) .

Note thatΦS andΦF depend onn through the propagatorφn, but we omit it from our notations.The
only thing we have to keep in mind is that the bounds onφn guarantee thatΦS andΦF are uniformly
bounded inW 1,∞(0, T ;Hk

loc(R
3)) for all k.

Thanks to the change of coordinates, the problem is now in thefixed domainS0. Roughly, we
want to buildΦn

S in such a way that

Φn
S(t, ·)|∂S0 = ΦF (t, ·)|∂S0 ∀ t,

and
Φn
S(t, ·) ≈ ΦS(t, ·) in S0 away from an−α neighborhood of∂S0 ∀ t.

Note that time is only a parameter in the system. The construction of Φn
S follows the one ofV ,

performed in the previous paragraph, Step 1. We takeΦn
S under the form

Φn
S = Φn

S,1 + Φn
S,2.

The first term has the explicit form

Φn
S,1 = ΦS + χ(nα z) ((ΦF − ΦS)− [(ΦS − ΦF ) · ez] ez) .

Again, χ is a smooth truncation function near0, andz is a coordinate transverse to the boundary:
∂S0 = {z = 0}. It is easily seen thatΦn

S,1 satisfies the right boundary condition at∂S0. Moreover,

‖Φn
S,1 − ΦS‖W 1,∞(0,T ;Lp(S0)) ≤ C n−α/p ∀ p <∞, ‖Φn

S,1 − ΦS‖W 1,∞(0,T ;H1(S0)) ≤ C nα/2.
(5.20)

But it is not divergence-free. By applying formula (5.14), we get

div Φn
S,1 = χ(nα z)n, n := div (x 7→ ((ΦF − ΦS)− [(ΦS − ΦF ) · ez] ez)) .

In particular,n is uniformly bounded inW 1,∞(0, T ;L2(S0))

By Proposition 6, there exists some fieldΦn
S,2 satisfying

div Φn
S,2 = −div Φn

S,1 in S0, Φn
S,2|∂S0 = 0,
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and
‖Φn

S,2‖W 1,∞(0,T ;H1(S0)) ≤ C ‖χ(nαz) n‖W 1,∞(0,T ;L2(S0)) ≤ C n−α/2. (5.21)

In particular,
‖Φn

S,2‖W 1,∞(0,T ;L6(S0)) ≤ C n−α/2. (5.22)

Back to the moving domain (in variablex), one can combine the estimates (5.20)-(5.21)-(5.22)
with the uniform bound onφn in W 1,∞(0, T ; C∞(Ω)). From there, one can deduce the estimates of
the proposition. For the sake of brevity, we only treat the two last items. Namely, we write

‖χn
S(∂t + Pn

S u
n · ∇) (ϕn − ϕS) ‖L∞((0,T );L6(Ω)) ≤ C ‖ ∂

∂t
dφnt,0|y (Φn

S − ΦS) ‖L∞((0,T );L6(S0))

≤ C n−α/6 ,

where the last inequality involves (5.20) and (5.22). This bound implies in turn that

(∂t+P
n
S u

n ·∇)ϕn = (1−χn
S)(∂t+P

n
S u

n ·∇)ϕF + χn
S(∂t+P

n
S u

n ·∇)ϕS + O(n−α/6) in L6(Ω)

The products at the r.h.s. are then easily handled using the strong convergence ofχn
S (and the weak

convergence ofPn
S u

n). We obtain

(∂t + Pn
S u

n · ∇)ϕn → (∂t + PSu · ∇)ϕ weakly *in L∞(0, T ;L6(Ω))

as expected. This concludes the proof of the proposition.

5.4 Convergence in the momentum equation: linear terms

We now have all the elements to study the asymptotics of the approximate momentum equationc).
Given an arbitraryϕ ∈ TT , we consider an approximate sequence(ϕn) as in Proposition 12. We shall
takeϕn as a test function inc), and letn tend to infinity, so as to recover (2.1). We shall rely on the
fieldsunF anduF introduced in paragraph 5.1. We remind that

(1− χn
S)u

n
F = (1− χn

S)u
n, unF → uF weakly in L2(0, T ;H1

σ(Ω)). (5.23)

To lighten notations, we shall writeunS := Pn
S u

n, uS := PSu. We remind that these rigid fields
satisfy

unS → uS weakly * in L∞(0, T ;W k
loc(R

3)) ∀k. (5.24)

In this paragraph, we consider the asymptotics of all terms but the convection one.

• We write the diffusion term as:
∫ T

0

∫

Ω
2µnD(un) : D(ϕn) =

∫ T

0

∫

Ω

(

2µF (1− χn
S)D(unF ) +

1

n2
χn
SD(un)

)

: D(ϕn)

=

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
2µF (1− χn

S)D(unF ) : D(ϕF ) +
1

n2

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
χn
S D(unS) : D(ϕn) := In1 + In2 .

From the strong convergence ofχn
S toχS in C([0, T ];Lp(Ω)), and the weak convergence ofunF

to uF in L2(0, T ;H1(Ω)), we deduce

In1 →
∫ T

0

∫

Ω
2µF (1− χS)D(uF ) : D(ϕF ).
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As regardsIn2 , we use the bounds

‖√µnD(un)‖2L2((0,T )×Ω) = O(1), ‖ϕn‖L∞(0,T ;H1(Ω)) = O(nα/2)

established in the previous paragraphs. They imply

|In2 | ≤ C

n2
‖χSD(un)‖L2((0,T )×Ω) ‖D(ϕn)‖L2((0,T )×Ω) ≤ C

n1−α/2

If we chooseα < 2, thenIn2 goes to zero asn goes to infinity, and finally

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
2µnD(un) : D(ϕn) →

∫ T

0

∫

F (t)
2µF D(uF ) : D(ϕF ).

• The boundary term at∂Ω reads

1

2βΩ

∫ T

0

∫

∂Ω
(un × ν) · (ϕn × ν) =

1

2βΩ

∫ T

0

∫

∂Ω
(unF × ν) · (ϕF × ν)

→ 1

2βΩ

∫ T

0

∫

∂Ω
(uF × ν) · (ϕF × ν)

by the weak convergence ofunF in L2(0, T ;H1(Ω)).

• We deal with the boundary term at∂Sn as in the Galerkin approximation. We introduceunS :=
Pn
S u

n, rnS := Pn
Sϕ

n = Pn
Sϕ

n
S and capital letters to denote velocity fields when seen through

the change of variable. We then have, as in the computation for the Galerkin method :

1

2βS

∫ T

0

∫

∂Sn(t)
((unF − unS)× ν) · ((ϕn

F − rnS)× ν)

=
1

2βS

∫ T

0

∫

∂S0

((Un
F − Un

S )× ν) · ((ΦF −Rn
S)× ν) ,

where we used thatϕn
F = ϕF . We note here thatϕn converges toϕ in C([0, T ];L6(Ω)) so

that combining with the strong convergence ofχn
S it yields thatrnS converges torS := PSϕ in

L2(0, T ;H1
loc(R

3)). Through the change of variable, Lemma 17 yields that :

Rn
S → RS strongly inL2(0, T ;H1/2(∂S0)).

Then, we combine the respective convergences ofunF , u
n
S with Lemma 17 yielding, with obvi-

ous notations :

Un
F → UF weakly inL2(0, T ;H1(Ω)), Un

S → US weakly inL2(0, T ;H1(Ω)) .

We apply these convergences together with the continuity oftraces on∂S0 ⊂⊂ Ω, and go back
to the moving geometry, to obtain finally :

1

2βS

∫ T

0

∫

∂Sn(t)
((un − unS)× ν) · ((ϕn − ϕn

S)× ν)

→ 1

2βS

∫ T

0

∫

∂S(t)
((uF − uS)× ν) · ((ϕF − ϕS)× ν) .
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• to treat the penalization term we use the bounds

n‖
√

χn
S(u

n − Pn
S u

n)‖2L2((0,T )×Ω) = O(1), ‖
√

χn
S(ϕ

n
S − ϕS)‖C([0,T ];L6(Ω)) = O(n−α/2)

established in the previous paragraph. We also remind thatϕS , as a rigid vector field, satisfies
ϕS = Pn

SϕS . From there,
∣

∣

∣

∣

n

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
χn
S(u

n − Pn
S u

n) · (ϕn − Pn
Sϕ

n)

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

n

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
χn
S(u

n − Pn
S u

n) · ((ϕn
S − ϕS)− Pn

S (ϕ
n − ϕS))

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

n

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
χn
S(u

n − Pn
S u

n) · (ϕn
S − ϕS)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ Cn1/2−α/2

If we chooseα > 1 (which is compatible with the former constraintα < 2), the penalization
term vanishes asn→ +∞.

5.5 Strong convergence of(un)

To show that(S, u) is a weak solution over(0, T ), we still have to pass to the limit in the convection
term

convn :=

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρn (un · ∂tϕn + vn ⊗ un : ∇ϕn) .

To compute this limit, we first prove

Proposition 13 Up to the extraction of a subsequence,(un) converges tou in L2((0, T ) ×Ω).

This result is obtained applying the method introduced in the reference [23] (see also [10] for the 3D
case). We first introduce some notations. Given0 ≤ s ≤ 1 andS a bounded connected subset⋐ Ω,
we denote

Rs[S] = the closure of{v ∈ H1
σ(Ω) such thatv|S ∈ R} inHs(Ω).

As Rs[S] is a closed subspace ofHs(Ω) we denoteP s[S] the orthogonal projector fromHs(Ω)
onto this subspace. Givens′ > s, we recall thatRs′ [S] is a dense subspace ofRs[S] , and that the
imbbedingRs′ [S] ⊂ Rs[S] is compact. Ifs = 0, we shall drop exponents. We emphasize that in the
cases = 0 the projectorP [S] does not coincide with thePS introduced in (3.1).

Our first step is the following approximation lemma :

Lemma 14 Lets < 1
3 .

i) The sequence(un) is uniformly bounded inL2(0, T ;Hs(Ω)). Moreover, there isε = ε(s) > 0
such that for allh < δ/2,

∫ T

0
‖un(t, ·)− P s[(Sn(t))h]u

n(t, ·)‖2Hs(Ω) ≤ C
(

hε + n−ε
)

. (5.25)

ii) One hasu ∈ L2(0, T ;Hs(Ω)). Moreover, there existsε = ε(s) such that for allh < δ/2,

∫ T

0
‖u(t, ·) − P s[(S(t))h]u(t, ·)‖2Hs(Ω)dt ≤ Chε, (5.26)
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where, in both cases, the constantC depends only on initial data.

Proof of the lemma.We only prove the first item of the lemma, the second one being simpler. It
relies on the construction of a suitable approximationvnh of un, rigid in ah-neighborhood ofSn. This
approximation will satisfy the following properties :

• (vnh) is bounded inL2(0, T ;Hs(Ω)) for s small enough

• vnh(t, ·) = PSnun(t, ·) in (Sn(t))h andvnh(t, ·) = un(t, ·) outside(S(t))δ for a.a.t ∈ (0, T ).

Note that it impliesvnh(t, ·) ∈ Rs[(Sn(t))h] for a.a.t ∈ (0, T ).

• for h sufficiently small and for a.a.t ∈ (0, T ) there holds

‖un(t, ·)− vnh(t, ·)‖L2(Ω\(Sn(t))h) ≤ C h
1
3
(

‖Pn
S u

n(t, ·)‖L2(Ω) + ‖un(t, ·)‖H1(Fn(t))

)

+ C ‖(un − Pn
S u

n) · ν‖L2(∂Sn(t)) ,

‖ vnh(t, ·)‖Hs(Ω) ≤ C(1 + h
1
3
−s)
(

‖Pn
S u

n(t, ·)‖L2(Ω) + ‖un(t, ·)‖H1(Fn(t))

)

+ C ‖(un − Pn
S u

n) · ν‖L2(∂Sn(t)).
(5.27)

Before giving further details on the construction ofvnh we explain how the previous properties imply
Lemma 5.25. By interpolation of (5.8) and (5.9), we obtain

∫ T

0
‖(un − Pn

S u
n)(t, ·) · ν‖2L2(∂Sn(t)) dt ≤ C√

n
. (5.28)

We square the inequalities in (5.27) and integrate from0 to T . Using (5.28) with the uniform bounds
(5.3), we end up with

(
∫ T

0
‖un − vnh‖2L2(Ω\(Sn(t))h)

)1/2

≤ C

(

h1/3 +
1√
n

)

, ‖vnh‖L2(0,T ;Hs(Ω)) ≤ C, ∀s ≤ 1/3.

(5.29)
Moreover,

(
∫ T

0
‖un − vnh‖2L2((Sn(t))h)

)1/2

=

(
∫ T

0
‖un − Pn

S u
n‖2L2((Sn(t))h)

)1/2

≤
(
∫ T

0
‖un − Pn

S u
n‖2L2(Sn(t))

)1/2

+

(
∫ T

0
‖un − Pn

S u
n‖2L2((Sn(t))h\Sn(t))

)1/2

Using (5.3), we get

(
∫ T

0
‖un − vnh‖2L2((Sn(t))h)

)1/2

≤ C√
n

+

(
∫ T

0
‖un − Pn

S u
n‖2L2((Sn(t))h\Sn(t))

)1/2

≤ C√
n

+ C
√
h

(
∫ T

0
‖un − Pn

S u
n‖2L4((Sn(t))h\Sn(t))

)1/2

≤ C√
n

+ C
√
h

(
∫ T

0
‖un − Pn

S u
n‖2H1(Fn(t))

)1/2

≤ C√
n

+ C
√
h
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Combining this last inequality with the first inequality in (5.29) yields

‖un − vnh‖L2((0,T )×Ω) ≤ C

(

h1/3 +
1√
n

)

(5.30)

As regards theHs norm,s ≤ 1/3, we use the second inequality in (5.29) to write

‖un − vnh‖L2(0,T ;Hs(Ω)) ≤
(
∫ T

0
‖un − Pn

S u
n‖2Hs(Sn(t))dt

)1/2

+

(
∫ T

0
‖un‖2Hs(Fn(t))dt

)1/2

+

(
∫ T

0
‖vnh‖2Hs(Fn(t))dt

)1/2

≤ ‖un − Pn
S u

n‖L2(0,T ;Hs(Sn)) + O(1)

Finally, we have

‖un − Pn
S u

n‖L2(0,T ;Hs(Sn)) ≤ C ‖un − Pn
S u

n‖1−s
L2((0,T )×Sn)

‖un − Pn
S u

n‖sL2(0,T ;H1(Sn))

≤ C

(

1√
n

)1−s

ns ≤ C as soon ass ≤ 1

3
.

We end up with

‖un − vnh‖L2(0,T ;Hs(Ω)) ≤ C as soon ass ≤ 1

3
. (5.31)

One last interpolation between (5.30) and (5.31) shows thatfor all s < 1/3 andε = ε(s) > 0,

‖un − vnh‖L2(0,T ;Hs(Ω)) ≤ C
(

hε + n−ε
)

.

As vnh(t, ·) belongs toRs[(Sn(t))h] for all t, by definition of the projection, the same inequality holds
replacingvnh by P [(Sn(t))h], as expected.

We still have to achieve the construction ofvnh . It follows the construction ofvn, cf paragraph
5.2. It is actually simpler, because we only look for avnh with Hs regularity for smalls. In particular,
jump on the tangential part at∂(Sn)h and∂(Sn)δ will be allowed.

As before, we go back to Lagrangian coordinates : we look for avnh under the form

vnh(t, φt,0(y)) = dφt,0|yV n
h (t, y).

Also, we defineUn andUn
S through

EΩu
n
(

t, φnt,0(y)
)

= dφnt,0|y Un(t, y), Pn
S u

n
(

t, φnt,0(y)
)

= dφnt,0|y Un
S (t, y).

In this way, we are back to a static problem.For brevity, we shall omit temporarily the time dependence
in our notations. The point is to build a fieldV n

h satisfying

V n
h = Un

S in (S0)h, V n
h = Un outside(S0)δ ,

and suitable estimates.

Therefore, we follow paragraph 5.2. We parametrize(S0)δ\S0 by curvilinear coordinates(s1, s2, z),
z being the distance at∂S0. Hence,∂(S0)h = {z = h}. Then, we introduce

V n
h,1 :=

(

1− χ

(

z − h

h

))

Un + χ

(

z − h

h

)

(Un
S + [(Un − Un

S ) · ez] ez)
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and the solutionV n
h,2 of

{

divV n
h,2 = −divV n

h,1 , in (S0)δ \ (S0)h ,
V n
h,2 = 0 on∂(S0)δ and∂(S0)h

Computations similar to those of paragraph 5.2 yield :

‖V n
h,1 − Un‖L2((S0)δ\(S0)h) ≤ h

1
3‖(Un, Un

S )‖H1((S0)δ\(S0)h)×R, (5.32)

‖V n
h,1‖H1((S0)δ\(S0)h) ≤ h−

2
3‖(Un, Un

S )‖H1((S0)δ\(S0)h)×R, (5.33)

‖V n
h,2‖H1((S0)δ\(S0)h) ≤ C ‖(Un, Un

S )‖H1((S0)δ\(S0)h)×R. (5.34)

Let us emphasize that the constantC in the last inequality can be chosen uniformly inh, see [11,
Theorem III.3.1]. It follows by interpolation that

‖V n
h,1 + V n

h,2‖Hs((S0)δ\(S0)h) ≤ C h
1
3
−s ‖(Un, Un

S )‖H1((S0)δ\(S0)h)×R. (5.35)

Finally, we build someW n
h = ∇Y n

h whereY n
h is the unique solution of :







∆Y n
h = 0 in (S0)δ \ (S0)h ,

∂zY
n
h = (Un

S − Un) · ez , on∂(S0)h ,
∂zY

n = 0 , on∂(S0)δ ,
such that

∫

(S0)δ\(S0)h

Y n
h = 0 .

we recall thatν = ez on ∂(S0)h. By standard elliptic regularity results, there exists a constantC
independent ofh such that :

‖W n
h ‖L2((S0)δ\(S0)h) ≤ ‖Y n

h ‖H1((S0)δ\(S0)h) ≤ C‖(Un
S − Un) · ez‖H−1/2(∂(S0)h)

,

‖W n
h ‖H1((S0)δ\(S0)h) ≤ ‖Y n

h ‖H2((S0)δ\(S0)h) ≤ C‖(Un
S − Un) · ez‖H1/2(∂(S0)h)

.

By interpolation, we get

‖W n
h ‖H1/2((S0)δ\(S0)h)

≤ C‖(Un
S − Un) · ez‖L2(∂(S0)h) (5.36)

Now, we write

‖(Un
S − Un) · ez‖L2(∂(S0)h)

≤ C
(

h
1
2 ‖∇(Un

S − Un)‖L2((S0)δ\(S0)h) + ‖(Un
S − Un) · ez‖L2(∂S0)

)

. (5.37)

Eventually, we setV n
h := V n

h,1 + V n
h,2 − W n

h . We stress that the normal component ofV n
h is

continuous across∂(S0)h and∂(S0)δ . Hence, for anys < 1
2 , theHs norm ofV n

h over the whole
domain is controlled by the sum of theHs norms over(S0)h, (S0)δ \ (S0)h andΩn \ (S0)δ, where
Ωn is a shorthand forφn0,t(Ω). It follows from this remark and the previous inequalities that: for all
s < 1/2

‖V n
h ‖Hs(Ωn) ≤ C

(

(1 + h
2−5s

6 )
(

‖Un‖H1(Fn) + ‖Un
S ‖R

)

+ ‖(Un
S − Un) · ez‖L2(∂S0)

)

. (5.38)

Also, one has

‖V n
h − Un‖L2(Ωn\(S0)h)

≤ C
(

h1/3
(

‖Un‖H1(Fn) + ‖Un
S ‖R

)

+ ‖(Un
S − Un) · ez‖L2(∂S0)

)

. (5.39)
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Back to the moving domain, and accouting for time dependence, we obtain (5.27).

The second step in the treatment of the nonlinear terms is a control of the Hausdorff distance
betweenSn(t) andS(t′) for close timest, t′ ∈ [0, T ]. This is the purpose of

Lemma 15 Leth > 0.

i) There existsn0 ≥ 0 such that for alln ≥ n0,

Sn(t) ⊂ (S(t))h/4 ⊂ (Sn(t))h/2 ∀ t ∈ [0, T ].

ii) There existsη > 0 such that for allt0 ∈ [0, T ], for all t ∈ [t0 − η, t0 + η] ∩ [0, T ]

(S(t))h/2 ⊂ (S(t0))h ⊂ (S(t))2h.

Note that condition (5.1) and point i) of the lemma (applied with h = δ) imply that

dist(S(t), ∂Ω) ≥ 3

2
δ, for t ∈ [0, T ], for some fixedδ > 0. (5.40)

Proof of the lemma. We first treati), focusing on the first inclusion (the other one is proved in
the same way). To this end, we recall that the associated sequence of characteristic functionsχn

S

converges toχS in C([0, T ];L1(Ω)). This implies that

sup
t∈[0,T ]

|Sn(t)△ S(t)| = sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖χn
S(t, ·) − χS(t, ·)‖L1(Ω) → 0 whenn→ ∞ ,

where we denoted△ the symmetric difference of subsets ofR
3. Let us now takeh > 0 and assume

a contrario that there exists a sequence of timestk ∈ [0, T ] and of integersnk going to infinity such
that

Snk(tk) \ (S(tk))h/4 6= ∅ .
As Snk(tk) is isometric toS0, which satisfies:

∃ r > 0 s.t. for allx ∈ S0 there exists a euclidean ballB with radiusr satisfyingx ∈ B ⊂ S0

there exists for allk a ballB′
k with radiusr′ = min(r, h/16) such that

B′
k ⊂ Snk(tk) \ S(tk) ,

so that

sup
t∈[0,T ]

|Snk(t)△ S(t)| ≥ 4π|r′|3
3

,

which yields a contradiction. Consequently, there existsn0 such that, for alln ≥ n0,

Sn(t) ⊂ (S(t))h/4 , ∀ t ∈ [0, T ].

The second itemii) is obtained in the same way. Leth > 0 and assume for instance that the first
inclusion does not hold. Arguing as previously, we are able to construct two sequences(tk0) and(tk)
converging both tot0 ∈ [0, T ] and such thatS(tk) \ S(tk0) contains a ball of fixed radius. Once again,
this contradicts the continuity inL1(Ω) of χS at t0.
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Thanks to the previous lemmas, we can conclude the proof of Proposition 13, following very
closely [23]. At first, very minor adaptation of the proof of [23, Proposition 7.1] yields:for s ∈
(0, 1/3), there existsh0, such that, for allh ∈ (0, h0):

lim
n→∞

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρnun · P s[(S(t))h]u

n =

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρu · P s[(S(t))h]u. (5.41)

We remind that the main idea behind this limit is the following: thanks to Lemma 15, for any field
ξ, the projected fieldP s[(S(t))h](ξ) is rigid in a neighborhood ofSn(t) for n large enough. Hence,
if one usesP s[(S(t))h](ξ) as a test function in the momentum equation, the boundary term at∂Sn(t)
and the penalization term vanish: roughly, one recovers a uniform bound on∂tP s[(S(t))h](ρ

nun) in
a Sobolev space of negative index, and from there compactness. For all details, see [23, Proposition
7.1].

Then, one establishes that

lim
n→∞

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρn|un|2 =

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρ|u|2, (5.42)

(

ρn = ρF (1− χn
S) + ρSχ

n
S, ρ = ρF (1− χS) + ρSχS

)

. The idea is to write

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρn|un|2 −

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρ|u|2

=

(
∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρnun · P s[(S(t))h](u

n)−
∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρu · P s[(S(t))h](u)

)

+

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρnun · (un − P s[S(t)h]u

n)dt +

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρu · (P s[S(t)h]u− u)dt

The first term at the r.h.s. is controlled using (5.41), whereas the last two are treated thanks to Lemma
13: note that(S(t))h ⊂ (Sn(t))2h for n large enough by Lemma 15, so that

∫ T

0
‖un(t, ·)− P s[(S(t))h]u

n(t, ·)‖2Hs(Ω) ≤
∫ T

0
‖un(t, ·)− P s[(Sn(t))2h]u

n(t, ·)‖2Hs(Ω)

≤ C
(

hε + n−ε
)

.

The final step of the proof consists in showing that

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρ|un|2 →

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρ|u|2

which yields the strong compactness ofun (ρ having positive lower and upper bounds). The idea here
is to write

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρ(|un|2 − |u|2)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ T

0

∫

Ω

(

ρn|un|2 − ρ|u|2
)

∣

∣

∣

∣

+

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
(ρn − ρ)|un|2

∣

∣

∣

∣

.

The first term at the r.h.s. goes to zero by (5.42). For the second one, we use thatρn → ρ strongly in
C([9, T ];Lp(Ω)) for all finite p and that|un|2 is uniformly bounded inLp′ for somep′ > 1, thanks to
the uniformHs bound onun. Again, we refer to [23] for all details.
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5.6 Convergence in the momentum equation: nonlinear terms

Thanks to the strong convergence of Proposition 13, we are now able to splitconvn in a suitable way.
Let us first remind thatvn is identically equal tounS insideSn, whereasϕn is identically equal toϕF

outsideSn. This allows us to decompose the convection term as follows:

convn =

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρF (1− χn

S)u
n
F · ∂tϕF

+

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρF (1− χn

S)v
n ⊗ unF : ∇ϕF +

∫ T

0
ρSχ

n
S(∂t + unS · ∇)ϕn · un := In1 + In2 + In3

The convergence ofIn1 is clear:

In1 →
∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρF (1− χS)uF · ∂tϕF .

The convergence ofIn3 follows from the fourth item in Proposition 12, which clearly implies that

In3 =

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρSχ

n
S(∂t + unS · ∇)ϕS · un + o(1).

Using the strong convergence ofχn
Su

n to χSuS in L2((0, T ) × Ω), it is then easily shown that

In3 =

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρSχS∂tϕS · uS +

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρSχ

n
Su

n
S · ∇ϕS · unS + o(1).

Now, we write the second term at the r.h.s. as
∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρSχ

n
Su

n
S · ∇ϕS · unS =

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρSχ

n
Su

n
S ⊗ unS : ∇ϕS

=

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρSχ

n
Su

n
S ⊗ unS : D(ϕS) = 0

asϕS is a rigid vector field.

It remains to studyIn2 . We know from paragraph 5.2 that

(1− χn
S)(v

n − un) = (1− χn
S)(v

n − unF ) → 0 in L2(0, T ;Lp(Ω)), ∀p ≤ 6.

It follows that

In2 =

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρF (1− χn

S)u
n
F ⊗ unF : ∇ϕF + o(1).

=

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρF (1− χn

S)u
n ⊗ un : ∇ϕF + o(1).

In this last identity we collect the strong convergences ofun to u in L2((0, T )×Ω) and ofχn
S toχ in

C([0, T ];L15(Ω)), together with the uniform regularity of(un, u) in L2(0, T ;H1/5(Ω)) (see Lemma
14), which yields that(un, u) are uniformly bounded inL2(0, T ;L30/13(Ω)). We obtain then :

lim
n→∞

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρF (1− χn

S)u
n ⊗ un : ∇ϕF =

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρF (1− χS)u⊗ u : ∇ϕF

=

∫ T

0

∫

Ω
ρF (1− χS)uF ⊗ uF : ∇ϕF

This concludes our proof.

40



5.7 Energy inequality and extension to collision time.

We pass to the weak limit in (4.10) and prove that the solution(ρ, u) satisfies the further energy
estimate (2.2). First, we note that (4.10) implies

‖√ρnun(t, ·)‖2L2(Ω) +

∫ t

0

∫

Ω
2µn|D(un)|2 +

1

2βΩ

∫ t

0

∫

∂Ω
|un × ν|2

+
1

2βS

∫ t

0

∫

∂SN (t)
|(un − Pn

S u
n)× ν|2 ≤

∫ t

0

∫

Ω
ρ(−g) · un +

∫

Ω
ρ0 |u0|2

for all n. As we have convergence of
√
ρnun in L2−ε((0, T ) × Ω) we can pass to the weak limit in

this inequality for almost allt ∈ [0, T ]. As S(t) remains far from∂Ω we treat boundary terms in a
similar way as in paragraph 4.4. The only term which requiresa new treatment is :

∫ t

0

∫

Ω
2µn|D(un)|2.

For this term, we note that, because of Lemma 15, there holds for arbitraryh > 0 andn sufficiently
large :

∫ t

0

∫

Ω\(S(t))h

2µF |D(un)|2 ≤
∫ t

0

∫

Ω
2µn|D(un)|2.

If we let n go to infinity, and thenh go to0, we obtain :

∫ t

0

∫

F (t)
2µF |D(uF )|2 ≤ lim inf

∫ t

0

∫

Ω
2µn|D(un)|2,

for almost allt ∈ [0, T ]. Hence, passing to the limit in (4.10) yields (2.2).

Our solutions are limited in time to avoid collision. Namely, the only shortcoming of our con-
struction is that it requires the distance betweenS(t) and∂Ω to be larger than a fixed positive distance
δ through time. However, as long as we are given an initial datau0 ∈ L2(Ω) and an initial positionS0
such thatS0 ⋐ Ω, we are able to construct a small timeT depending only on the inital position ofS0
in Ω and theL2 norm ofu0 such that the solution exists and satisfies this property on[0, T ]. As our
solutions satisfy also energy estimate (2.2) we might reproduce the arguments of [10, Lemma 2.2] to
concatenate solutions in time and prove existence of at least one weak solution until collision time.
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A Weak/Strong convergence and isometries

In this appendix, we study the influence of isometric transformations on weak and strong convergence
of sequences. First, we prove :

Lemma 16 Letφ ∈ C([0, T ]; Isom(R3)). Givenw : (0, T )× R
3 → R

3 we define :

w(t, φ(t, y)) := dφt|yW (t, y) , ∀ (t, y) ∈ (0, T ) × R
3. (A.1)

Then

• If w ∈ L2(0, T ;H1(R3)) thenW ∈ L2(0, T ;H1(R3)).

• If w ∈ C([0, T ];H1(R3)) thenW ∈ C([0, T ];H1(R3)).

• The same assertions hold true replacingH1(R3) byH1
loc(R

3).

The proof of this lemma is based on the fact that formula (A.1)for fixed t defines a unitary transfor-
mation ofH1(R3). The details are left to the reader. Second, we obtain :

Lemma 17 Let φN : [0, T ] × R
3 such thatφN (t, ·) ∈ Isom(R3) for all t ∈ [0, T ]. We assume that

φN converges toφ in C([0, T ];C∞
loc(R

3)). Given a sequence(wN ) : (0, T )× R
3 → R

3 we define :

wN (t, φN (t, y)) := dφNt |yWN (t, y).

Then, with obvious notations:
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• If (wN ) converges tow strongly (resp. weakly) inL2(0, T ;H1(R3)) then(WN ) converges to
W strongly (resp. weakly) inL2(0, T ;H1(R3)).

• If (wN ) converges tow inC([0, T ];H1(R3)) then(WN ) converges toW inC([0, T ];H1(R3)).

• The same assertions hold true replacingH1(R3) byH1
loc(R

3).

Remark.We point out thatwN andWN satisfy symmetric relations:

wN
(

t, φNt (y)
)

= dφNt |yWN(t, y) ⇔ WN
(

t, [φNt ]−1(x)
)

= d[φNt ]−1|xwN (t, x),

so that fieldsW n andwn, resp.W andw can be switched in this lemma.

Proof of Lemma 17. We first remind thatφNt is an affine isometry, so that (for allN, t)

∣

∣dφNt |y x
∣

∣ = |x| ,
∣

∣[dφNt |y]−1M dφNt |y
∣

∣ = |M |, ∀(x, y) ∈ R
3 ×R

3, ∀M ∈M3(R). (A.2)

The same relations hold forφ instead ofφN .

Strong convergence.We focus on convergence inC([0, T ];H1(R3)), the strong convergence in
L2H1 being treated in the same way. First, we note that our previous lemma yields:

WN ∈ C([0, T ];H1(R3)) for anyN, W ∈ C([0, T ];H1(R3)).

Then, we write

‖WN −W‖C([0,T ];L2(R3)) ≤ sup
t
IN1 (t) + sup

t
IN2 (t) + sup

t
IN3 (t)

where

|IN1 (t)|2 :=

∫

R3

∣

∣WN (t, y)− dφNt ◦ [dφt]−1|yW (t, [φt]
−1 ◦ φNt (y))

∣

∣

2
dy,

|IN2 (t)|2 :=

∫

R3

∣

∣[dφNt ]−1 ◦ dφt|yW (t, [φt]
−1 ◦ φNt (y))−W (t, [φt]

−1 ◦ φNt (y))
∣

∣

2
dy,

and

|IN3 (t)|2 :=
∫

R3

∣

∣W (t, [φt]
−1 ◦ φNt (y))−W (t, y)

∣

∣

2
dy.

Using (A.2), we have easily

|IN1 (t)|2 =

∫

R3

∣

∣wN (t, φNt (y))− w(t, φNt (y))
∣

∣

2
dydt

=

∫

R3

∣

∣wN (t, x)− w(t, x)
∣

∣

2
dx,

which tends uniformly to0 whenN → ∞ by assumption. We then get

|IN2 (t)|2 ≤ sup
t,y

∣

∣dφN0,t ◦ dφt,0 − Id
∣

∣

2
∫

R3

∣

∣W (t, [φt]
−1 ◦ φNt (y))

∣

∣

2
dy

≤ sup
t,y

∣

∣dφN0,t ◦ dφt,0 − Id
∣

∣

2 ‖W‖C([0,T ];H1(R3)) → 0.
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Finally, the continuity ofW with values inL2(R3) implies that:
∫

|y|≥A
|W (t, y)|2dy

can be made arbitrary small uniformly in time, takingA sufficiently large. So, we apply the local
convergence ofφN to φ to obtain that, forN sufficiently large, there holds :

|IN3 (t)| ≤
(

∫

|y|≥A
|W (t, [φt]

−1 ◦ φNt (y))|2dy
)1/2

+

(

∫

|y|≥A
|W (t, y)|2dy

)1/2

+

(

∫

|y|<A

∣

∣W (t, [φt]
−1 ◦ φNt (y))−W (t, y)

∣

∣

2
dy

)1/2

≤ 2

(

∫ T

0

∫

|y|≥A/2
|W (t, (y))|2

)1/2

+

(

∫

|y|<A

∣

∣W (t, [φt]
−1 ◦ φNt (y))−W (t, y)

∣

∣

2
dy

)1/2

The first term at the r.h.s. is independent ofN and goes to zero asA goes to infinity. Moreover, for
fixedA, [φt]−1 ◦ φNt (y) converges toy uniformly in [0, T ] × {|y| ≤ A}. Hence, for fixedA, the
second term at the r.h.s. converges to zero asN goes to infinity (continuity of translations inL2)
uniformly in t. We conclude thatIN3 goes to zero, so thatWN converges toW in C([0, T ];L2(R3)).
The convergence of∇WN to ∇W follows the same lines, which yields the result.

Weak convergence. Again, we only prove the convergence onR3. The convergence inH1
loc(R

3)
is similar. We assume here that(wN ) converges tow in L2(0, T ;H1(R3)) weak. Givenχ ∈
C∞
c ((0, T ) × R

3) there holds :

∫ T

0

∫

R3

WN(t, y) · χ(t, y) dt dy =

∫ T

0

∫

R3

wN (t, φNt (y)) · dφNt,0|y χ(t, y) dt dy

=

∫ T

0

∫

R3

wN (t, x) ·
(

d[φNt ]−1|x
)−1

χ(t, [φNt ]−1(x)) dt dy ,

where we applied again thatdφNt |y is a linear isometry. Because of the strong convergence ofφN in
C([0, T ];C1

loc(R
3)) there holds :

(

d[φNt ]−1|x
)−1

χ(t, [φNt ]−1(x)) →
(

d[φt]
−1|x

)−1
χ(t, [φt]

−1(x)) strongly inL2((0, T ) × R
3)

so that with the weak convergence ofwN we obtain :

∫ T

0

∫

R3

WN(t, y) · χ(t, y) dt dy →
∫ T

0

∫

R3

W (t, y) · χ(t, y) dt dy .

Similar arguments yield also that:

∫ T

0

∫

R3

∇WN (t, y) : ∇χ(t, y) dt dy →
∫ T

0

∫

R3

∇W (t, y) : ∇χ(t, y) dt dy .

which ends the proof.
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