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LANDAU-LIFSHITZ-NAVIER-STOKES EQUATIONS: LARGE
DEVIATIONS AND RELATIONSHIP TO THE ENERGY
EQUALITY

BENJAMIN GESS, DANIEL HEYDECKER, AND ZHENGYAN WU

ABSTRACT. The dynamical large deviations principle for the three-dimensional incompressible
Landau-Lifschitz-Navier-Stokes equations is shown, in the joint scaling regime of vanishing noise
intensity and correlation length. This proves the consistency of the large deviations in lattice gas
models [QY98], with Landau-Lifschitz fluctuating hydrodynamics [LL87]. Secondly, in the course
of the proof, we unveil a novel relation between the validity of the deterministic energy equality
for the deterministic forced Navier-Stokes equations and matching large deviations upper and
lower bounds. In particular, we conclude that time-reversible uniqueness to the forced Navier-
Stokes equations implies the validity of the energy equality, thus generalising the classical Lions-
Ladyzhenskaya result. Thirdly, we prove that no non-trivial large deviations result can be true
for local-in-time strong solutions.
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This paper is dedicated to the study of the large deviations for €, — 0 of the Landau-Lifschitz-

Navier-Stokes equations
Ou=Au— (u-V)u—Vp—+eV-&, diviu) =0
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posed on x € T3 ¢ > 0, and their relation to the open problem of anomalous dissipation for the
forced Navier-Stokes equations

Ou=Au—(u-Viu—Vp—-V.g, diviu) =0 (1.2)

with force in the Leray class V-g € L?H_*. Here, p is the pressure, and &5 denotes the mollification
of a matrix-valued divergence-free white noise £ on a spatial scale 9.

A central motivation of the present work, and the first main result, is to show the consistency
of the macroscopic fluctuation theory (MFT) associated to the lattice gas model of the Navier-
Stokes equations introduced by Quastel and Yau [QY98] with the large deviations associated to
the equations (1.1) of fluctuating hydrodynamics (FHD). Generally speaking, MFT introduces a
general framework for describing the fluctuations of observables far from equilibrium [BDSGT15,
Der(07] by postulating large deviation rate principles for diffusive systems. On the other hand, the
theory of FHD provides a framework for modelling microscopic fluctuations in a manner consistent
with statistical mechanics and non-equilibrium thermodynamics by means of stochastic differential
equations (SPDEs) with conservative noise [LL87, Spol2, FG23, FG21]. In the context of fluid
dynamics, the rate functions of MFT were introduced Quastel and Yau in [QY98], and the FHD
equations (1.1), with 6 = 0, were introduced [LL87] to describe thermodynamic fluctuations in
fluids. While on an informal level MFT and FHD are linked via large deviations principles for the
FHD equations, the rigorous justification of this is largely open.

This programme is achieved for fluctuations about the incompressible Navier-Stokes equations in
Theorem 2.5 below, by showing that the large deviations of (1.1) are governed by the same rate
function Z as in [QY98, Theorem 2] on sufficiently integrable fluctuations.

An important part of the large deviation lower bound arguments are uniqueness results for the
perturbed limit equation, given in the present setting by (1.2), see for example [FG23, Hey23|
for a discussion of the problem. When uniqueness is not available, one can argue instead via
the explicit identification of the lower semicontinuous envelope of the rate function restricted to
a smaller set of paths. For example, this program was achieved for purely hyperbolic scaling
laws via a Young measure approach by Bellettini et al. [BBMNI10] and Mariani [Mar10]. For
the equation (1.1), neither of these approaches are available. Indeed, Albritton et al. [ABC22]
demonstrated nonuniqueness of solutions to (1.2) in the Leray class L{° L2NL? H), while attempting
to generalise the argument of [BBMN10, Mar10] is hindered by the relative gain of regularity
through the diffusive term. We instead develop an LDP analysis based on weak-strong uniqueness.
This extension of tools of weak-strong uniqueness to the field of large deviations appears to be new.
As a result, we prove matching large deviations bounds on sets of solutions that are characterised
by certain extensions of weak-strong uniqueness classes, see Definition 2.4. For concreteness we
show that this includes the choice C := L4([0,T] x T3, R3).

One of the key technical difficulties in this approach to large deviations is taking the limit
of the nonlinear convection (u - V)u appearing in the (stochastic) PDE. In the present context,
this is achieved through working in a well-chosen path space X, which transfers these difficulties
into proving sufficiently strong compactness estimates on the solutions to (1.1). This allows to
concentrate the effort on the aspects which are specific to (1.2) and the weak-strong uniqueness
approach developed in this work.

Theorem 2.5 below proves that the dynamic large deviations of (1.1) are governed by the skeleton
Navier-Stokes equation (1.2) with a control g ranging over L7L2. In the course of the proof,
we uncover a novel link between the problem of large deviations for (1.1) and key problems in
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nonlinear PDEs, namely, the weak-strong uniqueness and the problem of anomalous dissipation
for the forced Navier-Stokes equations (1.2). Based on insight from the large deviations principle,
this leads to a second main result, Theorem 2.7, proving that for the deterministic, forced Navier-
Stokes equations the energy equality holds on certain closures of weak-strong uniqueness classes.
This provides a first systematic answer to the open problem posed in [BC20] on how (weak-strong)
uniqueness of solutions is related to the energy equality. We will next comment on this challenge.

Leray solutions to (1.2) satisfy an energy inequality

1 ¢ 1 ¢
Sl 52 + / ()]s oy s < 5 1(0)[F sy — / (Vu, g)ds (1.3)

for all 0 < ¢t < T. This energy (in)equality may be formally derived by multiplying (1.2) by u
itself and integrating by parts, but the available a priori estimates do not offer enough regularity
to make this calculation rigorous. In general, the question of which conditions, if any, are nec-
essary to guarantee that Leray solutions satisfy the equality case of (1.3) is an open problem: if
the inequality is strict, then the solution exhibits anomalous dissipation. It is a celebrated result
of Lions-Ladyzhenskaya [Lio60, Pro59, KL57] that u € L{L2 is sufficient to guarantee the energy
equality; other conditions of type LY L% have been found by Shinbrot [Shi74] and da Veiga-Beirao-
Yang [dVY20] and conditions of type LYW 4 have been found by Bersilli-Chandroli [BC20], da
Veiga-Beirao-Yang [dVY19] and Zhang [Zhal9].

In comparison, the known sufficient conditions for weak-strong uniqueness of solutions are more
restrictive: for instance, the conditions in [Shi74, Lio60, Pro59, KL57, dVY20] together cover all
cases of the Ladyzhenskaya-Prodi-Serrin condition for uniqueness [RRS16, Wiel8]. In addition, the
counterexamples to uniqueness for the forced Navier-Stokes equations [ABC22] satisfy the energy
equality. In particular the energy equality alone cannot guarantee uniqueness.

This leaves open the problem of whether a form of (weak-strong) uniqueness implies the energy
equality, see [BC20]. This is addressed by Theorem 2.7, by demonstrating that the energy equality
(1.3) holds on certain closures of weak-strong uniqueness classes. The method and result are ab-
stract, and in particular apply to any of the commonly investigated types LY L2, WX PW e [PCo.

Another novel observation of this work is a direct link between the approach to the large deviations
lower bound via lower semicontinuous envelopes, and the question of the energy (in)equality and
anomalous dissipation in the forced Navier-Stokes equations (1.2). As a consequence of Theorem
2.7, in Remark 2.8, we show that the existence of solutions to (1.2) violating the energy equality
at the terminal time ¢ = T leads to violations of the large deviations lower bound.

Notably, in the forced setting, solutions violating the energy equality with forces in Lf_eH; L are
known, see [CL21], which are thus only € less regular than those appearing in the large deviations.

The third main result of this work addresses the (im)possibility of using stronger notions of solutions
to the Landau-Lifschitz-Navier-Stokes equations in the proof of large deviations principles.

While in the deterministic theory, the problems of nonuniqueness and energy equalities have been
resolved under additional restrictions such as short times or the smallness of the initial data
[CT08, KT01], we demonstrate that the context of large-deviations for (1.1) makes the use of any
such theory impossible. In the third main result Theorem 2.9, we prove that at speed e~ ! with
negligible large deviations cost, and in arbitrarily fast time, the H!(T3)-norm of fluctuations of
(1.1) becomes arbitrarily large. As a consequence, no non-trivial large deviations principle for
strong solutions can be true at this speed. At any slower large deviations speed, however, the
only limits with finite rate are initial segments of the maximal strong solution to the Navier-Stokes
equations, again excluding any non-trivial large deviations principle for strong solutions.
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The central problem in the study of blowup at the large deviation level is as follows: given a local,
strong solution @(s),0 < s < 7 to (1.2) for a control g and a time 0 < ¢ < 7, one must perturb g to
¢’ such that the corresponding @’ is close to @ on [0,t), but has become large in the stronger norm
at time t. However, in general, in light of the supercritical nonlinearity, answering the question
how much regularity solutions to (1.2) for a given g have appears intractable. The key observation
here is that loss of regularity is related to the interplay between the dissipation term Awu and the
rough forcing V - g,g € L?L?, rather than the nonlinear convective term u - Vu. Indeed, for the
same class of g, the linear evolution

ow=Av—-V-g (1.4)

is already critical for u € L?(T®), and supercritical for the norms L?(T?), BMO™(T®) which
are scaling-critical for the Navier-Stokes equations. This observation will allow us to explicitly
construct ¢’, @’ in Section 10, which ultimately leads to a proof of Theorem 2.9.

2. STATEMENT OF RESULTS

2.1. Definitions. We now give some definitions of the objects which will be in use throughout the
paper: function spaces of constant use, a path space X of Leray-type regularity, and the precise
meaning of the white noise and Leray-type solution theory of (1.1). Two definitions, of local strong
solutions to (1.1) and an accompanying path space Xgt 1oc, are defered until they are first used in
Section 10.

Function Spaces. Let us first introduce some function spaces of frequent use in the sequel. De-
noting Xy := {f € C°(T3;R3), V- f =0} for the space of divergence-free test functions, let us
take H to be the closure of Xy in L?(T3,R3?). We denote by (,-) the inner product of H, and
write P for the Leray projection from L2(T3,R3) to H. We next define the space M as the space
of divergence-free, matrix-valued L2-functions:

d
M:=<qgc¢€ L2(T3,R3X3) : Zajgij =0 (21)

j=1

understanding the divergence-free condition in the sense of distributions, and we equip M with

the restriction of the L?(T? R**3) norm ||g||x := [|gllp2(rs raxsy. Finally, we define a further
seminorm ||ul|y := ||Vu||m, allowing the value co. We write V' N H for the subspace of H where
this is finite, which we equip with the (Hilbert) norm' |[u|?.; = [ull} + ||lul|?. We write

L2([0,T], HNV), L?([0,T],V) for the vector spaces of measurable functions [0,7] — H for which
the functionals
T

T
el 01 == / la@IZ e ulagommoy, = / a(®) 2oy dt

are finite. We will take a basis of H consisting of the eigenvectors {e¢}cep of the Stokes operator
A = —PA, indexed by B := ((Z*\ 0) x {£1}) U ({0} x {£1,0}), where each e¢,( = (k,0) is a
normalised plane wave of frequency 2mk; the corresponding eigenvalue is A¢ = 47%|k|2. We define a
Galerkin projection P, onto the span of e, ¢ € B,, of those eigenfunctions with frequency |k| < m:

Ppnfi= > (frec)ec (2.2)
CEBm
IThe norm || - || gAv is thus exactly the Sobolev H(T3)-norm, and the seminorm || - ||y is the homoegenous part.

The fact that [[u|p2([o,7,v) fails to be positive definite will not cause problems in the sequel.
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Path Space and its topologies. We may now define the path space X in which we consider large
deviations. We define the path space to be

X := L*([0,T], H)n C([0,T), (H,w)) N L ([0, T], HNV) (2.3)

and where w denotes the weak topology of H, respectively L2([0,T], HNV), and where C ([0, T, (H, w))
is the locally convex topology defined by the maps u — sup,« | (¢, u)|, » € H. We will occasionally
work with a slight strengthening of the topology, in which we add the basic open sets induced by
the seminorm u — ||u(0)||g. The spaces X, XT defined in this way are separable and Haussdorf.
Divergence-Free White Noise and Regularisation. Throughout, we will use the notation
(0, F,{Fi}iepo,1,P) for a stochastic basis on which are defined a set of standard, one-dimensional
Brownian motions ({8%(¢)}teo,77)ceB,1<i<3). We write E for the expectation defined by P. With-
out loss of generality, the filtration {F;};c[o, 7 is assumed to be complete.

We now formulate the noise term appearing in (1.1). Let {8%%}cen1<i<3 be a sequence of in-
dependent, standard Brownian motions in R, and define W = (Wi)lgig by

Wi(t) =) B (D)ec (). (2.4)
ceB

This will correspond to the noise ¢ appearing in (1.1) through & := dd—VtV, although we will use W

in the sequel. We will use the terminology ‘divergence-free white noise’ for the (matrix) white
noise constructed in this way?. We remark that the Cameron-Martin space of the unreglarised,
divergence-free white noise W given by (2.4) is L2([0,T], M).

We next specify a regularisation of the noise in space. We choose the regularisation Ws := \/QsW,
where Q)5 is the operator on H defined by defined by
Qs = (I +6A%)71. (2.5)

A Solution Class to (1.1). With above conditions, we define the class of weak solutions of (1.1)
with which we work. The solution theory mimics the classical arguments of Leray, and we therefore
call the solution class stochastic Leray solutions.

Definition 2.1. Fiz ¢,6,T > 0. We say that a progressively measurable process U§, defined on
a stochastic basis (2, F,{F(t)}icjo, 1), P) equipped with a divergence-free white noise W and an
H -valued random variable Uy independent of W, is a stochastic Leray solution started at Uy if it
P-almost surely takes values in X, satisfies the equation (1.1) in the sense that, for every ¢ € X,
P-almost surely, for all0 <t <T,

US(t), o) + / (VUE(s), Vio)ds = (Uo, o) — / (US - V)US, @)ds + Ve / (Vi dWs(r)  (2.6)

and satisfies the trajectorial energy inequality: P-almost surely, for all 0 <t < T,

S 1 b
SN <5100l — [ 105 ar
0 (2.7)

t
€
~ Ve [ (U39 aWs(r)) + 514" o VQilst.

2It can be verified that the covariance structure of the Gaussian thus defined is the same as that in [BGWO0T],
which justifies our description of (1.1) as the same equation studied therein.
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Let us remark that the solution theory will be slightly different from those of [FG95, FROS8]; we
defer a discussion of this point to the literature review.

2.2. Main Results. We first give a result on existence.

Proposition 2.2 (Proposition 5.1). For any€,0 > 0, there exists a stochastic basis (2, F, (F)t>0,P)
on which are defined a divergence-free space-time white noise W and a stochastic Leray solution
Ug to (1.1) for the white noise W. Under integrability conditions, Ug can be constructed so that
U£(0) has any given desired law, independently of the divergence-free white noise W.

Before giving the large deviations results, we introduce the necessary scaling relations on the
parameters, and introduce the rate function.
Parameter Tuning. The large deviations analysis may be carried out either at the level of the
stochastic Leray solutions U§ as in Definition 2.1, or with the Galerkin approximations Uy, satis-
fying
OUs = AU 1y = Prn(Us 1 VU5 1) = VEPR(V - &) (2.8)
where P, is as in (2.2) and m = m(e) — oo with €. In either case, we must impose a scaling relation
on the parameters (€, d) or (e,d(e), m(e)). In the former case, we impose the scaling relation that
€,0 = 6(€) must satisfy
5(€)"1 =0 (2.9)
and that 8 > g, where 3 is the exponent in the definition (2.5) of Qs. In the latter case, we impose
instead,

¢ min (m(6)5, 6(6)*%) 0. (2.10)
Let us remark that the two hypotheses (2.9, 2.10) allow both regularisation schemes in which

one of the parameters is removed, either by taking m — oo and tuning €, according to (2.9), or
by taking d(e) = 0, m(e) < € 3.

Large Deviations of Initial Data. We next give the assumption on the large deviations of the
initial data.

Assumption 2.1. Let ¢, d(€) be scaling parameters satisfying (2.9). In the case of solutions U§ to
(1.1), the laws ,ug’o of initial data U§ (0) satisfy a large deviations upper bound with rate function
Ty in the weak topology of H, and a lower bound with the same rate in the norm topology of H :
whenever A C H is closed for the weak topology and U C H is open in the norm topology, we have

limsup e log 115°(A) < —inf {Zo(u) : u € A} (2.11)
and
lim inf € log u§(U) > — inf {Zo(u) : u € U}. (2.12)

Furthermore, the function Io(u) is continuous in the norm topology of H, has a unique zero ufy € H,
and the initial data have exponential Gaussian moments satisfying

7
timsup 22 < s, (2.13)
—0 n

where Z is the function

€ 2
Z(n) :=limsupelogE lexp <M>] . (2.14)

e—0 €
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In particular, we require that Z(n) is finite for sufficiently small n > 0. In the case of solutions
Us ,, to the Galerkin approximation with m(e) — oo,d(e) — 0, we assume that the same holds for

the laws ,ug:?n of U§ ,,,(0) in place of U§.

Throughout, the superscript © will be used to denote objects pertaining to the initial data, to
distinguish them from the law p§ of the whole process. In order to show that this condition is
not overly restrictive, we give the following example of such initial distributions. The proof is
elementary, and so is omitted.

Lemma 2.3. Let ug € H. Assumption 2.1 holds for Gaussian initial data U§(0) ~ G(uo, €Qs/2)
with mean uy and covariance Qs, under the scaling relation (2.9) on €,0, with a rate function
Zo(v) := ||lv = uol|3;- The same holds for U, (0) ~ G(Pnuo, €PmQs/2), provided €,8,m satisfy
(2.10).

The particular choice of U . (0) ~ G(0, eP,Qs/2) will be relevant for several remarks later, as
it is a stationary distribution under which the law of Us,, is invariant under the time-reversal
operation

(Tru)(t,z) == —u(T —t,x), (2.15)
see Lemma 3.3.
The Rate Function. We now specify the rate function of the large deviations, related to the one
reported in [QY98]. We define the dynamic cost J(u) to be
T(u) = %inf{||g|\%2([07T])M) . u satisfies (1.2) for g} (2.16)
where we understand the solution theory for (1.2) in a weak sense. Let us remark that this is the
dynamic rate function Z; in [QY98]. We set Z to be the whole rate function

Z(u) = Zo(u(0)) + J (u) (2.17)
where Zj is the large deviation rate function of the initial data in Assumption 2.1. We next

characterise the spaces on which we can restrict in the lower bound.

Definition 2.4. We say that C C X satisfies the weak-strong uniqueness property if, whenever
u € C,v € X are weak solutions to the skeleton equation (1.2) for the same g and the same initial
data u(0) = v(0), and v satisfies the energy inequality

1 K 1 K
IOl + [ 1) < Sl + [ (Vo.0)ds (215)
then uw = v. The Z-closure of a set A C X is defined by
A= {u eX:Fu™eA w5, Tu™) — I(u)} (2.19)

so that A~ is the mazimal set on which I agrees with the lower semicontinuous envelope of its
restriction to A.

Concretely, we show in Lemma 6.6 that the Ladyzhenskaya-Prodi-Serrin condition [RRS16,
Wiel8] defines a weak-strong uniqueness class, and in Lemma 6.7 that its Z-closure contains
LA([0,T] x T3, R3). We can now state the large deviations principle.

Theorem 2.5. (Propositions 7.5, 8.1) Let €,5(e) be scaling parameters satisfying (2.9), and for
all e > 0, let u§ be the law of a stochastic Leray solution U§ to (1.1) started from initial data
Us(0) satisfying Assumption 2.1, and let C be the I-closure of a class Cy satisfying the weak-strong
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uniqueness property. Then u§ satisfy the restricted large deviation lower bound, for every open

subset U of X,

- NS _ '
llgglfelogug(U)_ Uelzr}%CI(v), (2.20)

and the upper bound, for every closed subset V of X,
lim sup e log p5(V) < — inf Z(v), (2.21)
e—0 vey

where the rate function T is defined by (2.17). Moreover, C can concretely be chosen to L*([0,T] x
T3, R?) 4n (2.20). Finally, the same holds for Uy, , if €,0 = §(e) = 0,m = m(e) — oo are chosen
according to (2.10).

This achieves the goal, discussed in the introduction, of showing that the stochastic Leray
solutions of (1.1) have the same large deviations as the particle model in [QY98] on a large subset
of X. We will present several mild sharpenings of the upper bound, related to the energy inequality
(2.18). The first result in this direction which we will present is a mild sharpening of the upper
bound. The rate function Z appearing in (2.21) vanishes on all weak solutions u € X to the Navier-
Stokes equations starting at u§, while the Leray theory also has the energy inequality (1.3) in the
special case ¢ = 0. We will now show a strengthening with a new rate function which vanishes
only on Leray solutions to Navier-Stokes starting at ug.

Theorem 2.6. For any u € X, set £*(u) to be the maximal violation of the energy inequality (1.3)
for uw(0) = uj:

* 1 K 1 * "
e*(w) =sup (IOl + [ IR - 3hal%) 222

with x denoting the nonnegative part of x € R. Then, under the same hypotheses as Theorem 2.5,
there exists a function S : [0,00) — [0,00), which vanishes only at S(0) = 0, such that the upper
bound (2.21) holds with the new rate function

T'(u) := max (Z(u), S(E*(u))) (2.23)

which vanishes only on Leray solutions to the Navier-Stokes equations starting at uy. The function
S may be made explicit in terms of the function Z(n) defined in (2.14).

We next give the theorem relating the classes C appearing in the lower bound of Theorem 2.5
to the energy equality (1.3).

Theorem 2.7. Let C C X be as in the lower bound of Theorem 2.5, and R C C be such that
R = Tr'R, where the time-reversal operator Ty is defined in (2.15). Then, whenever u € R has
finite rate Z(u) < oo, the energy equality holds:

1 ’ 1 r
S+ [ G = g+ [ (T g)is 2:24)
where g € L*([0,T), M) is such that u solves (1.2).

As discussed in the introduction, this theorem partially resolves the problem of connecting
uniqueness criteria to the energy equality [BC20].

We also find, via a direct and probabilistic argument the following connection of the PDE
problem to the sharpness of the large deviation principle.
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Remark 2.8. Set 6(¢) = 0 and choose m(e) according to (2.10). Let Us,, be solutions to (2.8)
starting from equilibrium Ug . (0) ~ G(0,ePnQs/2). Then violations of the energy identity are
related to the LDP of U ., as follows:

i) (Non-Leray Solutions Violate Lower Bound) Suppose u € X is a solution to (1.2) for some
g € L2([0,T), M), which violates the energy inequality at the terminal time T':

1 r 1 r
I+ [ @)1 > 5IuO)F+ [ (Fugids (2:25)
Then u violates the large deviations lower bound:
Ll{gihgl)glfeloguoﬁm(u) < —I(u) (2.26)

where the infimum runs over all open sets U C X containing u.

1) (Anomalous dissipation violates lower bound for reversed trajectory) Suppose instead that
u € X is a solution to the controlled equation (1.2) for which the equality (2.24) is a strict
inequality. Then the lower bound fails, in the sense of (2.26), for the trajectory v := Tru.

Let us remark on the difference between the two different situations in this result, and in
Theorem 2.6. Remark 2.8 gives (implicitly) an improved upper bound on non-Leray solutions to
(1.2), provided that the energy inequality remains violated at the terminal time T, and for the
special case § = 0,m = m(e) < e~5 and with initial data U§.m(0) started in equilibrium. In
contrast, the upper bound in Theorem 2.6 applies to more general scalings on €,d, m and more
general initial conditions, and penalizes violations of the energy inequality at any time 0 < ¢ < T,
but only in comparison to the unforced energy inequality.

Finally, we give our result on the large deviations of the strong solution. The definition of strong
solution is given in Definition 10.1 and the definition of the strong local path space X 10c and its
topology are given in Section 10.2.

Theorem 2.9 (Triviality of large deviations of the strong solution). Let U;(O) be a V-valued
random variable, satisfying a large deviation principle with speed e¢~* in the weak topology of H,
with a good rate function Zo vanishing at a unique ujy. For a divergence-free white noise W, let
(Us(t),0 < t < 1) be the mazimal strong solution to (1.1) starting at this initial data. Let § = §(e)
be chosen to satisfy (2.9) and let re = r(e,0(€)) be any putative large deviations speed, which
diverges as € — 0. For large deviations in Xy 1oc, we have the following dichotomy.

i). If inf. er. > 0, then the large deviations at speed 1 include spontaneous blowup with zero
large-deviations cost: for any partial path T and any initial segment T of u, it holds that

inf liminf 7, logP (U5 € U) > inf liminf r,  logP (U5 € ) (2.27)
Uag e—0 Haﬂ e—0

where, on both sides, the infimum runs over open sets U containing T, respectively u. For

the trivial path %, we observe instantaneous blowup with zero large deviations cost:

inf ! lim inf log P (U; € U) =0. (2.28)
U+ e—0

it). Let T* be the mazimal strong solution to the Navier-Stokes equation starting from uf. If
ere — 0, then for any T which is not an initial segment of w*, it holds that

inf limsup r; ! log P (U; € U) = —o00. (2.29)
Us3v =0

Both statements hold, no matter what scaling (at least as strong as (2.9)) is imposed on €, 4.
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2.3. Structure of the paper. The paper is structured as follows. The remainder of this section
discusses connections of the results to the literature. In Section 3, we introduce some objects of
frequent use, including the noise ¢ and the regularisation. In Section 4, we prove some tightness
estimates in the space X, based on the energy inequality; these are used in Section 5 to prove
Proposition 2.2. In Section 6, we prove some properties of the rate function Z. The lower bound of
Theorem 2.5 is proven in Section 7, and the upper bound is proven in Section 8. Section 9 relates
the large deviations to the energy equality to prove Theorem 2.7 and Remark 2.8. In Section 10,
we discuss the triviality of large deviations of the local-in-time strong solution as a justification for
working with the class of stochastic Leray solutions.

2.4. Comments on the literature.

Stochastic Navier Stokes and Large Deviations. By now, the analysis of classical Navier-
Stokes equations has attracted significant attention, see, for example, [CT08, KT01] for the local-
in-time existence of regular solutions, [RRS16, Wiel8] for weak-strong uniqueness, [ABC22, GS17,
JS15, BV20] for a recent non-uniqueness theorem in the Leray space X, [Lio60, Pro59, KL57,
Shi74, dVY20, BC20, dVY19, Zhal9] for conditions related to the energy (in)equality, and Leslie-
Shvydkoy [L.S18] for regularity analysis related to failures of the energy equality. The stochastic
Navier-Stokes equations were studied by Flandoli [Flal5], Flandoli-Gatarek [FG95]; let us also refer
to the review articles [Mat03, Ben95, Brel8] and references therein for an overview of the area.
The Landau-Lifshitz-Navier-Stokes equations have attracted significant interest in relationship to
numerical schemes for fluctuations, see for instance [BGW07, RPDOT21].

Within the literature on stochastic perturbations of the Navier-Stokes equations, there is by
now a substantial literature on large deviation principles (LDP). Dynamic large deviation princi-
ples were obtained in [SS06, CD19, ZZ15, Zhal2, RZ12, AX06]. Related large deviations for the
invariant measure were obtained by [Marl8, BC17], and LDP for the occupation measure was stud-
ied in [Nerl9, Gou07]. We point out that the notion of stochastic Leray solution in Definition 2.1
differs from the classical definition of martingale solutions, see for example [FG95, Definition 3.1].
Similar solutions were shown to exist by Flandoli-Romito [FR08, Theorem 3.7]; in this definition
the martingale appearing in the energy identity is not explicitly identified, and only characterised
by upper bounds on the quadratic variation. For the large deviation theory, it will be important
to have the explicit characterisation of the martingale term. This has been achieved for the case
of compressible Navier-Stokes in [BFH18], see [BFH18, Defintion 3.4.1]; for completeness we give
the full argument.

Independence of Uniqueness Theory. Let us remark that we make no statements regarding
the uniqueness or uniqueness-in-law of the stochastic Leray solutions; consequently, Theorems 2.5 -
2.6 apply to any choice stochastic Leray solutions U§. The pathwise uniqueness of solutions appears
to be as hard as the problem of uniqueness for the deterministic Navier-Stokes equations, which
remains open in the Leray class; see [HZZ19] for a discussion. In [HZZ19, HZZ23], the authors
use a stochastic convex integration method to prove non-uniqueness in law for weak solutions to
the stochastic Navier-Stokes equations, where the pathwise energy inequality is removed. It is
not yet clear whether a related construction would show non-uniqueness in the stronger setting of
stochastic Leray solutions, and we will not attempt to address this problem.

Large Deviations of Singular SPDE. Regarding the large deviations of singular SPDEs, we
refer, for example, to Hairer and Weber [HW15] and the references therein. Let us remark in
particular [HW15] shows that the renormalisation constants for the stochastic Allen-Cahn equation
appear in the large deviation rate functional. The situation we consider, where the noise is of the
form V - &5, is the setting of the conservative singular stochastic PDE studied by Dirr, Fehrman
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and the first author [DFG24], and Fehrman and the first author [FG23], which establish a link
between the large deviations of conservative SPDEs and those of particle systems. As already
remarked, in these cases [DFG24], [FG23], there is no renormalisation procedure that allows us to
make sense of the SPDE with spatially uncorrelated noise. In [DFG24, FG16, GH23], the kinetic
solution approach and the L'-theory play important roles in the well-posedness of the perturbed
‘skeleton’ equation, but, as already mentioned, there is no hope for such a strong uniqueness result
in the present setting.

LDP for Particle Systems and the Quastel-Yau Lattice Gas. A microscopic particle model,
which produces the Navier-Stokes equations in d = 3 in the incompressible limit, was introduced
in [QY98] and the large deviations identified, and as remarked under Theorem 2.5, the model
(1.1) produces the same large deviations. This connection allows two different interpretations of
Theorem 2.5. On the one hand, if one accepts the physical reasoning of [LL87] leading to (1.1),
then the connection shows that the large deviations of the particle model are physically correct.
On the other hand, if one accepts the particle model as fundamental, we can see ( 1.1) as producing
a computationally tractable numerical approximation to the particle model, which improves the
regularity of the sample paths from L?H_? to the Leray class X while maintaining the correct
large deviation structure.

Uniqueness and the Energy Equality. While a number of different techniques have arisen
to guarantee uniqueness or the energy equality, it is not known whether solutions persist in
these classes. Various regularity conditions have been proposed for these problems, such as
the Ladyzhenskaya-Prodi-Serrin condition for uniqueness (see [RRS16, Wiel8]) and the Lions-
Ladyzhenskaya criterion for the energy equality (see [Lio60, Pro59, KL57]). At the time of writing,
the possible connection between the energy equality and uniqueness of weak solutions of the three-
dimensional Navier-Stokes equations still remains open [BC20]. This is resolved by Theorem 2.7.

LDP for local-in-time solutions. Finally, let us remark on literature relevant to Theorem 2.9.
Large deviations of the stochastic Allen-Cahn equation, including the possibility of blowup, was
studied by Hairer-Weber [HW15], although their framework differs from the one underlying Theo-
rem 2.9 in assigning the whole trajectory to a single graveyard state if there is blowup, rather than
tracking the behaviour up to the blowup time. The analysis in Section 10 is also different from
the SDE case (see, for example Azencott [Aze78]). In moving to the PDE setting, it is possible
for the process to blow up in one sense (in the present case, the divergence of stronger norms)
while remaining bounded in another: there is therefore no contradiction between showing blowup
in Theorem 2.9 and the global existence required for Theorem 2.5. This is different from the SDE
setting, where there is an unambiguous notion of blowup.

3. PRELIMINARY

We now introduce some further preliminary notions and calculations. We will use the notation
< to avoid repeatedly writing inequalities up to constants; the parameters on which the constant
is allowed to depend will always be specified.

The scaling relation (2.9) is imposed by the following elementary calculation.
Lemma 3.1. Suppose that (2.9) holds. Then

€| A2/ Qs||3g = €Tr [AQs] — 0. (3.1)
If instead (2.10) holds, we have

e PnAY?v/Qsllfis = Tr [P AQs] — 0 (3.2)
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where Py, is the Galerkin projection (2.2).

Sketch Proof. This follows from observing that \/Qs, P, AY/? are simultaneously diagonalised by
the basis of eigenfunction {e¢,( € B} and

Ac 1/2
AL/2 /Qéec = (71+6|)\<|25) ec.

The conclusion follows by summing W’ using the exact expression for A g) ~ |k|? and
B> 3. O

We note, for future reference, that /@5 regularises by more than one derivative, at the cost of
a d-dependent constant: for all u € H,

IVQsVullag < C©)l|ul - (3.3)

We will use the following equivalent characterisation of large deviations lower bounds, which mildly
extends [Marl0, Lemma 7).

Lemma 3.2. Let E be a separable and Hausdor(f space, I : E — [0, +00] be lower semicontinuous
and let {u} C P(E) be a sequence of probability measures. Then {uc} satisfies the large deviation
lower bound with speed €' and rate I if, and only if, for every x € E, there exists a sequence

{m®*} C P(E) such that m&% — 6, weakly in P(E), and
lim sup eEnt(7“%|u) < I(z). (3.4)

e—0
The ‘if’ statement is [Marl0, Lemma 7], and the ‘only if’ statement follows from a simple cal-
culation.
Finally, we give a basic result regarding the Galerkin truncated equation (2.8). Since the proof is

entirely elementary, it is omitted.

Lemma 3.3. Fiz a stochastic basis (2, F,{F(t)}iepo, 1), P) equipped with a divergence-free white
noise W. For any random variable V,,, taking values in Py, H and which is independent of W, there
exists a unique strong solution Us , (t) to (2.8) starting at vo. The solutions satisfy, almost surely,

1 € 1 € ! €
S5m0 =51V OV = [ 105 (35)

t
€
Ve [ (U300 501 + 5P 0 A2 0 el

In the special case § = 0, the distribution G(0, Py, /2) is stationary, and if Ug ,,(0) ~ G(0, €l /2),
then for any fized T > 0, the law of the process is preserved under the transformation

TrUG = (_US,m(T —t):0<t<T)=q (U&m(t) :0<t<T). (3.6)

4. EXPONENTIAL ESTIMATES

We will now show some exponential concentration inequalities for the Galerkin approximations
(2.8) and for stochastic Leray solutions to (1.1) in the sense of Definition 2.1. We recall the
definition of the topology on X in (2.3).
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Proposition 4.1. There exists a functional F : X — [0, 00] with compact sublevel sets, a function
C :[0,00) x [0,00) x [0,00) — (0,00) and an explicit k = k(n) such that the following holds.
Whenever U is a stochastic Leray solution to (1.1) and Us,m is a solution to (2.8), defined on a
stochastic basis (Q, F, (Fi)i>0,P), W and with initial data Us,,(0), Us satisfying, for some n >0,

elogE [exp (nl|U5(0)[1%)] <z, elogE [exp (n||Us,,,(0)]I7%)] < 2 (4.1)
then it holds that

elogE [exp (k(n) F(U5))] < C(el|AY*/Qs] s, 2) (4.2)
respectively
elogE [exp (k(n)F(U;,,))] < C(el P A2/ Qslfis, . 2). (4.3)

Thanks to the compactness of the sets K, := F~1([0,7n]), the conclusions can immediately be
postprocessed into the following various tightness properties.

Corollary 4.2. For all €,0,m, let Ug, U§ m be solutions to (1.1, 2.8) respectively, with initial data
satisfying, for some n > 0,

sup elog E [exp (n[[U5 (0)[7)] < o0; supsup elogE [exp (nl|U5 1, (0)]7)] < oo (4.4)
Let u§, p§,,, be the laws of Us,Us,, on X. Then:
i) for any fized €,0 > 0, s Satisfies
lim sup sup p5 ,,,(K5,) =0 (4.5)

n m

where K,, := F~1([0,n]), and hence the laws 1§, are tight on X. Moreover, for all p > 1,

sup (sup U5, (0]} ) < (1.6)

m t<T

i) if (e,0(€)) satisfy (2.9), then we have the exponential tightness

lim sup lim sup sup (elog 1, ,,, (K5,)) = —o0 (4.7)

n—00 e—0 m

and
lim sup lim sup (e log 5(K5,)) = —o0; (4.8)
n—o00 e—0

iii) if (e,0(e),m(e)) satisfy (2.10), then

lim sup lim sup (6 log ug(e))m(e)(icg)) = —o0. (4.9)

n—00 e—0
Remark 4.3. Throughout this section, we will assume the notation of Proposition 4.1. To avoid
writing very similar arguments, we will present the details of the argument for Uy .., based on the

energy inequality (3.5). The arguments for U will be identical, up to replacing || P, AY?\/Qs |4
by || AY2\/Qs] |3 -

Proof of Proposition 4.1 and Corollary 4.2. Let us first define some function spaces. We define
divergence-free Sobolev spaces H” (T3) to be the completion of Xy ¢, under the norm

el sy == D (14 A) (e, )
¢eB
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For a € (0,1) and a function u : [0, 7] — H~7(T?), we write [ul¢a (0,77, - (12)) for the homogenous
Hoélder seminorm

|u®) — w(s)l| (19
0<s<t<T |t — 5|
With this notation, we fix « € (0, %), v > g, and take F' to be the functional

()¢ o,m), -7 (13)) =

F(u) := HUH%%[O,T];V) + ||U||2Loo([o,T],H) + l[ullwez o, - (12)) + [U]ca([o,T],H—w(qu))- (4.10)
We first remark on the compactness of the sublevel sets. By definition of X, compactness of
a subset K C X is equivalent to of compactness of KX C L?([0,T], H), (weak) compactness in
A c L2([0,T),H NV) and compactness K C C([0,T], (H,w)); each of these will follow from
classical theorems. The spaces HNV — H — H~7(T?) are reflexive, and by Rellich-Kondrachov,
the embedding H NV — H is compact. We are therefore in the setting of the Aubin-Lions lemma
[Aub63], so the embedding

L*([0,T); HN V) nW*2([0, T); H(T?)) — L*([0,T), H)

is compact, and hence sublevel sets F~1([0, M]) are compact in L?([0, T], H). On the set F~*([0, M]),
the control on ||ul|ze(jo,77,#), [[ullz2(0,77,) imply a control on the norm ||ullz2(j0, 77, HAV), 5O
F~1([0, M]) is bounded in L2([0,7], H N V), and hence precompact in the weak topology by
the Banach-Alaoglu theorem; compactness follows on observing the lower semicontinuity of F
with respect to this topology. Finally, we observe that the topology of C([0,T], (H,w)) restricted
to F~1([0, M]) coincides with that induced by d(u,v) := sup,<p [[u(t) — v(t)|| g—~(1s), since the
H~7(T3)-norm induces the weak topology on the (weakly) compact subset {u € H : ||u||g < M}.
Using the Arzela-Ascoli [KS91, Theorem 4.10], the set F~1([0, M]) is compact in the metric d, and
hence is compact in the topology of C([0,T], (H,w)).

We will now discuss the argument for (4.2); the case for (4.3) is identical. We will prove esti-
mates of the same form for the first two terms appearing in F (Ug)m) in Lemma 4.4 with functions
ki(n),i = 1,2, and upper bounds C;, and a similar estimate will be proven for the third and fourth
term in Lemmas 4.6 - 4.7 with new functions &;(n),Ci,i = 3,4. Setting x(n) := min(x;(n),1 <
1 <4)/4 > 0, we use Holder’s inequality to decompose the left-hand side of (4.2) into the simpler
terms

elogE [exp (fi(n)F(U;m))} < -logE {GXP (4f<0(77)||U§,m||%°°([0,TLH))}
+ ilogE [exp (4“(77”‘UE,mH%%[O,T]V))}
+ ilOgE lexp (46()|U5 pllweo,71, - (19)))]
€ €
+ 1 logE [eXp (45(77) [Ué,m]C‘a([O,T],H*V(TS)))} )

Since we chose k(n) so that 4k(n) < ki(n),1 < i < 3, we can replace the three terms on the
right-hand side by the functions C4, Csy, Cs, Cy produced in Lemmata 4.4, 4.6, 4.7, and the desired
bound (4.2) holds with the function C := (C; 4+ Cy + C3 + Cy) /4.

1 o

(4.11)

In Corollary 4.2, the main points (4.5, 4.7, 4.8, 4.9) follow from (4.2, 4.3) by Chebyshev’s inequality,
noting in (i) that the right-hand side of (4.2) remains bounded as m — oo with €,¢ fixed, and
in (ii), (ili) that the right-hand sides of (4.2, 4.3) remain bounded under respectively (2.9) in
(ii), and under (2.10) in (iii) thanks to Lemma 3.1. The point (4.6) follows from (4.2) since
F(u) 2 supgc,<p [[u(t)| - 0
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The remainder of the section is dedicated to the proofs of the estimates postponed from (4.11).
We first prove the estimates for L{°H and L7V

Lemma 4.4. Under the hypotheses of Proposition 4.1, we have the estimates

min(7, l) . T
clogE((exp { =2 Uf 220,101 }) < 2+ ell PrAY 2V Qsllrs (4.12)
and
min(7n, l) 9 z T 1/2 9
elogE( exp { —— "L sup U (DI} | ) < 5 + 7elPud*VQsllhs.  (413)
€ t<T ’

The same holds for U§, replacing P, AY?\/Qs by AY2\/Qs.

Proof. We will write out the proof only in the case Us,,; the case for U is identical. Applying
It6’s formula to ||Us,, I3, we find that, P-almost surely,

1 € 1 € ! €
105 O <5IVs O = [ 105l

t
e / (Us (1), PV - dWs(0)) + 5ell Pu A2V ollist. (4.14)

Let us set 6 := min(n, ) Applying the exponential function to (4.14), it follows that, P-almost
surely7

oo {25 [ 1050 + 110, 01)} )
<exp{‘<9||U§<0>||%+—IIPmA”W@%IST)—i/twg (r) V-dWa(r)>—£/t|U§ 2ar}.
> € 2 \/E 0 m s 5¢ ; m

The quadratic variance of the martingale % fot (Us s V - dW5(7)) is bounded by

L Wi awson), =S ([0 @eaisn),

¢eB,,1<i<3

_Z > /\/—aUém Jec)2dr

CGB ,1<4<3
€ 9 ! €
2 [ e aar < & [ Wi aliar

where the last line follows because 6 < % Since the quadratic variation is at most half of the nega-
tive term, the properties of exponential martingales (see [KS91]) show that (Mf)? is a nonnegative,
continuous supermartingale starting at 1, for any p € [0, 1], where

wg = e { = 22 [105,00. 9 awste) - o [ 105, 0l ar). (4.16)

Returning to (4.15) and taking expectations at ¢ = T, we use the case p = 1 and the hypothesis
(4.1) to estimate the right-hand side, to obtain

o [ . T
elogE <exr> (Z/o IIUa,m(T)I%’/dr>> <z4 5e||PmA1/2\/C§6||%{S (4.17)
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from which (4.12) follows. To control the L$® H norm, we apply Doob’s maximal inequality to the
submartingale

€ 9 ’ €
Zi =exp{ - —4\/E/0 (U (1), ¥ - dWs (1)) |
and control the expectation of the square by
€\1/2 0 ’ € 2
M) 2 exp (1 [ U5 ()
€ Jo

1/2
o T
P <£/0 ||U5,m(7ﬁ)||%/d7”>‘| (4.18)

1 Te
< dexp (2— (z + 7||Pn¢11/2¢25|%{s)>

where we have used EMS < 1 and (4.17). Substituting this bound into (4.15) gives an upper bound
for the L$° H norm on the left-hand side, and (4.13) is proven. O

E E;lg(Zf)z} < 4E [(27)?] = 4E

< 4E[M5]'’E

Since it is closely related to the previous proof, we now give a lemma which will eventually allow
us to prove the improved upper bound in Theorem 2.6.

Lemma 4.5. Under the same hypotheses as Theorem 2.5, under the scaling (2.9), there exists a
function S : [0,00) = [0, 00), vanishing only at 0, such that, for all u € X, there exists an open set
U > u such that
limsup elog us(U) < —S(E*(u)) (4.19)
e—0

where E* (u) is defined by (2.22). The same holds for g, under the scale (2.10).

Proof. We argue the case for U§, u§; the case for Us,,, u§, is identical. Let us fix u € X and
shorten notation by setting 6 := $€*(u). The case £*(u) = 0 is trivial, by setting S(0) = 0, = X,
so we will consider only £*(u) > 0 in the sequel. By definition, there exists 0 < ¢ < T such that

1 ! 1

sl +/0 lu(s)II-ds > 5llug7 + 36, (4.20)

For this particular ¢, let us now take U to be the set
1 2 ! 2 Lo w2
U= Qo eX e gl + [ Io)lds > 5l + 36 (121)

which is open in X thanks to lower semicontinuity of v — |[v(¢)|| &, v fot lo(s)||? in the topology
of X. We now use the trajectorial energy inequality (2.7), which is valid for U§ by definition. Let
us write M for the martingale

M = —ﬁ/oswg,v AW (r)).

Using Lemma 3.1 and the scaling hypothesis (2.9), we may choose ¢y > 0 small enough that, for
all 0 < € < e, €| AY2/Qs||3sT < 0. For some A > 0 to be chosen, and all € < ¢, we may break
up the event {Uf € U} as

(U5 €Uy < {IUsl132qomy vy > A U {ME > 0, 105132 0.m1,0) < A}

(4.22)
LTS O > lugliF + 6}
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where the reference time ¢ € [0, 7] in the second event is the same one as in the definition of U/ in
(4.21) according to (4.20). We now estimate the rate of decay of the probabilities of these events
for general A > 0 in terms of the cumulant generating function Z(n) defined at (2.14), and will
see that the optimal exponential rate, given by optimising in A, is strictly positive when 6 > 0.
Returning to the definition of 6 := %8* (u), this gives a definition of the function S, implicit in the
function Z, and concludes the claims of the lemma.

For the first event {||U§H%2([O 71,v) > A}, we repeat the arguments leading to (4.12) for the stochas-
tic Leray solution Ug. Taking the limit € — 0, the second term on the right-hand side vanishes,
and we find, for all 5 € (0, 1],

. Mrre
limsup e log E (exp { - U5 |‘%2([0)T]7v) }) < Z(n) (4.23)
so that, using a Chebyshev estimate,
timsup elog P (1U5132(0,13.v) > A) < =An + Z (). (4.24)
€e—0

To control the probability of the second event, we recall that the quadratic variation of M€ is
controlled by

(), < e [ N3 < AV IEsgom
so the probability of second event may be estimated by elementary calculations to find
2
P (Mf > 0,11Us 122 (j0,77,v) < /\) <P(Mf >0, (M), < he) < e 5,

For the final term, which concerns the large deviations of the initial data, we use the definition of
the function Z and a Chebyshev estimate: for any n’ > 0,

lim sup e log P (U5 O)N7 > llugllz +6) < Z(') = ' (lugll; + 0) (4.25)
Combining the previous three displays, it follows that, for any n, 7', A > 0,
92
imsup clog () < —min (3 = Z(0), oo il +0) — 200 (1.26)
e—0

Since limsup,, o Z(n')/n" < |Ju||3; by (2.13), it follows that the right-hand side is strictly negative
if we choose 1’ > 0 small enough and A > 0 large enough. We can thus characterise S by optimising
over N, A\,n’ to find

: * 02 * *12
S(46) = i (2°(0, 55, 2 (s +))
where Z* denotes the Legendre transform. O

Finally, we show the exponential estimates for the time-continuity, where the choices of parame-
ter v > 2, o € (0, ) will become important. We will first prove the estimate in W2([0, T, H~"(T?))
and give details of the proof; the proof of the estimate in C*([0,T], H=7(T?)) in Lemma 4.7 is
nearly identical, and only the necessary modifications will be discussed.

Lemma 4.6. With the notation and hypotheses of Proposition 4.1, fix o € (0, %) and vy > g Then
there exists an explicitable function k3(n) > 0 and a constant C = C(«a,~,T') such that

r3(n)

elogE((exp { "L N|US llwe 2oz moy }) < O+ 2+ €| Pu A2/ Qs (4.27)
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The same holds for the stochastic Leray solution Uj, still in the notation of and under all hypotheses
i Proposition 4.1.

Proof. As before, we argue only the case for Uy,,. For k3 = k3(n) > 0 to be chosen later, we
multiply by k3 and take the W*2([0, T]; H~7(T?))-norm of the identity

Ug () = Ut (0) — / AUS,  (s)ds — /

0

t

Po((USn(5) - V)ULn(5))ds — e /0 PV - AW (dr).

As in the proof of Proposition 4.1, we can decompose the norm into the norm of each term:

EIOgEeXP{ NUS mllwez jo,77; 5 T’*))} Zfsm (4.28)
where the 4 terms are
€ 4"4! €

7:5,m(1) := elog Eexp {TB||U6,m(0)||W‘1’2([0,T];H’7('J1'3))}; (4-29)

. ,7 A6 [ Aqre ,
Tim(2) = clogEexp {2 / AU&mdsHWa,z([oﬁT];Hﬂ(TS))}, (4.30)
m(3) = elog Eexp —H/ (U - VU uds waumH W(Tg))} (4.31)
7:5€)m(4) = elogIEexp {?HPWV . W5|‘Wa,2([07T];H—»y(T3))}. (4.32)

We now deal with the terms one by one. In 7, (1), there is no time dependence, so that W2,
norm is bounded by 2(1 + ||Us,,, [|7), and if we choose 83 < 7, we may use (4.1) to find a bound
z + 2 on the first term. For the viscous term 7, (2), we can use the definition to check that
| Aullr—1¢rsy < [Jullv, and use Lemma 4.4 and Young inequality to see that

4K 1/2
T (@) < clogEexp { / |AUS lr2m0ys) ) (4.33)

2 T
< clogEexp { 22 (/ 1S mlFyds +1)} <24 24 T+ P A2 VG5 s

For the nonlinear term 7, (3), since a € (0, 1), 7 > 3, Kondrachov’s embedding theorem implies
that the inclusion

W0, T); LH(T)) € (0, T); H=(T*))
is continuous, and we observe that P, is nonexpansive in the norm of H~7(T?). Using Holder’s
inequality and allowing an absolute constant ¢ to change from line to line,

3) < elogE —H/U-UdH }
6m() € log L exp Im J,m WD‘2[OT]H'V('JI‘3))

<€10gE€XP{—H/ (Usm - VUG mds H 11(0T}L1(T*))}

(4.34)
CK3 . .
< elogEexp{ ; / (U§ V)U&mHLl(TS)dS}

CK
< clogEexp { 22 / 105 U5 s }

€
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We now bound the final expression above by

etogEexp { T2 (105l <o,y + 105 mllF0.m1:) }

which we control by Lemma 4.4, if we shrink r3 (if necessary) so that ck3 < min(n, ) and
separating the two terms with Hoélder’s inequality in the same way as in the proof of Proposition
4.1. All together, we conclude that,

Tem(3) <24 2+ €| PnAY2/Qs s (4.35)

We finally turn to the noise term 7, (4). For >0, v > g, the maps /@5, P, are nonexpansive
in H~7(T?%), whence P,,+/Qs will only shrink the norm of || - |l we.2(jo, 77,5~ (r2)). By using Young’s
inequality, and for ¢ > 0 to be chosen later,

4k
7:5€,m(4) <elogEexp {763 IRV, QJWHW"“Q([O,T];H*W“('JI*))}

4K
<elogEexp {763 ”W”W‘lﬂ([O,T];H*“rH(Tf*))}

16/{%}

<e logEexp {c”W”?/Vavz([O,T];H*W*l('JT?’)) + ce

Fory > 2, a € (0,1), by the Holder regularity of Brownian motion, W induces a Gaussian measure
on W*2([0,T]; H~7""(T?)). Fernique’s theorem therefore implies that, for sufficiently small ¢ > 0,

L(CY) = logIEexp {c”W||%/V°‘x2([0,T],H*’Y+1('JT3))} < OQ.
We note that this last display is independent of €, d, m. Combining, we have proven that

16K3
c

m(4) <

d,m

+ L() (4.36)

Gathering the estimates (4.33), (4.35) and (4.36) and returning to (4.28), we conclude (4.27) as
claimed. O

Lemma 4.7. Under the same notation and hypotheses of Lemma 4.6 and Proposition 4.1, there
exists an explicitable function k4(n) > 0 and a constant C = C(a,v,T) such that

K3(n)

elogE(exp{ [U§7m]ca([01T];Hﬂ(T3))}) < CH+ 2+ €||PuAY?/Qs3s. (4.37)

The same holds for the stochastic Leray solution Uy, still in the notation of and under all hypotheses
i Proposition 4.1.

Sketch Proof. We follow the same ideas as the proof of Lemma 4.6 above, arguing only the case for
Us - We start from the analogue of (4.28), to decompose into the same 4 terms 75, (k), 1 < k < 4,
now measuring the time continuity in the Hélder rather than Sobolev sense. Of these, 7, (1)
vanishes, because there is no time dependence in the initial data. For the contributions from the
dissipation and convection terms, one estimates, for all ¢ € HY(T?) and all 0 < s <t < T,

t
‘<w,/ AU(;m(T)dT>‘ < llll e ooy (¢ = )2 Us ll 22.00,71,) (4.38)
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and using the Sobolev embedding H7(T?) < L°°(T?), for some absolute constant c,

t
\<<p, [ Pt v>U§,m<r>dr>\ < ellgllir ot =52 (105 mllEm o110 + 105 mllBo.z1,v) ) -

(4.39)

Using the duality of H?(T?), H™7(T%) and that o < 3, these imply bounds on 75, (2), 75, (3)

using Lemma 4.4, up to absorbing constants by making x4 = k4(n) smaller. For the new definition
of T,,(4), we observe that V - Ws defines a Gaussian random variable on C*([0,T], H~7(T?))

for the values « € (0, %),7 > g imposed. On this space, the Holder seminorm is induced by a

countable set of linear functionals of unit norm:
(@n, u(tm) — u(sm))

|tm - Smla

[U]C‘a([o,T],H—w(TS)) = sup < tm,n > 1>

where {¢,,,n > 1} is a countable dense subset of H”(T?) and (,,, 5,,) is an enumeration of distinct
rational times 0 < s, < t,, < T. In particular, we may apply Fernique’s theorem as in [CIS05,
Example 3, Theorem 1] to obtain, for some absolute constant ¢,

B [exp (¥ Wlee 11200y ) | < o0 (4.40)

which implies an estimate on 7:{m (4) by the same argument as before. O

5. EXISTENCE OF STOCHASTIC LERAY SOLUTIONS

In this section, we will prove Proposition 2.2, with the definitions we have made precise in
Definition 2.1. We will use a tightness argument in the space X, similar to [FG95], using the
estimates already established in the previous section.

Proposition 5.1. Let €,6 > 0. For each €,0 > 0, let Ug(()) be an H-valued random wvariable
satisfying, for some constant n > 0,

E [exp (n| U5 (0)]f31/€) | < oo. (5.1)

Then, on a new stochastic basis (2, F, (Fi)i>0,P) equipped with a divergence-free white noise W,
there exists a stochastic Leray solution (Ug(t))s>o to (1.1) such that US(0) has the law of Ug(0)
and is independent of W.

Proof. On the same stochastic basis as Ug(0), let Ugﬁm(O) := P,,U5(0), and extending the stochastic
basis if necessary, let W be a divergence-free white noise, independently of ﬁg(O), and let ﬁg,m be
the solutions to (2.8) starting from U, 5. (0) and driven by W. The argument will proceed using the
usual argument of compactness and identification of limits. We consider the tuples (ﬁgﬁm, B, M m)
of solutions to (2.8), together with the Wiener process 8= {Bc’i : ¢ € B,1 <i < 3} corresponding
to the driving white noise W, and martingale M™ appearing in the energy inequality

57 (0) = = [ Vel 7 (o). (5.2)

Using Corollary 4.2i), the construction of U §7m(0) and using Burkholder-Davis-Gundy together
with (4.6), (3.3), the tuples (U;WB,MW) are tight in the space Xt x C([0, T], RB*{1:2:3}) x
C([0,T]) which justifies moving to a subsequence, without relabelling, converging in distribution
relative to this topology. We use Skorokhod’s representation theorem to find a new probabil-
ity space (Q,F, (F(t))i>0,P) and realisations (Us ,,, 8™, M™) which converge almost surely to a
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limit (Us, 8, M) and, using same estimates for M™ as in tightness, one can also gain convergence
M™ — M in the norm of LP(P; C([0,T1)) for any 1 < p < occ.

Using the Lévy characterisation, 8 is a collection of independent Brownian motions, and it is
standard to identify U§ as a weak solution to (1.1) in the sense of equation (2.6), see [FG95]. To
conclude, we only need to show the trajectorial energy inequality. To ease notation, we will not
reiterate the dependence of constants on the (fixed) parameters €, in the sequel.

We start from the approximate energy equality (3.5) for U§ ;s which implies that for every
¥ € L(P; L>([0,T], R4)),

r 1 € 1 € K €
B[ [ o0 (G105 = 5105+ [ 105 s

t
€
+/0 VU s V- WS () = 5| P 0 Ao \/Q(;H%St)dt} =0 (5.3)

where W™ is the white noise associated to the Wiener processes 5. We also recall that the
stochastic integral appearing in the second line is nothing other than M™(¢t). We now take the
limit m — oo along the subsequence of all terms aside from the stochastic integral. The negative
term depending on the initial data is dealt with using (4.1) and the convergence in XT, while limits
of all other terms can be taken using the lower semicontinuity of Sobolev norms relative to the
topology of X*, the nonnegativity of 1(t) and Fatou’s lemma

T ¢
1 € 1 € € €
B [ w0 (310301 - 5150 + [ 10560 [pds +0) = 51472 o /Qulfyst)at] <o,
(5.4)
Since ¢ € L (P, L>°([0,T],R4+)) was arbitrary, the factor in parenthesis is almost surely nonposi-

tive for almost all times: P-almost surely, there exists a set s C [0, T] of full dé-measure, such that,
for all t € s,

1 € 1 € ! € €
IUsONE < 51U O - /0 U5 ()ITds — M (t) + §HA1/2 ° V/Qsllst- (5:5)

We now extend this to all ¢ € [0, T7]; to simplify notation, let ET(t) be the random function which
appears on the right-hand side of (5.5). Since s is dense in [0, 7], we can (almost surely) construct,
in a F-measurable way, 0, : [0,T] — s such that |6,,(t) —t| < % for all ¢. From (5.5), it holds that,
almost surely

1

§|\U§(9n(t))||§1 < ET(0,(1)) forall0 <t <T. (5.6)
We now take n — co. On the left-hand side, the fact that U takes values in X implies that, almost
surely, for all ¢, Us(6,(t)) — Us(t) weakly in H, and on the same almost sure event,

1 € : : 1 €
SIUS ()13 < tininf 5[0 (6..(6)

On the other hand, E* is continuous because M is, and so, almost surely, E*(6,(t)) — E*(t)
uniformly in ¢ € [0,7]. We may therefore take the limits of both sides of (5.6) as n — oo to see
that, P-almost surely, (5.5) holds for all times 0 < ¢ < T, as desired.

To conclude the trajectorial energy inequality (2.7), we now identify M (¢) with the stochastic
integral —ﬁfé(Ug(r), V - dWs(r)). First, since each M™ is a martingale with respect to the
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complete, adapted filtration {F"(¢)};>0 generated by Uf,,, M™, 8™, it follows that for any 0 <
s < t and bounded, continuous F : L2([0, s], L2(T®)) x C([0, s]) x C([0, s], RB) — R,
E[F (Uslg s M0 B7110) G17(8) = M7 ()] =0.

Taking limits using the almost sure convergence and the boundedness and continuity of F' shows
that the same holds for U, M, 8, which implies that M is a martingale with respect to the complete
and adapted filtration {F(¢)};>0 generated by Ug, M, 8. Similarly,

|: <U5m|05], |[075]aﬂm|[0)s]) (Mm() Mm / ||\/—VU§m d’l”||,/\/[>:| =0.

Thanks to (3.3) and the definition of X, [|VQsVU5,,[lm — [VQsVUS,, [l m, P-almost surely in
L?([0,T7)), and thanks to the integrability implied by Lemma 4.4, the same convergence holds in
L?(P,L?([0,T])). Taking the limit of the other terms, we conclude that

E[F (Utlo - Ml Blo) (M2 - ()2 / IV@VUs0) )] =0 (5.7)
which implies that

t
- [ V@3 aar (5.8)

is a mean-0 continuous martingale with respect to F(-). Similarly, the covariation of M against
the Brownian motion (3 is

d{M, B (t) = e(\/Qs0; U, ec)?dL. (5.9)

For a sequence of previsible random functions ac,;(t) satisfying B[} .cp51<i<3 fOT af ;(t)dt] < oo,
we may sum the previous display to see that

M (¢) Z / aci(s)dpsSt /0 (VQs0:U5(s), ec)a.i(s)ds (5.10)

CEBILI<S CEBI<I<S

is a continuous, mean-0 martingale with respect to F(-). In particular, using Parseval’s identity,
we may take a¢;(t) = (0;Uf(t),/Qsec) to see that the conclusion applies to

M<>/0t<VU5,dW5 /0 (OUS(s), v/ Qsec)d

¢eB,1<i<3 (511)

— M(1) / (VUS, Wi (r) / I/ QsVUE(s) |2ads.

By a simple computation, the same conclusion also holds for
2

(/Ot<VU§,dW5(T)>> - /Ot IV Qs VU || 3dr. (5.12)

Gathering (5.8, 5.11, 5.12), we find

E(M(t) - \/E/Ot<VU§(T), de(r)))z -0,

which implies that, for any ¢ > 0, P-almost surely,

\/_/U5VdW5 \/—/U(; ), VQsV - dW (r)
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as desired; the conclusion extends to holding almost surely for all times 0 < ¢ < T by continuity.
Returning to (5.5), we have proven that (Us, W) satisfies the trajectorial energy estimate (2.7),
and all of the conditions of Definition 2.1 are satisfied. O

6. PROPERTIES OF THE RATE FUNCTION
We now give some properties of the rate function Z, 7 defined in Section 1.

Remark 6.1. For any u € X for which J(u) < oo, there exists a unique g such that (1.2) holds
and which attains the infimum in (2.16). The optimal g is uniquely characterised by the property
that [ g(t,x)dx = 0 for almost all t € [0,T).

This can be shown by elementary Hilbert space considerations; see [GH23, Lemma 3.5] for a
similar argument. As is common in large deviations theory, we will show that the rate function
T can be expressed as a dual formulation. Let us define C5% ([0,7] x T?) to be the space of all
smooth functions ¢ : [0, T] x T? — R3 such that div(p) = 0 for all ¢, z.

Lemma 6.2. The rate functions Z, J defined by (2.17, 2.16) have the representation, for allu € X,

J(u) := sup {A((p,u)}; (6.1)

peCS, ([0,T]xT3)
I(u) = sup {Ao(w, u(0)) + A(p, u)}7 (6.2)
peCT%. [0,T]xT3),peCy(H,w)

where A(,u) : C5% ([0, 7] x T?) = R and Ao(-,u(0)) : Co(H,w) — R are defined by
T
Ap,u) == (u(T), o(T)) — (u(0), 5(0)) — / / (Do u— Vi Vu - ((u- Va))didr (6.3

1
- §||V90||2Lz([o,T],M)v
for any ¢ € C5 ([0,T] x T?), and for any ¢ € Cy(H,w),
Ao(¥,u(0)) := P (u(0)) = Z5();  Zg(w) = sup {(v) — Zo(v)} (6.4)

veH

where Iy is the static large deviations functional in Assumption 2.1.

Proof. The variational form (6.1) can be found in [QY98, Equations (8.3), (8.5)]; see also [KOV89,
Lemma 5.1], [KL98, Section 10]. The claim follows on observing that the suprema over o, in
(6.2) can be taken separately, and by Bryc’s lemma,

sup  Ao(v,u(0)) = Zp(u(0)) (6.5)
YeCy(H,w)

so that (6.2) follows from (6.1). O

The following are easy consequences of the same argument.

Lemma 6.3. Fach functional Ao(1p,u(0)), Ap,u) is continuous with respect to the topology of X,
and the rate functions T, J defined by (2.17, 2.16) are lower semi-continuous with respect to the
topology of X.
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Lemma 6.4 (Convergence of optimal controls). Let u(™,u € X and suppose that
u™ = wu in the topology of X; T(u™) = Z(u) < co. (6.6)

Then it follows that the optimal controls g for u(™) converge strongly in L*([0,T], M) to the
optimal control g for u.

We will also use the following lemma, which describes the time regularity of fluctuations v with
Z(u) < 0.
Lemma 6.5. Let u € X and suppose that Z(u) < co. Then u € W12([0,T], H=Y(T?)), so admits
a weak derivative Oyu € L*([0,T], H1(T3)).

Proof. Fix u as given; thanks to Lemma 6.2, there exists g € L?([0,T], M) such that the skeleton
equation (1.2) holds. The conclusion follows from the same calculations as in lemma 4.6, replacing
the stochastic term by

/ V- QH = IV - gllL2¢0,1),5-1(13y) = lgll 220,77, 01) < 0. (6.7)
0 WL.2([0,T],H-1(T3))
O

In the next two lemmata, we show that L*([0,T] x T3, R3) satisfies the conditions on C in
Theorem 2.5. We will take the weak-strong uniqueness class Cy = A to be the set of u € X which
additionally satisfy u € L2 ((0,T]; HY(T3)) N L2 .((0,T]; H*(T?)), dyu € LE .((0,T); L*(T?)) and,

loc loc loc
for some s, r allowed to depend on u, the Ladyzhenskaya-Prodi-Serrin condition (see [Ser62]) holds:
3 2
we L'([0, T L(T*),  for  —+>=13<s<o0 (6.8)

The additional regularity will allow us to take u as a test function in the Definition of Leray-Hopf
weak solution, see [RRS16, Lemma 6.6, Lemma 8.18].

Lemma 6.6 (Weak-strong uniqueness). For T' > 0, fiv u € N, and suppose g € L*([0,T], M) is
such that u solves (1.2). Let v be another weak solution of (7.3) on [0,T], with the same initial
data v(0) = u(0) € H, and suppose further that v satisfies

1 K 1 K
1ol + [ lo)ds < Sllfy + [ (vo.g)is (69)
for allt € [0, T). Then v(t) = u(t) for allt € [0,T).

Proof. The proof follows the argument of [Wiel8, Theorem 4.2]. We note that the rough control
g only appears linearly in (1.2), and in particular drops out when considering the difference u — v
as in the cited proof. O

We continue with a second lemma, which allows us to recover the rate function on L*([0, T, x T3, R3)
as the lower semicontinuous envelope of its restriction on N

Lemma 6.7. Let v € L*([0,T], xT3, R?) with Z(v) < co. Then there exists a sequence v € N
such that v\") — v in the topology of X and Z(v™) — Z(v).

Proof. Using v € L*°([0,T], H) and Lemma 6.5, it follows that the trajectory v(™ = vx A1/ given
by convolving v with a smooth mollifier A/, at scale n~! satisfies v(™ € L>([0,T]; L°(T?)) and
o™ € L2([0,T], L>=(T?)), and hence v(™ € N.
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To conclude, we must show that limsup,, Z(v(™) < Z(v). The convergence of the initial cost is
immediate thanks to the convergence in norm. Using Lemma 6.2, we pick an optimal control
g for v, and observe that the optimal control for v(™) is given by ¢(™) = g * An + n(™), where
n™ = (0 @) *x Ay — 2(V % Ay jn) ® (v Ayyp) is the commutator. The hypothesis that v €
LA([0,T], L*(T?)) guarantees that n(™ — 0 in L?([0, T], M), whence limsup,, J (v(™) < J(v) and
the proof is complete. O

7. LOWER BOUND OF THE LARGE DEVIATION PRINCIPLE

We now prove the large deviations lower bound. We will argue, throughout this section, in the
case of solutions to (1.1), with scaling parameters €, § satisfying (2.9). The case of solutions to
(2.8) under (2.10) is essentially identical.

We recall, from the setting of the theorem, that Cy is a weak-strong uniqueness class for (1.2)
and C is its Z-closure in the sense of Definition 2.4, which we can concretely take to be Cy =
N,C = LA([0,T] x T3,R3) thanks to Lemmata 6.8, 6.7. We will show, for v € Cy C X satisfying
Z(v) < oo, how measures 7" can be constructed to apply the forward direction of Lemma 3.2.
Under these assumptions, by Lemma 6.2, there exists g € L([0,T], M) such that v satisfies the
skeleton equation

Ou — Au~+P((u-V)u) =-V-g. (7.1)

By Assumption 2.1 and the converse part of Lemma 3.2, there exist families of random variables
V5 (0), converging to v(0) in law with respect to the norm topology of H, such that

lim sup eEnt (ﬂ_;,v(o),omg,o) < Zyp(v), (7.2)

e—0

where we write MZ’O for the law of U§(0) in Theorem 2.5, which satisfies the standing hypothesis
€,v(0),0

Assumption 2.1, and for the law of V£ (0). We now construct #%9,¢ > 0 as the law of
stochastic Leray solutions to
OV§ = —AVE = P(V - V)V§ = VeV - & = V- (\/Qsg) (7.3)

with the usual § = d(¢) satisfying (2.9), and extending the notion of stochastic Leray solutions in
Definition 2.1 by including the corresponding terms involving g to both the equation (2.6) and the
trajectorial inequality (2.7). We prove the concentration of measures required to apply Lemma 3.2
by showing tightness for the weak solutions {V}c~0, showing that any subsequential limits satisfy
the skeleton equation (7.1), and using weak-strong uniqueness for the original solution v, which
follows from the definition of Cgp.

Lemma 7.1. Fiz g € L*([0,T], M) and v(0) € H, and let 7_‘_;,1)(0),0 be as above. For all €,§ > 0,
let u§ be the law of a stochastic Leray solution to (1.1) with initial data satisfying Assumption
2.1. Then, on a different probability space, there exists a stochastic Leray solution Vi to (7.8) with

ingtial data V5 (0) ~ wg’”(o), satisfying the trajectorial energy estimate
1 2 ' 2 1 2 !
SIVE O+ [ IV ar <51V O)IE = VE [ (5.9 -dwite)

(7.4)
t
€
51420 Vuliyst + [ 9V, Vag)ds
0
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and such that the law 757 satisfies the entropy estimate

. € € 1
limsup eEnt (75| u5) < Zo(v(0)) + 3 1911720, 77,.01)- (7.5)

e—0

Proof. Let us fix a probability space (€, F, ]IND) on which are defined a stochastic Leray solution
Vs to (1.1) started at Vi (0) ~ ,ug’o, driven by a cylindrical Wiener process 3, corresponding to a
divergence free white noise W, independently of Vi£(0). We define

dTr;’U(O)’O
Yo = ——5—(V5m(0)); (7.6)
djig

which is licit in view of the finiteness of (7.2), and

7, = exp (—% W) -5 [ ||\/@g<s>mds> Yo. (7.7)

Noting that /Qsg belongs to the Cameron-Martin space for v/QsW, we apply the Cameron-
Martin Theorem [DPZ14, Theorem 2.26] to identify Zr with the density % of a new probability

measure P under which W := W + e 1/2 Jy 9ds is a divergence-free white noise and Vg (0) ~

W;,U(O),O. The equation (7.3) and energy estimate (7.4) under the new measure P follow from

the corresponding properties under P. For the entropy estimate, a simple computation using the
information processing inequality yields

eEnt (75| u5) < eEnt (]P’UIND) = ¢E [log Z7|
1 (T A& V(00 . (7.8)
= 5/ ||g|‘3\/[d8+6/ log %(’U)ﬂ'&’ (0)’0(dv).
0 H s
The final term is exactly the definition of eEnt(wg’”(O)’0| ug’o), of which the limit superior is at most
Zo(v(0)) by (7.2), and we have proven (7.5). O

Lemma 7.2. Let v € Cy be a solution of (1.2) with control g € L*([0,T], M) attaining the
minimum cost in J (v). For each €, 0, let w57 be as constructed in Lemma 7.1 with this choice of g,
and with initial data V§(0) constructed as at (7.2). Under the scaling relation (2.9), 759 converges
to 9, in the weak topology of measures on X.

Proof. We use tightness and an identification of the limit points. Tightness follows from Corollary
4.2 (ii) and an Orlicz inequality; thanks to the tightness in the norm topology of H remarked above
(7.2), this extends to X*. For an identification of the limit points, we use the same arguments as
[FG95] to see that all subsequential limit points V' almost surely satisfy (1.2) in the weak sense:
P-almost surely, for any ¢ € C55 (T?), for all 0 <t < T

V(1)) = (0(0), 0) - / (VV, Vip)ds — / (V- V)V, pds + / (9, Vig)ds.

For the energy inequality, we repeat the arguments of Section 5.1. The martingale term vanishes in
the limit, possibly up to extracting a further subsequence, and the It6 correction vanishes thanks to
the scaling hypothesis (2.9). The only new term is the control term, which can be dealt with using
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weak convergence of VIV — VV | the strong convergence /@59 — g and the strong compactness
of the functions g;(s, ) := g(s,z)1[s < ¢] in L*([0,T], M) to see that, P-almost surely,

sup /O <VVE,\/@g>ds—/O (VV,g)ds| — 0. (7.9)

t<T

One finally finds that, P-almost surely, V' satisfies the energy inequality associated to (7.1) for all
0 <t <T. Since C is a weak-strong uniqueness class, we conclude that V = v almost surely, and
we are done. 0

Remark 7.3. Since we only used weak-strong uniqueness at the end, the arguments of the lemma
actually produce the following. Given vg € H and g € L?([0,T], M), there ezists a solution v € X
to (7.1) which satisfies the energy inequality.

We can now prove the large deviations lower bound restricted to Co.

Lemma 7.4 (Lower bound on Cy). Under the standing scaling assumption (2.9), let Us,e > 0
be stochastic Leray solutions of (1.1) with parameters €,6(€) and initial condition Ug(0) ~ ug’o
satisfying Assumption 2.1. Then the induced measures p§ = Law(Ug(E)) on X satisfy, for each open
subset U of X,

1iI€1i>iélfelog psU) > — inf  ZI(v)

Proof. This follows from applying Lemma 3.2 with the function Z;, modifying Z to be infinite
outside Cy. The conditions for this application follow from Lemma 6.2, Lemma 7.1 and Lemma
7.2. O

Using the definition of the rate-closure, we now conclude the final lower bound

Proposition 7.5 (Restricted lower bound). Under the same hypotheses as Lemma 7.4, for any
open set U C X, and for C as in Theorem 2.5,

o NS _ '
hIEIi)lglelOgM(;(U) > velzr/ltfmcz(v)

8. UPPER BOUND OF THE LARGE DEVIATION PRINCIPLE

We now prove the corresponding upper bound, and Theorem 2.6. Since the arguments are the
very similar, we consolidate them into a single proposition.

Proposition 8.1 (Large Deviations upper bound). Let €,0 = d(¢) be scaling parameters satisfying
(2.9), and for each € > 0, let u§ be the law of a stochastic Leray solution U§ to (1.1), starting from
Us(0) satisfying Assumption 2.1. Then, for any closed subset V of X, it holds that

lim sup elog u5(V) < — irg}max (Z(v), S(E*(v)))

e—0

where £* is defined by (2.22), and the function S is constructed in Lemma 4.5.
Let us remark that this implies both the upper bound of Theorems 2.5 and 2.6.

Proof. Thanks to exponential tightness in Proposition 4.1, it is sufficient to prove the estimate in
the case when V C X is additionally compact. Recalling the variational form of Z in Lemma 6.3,
let us now fix ¢ € C55 ([0,T] x T?),v € Cp(H,w) and define N¥ : [0,T] x X — R by

N# () :=(u(t), o(t)) — (u(0), ¥ (0)) — /

0t (u,@sgp>dsdaj+/ (Vu, Vy)dtdx
)%

[0,¢]xT3
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+ / ((u- V)u, p)dtdz.
[0,¢] xT3

From the criterion (2.6) in the Definition 2.1 of stochastic Leray solutions, it follows that
N@Y(t,UE) = N2 (t,UE) + Ao(1, U§(0)) is a martingale with quadratic variation

NV, UR)(E) = 6/0 1V QsVellands < 6/0 IVl jads. (8.1)

We define a map Q, , : [0,T] x X — R by

Q% plt:0) = exp (e (W20 + Moo 00) — 5 [ IVt )

so that pr)w(, Usg) is a supermartingale. Further, using the definition of Ay, Z} and Varadhan’s
integral lemma,

limsup elog E° [QS, ,,(0,U5)] = 0. (8.2)

Since pr)w(-, Us) is a nonnegative supermartingale, we can use Chebyshev’s inequality to see that,
for any subset U C X,

500 = | Tuea Qi (1)@ (o) i) < sup (@5 (To) ™) [ Q5T ()
:ilelll?{ (Q (T u)” )IE€ € (Tu)}

whence, using (8.2),

limsup elog w5 ) < — inf (A*(T,u) + Ao(w, u(0)) - ! / IVli3ds). (8.3)

e—0

Recalling the definition (6.3), the ¢-dependent terms N%(T,u) — fo V|3 ds are exactly the
definition of A(p,u). Given a trajectory u € V and A > 0, we may first use Lemma 6.2 to choose
©, 1 so that

Ao(¥,u(0)) + Alp,u) > T(u) — A
and then use continuity of the maps v — Ag(¢0,v(0)), A(p,v) to choose an open U > u such that

veU

1 T
inf < ?(T,v) + Ao(¢,v(0)) — 5/0 |w||%,ds> > T(u) — 2.

In particular, we may combine with Lemma 4.5 to find, for any v and any A > 0 an open U(u) 5 u
such that

lim sup elog (U (v)) < —max (Z(u) — 2X, S(E*(u))) < —max (Z(u), S(E*(u))) + 2A. (8.4)

e—0

Since V is compact, we may cover V with finitely many U (u) with u running over a finite subset
of V. Keeping only the most favourable exponent, it follows that

limsup €log u§(V) < —inf (max (Z(u), S(E*(w))) : u € F) + 2. (8.5)

e—0 a

Since A > 0 was arbitrary, we may now send A — 0, and the proof is complete. O
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9. FROM LARGE DEVIATIONS TO THE ENERGY EQUALITY

We now give the proof of Theorem 2.7 and Remark 2.8. The relationship sharpness of the large
deviation bounds to the energy equality arises because, in the stationary and reversible initial
condition U . (0) ~ G(0,€l,/2), § = 0,m(e) < e 5, the energy ||u(0)||3, appears as the rate
function for the large deviations of the initial data U§1m(0)7 see Lemma 2.3. The key point is, by
the time-symmetry, T7Uf ,,, have the same large deviations as Uf ,,,, and that, on the time-reversal
of paths where the upper and lower bound match, we obtain an identity

Z(u) = Z(Zru)

which can be manipulated into the claimed energy equality. This probabilistic argument has been
used in other contexts by the first and second authors [GH23, Section 13]. For the main result
Theorem 2.7, we extract out the elements of the proof to give a shorter argument which does not
use any probability theory; we will use the probabilistic argument above in the course of proving
Remark 2.8. We begin with a short lemma which characterises trajectories in the class C in the
theorem.

Lemma 9.1. Let C be as in Theorem 2.7. Then, for all w € C with I(u) < oo, there exists
g € L2([0,T], M) such that u solves (1.2), and additionally satisfies, for all 0 < t < T, the
generalised energy inequality on [0,t]:

1 K 1 K
Sl + [ lulRds < 51u0) + [ (vu.g)ds. 91)
Let us remark that this is already not obvious from the definition, since the notion of solutions
to (1.2) in the definition of Z does not impose such an energy inequality, and the hypotheses on
Co, C concern only uniqueness.

Proof. The finiteness of Z(u) implying that u solves (1.2) for some g is already part of the content
of Lemma 6.2, and we only need to argue (9.1); throughout the rest of the proof, we will fix the
optimal such g. We first argue in the special case u € Cy, and then extend to u € C.

Case 1. u € Cp. Let us first suppose that u € Cp and Z(u) < co. In this case, we can directly
follow the arguments of Lemma 7.1 as in Remark 7.3 to construct solutions v(t) to (7.3) for our
choice of g and with initial data v(0) = w(0) converging to «(0) and which further satisfy the
energy inequality (9.1) as desired. Since Cy is a weak-strong uniqueness class, it follows that v = u,
and so u satisfies the energy inequality (9.1).

Case 2. u € C. We now deal with the more general case stated in the lemma, in which we only
assume that uw € C. By definition of C = C_OI, it follows that there exists a sequence u(™ € Cqy
with u(™) — u in the topology of X and Z(u(™) — Z(u). This is the setting of Lemma 6.4, and so
we see that the optimal controls ¢(™ associated to u(™ converge in L?([0,T], M) to the optimal
control g for u. For each n, case 1 shows that the inequality (2.24) holds for u™, g and we take
a limit, using the same arguments as in Proposition 5.1 and Lemma 7.2, now in a deterministic
setting and using

t t
sup / (Vu™, gM)ds — / (Vu, g)ds| — 0
t<T |Jo 0

thanks to the weak convergence Vu(™) — Vu and the strong convergence g(™) — ¢. ]

Proof of Theorem 2.7. Let Cy,C, R be as given, and let u € R be of finite rate. By Lemma 9.1,
there exists g € L%([0,T], M) such that u solves (1.2) with the energy inequality (2.24). We now
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observe that the time-reversal v := Tpru € R, since R was assumed to be time-symmetric, and
solves (1.2) for the new choice

o (t,x) :=g(T —t,x) + 2Vu(t, x) (9.2)

which belongs to L2([0,7], M) thanks to the regularity « € X. By Lemma 9.1 again, v satisfies
the energy inequality

1 K 1 K
SOl + [ Iolds < 5100 + [ (o.00)ds 93)
Using the definitions of v, g, and taking t = T in the previous display, we find
1 T 1 T T
IOl + [ @) s < Sl - [ (Fugidsr2 [ uizas 0
and combining with the usual energy inequality, the conclusion follows. O

We now give the proof of Remark 2.8.

Proof. As in the statement of the result, we consider the large deviations of U ,,, started in the
invariant distribution U, (0) ~ G(0, €Pr,/2), under the scaling (2.10) By Lemma 2.3, Assumption
2.1 holds with Zy(u(0)) = ||u(0)||%. For both items i, ii), we will argue the contrapositive. For
item i), suppose that u is a weak solution to (1.2) for some (optimal) g € L?([0,T], M), such that
the lower bound holds at wu:

Z}{gg ligr;iélfelog 1o.m(U) > =T(u). (9.5)
Recalling that the topology of X is separable and Haussdorf, let U,,,n € N be a decreasing sequence
of open sets such that N,U, = {u}. Using the time-reversal property of U§ > it follows that
(T7)#15,m = 1§ m> Whence, for all n,

—Z(u) < lim iélf elog pl m (Un)
€e— ’
< limsup elog((Tr) 44 ) Un) (9.6)
e—0
= limsup elog(uf ,,, ) (Trlln) < —inf {Z(v) : Trv €Uy }
e—0

where the final line follows from the global upper bound in Theorem 2.5. Thanks to the lower
semicontinuity of Z, the infimum on the right-hand side converges to Z(%ru) as n — oo, and we
conclude that

Z(u) > Z(Tru). (9.7)
To compute Z(Tru), we observe that if ¢ is optimal for u, then the new choice
g(t,x) :=g(T —t,x) — 2Vu(T — t,x)

chosen at (9.2) is also optimal thanks to Remark 6.1, and Zo(T7u(0)) = ||u(T)||%. Expanding out
(9.7), we have

T

1 T
T(Sr) = )+ 310l aqomng =2 | (Fugide+2 [ Juolpar os

1
< Z(w) = [[wO)lIz + 51911z 073,00

Subtracting the term in g produces the energy inequality at time 7', and we have proven the
contrapositive of the claim in part i) of the remark. Part ii) follows from a further time-reversal,
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since if u is a solution to (1.2) for which the energy inequality is strict, then the time-reversal
u = Tpo is a solution to (1.2) for the new choice g, which violates the energy inequality. O

10. LARGE DEVIATIONS OF THE STRONG SOLUTION

In this section, we will discuss the large deviation properties of the stochastic strong solution
and the strong solution to the Navier-Stokes equations

ou=—-Au—P(u-V)u. (10.1)

10.1. Definition of Strong Solutions. We begin with a definition.

Definition 10.1. (Local in time strong solution) Let e > 0, Uy € L*(; V). A couple (U, 7€) is a
strong solution of (1.1) with initial data Uy, if

(i) 7¢ is a stopping time with respect to {F(t)}iecjo,r) such that 7€ € (0,T], P-almost surely.

(i) P-almost surely,

U" € O([0,7): H'(T)) N Liy ([0, 7°); H(T?))

loc
and, P-almost surely, diVU(t) =0 for all 0 <t < 7°.
(iii) For some C' = C(T) >0, U* satisfies the estimate

e 2 TATE e
B( sup [T°¢AT) ) +E [ [ 1T ()pds < O) - (E[Uo[Zaes) + .
te[0,T) 0 T3

(iv) P-almost surely, for every v € C5% ([0,T] x T?) and all 0 <t < T,

@ enrr+ [ " AT (s), s
(10.2)

= (Uo, ¢(0)) — /OMT€<(U€ V)T, p)ds + /eWinre (\/@V%’)-

In the same way, we use the terminology ‘local strong solution’ for a divergence-free vector field
(@(t) : 0 <t < 1) solving (10.1) and additionally satisfyingu € C([0,7), HY(T3))NLE ([0, ), H*(T?)).

loc

The existence of local-in-time strong solutions to (1.1) and (10.1) is established in [BD23, The-
orem 2.3] and [Kim10, Theorem 1.2]. In particular, in [Kim10], the author dealt with the local in
time strong solution of the stochastic Navier-Stokes equations on R? with fractional differentiable
initial data Uy € H2T(R3), for the case of a € (0, 1). By following the proof of [Kim10, Theorem
1.2] line by line, one can show that, on a sufficiently rich probability space, there exists a stochastic
strong solution. Furthermore, using similar arguments to those in Lemma 6.6 or in Lemma 10.3
below, one can show that two strong solutions with the same initial data agree so long as both
exist, which implies the existence of a mazimal strong solution (UE, 7¢) in the sense that all other
strong solutions are initial segments of it.

10.2. A Space X 1oc of regular local paths. We now define a topological space Xt 1oc Of regular
partial trajectories in order to describe the large deviations of U°. For any 0 <7 <T, let Xy - be
the paths regular on [0, 7):

Xet.r := C([0,7), H(T*)) N LE ([0, 7), H*(T?)).

loc
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We then set

Xetgoe = {} U | | Xer (10.3)
T€(0,T]

where we have included a trivial trajectory %, defined only on 0 time. As a convention, we will
understand the time of existence 7 = 7(u) to be part of the data of an element % € U ¢ (0,71 Xst,7-
Finally, we write < for the partial order on X 10c for partial segments: 7 < @ if 7(7) < 7(w) and
v(t) =u(t) for all 0 <t < 7(7).

We equip the space Xt 10c With a family of functions which describe the (potential) loss of regularity
close to the maximum time of definition. For every M > 0, let Tas : Up<r<7Xst, — [0, T'] be defined
by

TM(E) :=inf {t S [O,T] : Hﬂ(t)”Hl('ﬂﬁ) Z ]\47 or ||EHL2([O,t];H2(']1’3)) Z M} AT (104)

and define the H*(T3)-H?(T?) blow-up time by

T, _
(@) = M£m+m v (T). (10.5)
We set T (%) = 7*(%) = 0. By an abuse of notation, we will use the same notation for the functions
Tm, 7* defined in the same way on X with u in place of @. For all elements of X 1oc, it holds that
7(w) < 7 (u), but this inequality may be strict, for instance by truncating a function strictly
before its blowup time. We briefly remark that the maximality of the strong solution implies that
7(U5) = 7 = 7 (Uj) almost surely.
Topology of Xy 10oc. We now specify a topology on X 10c. First, we write ty 1 for the locally
convex topology on Xy 1 induced by the seminorms?

t 1/2
u— sg[t) ()| a1 (733 U </ |H(s)|?{2(1~3)ds) ; t <1
s< 0

For u € Xg10c With 7(u) > 7, we define u” := (u(s7) : 0 < s < 1) € Xg,1. We define a base of
open neighbourhoods of @ # x by setting

U= {v € Xttoo : 7(7) > 7, 07 €V, min(ry(7), 7(7)) < 7(7) + 5} (10.6)

where 7/ ranges over (0,7(%)), V runs over ty 1-neighbourhoods of u™, § > 0 and M > 0. We
take a set of open neighbourhoods of x to be {T : min(7(7), 7as(v)) < €},€ > 0. This topology is
chosen so that " — U # * if and only if liminf,, 7(u") > 7(u) and if w" — w in C;H: N L?H? on
compact time intervals in [0, 7(@)) but on no larger time intervals. The sequences converging to
the trivial path x are characterised by the property that min(r(@"), 7ps (")) — 0 for any fixed M.
The following basic properties can easily be checked, which allows us to use the entropy method
Lemma 3.2.

Lemma 10.2. The topological space X 10c @5 separable and Hausdorff.

3The choice of topology is somewhat arbitrary; the conclusions of the theorem would remain true so long as ts¢,1
is stronger than the topology induced by the same seminorms as defining X on compact time intervals [0,¢],t < 1,
and is weak enough for the resulting topology on Xy 1o to be separable. This topology is chosen for concreteness,
as it is the natural one with which to equip Xs¢,1.
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10.3. Relationship of Strong and Weak Solutions. Before we prove Theorem 2.9, we first
show a technical lemma, which will allow us to make arguments about the large deviations be-
haviour of U; related to the arguments in the rest of the paper, which relate only to stochastic
Leray solutions.

Lemma 10.3. (Weak-Strong uniqueness) Let T > 0, M > 0. For any strong solution (ﬁg, ﬁ//) de-
fined on a stochastic basis (ﬁ, F, {f(t)}te[O,T] , ]IND), there exists a strong solution U; and a stochastic
Leray solution U§, defined on a stochastic basis (0, F,{F(t)}epo0,1,P), such that U; =4q [75 and,
almost surely, Uf; =< Us.

Since the laws of U E,U; are the same, so are the large deviations, and we lose nothing moving
from 175, which was an a priori arbitrary strong solution, to the copy Uf; which is an initial segment
of a stochastic Leray solution. In the sequel we may therefore work only with strong solutions which
are the initial segments of a stochastic Leray solution driven by the same divergence-free white
noise W.

Proof. Let us fix a given U 55 W. For this divergence-free white noise W, we can repeat Lemma
3.3 to construct a sequence of Galerkin approximations Uy, with initial data Ug . (0) := P, U$(0).
Repeating the argument of Proposition 5.1, it follows that

(ﬁ§7ﬁ§7m,{EC7i : C € 871 S { S 3}7Mm)m21

are tight in Xy 0 X XT x C([0, T], RE*{1:2:3}) x ([0, T]), where, as before, 3¢, ¢ € B,1<i <3
are the 1d-Brownian motions driving ﬁ//, and M™ are the stochastic integrals appearing in the
energy (in)equality. We may therefore use the Prohorov and Skorokhod theorems in this (further
augmented) space to find a new stochastic basis (2, F, {F(t)}cp0,r7,P), on which are defined
(U;’(m),U(;m, {pSim . ¢ € B,1 < i < 3}, M™) with the same laws as the original objects, and
converging almost surely to a limit (U, US, {3%* : ¢ € B,1 <4 < 3}, M). The identification of
Us as a stochastic Leray solution, driven by the divergence-free white noise W corresponding to
B4 ¢ € B,1 <14 < 3 and starting at Uf; (0) is as in Proposition 5.1. For the strong solution, since
each (U;’(m), {p%5™ : ¢ € B,1 < i < 3}) has the same law under P as the given strong solution
(175, {B“,C € B,1 <i<3}) under P, we may pass to the limit in the definition to see that Uy has
the same law as ﬁg and is a strong solution driven by W.

It remains to show that UZ is almost surely an initial segment of Uy, for which we will follow the
deterministic weak-strong uniqueness argument in [RRS16, Theorem 6.10]. Since Uf; is a strong
solution, we have sufficient regularity to apply It6’s formula [Kry13, Theorem 3.1] to (Ug(t), Us(t)).
Combining with the energy inequalities for Ug, U and calculating || Us —Us||%, both the martingale
terms and the contributions from the It6 correction cancel, and we find, P-almost surely,

%I\U(?(t)—vfs(t)ll%/ IV(Us = Ts)(s)|[3ds
0 (10.7)

t
g/ V(Us —Ts) : (Us —Us) @ Us)dads,
0 T3
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for ¢t € [0,7¢). The same functional estimates as for the deterministic weak-strong uniqueness, see
for example [RRS16, Theorem 6.10], show that, P-almost surely,

t t
| vws =T (5 =Ty @ Tdes < [ [T lumcan) 105 = TillllVs = Ty v

1 ¢ +T€ € =€ 1 ¢ € =€
<3 | W31V = Tallgds + 5 [ 105 = T

Since Uy € L2.([0,7¢), H2(T?)), we may use Gronwall’s lemma to see that, almost surely, for all
t <71, Ug(t) = UL(t), as desired. O

10.4. Proof of the Theorem.

Proof of Theorem 2.9. As in the theorem, let & € Xg 10c, and let ¥ < @ be an initial segment. As
remarked below Lemma 10.3, we may assume that the strong solution U; is an initial segment of
a stochastic Leray solution of (1.1), driven by a common divergence-free white noise W, and let
u* be the maximal strong solution to the Navier-Stokes equations started from wj. In Steps 1-2
below we will show that, if x <7 < @ and there exists a sequence of probability measures Q¢ < P
under which Uy 5 — T in Xg loc with limsup, eEnt(Q¢|P) < oo, then we can construct Q¢ under
which U s — U with
lim sup eEnt(Q¢|P) < lim sup eEnt(Q¢|P).
€ €

The assertion (2.27) then follows by using both directions of the entropy method in Lemma 3.2,
and observing that the conclusion is trivial if no such sequence of Q¢ exist, since the right-hand
side of (2.27) is then —co. We will then discuss the necessary modification to show (2.28) at the
end, and (2.29) will follow from the ideas already established for the upper bound of Theorem 2.5.

Step 1. Construction of Paths Rapidly Losing Regularity Let us suppose that x < v < w;
to shorten notation, write 7 := 7(@) and 7’ := 7(7).

Let us observe that, under any change of measures Q¢ which make U; — 1 in Xy 10c, the stochastic
Leray solution Us which extends U; concentrates on paths v € X which extend @w. In particular,
if Q¢ are chosen so that eEnt(Q¢|P) remains bounded, we may repeat the arguments of Theorem
2.5 on [0, 7] to see that there exists g € L?([0, 7], M) such that @ solves (1.2) up until its time of
existence 7.

We will now exhibit a sequence of trajectories 7™ with the same blowup time 7(3) = 7(7) and
7™ — T with forcings g™ — g — 0 in L2([0, 7], M). Let ™) = @™ —w(™2) be the plane wave,
defined on t € [7/, 7), given by setting

w ™V (t, z) = n~2(0,sin(27n1 ), 0) exp ( - 471'277,2’15 -7 - 1 D, (10.8)

n
(™2 (t,x) = 71_1/2(07 sin(2mnz1),0) exp ( — 4r’n — 47r2n2}t -7 ) (10.9)

and consider the perturbed trajectory

5 () o= {70 0sts7} (10.10)
at) +w™t) 1 <t<T

First, we note that (" is continuous in time at the intermediate time ¢ = 7’ since the contributions
from W™V w2 cancel. Since T(t) is bounded in H'(T®) away from t = 7, it follows that
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5 (7" + n~ )| gi(rsy — 00 as n — oo. Since 7" =% =7 on [0,7'], it follows that 7™ — 7
in Xg,10c. Letting g € LQ([O, 7], M) be the control for @ as remarked above, a computation shows
that 7™ solves the skeleton equation (7.1) on [0,7) with control

g™ (s,z) = g(s,:C)+2Vw("’1)(s,x)I[T/J/_mfl](s)—i—(w(") ®ﬂ(s,x)+ﬂ®w(")(s,:C))I[T/J)(s). (10.11)
We further see that
9™ = gll L2 (e 710y = O (10.12)
by direct computation on the first new term of (10.11), and on the cross terms using that @ €
L>°([0,7), H) and W™ — 0 in L>([0,T], L>°(T?)).
Step 2. Construction of a Change of Measures, Convergence and Entropy Estimate

We now start from the given change of measures Q¢ < P under which U; — u in Xgt loc, and
construct a new change of measures Q° < P under which U§ — v. We set

n,e 1 ! n 1 ! n
Z{" = exp (—— (VQs9™,dW (s)) — > / v/ Qs34 ><s>||%ds> (10.13)
\/E tAT! 2e tAT!
and define Q™€ by setting, for n > (r—7)"1,
d@n,e B dQs
dP " dP

Z (10.14)
F(r)

Step 2a. Convergence of the strong solution U; We now deal with the convergence of the
strong solution under the measures Q™(<)€ as ¢ — 0, for some sequence n(e) — oo to be chosen.
We consider the time intervals [0, 7'], [7/, 7/ + n~!] separately. On the initial time interval [0, 7],
we observe that the law of (Ug(t),0 < t < 7¢ A 7') is the same under Q™€ as under Q¢ and, by
definition of Q¢ and the convergence in Xg 1o, Q°(7¢ > 7') — 1 and, for any ty,1 neighbourhood
V1, Q((Us)™ € V) — 1. Both statements therefore remain true with Q™€ in place of Q¢, and
indeed uniformly in n.

We next consider the time interval [7/,7 +n~!], as € — 0 with n fixed. On this time interval, we
repeat the arguments of Lemma 7.1 to see that, under the measure Q™ ¢, the weak solution Uj is
a stochastic Leray solution to the equation

OUs = —AU§ = P(Us - V)U§ — /eV - & — V- (\/Q(sg(”)> (10.15)

for (™ as in Step 1, for a Q™ divergence-free white noise €, and with Ug(7') — T(7') weakly
in H thanks to the argument of the previous paragraph. Since the paths (™) constructed belong
to L°HY on [r/,7" + n~'] CcC [0,7), we may use the Sobolev embedding H!(T3) < L5(T3)
to repeat the proof of Lemmata 6.6 and 7.2 on the time interval [r/, 7/ + n~!] to conclude that
Us — 7™ as € — 0 with n fixed, in the topology of X(r/,7/4n-1], in Q™*-probability. Using the
lower semicontinuity of || - || 1 (s for the weak convergence in H, we may choose ¢, | 0 such that,
for all 0 < € < €,
Q™ (JUs(r" +n~ Y| arersy > My) >1—n~"
where we choose
M, = ([T (7" + 071 || g sy — 0t

We now relate this to the behaviour of the strong solution U;. On the event displayed above,
7w, (U§) < 7/ +n~!, and we consider separately the cases 7¢ < 7/ +n~1 7¢ > 7/ + n=!. On the
first event, since 7a;(U5) 1 7¢, it follows that 7as, (TU5) < 7¢ < 7/ +n~'. On the other hand, if
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7¢ > 7 +n~! we use the fact that UZ is an initial segment of the weak solution Us up to 7¢ to
reach the same conclusion 77, (Us) < 7/ +n~'. In particular, we have shown that

Qe (TMn (U;) <7+ n_l) —1
as € — 0 with n fixed. We ﬁr~1a11y invert the relationship between €,n by choosing n(e) = n for
€ € (€nt1,€n) and take Q° := Q™€) to see that My ¢y — o0 and
Qc (TMn(e) (T5) < 7(0) + n_1> —1. (10.16)

Together with the analysis on [0, 7(7)], we conclude that, under Q¢, we have the full convergence
U5 — 7 in Xat loc:

Step 2b. Entropy Estimate It remains to estimate the relative entropy of the new measures
Ent(Q¢|P) in terms of Ent(Q€|P), and to show that any increase is at most of sub-leading order.
Using the definition of Q¢, we find

e o dQ€ n(e),e
Ent (Q |]P)) = ]EQ€ [10g W o) + log ZT’-‘,—n(e)*l
dQE n(e),e
= E@éb-‘(r) [log W ) + E@é [log ZT’+n(e)*1:| (1017)

€ 1 T,+n(é)71 n(e
= Ent (Qlr(n [Plren) + g/ IV/Qsg ™3t

The first term is bounded above by Ent(Q¢|P) thanks to the information processing inequality,
while multiplying the second term by € gives

7' 4n(e) !

1 TlJrn( )71 nle nle
s L V@O [ gl + 10O = gl e

Of these, the first term converges to 0 by dominated convergence in dt, and the latter converges
to 0 thanks to (10.12). Returning to (10.17), we have proven that

lim sup eEnt (@€|P) < lim sup eEnt (Q¢|P) (10.18)

and the proof of (2.27) is complete in light of the reduction discussed above Step 1. In order to
prove (2.28), one repeats the same construction, starting with the original probability measure P
instead of Q¢ and replacing 7’ = 0, so that the dynamics are modified only on [0,7(¢)~!]. In this
way, no term analagous to the first term in (10.17) appears and the new measures Q¢ which force
convergence to the trivial path * have Ent(Q¢|P) = o(e™1).

Step 3. Large Deviations at Slower Speeds We now deal with the other part of the
dichotomy, where we show that any other speed r. < ¢! only allows limit paths ¥ < @*, which
we recall is the unique maximal strong solution starting at uj. Let us fix v € X 10 with ¥ ;ﬁ [T
Thanks to the uniqueness of strong solutions up to their H(T?) — H?(T?) blowup, as in Lemmata
6.6, it follows either that there exists ¢ € H,0 > 0 with (¢, 9(0) — uf) > 26, or there exists
v € C5%.([0,T] x T3), supported on t € [0,7()) such that A(p,7) > 6, or that there exists
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t < 7(v) and 0 > 0 such that the energy inequality fails at time ¢ by at least 26:

I b L
IO + [ 1) ds > S + 2. (10.19)
In each of the three cases, we now construct an open set & > ¥ such that
limsup elog P (U; € U) < 0. (10.20)
e—0

Since er. — 0, it follows that
limsupr_ ! logP (U; € L_{) = —00
e—0
which concludes the theorem.

Step 3a. Different Initial Data We first deal with the case where T(0) # u§. In this case,
we pick 6 > 0,1 € H such that (¢,5(0) — uyj) > 26. Recalling that T # , it follows that 7(7) > 0,
and we choose the open set to be

7(v)
2

U= {w € Xt loc : T(W) > , (Y, w(0) — uf) > 9} (10.21)

which can be checked to be open using the basic open sets specified in (10.6). Since Us(0) satisfies

a good LDP in the weak topology of H with rate function Zy, it follows that

lim sup elog P (UZ € H) < limsupelogP ((1/),U§(O) —ug) > 9) ( )

e € 10.22

< —inf{Zo(u) :uw € H, (p,u —ug) >0} <0

where in the final line, we observe that the closed set does not contain v, and we have used the

goodness of the rate function Zy and the hypothesis that Zy has the unique zero at uj to see that
the infimum is strictly positive.

Step 3b. Evolution different from Navier-Stokes The second possibility described above
is if the partial path T fails to be a weak solution of the Navier-Stokes equations on some interval
[0,t] cC [0,7(7)). In this case, there exists a test function ¢ € C55 ([0,7] x T?) supported on
[0,#] x T3 so that, extending the definition (6.3) in a natural way to partial paths and functions
on their supports, we have A(p,7) > 26 > 0. We now take the open set

U = {W € Xgt1oc : T(W) > t, A(p, W) > 0} . (10.23)

To estimate the probability that U; € U, we observe that on this event, the stochastic Leray
solution Uy with U; = Us lies in the open set in X

U:={weX: Alp,w) >0} (10.24)
and, repeating the arguments leading to (8.3), we have

lim sup € log P (U§ c L_{) < limsup elog P (US € U) < 0. (10.25)

Step 3c. Violation of the Energy Identity The previous two substeps prove the desired
assertion (10.20) in all cases except when ¥ is a weak solution to Navier-Stokes starting at 7(0) = ug.
In the final case, in which the energy identity is violated at some time t < 7(7), we set

_ 1 t
o= {w € Koo+ 7(0) > 610N + [ [W)Fds > gl + o} (10.26)
0
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which can be seen to be open in Xy loc using the lower semicontinuity of w — |w(t)||3, +

f(f |w(s)||#ds in Xg,-. The argument proceeds as in the previous case to yield, in light of Lemma
4.5,

e _ 1 ! 1
limsup € logP (U5 € L{) < limsupelogP <§||U§(t)||§{ +/ |U£(s)|13-ds > §||u6||§{ + 9)
€ € 0

< 0.

(10.27)

This completes the proof of (10.20) in each of the three possible cases, and hence the theorem. O
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