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Abstract

We consider a coupled model for fluid flow and transport in a domain consisting of
two bulk regions separated by a thin porous layer. The thickness of the layer is of order
ε and the microscopic structure of the layer is periodic in the tangential direction also
with period ε. The fluid flow is described by an instationary Stokes system, properly
scaled in the fluid part of the thin layer. The evolution of the solute concentrations
is described by a reaction-diffusion-advection equation in the fluid part of the domain
and a diffusion equation (allowing different scaling in the diffusion coefficients) in the
solid part of the layer. At the microscopic fluid-solid interface inside the layer nonlinear
reactions take place. This system is rigorously homogenized in the limit ε → 0, based
on weak and strong (two-scale) compactness results for the solutions. These are based
on new embedding inequalities for thin perforated layers including coupling to bulk
domains. In the limit, effective interface laws for flow and transport are derived at
the interface separating the two bulk regions. These interface laws enable effective
mass transport through the membrane, which is also an important feature from an
application point of view.

1 Introduction

Thin porous layers with a complex microscopic structure, also denoted as membranes, occur
in many applications from engineering, material sciences, biology and medicine. E.g., in liv-
ing organisms, the endothelial layer inside blood vessels, made up of endothelial cells linked
together by transmembrane proteins, forms a selective barrier that controls the exchange of
solutes and water between the intra- and extravascular space. Modern experimental assays
provide more and more detailed information about structures and processes at micro and
nano-scale, which has to be incorporated into microscopic mathematical models. These are
the basis for the derivation of effective models which can be used to give quantitative de-
scriptions (via numerical computations) for processes in environments involving membranes.
Let us mention that transport of lipids and immune cells through the endothelial layer plays
a crucial role in the formation and growth of atherosclerotic plaques in blood vessels, see
e.g., [34] where, however, effective mathematical models are derived phenomenologically.

In this paper, we rigorously derive effective mathematical models for fluid flow and
reactive transport of solutes in domains consisting of two bulk regions separated by a porous
membrane made up of a solid part and a pore space filled with fluid. The thickness of the
membrane is of order ε and the pore structure is periodic in tangential direction also with
period ε. The microscopic interface between the two phases of the membrane, denoted by
Γε also has an ε-periodic structure. The fluid flow in the bulk regions and in the pores of the
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membrane is described by an instationary Stokes system. A solute is transported by diffusion
and advection within the fluid part of the domain whereas in the solid part of the membrane
a diffusion-equation is considered. In the solid phase, different scalings of the diffusion
coefficient with εγ are considered, ranging from small diffusion (γ = 1) to fast diffusion
(γ = −1). At the microscopic fluid-solid interface Γε, nonlinear transmission conditions are
formulated in terms of normal fluxes which are given by nonlinear coupling functions of the
solute concentrations on both sides of the interface. In case of the endothelial membrane,
the solid phase represents the region occupied by endothelial cells, which are surrounded
by extracellular fluid forming the fluid part of the membrane. The nonlinear transmission
conditions describe bio-chemical reactions at the microscopic interface between the two
phases. Let us mention, that the subsystem describing the fluid flow is independent from
that of transport equations, whereas the velocity of the fluid contributes to the advective
transport in the fluid part of the domain.

The main contribution of this paper is the homogenization of this so called microscopic
model in the limit ε→ 0 by rigorous methods of two scale analysis and dimension reduction.
In the limit we obtain an effective or macroscopic model, where the porous membrane is
reduced to an effective interface Σ (separating the two bulk regions) for which effective
interface laws are derived. It has the advantage of reduced (computational) complexity,
but still maintains key features about the microgeometry and processes in the membrane.
The effective flow model consists of the instationary Stokes equations in the bulk regions
coupled by effective transmission conditions for the normal stresses at the interface Σ. More
precisely, both, the jump in the normal component of the normal stress, and the tangent
forces on each side of the interface are given in terms of the velocities and involve effective
permeability coefficients associated to a Darcy-type problem in the membrane. Additionally,
the normal component of the effective velocity at the interface Σ is continuous. The effective
transport problem in the fluid part of the domain consists in a reaction-diffusion-advection
equation within the two bulk regions coupled by effective transmission conditions at Σ. The
latter consist of the continuity of the effective concentration and a jump in the normal flux
given by the homogenized nonlinear kinetics from the microscopic interface Γε. The effective
approximation for the diffusion process inside the solid phase strongly depends on the scaling
of the diffusion coefficient by εγ . It consists in an effective reaction-diffusion equation along
the interface Σ for γ = −1, an ordinary differential equation for γ ∈ (−1,1), and a so called
cell problem formulated on the standard periodicity cell in the membrane for γ = 1. Hereby,
the nonlinear reaction kinetics at the microscopic interface Γε gives rise to source terms in
the homogenized equations for γ ∈ [−1,1), and to a nonlinear Neumann boundary condition
for γ = 1.

To the best of our knowledge, the effective model derived in this paper is the first rigorous
homogenization result for advective-diffusive transport through reactive porous membranes,
starting from a microscopic model involving a system of transport equations in the solid
and fluid part of the medium, coupled to an instationary Stokes system in the fluid domain.
A recent contribution related to our model is given in [18], where heat transfer through a
thin grain layer separating two bulk domains was homogenized. There, only transport of
solutes was considered, and the fluid velocity causing the advective transport was a priori
given and assumed to be uniformly essential bounded. In our situation, where the fluid flow
is described by a Stokes system, we have much less integrability and the bad scaling for the
gradient of the fluid velocity leads to additional difficulties in the control of the advective
term inside the fluid part of the thin layer. Furthermore, in [18] the coupling condition at
the microscopic interface Γε was linear, the normal fluxes being proportional to the jump
of the solution, and in case of a connected layer, only the scaling γ = −1 was considered. In
[22], an effective model describing fluid flow through elastic porous membranes was derived.
A drawback of this model was, that no mass transport through the effective interface Σ
occured. In [29], where an application to thin filters consisting of slender yarns in contact
was considered, the authors extended the effective model from [22] by incorporating an
additional (phenomenlogical) interface condition obeying Darcy’s law, in order to include
mass transport through the filter. We emphasize, that the scaling of the flow equations in
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the present paper (which is different from [22]) allows the rigorous derviation of interface
conditions which allow mass transport through Σ.

For the derivation of the effective model, we use two-scale convergence for thin domains
[32] and for rapidly oscillating surfaces [6], which allow to deal simultaneously with the
homogenization of the periodic structures in the membrane and the reduction of the thin
membrane to a (lower dimensional) interface. In a first step, we provide a priori estimates for
the solutions to the microscopic problems with an explicit dependence on the scale parameter
ε. The most critical and new parts are the a priori estimates for the concentrations in the
thin perforated layer, in particular the treatment of the nonlinear coupling term on the
microscopic interface Γε and the control of the convective term in the thin layer. To deal
with the nonlinear boundary term, we prove a trace inequality giving control of the traces on
Γε via the bulk domains, see Lemma 10. This lemma generalizes to Lipschitz domains the
results from [14, Proposition 2] and [18, Lemma 2] proven for a rough oscillating interface
given as a graph. Furthermore, we improve these results by using the Hβ-norm (instead of
the H1-norm) in the trace inequality. To estimate the convective term in the thin layer we
prove an embedding result with explicit ε-dependence of the embedding constant, for H1-
functions into Lp-functions on the fluid domain in the layer, involving an additional boundary
term, see Lemma 12. Based on the a priori estimates, we prove compactness results with
respect to weak and strong (two-scale) convergence, in the bulk domains, in the porous layer
and on the interface Γε. Here, the strong two-scale convergence of the concentrations on Γε

and the convergence of the time derivative for the concentrations represent the crucial part.
To cope with the nonlinear term, we extend to thin porous layers Kolmogorov-Simon-type
arguments coupled (where necessary) with estimates for shifted functions. To pass to the
limit in the terms involving the time derivative, especially that of the concentration in the
solid part of the layer, we prove new two-scale compactness results just based on the a priori
estimates for the sequence, see Section B.1.

In summary, the novel contributions of our paper are:

• Existence of a microscopic solution with ε-uniform a priori estimates for coupled
Stokes-transport equations through thin porous layers in the presence of nonlinear
kinetics on rapidly oscillating microscopic interfaces

• Strong two-scale compactness results for sequences in thin perforated layers and on
rapidly oscillating surfaces, including different scalings for the gradient and/or coupling
to bulk domains.

• Rigorous derivation of interface laws for fluid flow through thin porous membranes,
in particular expressing the normal and tangential component of the normal stress at
the interface using the velocity on both sides of the interface

• Derivation of macroscopic model for a coupled fluid and transport model with effective
transport conditions across the interface

• General embedding inequalities, like trace inequality and Sobolev inequality, in thin
perforated layers including coupling to bulk domains with explicit dependence on the
scaling parameter ε

• Identification of a proper scaling of the microscopic Stokes-transport system that en-
ables an effective mass transport through the membrane

While the rigorous derivation of a macroscopic model for the coupled flow-transport
problem considered in this paper is completely new, there are several results on subprob-
lems included in our model, like pure reactive-diffusive transport or only consider fluid flow.
Additionally, there are results on Stokes flow in thin perforated layers. From a mathematical
point of view the methods developed in this paper are related to treatment of such subprob-
lems and in the following we give an overview about such previous results. In [25, 26, 32]
the pure reactive-diffusive transport through a heterogeneous layer was considered for the
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different scalings γ ∈ [−1,1] and different interface conditions between the bulk domains and
the layer. In particular, the heterogeneity in the layer was obtained by oscillating coefficients
in the equations. Here (for the transport problem) we consider perforated thin layers, we
additionally take into account advection, and also our scaling for the time-derivative in the
fluid phase of the thin layer does not match these previous results, which has a significant im-
pact on the strong compactness results in the layer. In [13] a transport problem of parabolic
type in bulk domains separated by a lower dimensional rough interface (with different scaled
apmplitude) given as a graph of a function was considered. Even if the geometric conditions
differ from ours, some methods are closely related, like the trace inequality mentioned above.
There is a large literature on the derivation of effective interface conditions for fluid flow
through sieves and filters, and here we only mention some pioneering works. The case of
stationary Stokes flow through an ε-periodic filter consisting of an array of (disconnected)
obstacles of size ε is treated in [33] and [11, 12], where the filter was already assumed to
be lower-dimensional (perforated interface). Non-Newtonian flow in a similar geometry was
considered in [7]. The case of tiny holes of size asymptotically behaving like order ε2 (for
n = 3) is treated in [2] and εα with α ∈ (1,2) in [30]. A first result regarding the derivation of
the Darcy-law for Stokes flow through thin perforated layers was given in [4], where a thin
layer with a rough surface, given as a graph, was considered. The two-scale convergence for
thin layers without heterogeneity was later used in [31] for the whole thin layer. The treat-
ment of Stokes flow through thin perforated layers, also including connected perforations,
can be found in [15] and [16]. We emphasize that the limit behavior is completely different
in our situation, due to the coupling to the bulk domains. In fact, in our case it figures
out, that the fluid pressure in the layer vanishes in the limit ε→ 0, and therefore compared
to the previously cited literature on Stokes flow through thin layers, the Darcy-pressure is
zero. Finally, we mention the recent work [17], where fluid flow coupled to heat transport
in a thin layer with rough surface is considered, which is coupled over the oscillating surface
to heat transport in a bulk domain. Compared to our situation, they use a different scaling
for the transport equation (same as γ = −1 in our solid phase). To deal with the advective
term in the thin layer, they also need the strong two-scale convergence of the temperature.
In their proof for this strong convergence they refer to [21], where such a result was shown
under better regularity conditions for the time-derivative, which is not given in [17]. Our
compactness result for the solid phase in the case γ = −1 fills this gap.

The paper is organized as follows. The microscopic model including the assumptions on
the data is formulated in Section 2. In Section 3 the main results of the paper including
the macroscopic model are stated. This section also aims to give a rough overview of the
different parts of the paper and provides the important results in our work. Further, it
should help the reader to better identify the different steps in the derivation of the effective
models and the required techniques. In Section 4 the existence and uniqueness result for
the microscopic solutions is formulated and ε-uniform a priori estimates for the microscopic
solutions are proved. Compactness results for the microscopic solutions are proved in Section
5. These are based on the a priori estimates, and for γ ∈ (−1,1], on bounds for differences
of shifts of the concentration in the solid part of the layer. In Section 6, macroscopic models
including effective interface laws are derived for the fluid flow and for the transport problems.
Furthermore, in Section 6.3 the case when the solid phase touches the bulk domains is
discussed. Finally, some auxiliary results and estimates are given in the appendix A. Some
of these are standard, however, there are also new results which are of independent interest.
Furthermore, in appendix B, we briefly recall the definition of two-scale convergence for
thin (perforated) layers together with known compactness results and also give some new
two-scale compactness results for the time derivative.

2 The microscopic model

We consider fluid flow and reactive transport of solutes within two bulk domains Ω±ε sepa-
rated by a thin porous layer. The solute is transported by diffusion and advection in the

4



fluid domain, and by diffusion in the solid phase. At the fluid-solid interface we assume con-
tinuity of the fluxes, which are given by nonlinear reaction-kinetics modelling the transport
across the interface. The fluid flow is described by the incompressible Stokes equations and
is not influenced by the concentration of the solute. Before we formulate the equations for
these processes in detail we start with the precise definition of the underlying microscopic
geometry.

2.1 The microscopic geometry

We consider the domain Ω ∶= Σ×(−H,H) ⊂ R3 with H > 0, and Σ = (a, b) ⊂ R2 with a, b ∈ Z2

and ai < bi for i = 1,2. Further, we assume that ε−1 ∈ N. The domain Ω consists of two bulk
domains

Ω+ε ∶= Σ × (ε,H), Ω−ε ∶= Σ × (−H,−ε),

which are separated by the thin layer

ΩM
ε ∶= Σ × (−ε, ε).

Within the thin layer we have a fluid part ΩM,f
ε and a solid part ΩM,s

ε , which have a periodical
microscopic structure. More precisely, we define the reference cell

Z ∶= Y × (−1,1) ∶= (0,1)2 × (−1,1),

with top and bottom

S± ∶= Y × {±1}.

For n ∈ N, let us denote the interior of a setM ⊂ Rn by int(M). The cell Z consists of a solid
part Zs ⊂ Z, see Figure 1, and a fluid part Zf ⊂ Z with common interface Γ = int (Zs ∩Zf).
Hence, we have

Z = Zf ∪Zs ∪ Γ.

We denote the top/bottom of Zf respectively Zs by

S±f = int (Zf ∩ S±) , S±s = int (Zs ∩ S±) .

We have to distinguish between the cases ∣S±s ∣ = 0 and ∣S±s ∣ > 0. In our analysis we will
focus on the first case and therefore we assume Zs does not touch the boundary parts S±.
In the other case we will see in Section 6.3 that the macroscopic model for the fluid flow
gets somehow trivial. Further, at the crucial points in the proofs where this assumption
has an impact, we will provide additional comments. We request that Zf and Zs are open,
connected with Lipschitz-boundary, and the lateral boundary is Y -periodic which means
that for i = 1,2 and ∗ ∈ {s, f}

(∂Z∗ ∩ {yi = 0}) + ei = ∂Z∗ ∩ {yi = 1}.

We introduce the set Kε ∶= {k ∈ Z2 × {0} ∶ ε(Z + k) ⊂ ΩM
ε }. Clearly, we have

ΩM
ε = int( ⋃

k∈Kε

ε(Z + k)) .

Now, we define the fluid and solid part of the membrane, see Figure 1, by

ΩM,f
ε ∶= int( ⋃

k∈Kε

ε (Zf + k)) , ΩM,s
ε ∶= int( ⋃

k∈Kε

ε (Zs + k)) .
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Figure 1: Left: A reference cell Z for the porous layer with the solid part Zs highlighted by
the coloring. Right: The microscopic domain Ω with the porous layer ΩM

ε consisting of the
fluid part ΩM,f

ε and the solid part ΩM,s
ε .

The fluid-solid interface between the solid and the fluid part in the membrane is denoted by

Γε ∶= int(ΩM,s
ε ∩ΩM,f

ε ) .

The interface between the fluid part in the membrane and the bulk domains is defined by

S±ε ∶= Σ × {±ε}.

Again, if we allow the solid part of the thin layer to touch the bulk domains, the interface
S±ε is the union of the sets

S±ε,s ∶= S±ε ∖ ∂ΩM,f
ε , S±ε,f ∶= S±ε ∖ ∂ΩM,s

ε ,

where S±ε,s is the interface between the solid part in the membrane and the bulk domains,
and similarly for the index f . Altogether, we have the following decomposition of the domain
Ω

Ω = Ω+ε ∪Ω−ε ∪ΩM
ε ∪ S+ε ∪ S−ε

= Ω+ε ∪Ω−ε ∪ΩM,s
ε ∪ΩM,f

ε ∪ Γε ∪ S+ε ∪ S−ε .

The whole fluid part is defined by

Ωf
ε ∶= Ω ∖Ω

M,s
ε .

We further assume that the domains Ωf
ε , Ω

M,f
ε , and ΩM,s

ε are connected and Lipschitz. The
upper and lower boundary of Ω is denoted by

∂NΩ ∶=⋃
±

Σ × {±H}.

Here a stress boundary condition is assumed for the fluid flow and a flux boundary condition
for the transport equation.

In the limit ε → 0 the thin layer ΩM
ε is reduced to the interface Σ and the domains Ω±ε

converge to the macroscopic bulk domains Ω± defined by

Ω+ ∶= Σ × (0,H), Ω− ∶= Σ × (−H,0).

The outer unit normal to Ω± at Σ is given by ν± = ∓e3, where e3 is the third standard unit
vector in R3. Further, we denote the top respectively the bottom of Ω by

∂NΩ± = Σ × {±H}.
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2.2 Notations

For U ⊂ Rm with m ∈ N we denote by Lp(U) with p ∈ [1,∞] the usual Lebesgue spaces,
and for m ∈ N0 the Sobolev space is defined by W 1,p(U). For p = 2 we shortly write
H1(U) ∶=W 1,2(U). For β ∈ (0,1) we denoty by Hβ(U) the Sobolev-Slobodeckii space (for
p = 2). For norms of vector valued functions with values in Rn for n ∈ N, we usually skip the
exponent, for example we write ∥ ⋅ ∥L2(U) ∶= ∥ ⋅ ∥L2(U)n .

We use the notation x̄ = (x1, x2) ∈ Σ for a vector x = (x1, x2, x3) ∈ R3. For an arbitrary
function ϕε ∶ Ωf

ε → Rm for m ∈ N we define the restrictions to the bulk domains and the fluid
part of the membrane by

ϕ±ε ∶= ϕε∣Ω±ε , ϕMε ∶= ϕε∣ΩM,f
ε

.

For function spaces we use the index # to indicate functions which are periodic with respect
to the first two variables. More precisely, we have

C∞# (Ω) ∶= {ϕ ∈ C∞(R2 × [−H,H]) ∶ ϕ is Σ-periodic} .

Here, a Σ-periodic function ϕ ∶ R2×[−H,H]→ R fulfills ϕ(k+x) = ϕ(x) for all x ∈ R2×[−H,H]
and k ∶= (b−a,0) ∈ Z2 ×{0} (see Section 2.1 for definition of Σ and a, b). Then H1

#(Ω) is the
closure of C∞# (Ω) with respect to the H1(Ω)-norm. In a similar way, we define the space

H1
#(ΩM

ε ), and we denote by H1
#(ΩM,∗

ε ) for ∗ ∈ {s, f} the restriction of H1
#(ΩM

ε )-functions
on ΩM,∗

ε . Further, we define

C∞# (Z) ∶= {ϕ ∈ C∞(R2 × [−1,1]) ∶ ϕ is Y -periodic} ,

and denote by H1
#(Z) its closure with respect to the H1(Z)-norm, and by H1

#(Z∗) for

∗ ∈ {s, f} the restriction of H1
#(Z)-functions on Z∗. We emphasize that for Lp-spaces we

avoid to write Lp
#, since these functions have no traces and if not stated otherwise we extend

such functions periodically with respect to the first two components.
For a Lipschitz domain U ⊂ Rn with n ∈ N and ω ⊂ ∂U , we define

H1(U,ω) ∶= {u ∈H1(U) ∶ u = 0 on ω} .

Further, H1
#(ΩM,∗

ε ,Γε) for ∗ ∈ {f, s} is the space of functions from H1(ΩM,∗
ε ,Γε) which are

Σ-periodic.
For a Banach space B its dual is given by B∗ and we denote the duality pairing between

the dual space B∗ and B by ⟨⋅, ⋅⟩B . Further, for an arbitrary open set U ⊂ Rm with m ∈ N
we write Lp(U,B) for the usual Bochner spaces (for p ∈ [1,∞]).

2.3 The microscopic problem

Now, we formulate the microscopic model together with the assumptions on the data and
give the definition of a weak solution of the problem.

Reminder: We only consider the case when the solid phase ΩM,s
ε does not touch the bulk

domains Ω±ε , more precisely we have ∣S±s ∣ = 0. For the other case we refer to Section 6.3.

In the fluid part Ωf
ε we have the fluid velocity vε = (v+ε , vMε , v−ε ) ∶ (0, T ) × Ωf

ε → R3 and
the fluid pressure pε = (p+ε , pMε , p−ε) ∶ (0, T )×Ωf

ε → R. Further, we consider the concentration
cfε ∶ (0, T ) ×Ωf

ε → R in the fluid domain, and the concentration csε ∶ (0, T ) ×ΩM,s
ε → R in the
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solid domain. The evolution of the velocity and pressure of the fluid is given by

∂tv
±
ε −∇ ⋅D(v±ε ) +∇p±ε = f±ε in (0, T ) ×Ω±ε , (1a)

∂tv
M
ε − ε∇ ⋅D(vMε ) +

1

ε
∇pMε = 0 in (0, T ) ×ΩM,f

ε , (1b)

∇ ⋅ vε = 0 in (0, T ) ×Ωf
ε , (1c)

(−pεI +D(vε)) ⋅ ν = 0 on (0, T ) × ∂NΩ, (1d)

vε = 0 on (0, T ) × Γε, (1e)

v±ε = vMε on (0, T ) × S±ε , (1f)

(−p±εI +D(v±ε )) ⋅ ν± = (−
1

ε
pMε I + εD(vMε )) ⋅ ν± on (0, T ) × S±ε , (1g)

vε(0) = 0 in Ωf
ε , (1h)

vε is Σ-periodic. (1i)

Here, D(uε) ∶= 1
2
(∇uε +∇uTε ) denotes the symmetric gradient, f±ε are the bulk forces, ν

is the outer unit normal of Ωf
ε . At the interface S±ε we assume the natural transmission

conditions (1f)-(1g) describing the continuity of the velocity and of the normal stresses.
Here ν± = ∓e3 is the outer unit normal to Ω±ε on S±ε , where e3 is the third standard unit
vector in R3. The transport equations for cfε and csε are given by

∂tc
f
ε −∇ ⋅ (Df∇cfε − vεcfε ) = 0 in (0, T ) ×Ωf

ε , (1j)

1

ε
∂tc

s
ε − εγ∇ ⋅ (Ds∇csε) = 0 in (0, T ) ×ΩM,s

ε , (1k)

−(Df∇cfε − vεcfε ) ⋅ ν = 0 on (0, T ) × ∂NΩ, (1l)

−(Df∇cfε − vεcfε ) ⋅ ν = −εγDs∇csε ⋅ ν = h(cfε , csε) on (0, T ) × Γε, (1m)

cfε (0) = c
f
ε,in in Ωf

ε , (1n)

csε(0) = csε,in in ΩM,s
ε , (1o)

csε, c
f
ε are Σ-periodic, (1p)

with γ ∈ [−1,1].

Remark 1.

(i) For the sake of simplicity we put all data except the bulk forces equal to zero. This also
corresponds to our aim to consider the influence of the bulk domain on the membrane
in this paper, as this is of particular importance for applications. However, the results
can be generalized to inhomogeneous forces in the membrane, see [20] for more details.
It is also possible to consider non-linear reaction terms (with similar properties as h)
in the transport equations.

(ii) In this paper we treat the physical relevant case n = 3. The case n = 2 is excluded,
since we assume that ΩM,f

ε and ΩM,s
ε are both connected. From a mathematical point

of view, we can not treat the case n > 3, since we need the continuous embedding
H1(Ω)↪ L4(∂NΩ).

(iii) On the lateral boundary ∂Σ×(−H,H) we consider periodic boundary conditions. This is
for technical reasons. Similar boundary conditions as in [26] for the transport equations
and [22] for the Stokes-system are possible, but lead to more technical difficulties in
particular when estimating the shifts near the boundary, see Lemma 3 below.

(iv) For the transport problem in the fluid domain no interface conditions are needed at S±ε
(in comparison to (1f)-(1g)), since we have the same scaling in the bulk domains and
in the fluid part of the membrane.
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Assumptions on the data:

(A1) For the bulk forces we assume f±ε ∈ L2(Ω±ε) and there exists f±0 ∈ L2(Ω±) such that
χΩ±εf

±
ε ⇀ f±0 in L2(Ω±). In particular we have that χΩ±εf

±
ε is bounded in L2(Ω±).

(A2) The diffusion coefficients fulfill Df , Ds > 0.

(A3) The reaction-kinetics h ∶ R ×R → R is (globally) Lipschitz continous. In particular, it
holds for all (s1, s2) ∈ R ×R that

∣h(s1, s2)∣ ≤ C(1 + ∣s1∣ + ∣s2∣).

(A4) We assume cfε,in ∈ L
2(Ωf

ε ) and there exists cfin ∈ L
2(Ω) such that χΩf

ε
cfε,in ⇀ cfin in

L2(Ω). In particular we have that χΩf
ε
cfε,in is bounded in L2(Ω).

(A5) We assume csε,in ∈ L2(ΩM,s
ε ) and there exists csin ∈ L2(Σ×Zs) such that χΩM,s

ε
csε,in

2⇀ csin.
In particular, we have

∥csε,in∥L2(ΩM,s
ε )
≤ C
√
ε.

Further, we denote the mean value of the limit function csin by

c̄sin ∶=
1

∣Zs∣ ∫Zs

csindy.

Additionally, for γ ∈ (−1,1] we assume that for every sequence lε ∈ εZ2 × {0} with
lε → 0 for ε→ 0 it holds that

1√
ε
∥csε,in(⋅ + lε) − csε,in∥L2(ΩM,s

ε )

ε→0Ð→ 0.

The weak formulation of the microscopic model (1) reads as follows:

Definition 1. Let γ ∈ [−1,1]. We say that (vε, pε, cfε , csε) is a weak solution of the micro-
scopic model (1), iff

vε ∈ L2((0, T ),H1
#(Ωf

ε ))3 ∩H1((0, T ), L2(Ωf
ε ))3

pε ∈ L2((0, T ), L2(Ωf
ε )),

cfε ∈ L2((0, T ),H1
#(Ωf

ε )) ∩H1((0, T ),H1
#(Ωf

ε )∗),
csε ∈ L2((0, T ),H1

#(ΩM,s
ε )) ∩H1((0, T ),H1

#(ΩM,s
ε )∗)

with vε = 0 on Γε and ∇ ⋅ vε = 0, and for all ϕε ∈ H1
#(Ωf

ε )3 with ϕε = 0 on Γε and all

ξfε ∈H1
#(Ωf

ε ) and ξsε ∈H1
#(ΩM,s

ε ) it holds almost everywhere in (0, T ) that

∑
±

{∫
Ω±ε

∂tv
±
ε ⋅ ϕεdx + ∫

Ω±ε

D(v±ε ) ∶D(ϕε)dx − ∫
Ω±ε

p±ε∇ ⋅ ϕεdx} + ∫
ΩM,f

ε

∂tv
M
ε ⋅ ϕεdx

+ ε∫
ΩM,f

ε

D(vMε ) ∶D(ϕε)dx −
1

ε
∫
ΩM,f

ε

pMε ∇ ⋅ ϕεdx =∑
±
∫
Ω±ε

f±ε ⋅ ϕεdx,
(2)

⟨∂tcfε , ξfε ⟩H1
#
(Ωf

ε )
+ ∫

Ωf
ε

[Df∇cfε − vεcfε ] ⋅ ∇ξfε dx = −∫
Γε

h(cfε , csε)ξfε dσ, (3)

1

ε
⟨∂tcsε, ξsε⟩H1

#
(ΩM,s

ε )
+ ∫

ΩM,s
ε

εγDs∇csε ⋅ ∇ξsεdx = ∫
Γε

h(cfε , csε)ξsεdσ. (4)

Further, the initial conditions vε(0) = 0, cfε (0) = c
f
ε,in, and csε(0) = csε,in are valid in the

L2-sense.
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3 Formulation of the main results and the macroscopic
model

We will show that the microscopic solutions (vε, pε, cfε , csε) converge in a suitable sense to

limit functions (v0, p0, cf0 , cs0). In the following we formulate the macroscopic problem solved
by these limit functions and sketch the procedure for the derivation of the macro model
with the crucial steps. Finally, we formulate the main results of the paper. Since the fluid
problem is not influenced by the concentration, we formulate the limit models for the fluid
flow and the transport separately.

3.1 The macroscopic fluid model with effective interface conditions

For the weak solution (vε, pε) of the microscopic fluid problem we first consider separately
the solutions (v±ε , p±ε) in the bulk domains Ω±ε and the solutions (vMε , pMε ) in the fluid part
of the thin layer ΩM,f

ε . First of all, we obtain the a priori estimate

∥∂tv±ε ∥L2((0,T )×Ω±ε)
+ ∥v±ε ∥L∞((0,T ),H1(Ω±ε))

+ ∥p±ε∥L2((0,T )×Ω±ε)
≤ C.

We emphasize that for the estimate of the pressure it is essential to have the pressure bound-
ary condition at ∂NΩ±. Assuming for a moment that v±ε and p±ε are defined on the whole
fixed bulk domains Ω± and the previous estimates are still valid, we obtain by standard re-
sults for weak and strong convergence in L2 spaces the existence of v±0 ∈ L2((0, T ),H1

#(Ω±))3

(and additional time-regularity) and p±0 ∈ L2((0, T ) ×Ω±) such that up to a subsequence

v±ε ⇀ v±0 in L2((0, T ),H1(Ω±))3, p±ε ⇀ p±0 in L2((0, T ) ×Ω±).

For the precise convergence results and regularity for the limit functions we refer to Propo-
sition 2. Hence, we can directly pass to the limit ε → 0 in the bulk terms in the variational
equation (2) (choosing test-functions vanishing on Σ) and obtain that (v±0 , p±0) solve in a
weak sense

∂tv
±
0 −∇ ⋅D(v±0 ) +∇p±0 = f±0 in (0, T ) ×Ω±,

∇ ⋅ v±0 = 0 in (0, T ) ×Ω±,

together with homogeneous initial condition, periodic boundary conditions on the lateral
boundary, and a pressure boundary condition on ∂NΩ±. Now, the crucial question is the
interface condition across Σ. For this, we have to consider the limit problem for (vMε , pMε ).
We have

∥∂tvMε ∥L2((0,T )×ΩM,f
ε )
+ 1√

ε
∥vMε ∥L∞((0,T ),L2(ΩM,f

ε ))

+
√
ε∥∇vMε ∥L∞((0,T ),L2(ΩM,f

ε ))
+ 1

ε
∥pMε ∥L2((0,T )×ΩM,f

ε )
≤ C.

Here a crucial point is to estimate the pressure, where we construct a suitable Bogovskii-
operator. From the two-scale convergence theory in thin layers (see Section B for definitions,
notations, and basic compactness results) we obtain

pMε
2⇀ 0.

In other words, the zeroth order approximation pM0 of pMε is equal to zero. This is a significant
difference to Stokes flow in perforated thin layers without coupling to bulk domains, where
the term pM0 is the Darcy-pressure and given as the solution of the Darcy-equation, see for
example [15] or [16]. The bounds for vMε imply the following convergences in the two-scale
sense (up to a subsequence)

vMε
2⇀ vM0 , ε∇vMε

2⇀ ∇yv
M
0

10



for a limit function vM0 ∈ L2((0, T ) × Σ,H1
#(Zf ,Γ))3. The time-derivative vanishes in the

two-scale limit, and we can pass to the limit in the fluid part of the layer ΩM,f
ε and obtain

that vM0 solves in a weak sense

−∇y ⋅Dy(vM0 ) +∇yp
M
1 = 0 in (0, T ) ×Σ ×Zf ,

∇y ⋅ vM0 = 0 in (0, T ) ×Σ ×Zf ,

vM0 = 0 on (0, T ) ×Σ × Γ,
v±0 = vM0 on (0, T ) ×Σ × S±,

(5)

together with Y -periodic boundary conditions. The pressure term pM1 has to be constructed
by using a Bogovskii-type argument, which is not straightforward, since we have to take into
account the coupling to the bulk domains. Further, we need additional boundary conditions
on S±, which can be derived from the continuity of the fluid velocity v±ε = vMε on S±ε , and
we obtain

vM0 = v±0 on (0, T ) ×Σ × S±, (6)

implying that vM0 is constant with respect to y on the top and bottom of the cell Zf . This
interface condition gives the coupling condition between the equation for (v±0 , p±0) in the bulk
domains Ω± and the cell problems for vM0 on Σ. Further, this condition implies together
with the incompressibility condition ∇y ⋅ vM0 = 0 the continuity of the normal velocity of v0
across Σ, more precisely, we have

[v+0 ]3 = [v−0 ]3 on (0, T ) ×Σ.

To complete the system for v0, we need a boundary condition for the tangential component
of the normal stress and the jump of the normal component of the normal stress across Σ.
The linearity of the Stokes problem (5) and (6) allows to express vM0 and pM1 via v±0 ∣Σ in the
following way

vM0 (t, x̄, y) =∑
±

2

∑
i=1

[v±0 ]i(t, x̄,0)q±i (y) + [v0]3q3(y),

pM1 (t, x̄, y) =∑
±

2

∑
i=1

[v±0 ]i(t, x̄,0)π±i (y) + [v0]3π3(y),

where (q±i , π±i ) and (q3, π3) are the solutions of suitable cell problems, see (20) and (21), and
[v0]3 ∶= [v±0 ]3. Now, formally we obtain from the continuity of the normal stresses in (1g)
that

− [D(v±0 − p±0I]ν± = − [D(vM0 ) − pM1 I]ν± on (0, T ) ×Σ × S±.

We can split this equation in its normal and tangetial part. After integration with respect to
y over S± and using the representation of vM0 in (19) and the properties of the cell solution,
we obtain after a long but straightforward computation

−J(D(v0) − p0I)ν ⋅ νK =K+v+0 ⋅ ν+ −K−v−0 ⋅ ν− on (0, T ) ×Σ,
[(D(v±0 ) − p±0I)ν±]t = −[K±v±0 ]t −Mv∓0 on (0, T ) ×Σ,

where JϕK ∶= ϕ+ −ϕ− on Σ denotes the jump across Σ and [⋅]t the tangential part of a vector
field. The effective coefficients K± ∈ R3×3 and M ∈ R3×3 are defined in (23) and (24) in Sec-
tion 6.1, and are given via suitable Stokes-cell problems. To make this argument rigorous we
have to work with the weak formulation for the limit functions (v+0 , vM0 , v−0 ) and (p+0 , pM0 , p−0)
and we will not do explicitly the formal computation mentioned above.
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Altogether, we showed that the limit functions (v±0 , p±0) defined on Ω± are the unique
weak solution of the following macroscopic equation for the fluid flow:

∂tv
±
0 −∇ ⋅D(v±0 ) +∇p±0 = f±0 in (0, T ) ×Ω±, (7a)

∇ ⋅ v±0 = 0 in (0, T ) ×Ω±, (7b)

[v+0 ]3 = [v−0 ]3 on (0, T ) ×Σ, (7c)

−[D(v±0 ) − p±0I]ν = 0 on (0, T ) ×Σ × {±H}, (7d)

−J(D(v0) − p0I)ν ⋅ νK =K+v+0 ⋅ ν+ −K−v−0 ⋅ ν− on (0, T ) ×Σ, (7e)

[(D(v±0 ) − p±0I)ν±]t = −[K±v±0 ]t −Mv∓0 on (0, T ) ×Σ, (7f)

v±0 (0) = 0 in Ω±, (7g)

v±0 Σ-periodic. (7h)

We call the tuple (v±0 , p±0) a weak solution of (7), if

v±0 ∈ L2((0, T ),H1
#(Ω±))3 ∩H1((0, T ), L2(Ω±))3, and p±0 ∈ L2((0, T ) ×Ω±)

with [v+0 ]3 = [v−0 ]3 on (0, T ) ×Σ and ∇ ⋅ v±0 = 0, and for all (ϕ+, ϕ−) ∈ H1
#(Ω+)3 ×H1

#(Ω−)3
with ϕ+3 = ϕ−3 on Σ it holds almost everywhere in (0, T )

∑
±

{∫
Ω±
∂tv

±
0 ⋅ ϕ±dx + ∫

Ω±
D(v±0 ) ∶D(ϕ±)dx − ∫

Ω±
p±0∇ ⋅ ϕ±dx}

+∑
±
∫
Σ
K±v±0 ⋅ ϕ±dx̄ + ∫

Σ
Mv−0 ⋅ ϕ+ +Mv+0 ⋅ ϕ−dx̄ =∑

±
∫
Ω±
f±0 ⋅ ϕ±dx.

(8)

The weak equation (8) is obtained with an elemental calculation by formally multiplying
(7a) with suitable test functions, integrating by parts, and decomposing the normal stress
into its normal- and tangential part and using the interface conditions in (7). Finally, we
summarize the results above in the following theorem:

Theorem 1. Let (vε, pε) be the unique weak solution of the microscopic Stokes problem
(1a)-(1i). Then, there exist v±0 ∈ L2((0, T ) ×Ω±)3 and p±0 ∈ L2((0, T ) ×Ω±) such that

χΩ±εv
±
ε ⇀ v±0 in L2((0, T ) ×Ω±)3, χΩ±εp

±
ε ⇀ p±0 in L2((0, T ) ×Ω±).

The tuple (v±0 , p±0) is the unique weak solution of the macroscopic problem (7).
Additionally, there exists vM0 ∈ L2((0, T ) ×Σ ×Zf)3, such that vMε converges in the two-

scale sense to vM0 . The Darcy-velocity v̄M0 ∈ L2((0, T ) × Σ)3 defined as the average of vM0
fulfills

v̄M0 ∶=
1

∣Zf ∣ ∫Zf

vM0 dy =∑
±

Q±v±0 ∣Σ +
∣Z ∣
∣Zf ∣
[v0]3e3, (9)

where [v0]3 ∶= [v±0 ]3 and the entries of the matrix Q± are given by (29).

3.2 The macroscopic transport equations

While the limit equation for the solute concentration in the fluid part has the same structure
for every γ, for the solid phase we have to distinguish between the cases γ = −1, γ ∈ (−1,1),
and γ = 1. Before we formulate the macro-model in detail, let us briefly summarize the main
points. For γ = −1 we obtain a reaction-diffusion equation on Σ including homogenized diffu-
sion coefficients given by cell problems on the reference element Zs. For the case γ ∈ (−1,1)
the diffusion term vanishes, and the evolution of the macroscopic concentration of the solute
on Σ is described by an ordinary differential equation. Finally, in the critical case γ = 1 the
micro- and macro-variable do not decouple, leading in every macroscopic point x̄ ∈ Σ to a
partial differential equation with respect to the microscopic variable y ∈ Zs.
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We are looking for cf0 ∶ (0, T ) ×Ω→ R and cs0 ∶ (0, T ) ×Σ ×Zs → R, such that cf0 solves

∂tc
f
0 −∇ ⋅ [D

f∇cf0 − v0c
f
0] =H

Σ
Γ (c

f
0 , c

s
0) in (0, T ) ×Ω,

− [Df∇cf0 − v0c
f
0] ⋅ ν = 0 on (0, T ) × ∂NΩ,

cf0(0) = c
f
in in L2(Ω),

cf0 is Σ-periodic,

(10a)

with HΣ
Γ (c

f
0 , c

s
0) ∈ L2((0, T ),H1

#(Ω)∗) defined almost everywhere in (0, T ) by

⟨HΣ
Γ (c

f
0 , c

s
0), ξf ⟩H1

#
(Ω) ∶= −∫

Σ
∫
Γ
h(cf0 , c

s
0)dσyξfdx̄.

We call cf0 a weak solution of the problem (10a) if cf0 ∈ L2((0, T ),H1
#(Ω))∩H1((0, T ),H1

#(Ω)∗)
with cf0(0) = c

f
in and for all ξf ∈ H1

#(Ω) it holds almost everywhere in (0, T ) that (for the
precise regularity of cs0 see below for the different choices of γ)

⟨∂tcf0 , ξ
f ⟩H1

#
(Ω) + ∫

Ω
[Df∇cf0 − v0c

f
0 ] ⋅ ∇ξ

fdx = −∫
Σ
∫
Γ
h(cf0 , c

s
0)dσyξfdx̄,

where v0 is the limit function of vε. The macroscopic equation (10a) can equivalently be
written as a homogeneous equation on Ω and a jump condition for the normal flux across
Σ. In particular we see, that the normal flux across Σ is not continuous and the jump in the
normal flux is caused by the processes in the thin layer. The function cs0 solves the following
problems for the different choices of γ:

γ = −1: For γ = −1 it holds that cs0 ∶ (0, T ) ×Σ→ R solves

∣Zs∣∂tcs0 −∇x̄ ⋅ (Ds
∗∇x̄c

s
0) = ∣Γ∣h(c

f
0 , c

s
0) in (0, T ) ×Σ,

cs0(0) = c̄sin in Σ,

cs0 Σ-periodic,

(10b)

and we call cs0 a weak solution of problem (10b) if cs0 ∈ L2((0, T ),H1
#(Σ))∩H1((0, T ),H1

#(Σ)∗)
with cs0(0) = c̄sin and for all ξs0 ∈H1

#(Σ) it holds almost everywhere in (0, T ) that

∣Zs∣⟨∂tcs0, ξs0⟩H1
#
(Σ) + ∫

Σ
Ds
∗∇x̄c

s
0 ⋅ ∇x̄ξ

s
0dx̄ = ∣Γ∣∫

Σ
h(cf0 , c

s
0)ξs0dx̄.

γ ∈ (−1,1): For γ ∈ (−1,1) it holds that cs0 ∶ (0, T ) ×Σ→ R solves

∣Zs∣∂tcs0 = ∣Γ∣h(c
f
0 , c

s
0) in (0, T ) ×Σ,

cs0(0) = c̄sin in Σ,
(10c)

and we call cs0 a weak solution of problem (10c) if cs0 ∈ H1((0, T ), L2(Σ)) with cs0(0) = c̄sin
and for all ξs0 ∈ L2(Σ) it holds almost everywhere in (0, T ) that

∣Zs∣∫
Σ
∂tc

s
0ξ

s
0dx̄ = ∣Γ∣∫

Σ
h(cf0 , c

s
0)ξs0dx̄.

γ = 1: For γ = 1 the function cs0 ∶ (0, T ) ×Σ ×Zs → R solves

∂tc
s
0 −∇y ⋅ (Ds∇yc

s
0) = 0 in (0, T ) ×Σ ×Zs,

−Ds∇yc
s
0 ⋅ ν = h(c

f
0 , c

s
0) on (0, T ) ×Σ × Γ,

cs0(0) = csin in Σ ×Zs,

cs0 Y -periodic,

(10d)
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and we call cs0 a weak solution of the problem (10d) if cs0 ∈ L2((0, T ) × Σ,H1
#(Zs)) ∩

H1((0, T ), L2(Σ,H1
#(Zs))∗) with cs0(0) = csin and for all ξs1 ∈ L2(Σ,H1

#(Zs)) it holds al-
most everywhere in (0, T ) that

⟨∂tcs0, ξs1⟩L2(Σ,H1
#
(Zs))

+ ∫
Σ
∫
Zs

Ds∇yc
s
0 ⋅ ∇yξ

s
1dydx̄ = ∫

Σ
∫
Γ
h(cf0 , c

s
0)ξs1dσdx̄.

We will show that the sequence (cfε , csε) converges in a suitable sense to the function (cf0 , cs0)
solving the macroscopic equation (10a) and (10∗) with ∗ ∈ {b,c,d} for the different choices
of γ. Our compactness results are based on ε-uniform a priori estimates for the microscopic
solutions. For the concentration of the solute in the solid phase csε we have

1

ε
∥∂tcsε∥L2((0,T ),Hε,γ(Ω

M,s
ε )∗)

+ 1√
ε
∥csε∥L∞((0,T ),L2(ΩM,s

ε ))
+ ε

γ
2 ∥∇csε∥L2((0,T )×ΩM,s

ε )
≤ C, (11)

where we refer to the beginning of Section 4 for the definition of the space Hε,γ(ΩM,s
ε ). The

concentration of the solute in the fluid phase cfε fulfills

∥∂tcfε ∥L2((0,T ),H1(Ωf
ε )
∗)
+ ∥cfε ∥L∞((0,T ),L2(Ωf

ε ))
+ ∥∇cfε ∥L2((0,T )×Ωf

ε )
≤ C.

The proof of these estimates is given in Section 4, where we formulated all a priori estimates
for the microscopic solution in Proposition 1. The most critical parts in the proof are the
control of the nonlinear boundary term on Γε and the convective term in the thin layer. The
crucial ingredient is the embedding result in Lemma 12 and the trace inequality in Lemma
10 giving control of the traces of cfε on Γε via the bulk domains. The latter is based on an
estimate for the L2(ΩM,f

ε )-norm via theH1(Ω±ε)-norm (respectivelyHβ-norm for β ∈ ( 1
2
,1)),

see Lemma 8 and 9. In particular, we obtain

1√
ε
∥cfε ∥L2((0,T )×ΩM,f

ε )
≤ C∥cfε ∥L2((0,T ),H1(Ωf

ε ))
≤ C.

These uniform estimates imply weak (two-scale) convergence results for cfε and csε what is
enough to pass to the limit in the linear terms. However, a crucial point remains to pass to
the limit in the nonlinear boundary term on Γε. For cfε we first use a Kolmogorov-Simon-
compactness argument to obtain strong L2-convergence in the bulk domains. Using again
Lemma 10, which allows to control the traces on Γε via the bulk domains, we are able
to obtain the strong two-scale compactness result (see Section B in the appendix for the
definition of the two-scale convergence)

cfε ∣Γε

2→ cf0 ∣Σ on Γε.

To establish the strong two-scale convergence on Γε for the concentration of the solute in
the solid phase csε, we extend these functions for γ ∈ [−1,1) to the whole layer ΩM

ε using
the extension operators preserving the a priori bounds, see Lemma 11, and then average
this function over the x3-component. For this sequence we use Kolmogorov-Simon-type
arguments, where for γ ∈ (−1,1) an additional estimate for the shifts is necessary. Finally,
in the critical case γ = 1 we use a general Kolmogorov-Simon-compactness result, combining
two-scale convergence and dimension reduction, for sequences fulfilling (11) and an additional
bound for the shifts. We summarize the results in the following main result:

Theorem 2. Let (cfε , csε) be the concentration of the solutes from the microscopic solution of
problem (1). There exists an extension c̃fε of cfε to the whole domain Ω and a limit function

cf0 ∈ L2((0, T ),H1
#(Ω)) ∩H1((0, T ),H1

#(Ω)∗), such that for all β ∈ ( 1
2
,1)

c̃fε ⇀ cf0 in L2((0, T ),H1(Ω)), c̃fε → cf0 in L2((0, T ),Hβ(Ω)). (12)
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Further, there exists cs0 with

cs0 ∈

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

L2((0, T ),H1
#(Σ)) ∩H1((0, T ),H1

#(Σ)∗) for γ = −1,
H1((0, T ), L2(Σ)) for γ ∈ (−1,1),
L2((0, T ) ×Σ,H1

#(Zs)) ∩H1((0, T ), L2(Σ,H1
#(Zs))∗) for γ = 1,

such that χΩM,s
ε

csε
2⇀ cs0. Further, it holds that

cfε ∣Γε

2→ cf0 ∣Σ on Γε, csε∣Γε → cs0 on Γε.

The tuple (cf0 , cs0) is the unique weak solution of the macroscopic equation (10a) and (10∗)
with ∗ ∈ {b,c,d} for the different choices of γ.

Remark 2. The precise convergence results for cfε and csε are formulated in Section 5.2 and
5.3.

4 Existence and a priori estimates

In this section we formulate the existence result for the microscopic problem (1) and show
ε-uniform a priori estimates for the microscopic solution. These estimates form the starting
point for the homogenization and provide several (two-scale) compactness results. We start
by introducing a function space on the perforated solid part ΩM,s

ε adapted to the thin
structure and the scaling in the diffusive term in the solid phase depending on γ. More
precisely, we define the space Hε,γ(ΩM,s

ε ) as the space of functions from H1
#(ΩM,s

ε ) together
with the norm

∥ξsε∥2Hε,γ(Ω
M,s
ε )
∶= 1

ε
∥ξsε∥2L2(ΩM,s

ε )
+ εγ∥∇ξsε∥2L2(ΩM,s

ε )
.

Further, we consider the Gelfand-triple

Hε,γ(ΩM,s
ε )↪ L2(ΩM,s

ε )↪Hε,γ(ΩM,s
ε )∗

with the natural embeddings, leading to the equality (for Fε ∈Hε,γ(ΩM,s
ε )∗ ≃H1

#(ΩM,s
ε )∗)

⟨Fε, ξ
s
ε⟩Hε,γ(Ω

M,s
ε )
= ⟨Fε, ξ

s
ε⟩H1

#
(ΩM,s

ε )

for all ξsε ∈Hε,γ(ΩM,s
ε ) ≃H1

#(ΩM,s
ε ).

Proposition 1. There exists a unique weak solution (vε, pε, cfε , csε) of the microscopic prob-
lem (1), such that the following a priori estimates hold

∥∂tv±ε ∥L2((0,T )×Ω±ε)
+ ∥v±ε ∥L∞((0,T ),H1(Ω±ε))

+ ∥p±ε∥L2((0,T )×Ω±ε)
≤ C,

∥∂tvMε ∥L2((0,T )×ΩM,f
ε )
+ 1√

ε
∥vMε ∥L∞((0,T ),L2(ΩM,f

ε ))
+
√
ε∥∇vMε ∥L∞((0,T ),L2(ΩM,f

ε ))
≤ C,

1√
ε
∥pMε ∥L2((0,T )×ΩM,f

ε )
≤ C
√
ε,

∥∂tcfε ∥L2((0,T ),H1
#
(Ωf

ε )
∗)
+ ∥cfε ∥L∞((0,T ),L2(Ωf

ε ))
+ ∥∇cfε ∥L2((0,T )×Ωf

ε )
≤ C,

1

ε
∥∂tcsε∥L2((0,T ),Hε,γ(Ω

M,s
ε )∗)

+ 1√
ε
∥csε∥L∞((0,T ),L2(ΩM,s

ε ))
+ ε

γ
2 ∥∇csε∥L2((0,T )×ΩM,s

ε )
≤ C.

Further, in the fluid part of the thin layer we obtain the estimates

1√
ε
∥cfε ∥L∞((0,T ),L2(ΩM,f

ε ))
+ ∥cfε ∥L2((0,T )×Γε) ≤ C.

15



Proof. The existence and uniqueness of a solution are standard and can be obtained via
a Galerkin method based on similar estimates as below. So we focus on proving the ε-
uniform a priori estimates. The estimates for the fluid velocity are quite standard and can
be obtained by using similar methods as for Stokes flow in perforated thin layers. However,
for the sake of completeness we give some details. For the pressure we use similar arguments
as in [22], by constructing a suitable solution of the divergence equation in Ωf

ε . The most
critical and new part are the a priori estimates for the concentrations in the thin perforated
layer, in particular the treatment of the nonlinear coupling term on Γε, and the control of
the convective term to find a uniform bound for ∂tc

f
ε , which are necessary to obtain strong

convergence results. Compared to the existing literature, see for example [25] and [26],
we here have a different scaling in the diffusive term in the transport equation for cfε in
ΩM,f

ε and the term including the time-derivative, which causes additional difficulties. To
get control of the nonlinear boundary term, we use the trace inequality in Lemma 10 in the
appendix. To estimate the convective term we use Lemma 12 in the appendix, which gives
an explicit dependence on ε for the operator norm of the embedding H1(ΩM,f

ε )↪ Lp(ΩM,f
ε )

for 2 ≤ p < 6.
We start with estimating the fluid velocity vε by choosing ϕε = vε as a test-function in

(2) to obtain

∑
±

{1
2

d

dt
∥v±ε ∥2L2(Ω±ε)

+ ∥D(v±ε )∥2L2(Ω±ε)
} + 1

2

d

dt
∥vMε ∥2L2(ΩM,f

ε )
+ ε∥D(vMε )∥2L2(ΩM,f

ε )

≤∑
±

∥f±ε ∥L2(Ω±ε)
∥v±ε ∥L2(Ω±ε)

≤ C (1 +∑
±

∥v±ε ∥2L2(Ω±ε)
) .

Integration with respect to time, Gronwall inequality, and the Korn inequality (see Lemma
6 in the appendix for the perforated thin layer) imply for almost every t ∈ (0, T )

∑
±

{∥v±ε (t)∥2L2(Ω±ε)
+ ∥∇v±ε ∥L2((0,t)×Ω±ε)

} + ∥vMε (t)∥2L2(ΩM,f
ε )
+ ε∥∇vMε ∥2L2((0,t)×ΩM,f

ε )
≤ C.

Using the Poincaré inequality in the perforated domain, see Lemma 6, we obtain

1√
ε
∥vMε ∥L2((0,T )×ΩM,f

ε )
≤ C.

To obtain an estimate for the time derivative ∂tvε and L
∞-estimates with respect to time for

vε and its gradient we choose ϕε = ∂tvε and use similar arguments as above. We emphasize
that this is a formal argument because ∂tvε is not regular enough. This argument can be
made rigorous for example via a Galerkin approximation. We also obtain the L∞-regularity
with respect to time for the gradients of vε. To estimate the pressure we use similar ar-
guments as in the proof of Lemma 4.2 in [22]. For the sake of completeness we give some
details. First of all, there exists ϕε ∈ H1

#(Ω)3 with ϕε = 0 in Ω−ε ∪ΩM
ε and ∇ ⋅ ϕε = p+ε , such

that

∥ϕε∥H1(Ω+ε)
≤ C∥p+ε∥L2(Ω+ε)

.

We emphasize that the constant on the right-hand side can be chosen independently of ε.
This can be shown by a transformation of Ω+ε to the fixed domain Ω+ (see for example
[32, Section 5.1] for a transformation). Choosing the function ϕε as a test function in
(2) and using the estimates for v+ε obtained above we get the desired estimate for p+ε . In
the same way we can treat the pressure p−ε . Using the Bogovskii-operator from L2(Zf) →
H1(Zf , ∂Zf ∖ S±f )3, we obtain a ϕMε ∈H1

#(ΩM,f
ε ,Γε)3 such that ∇ ⋅ ϕMε = pMε and

∥∇ϕMε ∥L2(ΩM,f
ε )
≤ C∥pMε ∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
.

Using a mirror and a cut-off (in an ε-neighborhood of ΩM
ε ) argument this function can be

extended to a function ϕε ∈H1
#(Ω)3 with

∑
±

{ε−1∥ϕ±ε∥L2(Ω±ε)
+ ∥∇ϕ±ε∥L2(Ω±ε)

} + ∥∇ϕMε ∥L2(ΩM,f
ε )
≤ C∥pMε ∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
.
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Testing (2) with the function ϕε we get

1

ε
∥pMε ∥2L2(ΩM,f

ε )
≤∑
±

{∥∂tv±ε ∥L2(Ω±ε)
+ ∥D(v±ε )∥L2(Ω±ε)

+ ∥p±ε∥L2(Ω±ε)
+ ∥f±ε ∥L2(Ω±ε)

} ∥ϕε∥H1(Ω±ε)

+ ∥∂tvMε ∥L2(ΩM,f
ε )
∥ϕε∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
+ ε∥D(vMε )∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
∥D(ϕε)∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )

≤[∑
±

{∥∂tv±ε ∥L2(Ω±ε)
+ ∥D(v±ε )∥L2(Ω±ε)

+ ∥p±ε∥L2(Ω±ε)
+ ∥f±ε ∥L2(Ω±ε)

}

+ ε∥∂tvMε ∥L2(ΩM,f
ε )
+ ε∥D(vMε )∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
]∥pMε ∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
.

After integration with respect to time and using the estimates obtained above we obtain the
result for pMε .

For the bounds of cfε and csε we test equation (3) and (4) with cfε respectively csε and add
up both equations to obtain

1

2

d

dt
∥cfε ∥2L2(Ωf

ε )
+ 1

2ε

d

dt
∥csε∥2L2(ΩM,s

ε )
+Df∥∇cfε ∥2L2(Ωf

ε )
+Dsεγ∥∇csε∥2L2(ΩM,s

ε )

≤ ∫
Ωf

ε

cfεvε ⋅ ∇cfεdx + ∫
Γε

h(cfε , csε)(csε − cfε )dσ.
(13)

For the convective term we use the trace inequality (here we use Ω ⊂ R3)

∥wε∥L4(∂NΩ) ≤ C∑
±

∥wε∥H1(Ω±ε)
(14)

for all wε ∈H1(Ωf
ε ) and a constant C > 0 independent of ε to obtain by integration by parts

and the Hölder inequality

∣∫
Ωf

ε

vεc
f
ε ⋅ ∇cfεdx∣ =

1

2
∣∫

Ωf
ε

vε ⋅ ∇∣cfε ∣2dx∣ =
1

2
∣∫

∂NΩ
vε ⋅ ν∣cfε ∣2dσ∣

≤ 1

2
∥vε∥L4(∂NΩ)∥cfε ∥2L 8

3 (∂NΩ)

≤ C∑
±

∥vε∥H1(Ω±ε)
∥cfε ∥2L 8

3 (∂NΩ)
.

Now, for arbitrary p ∈ [1,4) we use the compactness of the embedding H1(Ωf
ε )↪ Lp(∂NΩ)

(again, this holds since Ω ⊂ R3) to obtain for arbitrary θ > 0 the existence of Cθ > 0, such
that

∥w∥Lp(∂NΩ) ≤ Cθ∥w∥L2(Ωf
ε )
+ θ∥∇w∥L2(Ωf

ε )

for all w ∈H1(Ωf
ε ). Hence, we get

∣∫
Ωf

ε

vεc
f
ε ⋅ ∇cfεdx∣ ≤ C∑

±

∥v±ε ∥H1(Ω±ε)
(Cθ∥cfε ∥2L2(Ωf

ε )
+ θ∥∇cfε ∥2L2(Ωf

ε )
)

≤ Cθ∥cfε ∥2L2(Ωf
ε )
+ θ∥∇cfε ∥2L2(Ωf

ε )
,

where in the last inequality we used the a priori estimate already obtained for vε (and
possibly changed the values of Cθ and θ).

For the nonlinear term on Γε we use the growth condition of h from assumption (A3)
and the trace inequalities in Lemma 7 and 10 (remember ∣Γε∣ ≤ C) to obtain for all θ > 0

∫
Γε

h(cfε , csε)(csε − cfε )dσ ≤ C (1 + ∥cfε ∥2L2(Γε)
+ ∥csε∥2L2(Γε)

)

≤ Cθ (1 +
1

ε
∥csε∥2L2(ΩM,s

ε )
+ ∥cfε ∥2L2(Ω±ε)

)

+C0ε∥∇cfε ∥2L2(ΩM,f
ε )
+ θ (ε∥∇csε∥2L2(ΩM,s

ε )
+ ∥∇cfε ∥2L2(Ω±ε)

) .
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Hence, we obtain from (13) by choosing θ > 0 small enough for all ε < ε0 for ε0 > 0 small
enough

d

dt
∥cfε ∥2L2(Ωf

ε )
+ 1

ε

d

dt
∥csε∥2L2(ΩM,s

ε )
+ ∥∇cfε ∥2L2(Ωf

ε )
+ εγ∥∇csε∥2L2(ΩM,s

ε )

≤ C (1 + 1

ε
∥csε∥2L2(ΩM,s

ε )
+ ∥cfε ∥2L2(Ω±ε)

) .

Now, the Gronwall inequality implies the L2-bounds for cfε and csε and their gradients.

It remains to show the bounds for the time derivatives ∂tc
f
ε and ∂tc

s
ε. First, for ξsε ∈

H1
#(ΩM,s

ε ) with ∥ξsε∥Hε,γ(Ω
M,s
ε )
≤ 1 we obtain from (4) with the trace inequalities from Lemma

7 and 10

1

ε
⟨∂tcsε, ξsε⟩Hε,γ(Ω

M,s
ε )
≤Cεγ∥∇csε∥L2(ΩM,s

ε )
∥∇ξsε∥L2(ΩM,s

ε )

+C (1 + ∥cfε ∥L2(Γε) + ∥c
s
ε∥L2(Γε)) ∥ξ

s
ε∥L2(Γε)

≤C{1 + ε
γ
2 ∥∇csε∥L2(ΩM,s

ε )
+
√
ε∥∇cfε ∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )

+ ∥cfε ∥H1(Ω±ε)
+ 1√

ε
∥csε∥L2(ΩM,s

ε )
+
√
ε∥∇csε∥L2(ΩM,s

ε )
},

where at the end we also used the inequality

∥ξsε∥L2(Γε) ≤ C (
1√
ε
∥ξε∥L2(ΩM,s

ε )
+
√
ε∥∇ξsε∥L2(ΩM,s

ε )
) ≤ C∥ξsε∥Hε,γ(Ω

M,s
ε )

,

since γ ∈ [−1,1]. Now, taking the supremem, integrating with respect to time and using the
estimates already obtained above we get

∥∂tcsε∥L2((0,T ),Hε,γ(Ω
M,s
ε )∗)

≤ Cε.

Now, we estimate the time derivative of cfε . For this we choose test-functions ξfε ∈ H1
#(Ωf

ε )
with ∥ξfε ∥H1(Ωf

ε )
≤ 1 in (3). The arguments are similar to the arguments for ∂tc

s
ε, excepting

the advective term, which is treated in the following way:

∫
Ωf

ε

vεc
f
ε ⋅ ∇ξfε dx = ∫

ΩM,f
ε

vMε cfε ⋅ ∇ξfε dx +∑
±
∫
Ω±ε

v±ε c
f
ε ⋅ ∇ξfε dx.

For the bulk terms we use the embedding H1(Ω±ε) ↪ L4(Ω±ε) (with embedding constant
independent of ε) to obtain

∣∫
Ω±ε

v±ε c
f
ε ⋅ ∇ξfε dx∣ ≤ ∥v±ε ∥L4(Ω±ε)

∥cfε ∥L4(Ω±ε)
∥∇ξfε ∥L2(Ω±ε)

≤ C∥v±ε ∥H1(Ω±ε)
∥cfε ∥H1(Ω±ε)

.

For the advective term in the thin layer we use Corollary 4 and Lemma 12 with p = 3 and
G = Γ (remember vε = 0 on Γε)

∣∫
ΩM,f

ε

vMε cfε ⋅ ∇ξfε dx∣ ≤ ∥vMε ∥L3(ΩM,f
ε )
∥cfε ∥L6(ΩM,f

ε )
∥∇ξfε ∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )

≤ C
√
ε∥∇vMε ∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
∥cfε ∥L6(Ωf

ε )

≤ C∥cfε ∥H1(Ωf
ε )
.

This implies the desired result for ε < ε0. However, since there are only finitely many
elements ε ≥ ε0 the result is valid for all ε by possibly changing the generic constant C.

Finally, the estimates for cfε in ΩM,f
ε and on Γε follow directly from Lemma 8 and 10.
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For γ = −1 we can give a simple relation between the norm on Hε,−1(ΩM,s
ε )∗ and the

more common space H1(ΩM,s
ε )∗. In fact, we have:

∥∂tcsε∥L2((0,T ),Hε,−1(Ω
M,s
ε )∗)

=
√
ε∥∂tcsε∥L2((0,T ),H1(ΩM,s

ε )∗)
.

Remark 3. We emphasize that the results in Proposition 1 remain valid in the case ∣S±s ∣ ≠ 0
when the solid phase touches the fluid bulk regions. In fact, in particular, we used estimates
and results from the appendix, which are also valid in this case.

5 Compactness results for the micro-solution

In this section we derive the compactness results for sequence (vε, pε, cfε , csε) of microscopic
solutions of (1). These results are based on the a priori estimates from Section 4 and do
not use the explicit structure of the microscopic model, and therefore can be considered as
general compactness results applicable also to other problems fulfilling the same ε-uniform
bounds. The crucial point is to obtain strong (two-scale) compactness in the thin layer and
on the surface Γε. The latter is necessary to pass to the limit in the nonlinear terms on Γε.
For the case γ ∈ (−1,1] we first prove an additional a priori bound for differences of the
shifts of csε.

5.1 Convergence of fluid velocity and pressure

For the fluid flow we can consider the bulk domains Ω±ε and the thin fluid layer ΩM,f
ε

separately, since we are only interested in weak convergence results (see also the convergence
results for cfε below, were this is not possible anymore). Under the a priori estimates in
Proposition 1, the compactness results for v±ε and vMε are almost classical, and we summarize
them in the next Proposition. The crucial question is the coupling condition across Σ for
the limit functions v±0 of v±ε . It turns out that from the continuity of the velocity across S±ε
we get that vM0 = v±0 on Σ × S±, where vM0 is the two-scale limit of vMε . In particular, we
obtain from this relation the continuity of the normal velocity for v+0 and v−0 across Σ.

Proposition 2. (i) There exist v±0 ∈ L2((0, T ),H1
#(Ω±)3 ∩H1((0, T ), L2(Ω±))3 and p±0 ∈

L2((0, T ) ×Ω±), such that up to a subsequence

χΩ±ε
v±ε → v±0 in L2((0, T ) ×Ω±),

χΩ±ε∇v
±
ε ⇀ ∇v±0 in L2((0, T ) ×Ω±),

χΩ±ε∂tv
±
ε ⇀ ∂tv

±
0 in L2((0, T ) ×Ω±),

χΩ±εp
±
ε ⇀ p±0 in L2((0, T ) ×Ω±).

(ii) There exists vM0 ∈ L2((0, T ) ×Σ,H1
#(Zf))3 with vM0 = 0 on Γ and

∇y ⋅ vM0 = 0, ∇x̄ ⋅ ∫
Zf

vM0 dy = 0,

such that up to a subsequence it holds that

vMε
2⇀ vM0 ,

ε∇vMε
2⇀ ∇yv

M
0 ,

∂tv
M
ε

2⇀ 0,

pMε
2⇀ 0.

(iii) We have

v±0 = vM0 on (0, T ) ×Σ × S±f .

In particular vM0 is constant with respect to y on S±f .
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Proof. Throughout the proof we will use the a priori estimates from Proposition 1. First
of all, we easily obtain v±0 with the stated regularity and the weak convergences of χΩ±εv

±
ε ,

χΩ±ε∇v
±
ε , and χΩ±ε∂tv

±
ε in L2((0, T ) ×Ω±). Since for every δ > 0 we obtain with the Aubin-

Lions Lemma the strong convergence of χΩ±εv
±
ε in L2((0, T ) ×Ω±δ )3, we get the strong con-

vergence of this sequence in the whole domain Ω±. The convergence of p±ε is clear. In (ii),
the existence of vM0 with the desired properties follows by standard two-scale compactness
results for divergence free vector fields, see for example [3] for domains and [31, 16]. It
remains to check the interface condition v±0 = vM0 in (iii). First of all, we notice, that v±ε (as a
function of (t, x̄)) converges in the two-scale sense to v±0 ∣Σ on Σ, and vMε ∣S±ε in the two-scale

sense to vM0 ∣S± on S±ε . Hence, we obtain for every ϕ ∈ C∞0 ((0, T ) ×Σ,C∞# (S±))3

∫
T

0
∫
Σ
∫
S±
v±0 ⋅ ϕ(x̄, ȳ)dȳdx̄dt = lim

ε→0
∫

T

0
∫
S±ε

v±ε ⋅ ϕ(x̄,
x̄

ε
)dx̄dt

= lim
ε→0
∫

T

0
∫
S±ε

vMε ⋅ ϕ(x̄,
x̄

ε
)dx̄dt

= ∫
T

0
∫
Σ
∫
S±
vM0 ⋅ ϕ(x̄, ȳ)dȳdx̄dt,

which gives the desired result.

Remark 4. If ∣S±s ∣ > 0 then it holds that v±0 = 0 on Σ. This follows by the same arguments
as for v±0 = vM0 in the proof above (just replace S± with S±s and follow the same ideas) and
using v±ε = 0 on S±ε,s. In particular we immediately obtain vM0 = 0 on S±f . This is the crucial
difference to the case ∣S±s ∣ = 0 and in this case the membrane acts as an impermeable barrier
for the fluid flow.

Corollary 1. It holds that

[v+0 ]3 = [v−0 ]3 on (0, T ) ×Σ.

Proof. Using v±0 = vM0 on (0, T ) × Σ × S± and vM0 = 0 on (0, T ) × Σ × Γ, we obtain almost
everywhere in (0, T ) ×Σ (use that vM0 is divergence free with respect to y)

[v+0 ]3 − [v−0 ]3 = ∫
S+
vM0 ⋅ νdσy + ∫

S−
vM0 ⋅ νdσy = ∫

∂Zf

vM0 ⋅ νdσy = ∫
Zf

∇y ⋅ vM0 dy = 0.

5.2 Convergence of the solute concentration in the fluid domain

From the a priori estimates in Proposition 1 we immediately obtain weak convergences
in the bulk domains. Also the strong convergence in L2 will follow quite straightforward
from these a priori estimates. However, to pass to the limit in the nonlinear terms on
the surface Γε we need the two-scale convergence of h(cfε , csε) on Γε, for which we need the
strong two-scale convergence of cfε on Γε. This will be the crucial part in the following
arguments. To the best of our knowledge, such strong compactness results for the setting
of our model and the a priori estimates for cfε are new. Compared to [25] we have another
scaling for the time-derivative and less regularity for the time-derivative. The latter also
makes it impossible to consider the bulk domains Ω±ε and the thin layer ΩM,f

ε separately as
in [26] (see also the weak convergence results for vε). To overcome this problem we extend
cfε to the whole domain Ω with the extension operator from Lemma 11. The linearity of this
operator and the a priori bounds for cfε allow to control differences of shifts of the extension
of cfε with respect to time. Then, we can apply the Simon-compactness theorem to obtain
strong convergence of the extension of cfε in Ω. Now, with the estimates from the appendix
(see Lemma 8, 9 and 10) we can control cfε within the thin fluid layer ΩM,f

ε by the norms in
the bulk domains.
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In the following we define the extension

c̃fε ∶= Ef
ε c

f
ε ∈ L∞((0, T ), L2(Ω)), L2((0, T ),H1

#(Ω))

with the extension operator Ef
ε from Lemma 11.

Proposition 3. There exists

cf0 ∈ L
∞((0, T ), L2(Ω)) ∩L2((0, T ),H1

#(Ω)) ∩H1((0, T ),H1
#(Ω)∗),

such that up to a subsequence for every β ∈ ( 1
2
,1)

c̃fε ⇀ cf0 in L2((0, T ),H1(Ω)),

c̃fε → cf0 in L2((0, T ),Hβ(Ω)),

∂t(χΩf
ε
cfε )⇀ ∂tc

f
0 in L2((0, T ),H1

#(Ω)∗).

Further, it holds that c̃fε
2⇀ cf0 ∣Σ on Γε.

Proof. From the properties of the extension operator in Lemma 11 and the a priori estimates
for cfε in Proposition 1 we obtain

∥c̃fε ∥L∞((0,T ),L2(Ω)) + ∥c̃fε ∥L2((0,T ),H1(Ω)) ≤ C.

Hence, there exists cf0 ∈ L∞((0, T ), L2(Ω)) ∩ L2((0, T ),H1
#(Ω)), such that up to a subse-

quence

c̃ε ⇀ cf0 in L2((0, T ),H1(Ω)).

For the strong convergence in L2((0, T ),Hβ(Ω)) we need some control with respect to the
time-variable to apply a Kolmogorov-Simon-type compactness result (see [35, Theorem 5].
We emphasize that a direct application of the Aubin-Lions-Lemma is not possible, because
we have no control of ∂t(Ef

ε c
f
ε ). Hence, we argue in the same way as in the proof of [24,

Lemma 10]. Using the linearity of Ef
ε we obtain together with Lemma 13 for every 0 < h≪ 1

∥c̃fε (⋅t + h, ⋅x) − c̃fε ∥L2((0,T−h)×Ω) ≤ C∥cfε (⋅t + h, ⋅x) − cfε ∥L2((0,T−h)×Ω)

≤ h
1
4 ∥cfε (⋅t + h, ⋅x) − cfε ∥

1
2

L2((0,T ),H1(Ωf
ε ))
∥∂tcfε ∥

1
2

L2((0,T ),H1
#
(Ωf

ε )
∗)

≤ Ch
1
4 .

Since c̃ε is bounded in L2((0, T ),H1(Ω)) and the embedding H1(Ω) ↪ Hβ(Ω) is compact,
we obtain the strong convergence of c̃fε from [35, Theorem 5].

It remains to check the weak convergence of the time derivative of the zero extension.
Since ∂t(χΩf

ε
cfε ) is bounded in L2((0, T ),H1

#(Ω)∗), there exists a subsequence and a function

W ∈ L2((0, T ),H1
#(Ω)∗) such that ∂t(χΩf

ε
cfε ) ⇀W in L2((0, T ),H1

#(Ω)∗). Hence, we have

for all ψ ∈ C∞0 ((0, T )) and ϕ ∈H1
#(Ω)

∫
T

0
⟨W,ϕ⟩H1

#
(Ω)ψ(t)dt = lim

ε→0
∫

T

0
∫
Ω
χΩf

ε
cfεϕψ

′dxdt.

We split the integral on the right-hand side in the bulk terms and the membrane part ΩM,f
ε

and calculate the limits:

∫
T

0
∫
Ω±ε

cfεϕψ
′dxdt = ∫

T

0
∫
Ω
c̃fεχΩ±εϕψ

′dxdt→ ∫
T

0
∫
Ω±
cf0ϕψ

′dxdt.

Further, we have with the a priori estimates for cfε from Proposition 1

∣∫
T

0
∫
ΩM,f

ε

cfεϕψ
′dxdt∣ ≤ C∥cfε ∥L2((0,T )×ΩM,f

ε )
∥ϕ∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
≤ C
√
ε∥ϕ∥L2(Ω) → 0.

This implies W = ∂tcf0 . Finally, the convergence c̃fε
2⇀ cf0 ∣Σ on Γε follows directly from

Lemma 19 respectively Corollary 6.
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Lemma 1. For every u ∈H1(Ω) it holds that

T M
ε u→ u∣Σ in L2(Σ ×Z),

T M
ε u∣Γ → u∣Σ in L2(Σ × Γ).

Proof. We only prove the convergence in L2(Σ×Γ). The other case follows by similar argu-
ments (using Lemma 8 instead of Lemma 10). Let uk ∈ C∞(Ω) with uk → u in H1(Ω). With
the trace inequality in Lemma 10 and the elemental properties of the unfolding operator,
we have

∥T M
ε u − u∣Σ∥L2(Σ×Γ) ≤ ∥uk − u∥L2(Γε) + ∥T

M
ε uk − uk ∣Σ∥L2(Σ×Γ) + ∥uk ∣Σ − u∣Σ∥L2(Σ×Γ)

≤ C∥uk − u∥H1(Ω) + ∥T M
ε uk − uk∥L2(Σ×Γ) + ∣Γ∣

1
2 ∥uk − u∥L2(Σ).

The first and third term converge to zero for k → ∞, due to the strong H1-convergence of
uk to u and the trace inequality. The second term vanishes for ε → 0 (for fixed k) by the
dominated convergence theorem.

Now, we are able to show the strong two-scale convergence of c̃fε in the membrane ΩM
ε

and Γε ∪ S±ε . We emphasize that here we have no good control of gradient compared to the
case γ = −1 for csε (see Section 5.3 below).

Proposition 4. Up to a subsequence it holds that

c̃fε ∣ΩM
ε

2→ cf0 ∣Σ strongly in the two-scale sense in ΩM
ε ,

cfε ∣Γε

2→ cf0 ∣Σ strongly in the two-scale sense on Γε.

In other words, we have T M
ε c̃fε → cf0 ∣Σ in L2((0, T )×Σ×Z) and T M

ε cfε ∣Γ → cf0 ∣Σ in L2((0, T )×
Σ × Γ).
Proof. Using the properties of the unfolding operator and Lemma 9 we obtain for β ∈ ( 1

2
,1)

∥T M
ε c̃fε − c

f
0 ∣Σ∥L2((0,T )×Σ×Z) ≤

1√
ε
∥c̃fε − c

f
0∥L2((0,T )×ΩM

ε )
+ ∥T M

ε cf0 − c
f
0 ∣Σ∥L2((0,T )×Σ×Z)

≤ C∥c̃fε − c
f
0∥L2((0,T ),Hβ(Ω)) + ∥T M

ε cf0 − c
f
0 ∣Σ∥L2((0,T )×Σ×Z).

The first term converges to zero for ε → 0, because of the strong convergence of c̃fε to cf0
in L2((0, T ),Hβ(Ω)) from Proposition 3. The second term vanishes in the limit, due to
Lemma 1. This gives the strong convergence of c̃fε ∣ΩM

ε
. The convergence of the traces follows

by similar arguments using the trace inequality (43) in Lemma 10.

Remark 5. The Proposition remains valid if we replace Γε by Γε ∪S±ε,f (respectively Γ with
Γ ∪ S±f ), and the proof follows the same lines.

5.3 Convergence of the solute concentration in the solid domain

Now, we give the compactness results for the concentration csε in the solid phase of the
thin layer ΩM,s

ε . Again, the only critical question is the strong two-scale convergence on
Γε, necessary for the nonlinear boundary term. Hence, from a general perspective, we
need strong two-scale compactness results for thin perforated layers under weak regularity
conditions for the time-derivative (not in L2). Such results were obtained for the full thin
layer in [26]. For the case γ = 1 the proof is quite similar, and we formulate here a general
two-scale compactness result of Kolmogorov-Simon-type based suitable a priori bounds and
additional estimates for the shifts with respect to the spatial variable. Such a result was
formulated in [28] for periodically perforated domains. For γ ∈ [−1,1) we extend the function
with the extension operator from Lemma 11 to the whole layer ΩM

ε and now average this
quantity with respect to x3-variable. Compared to [26], where a similar argument was used,
we have no direct control of the time-variable for this sequence of averaged functions, because
the time-derivative is not commutable with the extension operator (for low regularity of the
time-derivative). However, we control shifts with respect to time in the same way as for cfε .
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5.3.1 The case γ = −1

For γ = −1 we obtain from Proposition 1 the following a priori estimates:

1√
ε
∥∂tcsε∥L2((0,T ),H1(ΩM,s

ε )∗)
+ 1√

ε
∥csε∥L2((0,T ),H1(ΩM,s

ε )
≤ C.

With the extension operator Es
ε from Lemma 11 we define c̃sε ∶= Es

εc
s
ε and obtain

1√
ε
∥c̃sε∥L2((0,T ),H1(ΩM

ε ))
≤ C.

Again (as for cfε ), we have no control for ∂tc̃
s
ε. We argue in a similar way as in [26], whereby

a perforated layer ΩM,s
ε must be taken into account here. However, we will overcome this

problem by using the extension operator. We define the averaged function c̄sε by

c̄sε(x̄) ∶=
1

2ε
∫

ε

−ε
c̃sε(x)dx3. (15)

The following lemma was shown in the proof of [26, Proposition 4]. For the sake of
completeness we formulate it here as an own result and give the proof for arbitrary p ∈ (1,∞).

Lemma 2. Let p ∈ (1,∞) and denote its dual exponent by p′. For an arbitrary function
uε ∈ Lp(ΩM

ε ) we define its average ūε ∈ Lp(Σ) by

ūε(x̄) ∶=
1

2ε
∫

ε

−ε
uε(x)dx3.

Let uε ∈ W 1,p(ΩM
ε ) be a sequence, such that ūε → u0 in Lp(Σ) for a function u0 ∈ Lp(Σ)

and assume that

lim
ε→0

ε
1
p′ ∥∂nuε∥Lp(ΩM

ε )
= 0.

Then uε converges strongly in the two-scale sense in Lp to u0, i.e., the unfolded sequence
T M
ε uε converges strongly to u0 in Lp(Σ×Z). The result is also valid in the time-dependent

case.

Proof. It is enough to show that

ε−
1
p ∥uε − u0∥Lp(ΩM

ε )
→ 0 (16)

for ε→ 0. In fact, using the equivalent characterization of the strong two-scale convergence
via the unfolding operator, we obtain

∥T M
ε uε − u0∥Lp(Σ×Z) ≤ ∥T M

ε uε − T M
ε u0∥Lp(Σ×Z) + ∥T M

ε u0 − u0∥Lp(Σ×Z)

= ε−
1
p ∥uε − u0∥Lp(ΩM

ε )
+ ∥T M

ε u0 − u0∥Lp(Σ×Z).

Since the second term vanishes for ε → 0, it follows that (16) implies the strong two-scale
convergence of uε. To check (16) we use the simple estimate (see the proof of [26, Lemma
5.1] for more details in the case p = 2)

ε−
1
p ∥uε − ūε∥Lp(ΩM

ε )
≤ Cε

1
p′ ∥∂nuε∥Lp(ΩM

ε )
,

to obtain

ε−
1
p ∥uε − u0∥Lp(ΩM

ε )
≤ ε−

1
p ∥uε − ūε∥Lp(ΩM

ε )
+ ε−

1
p ∥ūε − u0∥Lp(ΩM

ε )

≤ Cε
1
p′ ∥∂nuε∥Lp(ΩM

ε )
+C∥ūε − u0∥Lp(Σ)

ε→0Ð→ 0.
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Now, we show the convergence results for c̃sε, especially the strong convergence of c̃sε in
the two-scale sense in ΩM

ε and on the surface Γε:

Proposition 5 (The case γ = −1). Let γ = −1. There exist limit functions cs0 ∈ L2((0, T ),H1
#(Σ))∩

H1((0, T ),H1
#(Σ)∗) and cs1 ∈ L2((0, T ) ×Σ,H1

#(Zs)), such that up to a subsequence

∇c̃sε
2⇀ ∇x̄c

s
0 +∇yc

s
1, c̃sε

2→ cs0, csε∣Γε

2→ cs0 on Γε.

Further, for all ϕε(t, x) ∶= ϕ (t, x̄, x
ε
) with ϕ ∈ C∞0 ((0, T ),C∞# (Σ,C0

#(Zs))) and all η ∈
L2((0, T ),H1

#(Σ)) it holds that (again up to a subsequence)

lim
ε→0

1

ε
∫

T

0
⟨∂tcsε, η + ϕε⟩H1

#
(ΩM,s

ε )
dt = ∫

T

0
∫
Zs

⟨∂tcs0, η + ϕ(⋅t, ⋅x̄, y)⟩H1
#
(Σ)dydt.

Proof. The existence of functions cs0 and cs1 together with the weak two-scale convergence
for c̃sε and ∇c̃sε is standard, see Lemma 14. To establish the strong two-scale convergence
in the thin layer ΩM

ε , we use Lemma 2. Hence, we have to check the properties of the
averaged function c̄sε. We argue in a similar way as in the proof of Proposition 3. We have
for 0 < h≪ 1 (see also [26, Lemma 5.1]) with Lemma 13

∫
T−h

0
∥c̄sε(t + h) − c̄sε∥2L2(Σ)dt ≤

C

ε
∫

T−h

0
∥c̃sε(t + h) − c̃sε∥2L2(ΩM

ε )
dt

≤ C
ε
∫

T−h

0
∥csε(t + h) − cε∥2L2(ΩM

ε )
dt

≤ C
√
h

ε
∥∂tcsε∥L2((0,T ),H1(ΩM,s

ε )∗)
∥csε∥L2((0,T ),H1(ΩM,s

ε ))

≤ C
√
h.

Further, we have (use again [26, Lemma 5.1])

∥c̄sε∥L2((0,T ),H1(Σ)) ≤
1√
2ε
∥c̃sε∥L2((0,T ),H1(ΩM

ε )
≤ C.

Hence, we can apply [35, Theorem 1] and obtain existence of cs0 ∈ L2((0, T ),H1(Σ)) such
that up to a subsequence

c̄sε ⇀ cs0 in L2((0, T ),H1(Σ)),
c̄sε → cs0 in L2((0, T ) ×Σ).

Now, Lemma 2 implies the strong two-scale convergence of c̃ε in ΩM
ε , and Lemma 17 gives

the strong two-scale convergence on Γε. Finally, the existence of ∂tc
s
0 and the associated

convergence follows directly from Lemma 18 in the appendix.

5.3.2 The cases γ ∈ (−1,1) and γ = 1

Here, we treat the cases γ ∈ (−1,1) and γ = 1. Although these two cases behave completely
different in the limit, they have one significant similarity compared to the case γ = −1:
The a priori estimates obtained in Proposition 1 are not enough to obtain strong two-scale
convergence results in ΩM

ε and on Γε. From a mathematical point of view, compared to
the proof of the strong two-scale convergence in the case γ = −1, for an application of the
Kolmogorov-Simon-type compactness result the uniform bounds for the gradient are not
good enough. What we need is more control of the spatial variable, more precisely we have
to control the differences for spatial shifts of csε.

The situation gets even more complicated for γ = 1. In this case, the limit behavior
changes completely compared to the cases γ ∈ [−1,1). In fact, the two-scale limit depends
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on the macroscopic and microscopic variable (x̄, y) ∈ Σ × Zs. While in the cases γ ∈ [−1,1)
the (weak/strong) two-scale limit of csε and the (weak/strong) limit of the averaged function
c̄sε are equal (and both convergences are equivalent), this is no longer valid for the case γ = 1.
Hence, in the latter we will argue with the unfolding operator. This leads to two additional
difficulties for an application of a Kolmogorov-Simon-compactness result. First of all, the
unfolded sequence is depending on an additional macroscopic variable x̄ ∈ Σ. We overcome
this by controlling differences of the shifts for the unfolded sequence by differences of the
shifts for the sequnce itself, see for example [24, 26, 27]. The second crucial point is the
control of the time variable for the unfolded sequence, which is not so straightforward as in
the cases γ ∈ [−1,1) (obtained via Lemma 13 and the properties of the extension operator).
For this, we use a general compactness result (see Proposition 7) which depends in particular
on estimates for the differences of the shifts and the bound for ∂tcε in L

2((0, T ),H1
#(ΩM,s

ε )∗)

Let us start with the proof of some additional a priori estimates for the differences of
the shifts. For given l ∈ Zn−1 × {0} we define (for a given function ϕ) the difference of shifts
by

δϕ(x) ∶= ϕ(x + lε) − ϕ(x).

We emphasize that in this notation we neglect the dependence of δϕ on the specific shift lε.
This should be clear from the context. Otherwise, we also write δlε. Due to the periodic
boundary conditions on ∂Σ for cfε and csε, the functions δcfε and δcsε are well-defined for all
l ∈ Zn−1 × {0}.

Lemma 3. Let l ∈ Zn−1 × {0}. The microscopic solution (cfε , csε) from (3)-(4) fulfills

1√
ε
∥δcsε∥L∞((0,T ),L2(ΩM,s

ε ))
+ε

γ
2 ∥∇δcsε∥L2((0,T )×ΩM,s

ε )

≤ C ( 1√
ε
∥δcsε,in∥L2(ΩM,s

ε )
+ ∥δcfε ∥L2((0,T ),Hβ(Ωf

ε ))
) .

Proof. Testing the weak formulation (4) for csε with δcsε, we obtain with Lemma 10 for δcfε
and the trace inequality from Lemma 7 for δcsε on Γε

1

ε
⟨∂tδcsε, δcsε⟩H1

#
(ΩM,s

ε )
+ εγ∥∇δcsε∥2L2(ΩM,s

ε )
≤ C (∥δcfε ∥2L2(Γε)

+ ∥δcsε∥2L2(Γε)
)

≤ C∥δcfε ∥2Hβ(Ωf
ε )
+ Cθ

ε
∥δcsε∥2L2(ΩM,s

ε )
+ θε∥∇δcsε∥2L2(ΩM,s

ε )

with θ > 0 arbitrary. For θ small enough the last term on the right-hand side can be absorbed
from the left-hand side. After an integration with respect to time and an application of
Gronwall inequality, we obtain the desired result.

Remark 6. Similar estimates can be found for example in [26] and [27]. Here the proof
simplifies a lot, because we consider periodic boundary conditions on ∂Σ. The general case
can be treated with the same arguments as in the aforementioned papers. However, we
emphasize that here we argue in a slightly different way. We do not use both equations for
cfε and csε, but estimate the shifts for csε by shifts of cfε in Hβ(Ωf

ε ), for which we already have
strong compactness results.

Proposition 6 (The case γ ∈ (−1,1)). Let γ ∈ (−1,1). There exists a limit function cs0 ∈
L2((0, T ) ×Σ) ∩H1((0, T ), L2(Σ)), such that up to a subsequence

c̃sε
2→ cs0, csε∣Γε

2→ cs0 on Γε.

Further, for every ϕ ∈ L2((0, T ),H1(Σ)) it holds that

1

ε
∫

T

0
⟨∂tcsε, ϕ⟩H1

#
(ΩM,s

ε )
dt→ ∣Zs∣∫

T

0
⟨∂tcs0, ϕ⟩H1

#
(Σ)dt.
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Proof. The proof uses the same arguments as the proof of [26, Theorem 7.3]. The only
difference is that in a first step we have to extend the function csε to the whole thin layer
ΩM

ε to guarantee that the averaged function c̄sε is well defined. For the sake of completeness
we sketch the main ideas. We first argue in a similar way as for the case γ = −1 and consider
the averaged function (of the extension) c̄sε defined in (15). By the same arguments as in
the proof of Proposition 5, we obtain

∥c̄sε(t + h) − c̄sε∥2L2((0,T−h)×Σ) ≤
C
√
h

ε
∥∂tcsε∥L2((0,T ),Hε,γ(Ω

M,s
ε )∗)

∥csε∥L2((0,T ),Hε,γ(Ω
M,s
ε ))

≤ C
√
h.

The same argument holds if we consider the intervall (h,T ) instead of (0, T − h). Next, we
estimate shifts with respect to the spatial variable. For this we make use of the estimates
for the differences of the shifts in Lemma 3, since the estimates for the gradient of csε are not

enough. Let ξ̂ ∈ Rn−1 and ξ ∶= (ξ̂,0) and ξε ∶= ε ([ ξ̂ε] ,0). We emphasize that for x ∈ ΩM,s
ε

there exists k ∈ Zn−1×{0} with x+ξε ∈ ε(k+Zs), but in general we can have x+ξ ∉ ε(k+Zs).
We obtain

∥c̄sε(⋅, ⋅ + ξ̂) − c̄sε∥L2((0,T )×Σ) ≤
1

2
√
ε
∥c̃sε(⋅, ⋅ + ξ) − c̃sε∥L2((0,T )×ΩM

ε )

≤ 1√
ε
∥c̃sε(⋅, ⋅ + ξ) − c̃sε(⋅, ⋅ + ξε)∥L2((0,T )×ΩM

ε )
+ 1√

ε
∥c̃sε(⋅, ⋅ + ξε) − c̃sε∥L2((0,T )×ΩM

ε )

=∶ A1
ε +A2

ε.

For the first term A1
ε we use the mean value theorem, the ∂Σ-periodicity of csε (resp. c̃sε),

the properties of the extension operator from Lemma 11, the a priori bound for ∇csε from
Proposition 1, and the fact ∣ξ − ξε∣ ≤ Cε to get

A1
ε ≤ C

√
ε∥∇c̃sε∥L2((0,T )×ΩM

ε )
≤ Cε

1−γ
2 .

For the second term A2
ε we use again the properties of the extension operator from Lemma

11 and also Remark 11 to obtain

A2
ε =

1√
ε
∥Es

ε(csε(⋅, ⋅ + ξε)) −Es
εc

s
ε∥L2((0,T )×ΩM

ε )
≤ C√

ε
∥csε(⋅, ⋅ + ξε) − csε∥L2((0,T )×ΩM,s

ε )
.

Using the a priori bounds for the differences of the shifts from Lemma 3, and the strong
convergence of c̃fε in L2((0, T ),Hβ(Ω)) for β ∈ ( 1

2
,1), we obtain that A2

ε → 0 for ε, ∣ξ∣ → 0.

Together with the uniform bound for c̄sε in L2((0, T ) × Σ), we can apply the Kolmogorov-
Simon-compactness result and obtain the strong convergence of c̄sε in L2((0, T ) × Σ). We
emphasize that for the shifts with respect to time it is enough to consider shifts on the
interval (0, T −h) and (h,T ), see for example the argument in the third step in the proof of
[35, Theorem 1].

This strong convergence implies the strong two-scale convergence of c̃sε in ΩM
ε , see Lemma

2. By Lemma 17 we obtain again the strong two-scale convergence on Γε. For the conver-
gence of the time-derivative and the regularity for ∂tc

s
0 we use Lemma 18.

The convergence result for the time-derivative is also valid for suitable oscillating test-
functions, see Lemma 18. However, for the derivation of the macroscopic model such test-
functions are not necessary.

Remark 7. In contrast to [26, Theorem 7.3] we obtain here the strong convergence of c̄sε
in L2, instead of Lp for p ∈ [1,2). Here we can improve the inegrability exponent, since we
consider periodic boundary conditions.
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Finally, we have to consider the most critical case γ = 1. In this case it makes no sense
to consider the averaged sequence c̄sε as above, since the two-scale limit of c̃sε is depending
on x̄ and y. Instead, we consider the unfolded sequence T M

ε csε and can argue in the same
way as in [26, Theorem 7.5] (no perforations inside the thin layer). An extension to the
whole layer is therefore not necessary. However, here we formulate a general strong two-
scale (or equivalent formulation via unfolding operator) convergence results based on a priori
estimates for the sequence and the differences for the shifts. This result is analogous to [27,
Theorem 1], where a perforated domain (not thin) was considered.

Proposition 7. Let uε ∈ L2((0, T ),H1
#(ΩM,s

ε )) ∩H1((0, T ),Hε,1(ΩM,s
ε )) with:

(i) It holds that

∥uε∥L2((0,T ),Hε,1(Ω
M,s
ε ))

+ 1

ε
∥∂tuε∥L2((0,T ),Hε,1(Ω

M,s
ε )
≤ C.

(ii) For lε ∈ εZn−1 × {0} with lε → 0 for ε→ 0 it holds that (with δ = δlε)

∥δuε∥L2((0,T )×ΩM,s
ε )
+ ε∥∇δuε∥L2((0,T )×ΩM,s

ε )

ε→0Ð→ 0.

Then, there exists u0 ∈ L2((0, T ) ×Σ,H1
#(Zs)), such that for every β ∈ ( 1

2
,1) it holds that

T M
ε uε → u0 in L2((0, T ) ×Σ,Hβ(Zs)).

In particular uε converges strongly in the two-scale sense to u0 in ΩM
ε and on Γε.

Proof. The proof follows the same ideas as the proof of [27, Theorem 1 and Remark 5].
The fact that we are dealing with thin domains has no influence on the proof. For the
sake of completeness let us shortly describe the main ideas: We consider the unfolded se-
quence T M

ε uε ∈ L2(Σ, L2((0, T ),Hβ(Zs))) and apply the Komlogorov-Simon-compactness
results from [23] for Bochner spaces L2(Σ,B) with rectangular domains Σ in Rn and
the Banach space B = L2((0, T ),Hβ(Zs)). The control of the shifts in Σ is an immedi-
ate consequence of (ii). To control the range of T M

ε uε we use the compact embedding
H1(Zs) ↪ Hβ(Zs), and the commutability between the unfolding operator T M

ε and the
time-derivative, see [26, Proposition 7 and 8]. We emphasize that this property is not ob-
vious, because of the low regularity of the time-derivative ∂tc

s
ε which is only an element of

∂tcε in L2((0, T ),H1
#(ΩM,s

ε )∗).

Again, we obtain in contrast to the results in [26] and [27] the strong convergence in L2

instead of Lp for p ∈ [1,2), which follows again by the periodic boundary conditions on ∂Σ.
As an immediate consequence we obtain the strong two-scale convergence of csε in ΩM,s

ε and
on Γε:

Proposition 8 (The case γ = 1). Let γ = 1. There exists a limit function

cs0 ∈ L2((0, T ) ×Σ,H1
#(Zs)) ∩H1((0, T ), L2(Σ,H1

#(Zs))∗),

such that up to a subsequence

ε∇c̃sε
2⇀ ∇yc

s
0, c̃sε

2→ cs0, csε∣Γε

2→ cs0 on Γε.

Further, for all ϕε(t, x) ∶= ϕ (t, x̄, xε ) with ϕ ∈ C
∞
0 ([0, T ) ×Σ,C0

#(Zs)) it holds that (up to a
subsequence)

lim
ε→0

1

ε
∫

T

0
⟨∂tcsε, ϕε⟩H1(ΩM,s

ε )
dt = ∫

T

0
⟨∂tcs0, ϕ⟩L2(Σ,H1

#
(Zs))

dt.
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Proof. Follows from Proposition 7 and the a priori estimates in Proposition 1 and Lemma
3. The time regularity and the convergence of the time-derivative follows from Lemma 18.
The two-scale convergence of the gradient is classical, see Lemma 14.

The strong two-scale convergence results of cfε and csε on Γε immediately imply the strong
two-scale convergence of the sequence of nonlinear functions:

Corollary 2. Let cf0 be the limit function from Propostion 3 and cs0 the limit function from
Proposition 5 (for γ = −1) resp. Proposition 6 (for γ ∈ (−1,1)) or Proposition 8 (for γ = 1).
Then, up to a subsequence, it holds that

h(cfε , csε)
2→ h(cf0 ∣Σ, c

s
0) on Γε.

6 Derivation of the macroscopic model

With the compactness results obtained for the microscopic solution (vε, pε, cfε , csε) from Sec-
tion 5 we are able to pass to the limit in the respective microscopic equations. For the fluid
flow we have to identify the interface conditions across Σ. For the transport problems we
can follow classical approaches to pass to the limit ε→ 0, see for example [25, 26]. However,
since the scaling for the time-derivative in the thin layer is different, the only contribution
from the thin layer (in the limit the interface) on the concentration of the solute in the
fluid phase is the nonlinear coupling term. In the following we treat the fluid equations and
transport equations separately.

6.1 Effective interface law for the fluid flow

We derive the macroscopic equation for the fluid problem. While we can expect to obtain
Stokes-equations in the bulk domains Ω±, the interface conditions across Σ for the macro-
scopic fluid velocity and pressure are not obvious. For the derivation we choose suitable
test-functions in the microscopic equation (2) adapted to the structure of the limit function
v0. In particular, in the thin layer we have to choose oscillating test-functions. Hence, to
pass to the limit for the terms in the thin layer we use similar arguments as for Stokes flow
in thin perforated layers. However, the coupling to the bulk domains has significant contri-
butions to the limit equations, especially for the cell problems and the Darcy velocity at Σ.
Further, we have to construct a special divergence operator including coupling conditions
across Σ to generate a pressure pM1 associated to the fluid velocity vM0 .

Proof of Theorem 1: The convergence results for (vε, pε) were already established in Propo-
sition 2 and the continiuty of the normal velocity across Σ in Corollary 1. It remains to show
that (v0, p0) is the unique weak solution of the macro model (7). Let us choose test-functions
ϕε in the variational equation (2) of the form

ϕε(x) ∶=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

ϕ± (t, x ∓ εen) for x ∈ Ω±ε ,
ϕM (t, x̄, x

ε
) for x ∈ ΩM,f

ε ,

0 for x ∈ ΩM,s
ε ,

for functions ϕ± ∈ C∞0 ((0, T ),C∞# (Ω±))
3
fulfilling ϕ+3 = ϕ−3 on (0, T )×Σ, and ϕM ∈ C∞0 ((0, T ),C∞# (Σ,H1

#(Zf ,Γ)))
3

with ∇y ⋅ ϕM = 0 and ϕM = ϕ±(x̄) on (0, T ) ×Σ × S±. The last condition implies that ϕM is
constant on S± with respect to y. The motivation for this choice of test functions is that it
fits to the structure of the limit function (v±0 , vM0 ) from Proposition 2, see also Corollary 1.
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Hence, we obtain almost everywhere in (0, T )

∑
±

{∫
Ω±ε

∂tv
±
ε ⋅ ϕ±(x ∓ εen)dx + ∫

Ω±ε

D(v±ε ) ∶D(ϕ±)(x ∓ εen)dx − ∫
Ω±ε

p±ε∇ ⋅ ϕ±(x ∓ εen)dx}

+∫
ΩM,f

ε

∂tv
M
ε ⋅ ϕM (x̄,

x

ε
)dx + 1

ε
∫
ΩM,f

ε

εD(vMε ) ∶ [εDx̄(ϕM) +Dy(ϕM)] (x̄,
x

ε
)dx

−1
ε
∫
ΩM,f

ε

pMε ∇x̄ ⋅ ϕM (x̄,
x

ε
)dx =∑

±
∫
Ω±ε

f±ε ⋅ ϕ±(x ∓ εen)dx.

Due to Proposition 1, the term including the time-derivative ∂tv
M
ε is of order

√
ε (after

integration with respect to time). Integration with respect to time and using the compactness
results from Proposition 2, we obtain for ε→ 0

∑
±

{∫
T

0
∫
Ω±
∂tv

±
0 ⋅ ϕ±dxdt + ∫

T

0
∫
Ω±
D(v±0 ) ∶D(ϕ±)dxdt − ∫

T

0
∫
Ω±
p±0∇ ⋅ ϕ±dxdt}

+ ∫
T

0
∫
Σ
∫
Zf

Dy(vM0 ) ∶Dy(ϕM)dydx̄dt =∑
±
∫

T

0
∫
Ω±
f±0 ⋅ ϕ±dxdt.

(17)

By density this result is valid for test functions ϕ = (ϕ+, ϕM , ϕ−) ∈ L2((0, T ),H) with ∇y ⋅
ϕM = 0, where the space H is defined via

H ∶= {ϕ ∈H1
#(Ω+)3 ×L2(Σ,H1

#(Zf ,Γ))3×H1
#(Ω−)3 ∶

ϕ± = ϕM on Σ × S±, ϕ+3 = ϕ−3 on Σ}.

We emphasize that v0 = (v+0 , vM0 , v−0 ) ∈ L2((0, T ),H). To construct a pressure in the cell Zf

we consider the following divergence operator:

DivH ∶H → L2(Σ ×Zf), DivHϕ = ∇y ⋅ ϕM .

Lemma 4. The range of the operator DivH is equal to L2(Σ, L2
0(Zf)) and is in particular

closed. Further, for every F ∈H∗ with F (ϕ) = 0 for all ϕ ∈H with DivHϕ = 0 there exists a
unique pM ∈ L2(Σ, L2

0(Zf)) with

F (ϕ) = (pM ,∇y ⋅ ϕM)L2(Σ×Zf ) for all ϕ ∈H.

Proof. For every ϕ ∈ H we have almost everywhere in Σ by integration by parts (using
ϕM = 0 on Γ)

∫
Zf

DivHϕdy = ∫
Zf

∇y ⋅ ϕMdy = ∫
S+
ϕM3 dσy − ∫

S−
ϕM3 dσy = ϕ+3 − ϕ−3 = 0.

Now, let f ∈ L2(Σ, L2
0(Zf)). By the classical Bogovskii theory there exists ϕM ∈ L2(Σ,H1

#(Zf ,Γ∪
S+ ∪S−))3 such that ∇y ⋅ϕM = f . Extending ϕM by zero to the bulk domains Ω± we obtain
a function ϕ ∈H fulfilling DivHϕ = f , which implies R(DivH) = L2(Z,L2

0(Zf)).
The second statement is just the closed range theorem. In fact, by assumption we have

F ∈ N(DivH)⊥ = R(Div∗H) (the last equality follows from the closed range theorem). Hence,
there exists pM ∈ L2(Σ, L2

0(Zf)) with Div∗Hp
M = F . In other words, for all ϕ ∈ H it holds

that

F (ϕ) = ⟨Div∗Hp, ϕ⟩H = (p,DivHϕ)L2(Σ×Zf ) = (p,∇y ⋅ ϕM)L2(Σ×Zf ).

Uniqueness is clear.

From equation (17) and Lemma 4 we obtain the existence of a unique pM1 ∈ L2((0, T ) ×
Σ, L2

0(Zf)) such that for all ϕ = (ϕ+, ϕM , ϕ−) ∈ L2((0, T ),H) and almost everywhere in
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(0, T ) it holds that

∑
±

{∫
Ω±
∂tv

±
0 ⋅ ϕ±dx + ∫

Ω±
D(v±0 ) ∶D(ϕ±)dx − ∫

Ω±
p±0∇ ⋅ ϕ±dx}

+ ∫
Σ
∫
Zf

Dy(vM0 ) ∶Dy(ϕM)dydx̄ − ∫
Σ
∫
Zf

pM1 ∇y ⋅ ϕMdydx̄ =∑
±
∫
Ω±
f±0 ⋅ ϕ±dx.

(18)

We summarize the previous results in the following Proposition:

Proposition 9. The limit function (v0, p0) with v0 = (v+0 , vM0 , v−0 ) and p0 = (p+0 , p−0) from
Proposition 2 fulfills v0 ∈ L2((0, T ),H) and is the unique weak solution of

∂tv
±
0 −∇ ⋅D(v±0 ) +∇p±0 = f±0 in (0, T ) ×Ω±,

∇ ⋅ v±0 = 0 in (0, T ) ×Ω±,
[v+0 ]3 = [v−0 ]3 on (0, T ) ×Σ,

−[D(v±0 ) − p±0I]ν = 0 on (0, T ) ×Σ × {±H},
−∇y ⋅Dy(vM0 ) +∇yp

M
1 = 0 in (0, T ) ×Σ ×Zf ,

∇y ⋅ vM0 = 0 in (0, T ) ×Σ ×Zf ,

vM0 = 0 on (0, T ) ×Σ × Γ,
v±0 = vM0 on (0, T ) ×Σ × S±,

v±0 (0) = 0 in Ω±,

v±0 Σ-periodic, vM0 Y -periodic.

A weak solution of this problem are functions v0 ∈ L2((0, T ),H) with ∂tv
±
0 ∈ L2((0, T ) ×

Ω±) and ∇ ⋅ v±0 = 0 resp. ∇y ⋅ vM0 = 0, together with a pressure (p+0 , pM1 , p−0) ∈ L2(Ω+) ×
L2(Σ, L2

0(Zf)) ×L2(Ω−), such that (18) is valid for all ϕ ∈H almost everywhere in (0, T ).

Proof. Uniqueness is obvious and the initial conditions can be obtained by similar arugments
as above with test-functions not vanishing in t = 0.

In a next step, we will formulate the problem on the bulk domains Ω+ and Ω− with
interface conditions across Σ. From Proposition 9 we obtain that (vM0 , pM1 ) is the unique
weak solution of the problem

−∇y ⋅Dy(vM0 ) +∇yp
M
1 = 0 in (0, T ) ×Σ ×Zf ,

∇y ⋅ vM0 = 0 in (0, T ) ×Σ ×Zf ,

vM0 = 0 on (0, T ) ×Σ × Γ,
vM0 = v±0 on (0, T ) ×Σ × S±,

vM0 , pM1 Y -periodic.

We emphasize (again), that this problem has a weak solution, since [v+0 ]3 = [v−0 ]3 on Σ. We
shortly write

[v0]3 ∶= [v±0 ]3 on Σ.

By linearity, we immediately obtain the following representations for vM0 and pM1 for almost
every (t, x̄, y) ∈ (0, T ) ×Σ ×Zf :

vM0 (t, x̄, y) =∑
±

2

∑
i=1

[v±0 ]i(t, x̄,0)q±i (y) + [v0]3q3(y),

pM1 (t, x̄, y) =∑
±

2

∑
i=1

[v±0 ]i(t, x̄,0)π±i (y) + [v0]3π3(y),
(19)
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where here v±0 (t, x̄,0) denotes the trace of v±0 on Σ, and for i = 1,2 the tuple (q±i , π±i ) ∈
H1

#(Zf ,Γ)3 ×L2
0(Zf) is the unique weak solution of the cell problem

−∇y ⋅Dy(q±i ) +∇yπ
±
i = 0 in Zf ,

∇y ⋅ q±i = 0 in Zf ,

q±i = 0 on Γ ∪ S∓,
q±i = ei on S±,

q±i , π
±
i is Y -periodic,

(20)

and (q3, π3) ∈H1
#(Zf ,Γ)3 ×L2

0(Zf) is the unique solution of

−∇y ⋅Dy(q3) +∇yπ3 = 0 in Zf ,

∇y ⋅ q3 = 0 in Zf ,

q3 = 0 on Γ,

q3 = e3 on S+ ∪ S−,
q3, π3 is Y -periodic.

(21)

Here we have to point out the difference between the cell problems for (q±i , π±i ) with i = 1,2
and (q3, π3). While for the first tuple we have the zero boundary condition on S− resp. S+,
this is not possible for (q3, π3), since we need ∫∂Zf

q3 ⋅ νdy = 0.
Next, we derive some kind of permeability coefficients across the interface Σ, which allows

to replace the terms in (18) including integrals over Zf by an integral over Σ. In fact we
will see that these integrals are not depending on the choice of ϕM , but only on its values
ϕ+ and ϕ− on S+ and S−, respectively. Let z± ∈ R3 with z+3 = z−3 =∶ z3 and choose

ϕM ∶= ∑
α∈{±}

2

∑
j=1

zαj q
α
j + z3q3. (22)

Hence, ϕM fulfills ∇y ⋅ ϕM = 0 and ϕM = z± on S±. Using the representation above for vM0 ,
we get almost everywhere in (0, T ) ×Σ

∫
Zf

Dy(vM0 ) ∶Dy(ϕM) − pM1 ∇y ⋅ ϕMdy

= ∑
α,β∈{±}

2

∑
i,j=1

[vα0 ]iz
β
j ∫

Zf

Dy(qαi ) ∶Dy(qβj )dy + ∑
α∈{±}

2

∑
i=1

[vα0 ]iz3 ∫
Zf

Dy(qαi ) ∶Dy(q3)dy

+ ∑
β∈{±}

2

∑
j=1

[v0]3zβj ∫
Zf

Dy(q3) ∶Dy(qβj )dy + [v0]3z3 ∫
Zf

Dy(q3) ∶Dy(q3)dy.

This gives rise to the definition of the following effective coefficients for α,β ∈ {±} and
i, j = 1,2:

Gαβ
ij ∶= ∫

Zf

Dy(qαi ) ∶Dy(qβj )dy,

Gαα
3i ∶= Gαα

i3 ∶= ∫
Zf

Dy(qαi ) ∶Dy(q3)dy,

Gαα
33 ∶=

1

2
∫
Zf

Dy(q3) ∶Dy(q3)dy.

Obviously, the last integral is not depending on α, and also the second is just depending on
α and not β. However, in the following this will simplify the notation. The tensor Gαβ

ij is
symmetric with respect to α,β and i, j. Hence, we obtain

∫
Zf

Dy(vM0 ) ∶Dy(ϕM) − pM1 ∇y ⋅ ϕMdy

= ∑
α,β∈{±}

2

∑
i,j=1

Gαβ
ij [v

α
0 ]iz

β
j + ∑

α∈{±}

2

∑
i=1

Gαα
i3 {[vα0 ]iz3 + [v0]3zαi } +Gαα

33 z3[v0]3.

31



We define the tensors Kα ∈ R3×3 for α ∈ {±} and M ∈ R3×3 by (i, j = 1,2,3)

Kα
ij ∶= Gαα

ij (23)

and

Mij ∶= G+−ij for i, j ∈ {1,2}, Mi3 =M3i = 0 for i = 1,2,3. (24)

Since G+−ij = G−+ij the matrix M is not depending on ±. Altogether, we obtain

∫
Zf

Dy(vM0 ) ∶Dy(ϕM) − pM1 ∇y ⋅ ϕMdy =∑
±

K±v±0 ⋅ z± +Mv+0 ⋅ z− +Mv−0 ⋅ z+. (25)

Plugging in this identity into (18) we obtain that (v0, p0) is a weak solution of the macro-
scopic fluid problem (7). We emphasize that in (18) we have to choose test-functions
(ϕ+, ϕM , ϕ−) ∈ H, even if the equation is not depending anymore on ϕM . However, us-
ing for example the construction in (22), we obtain for every (ϕ+, ϕ−) ∈H1

#(Ω+)3×H1(Ω−)3#
with ϕ+3 = ϕ−3 on Σ an element ϕM , such that (ϕ+, ϕM , ϕ−) ∈H.

Next, we prove that (v0, p0) is the unique solution of the macroscopic fluid model. We
show the the effective coefficients K± and M fulfill the following coercivity property:

Lemma 5. There exists a constant c0 > 0 such that for every ξ± ∈ R3 with ξ+3 = ξ−3 it holds
that

Mξ+ ⋅ ξ− +Mξ− ⋅ ξ+ +∑
±

K±ξ± ⋅ ξ± ≥ c0∑
±

∣ξ±∣2. (26)

Proof. Let ξ± ∈ R3 with ξ+3 = ξ−3 =∶ ξ3 and define

ξM ∶=∑
±

2

∑
i=1

ξ±i q
±
i + ξ3q3. (27)

By an elemental calculation similar to the derivation of (25) we obtain

Mξ+ ⋅ ξ− +Mξ− ⋅ ξ+ +∑
±

K±ξ± ⋅ ξ± = ∥Dy(ξM)∥2L2(Zf )
≥ 0. (28)

Now, we assume that (26) is not valid. Hence, there exists a sequence (ξ±n)n∈N ⊂ R3 (here
the index n is not the component) with [ξ+n]3 = [ξ−n]3 =∶ [ξn]3 with ∣ξ+n∣2 + ∣ξ−n∣2 = 1 and

Mξ+n ⋅ ξ−n +Mξ−n ⋅ ξ+n +∑
±

K±ξ±n ⋅ ξ±n <
1

n
.

We define ξMn ∈H1(Zf ,Γ)3 as in (27), and obtain from (28) and the Korn inequality that

∥ξMn ∥H1(Zf ) ≤ C∥Dy(ξMn )∥2L2(Zf )
< C
n
.

Hence, up to a subsequence we get ξMn → 0 in H1(Zf). From the trace inequaliy we obtain

1 = ∣ξ+n∣2 + ∣ξ−n∣2 =∑
±

∥ξMn ∥2L2(S±) ≤ C∥ξ
M
n ∥2H1(Zf )

n→∞Ð→ 0,

leading to a contradiction and we obtain the desired result.

As a direct consequence we obtain the following result:

Corollary 3. The solution of (8) is unique. In particular, all the convergence results for vε
are valid for the whole sequence.
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It remains to show the characterization for the Darcy-velocity v̄M0 in (9) which was
defined via

v̄M0 (t, x̄) ∶=
1

∣Zf ∣ ∫Zf

vM0 dy.

Now, we use the representation of vM0 from (19). We define q±3 ∶= 1
2
q3 to obtain for k = 1,2,3

[v̄M0 ]k =∑
±

3

∑
j=1

[v±0 ]j
1

∣Zf ∣ ∫Zf

[q±j ]kdy.

This gives rise for the definition for A± ∈ R3×3 for j, k = 1,2,3

A±kj ∶=
1

∣Zf ∣ ∫Zf

[q±j ]kdy.

For the last row of A± we obtain using ∇y ⋅ q±j = 0 and [q±j ]3 = 1
2
δj3 on S± (νM = ±e3 on S±)

∣Zf ∣A±3j = ∫
Zf

[q±j ] ⋅ e3dy = ∫
Zf

[q±j ] ⋅ ∇y3dy =∑
±

±∫
S±
[q±j ]3y3dσ =

1

2
δj3 (∣S+∣ + ∣S−∣) = δj3.

Now, we define Q± ∈ R3×3 by

Q± ∶= A± − 1

∣Zf ∣
e3 ⊗ e3. (29)

In particular, the last row of Q± is zero and we obtain

v̄M0 =∑
±

Q±v±0 ∣Σ +
∣Z ∣
∣Zf ∣
[v0]3e3. (30)

We emphasize that ∣Z ∣ = 2, but here we wrote ∣Z ∣ to illustrate that the factor in the second
term includes the ratio between the whole reference cell Z and its fluid part.

Remark 8. (i) We point out the following properties of the representation for the Darcy-
velocity in (30): The third component in the first term is equal to zero, since the last
row of Q± vanishes. Hence, the first term describes the tangential velocity at Σ, and
the second term gives the vertical velocity (the flux) through the interface Σ.

(ii) For the right-hand side in the tangential stress boundary condition (7f) we have due to
the properties of M (all components in third row and column are zero)

Mv±0 ⋅ ν∓ = 0.

This means that Mv±0 is in fact tangential on Σ.

6.2 The macroscopic transport equations

To finish the proof of Theorem 2, we have to derive the macroscopic equations, since the
convergence results were already established in Section 5.2 and 5.3. So, we pass to the limit
ε→ 0 in the transport equations for cfε and csε.

Proof of Theorem 2: We start with the equation for cfε . The only dependence on the
parameter γ comes from the boundary term and the limit function cs0 obtained in Section
5.3 for γ = −1, γ ∈ (−1,1), and γ = 1. However, for the derivation of the macroscopic equation

for cf0 the specific form of cs0 has no influence, so we can treat all the cases simultaneously.
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In the variational equation (3) we choose test functions ξfε ∶= ξf ∈ C∞0 ([0, T ),C∞# (Ω)) and
obtain after integration with respect to time

∫
T

0
⟨∂tcfε , ξf ⟩H1(Ωf

ε )
dt +∑

±
∫

T

0
∫
Ω±ε

[Df∇cfε − vεcfε ] ⋅ ∇ξfdxdt

+ ∫
T

0
∫
ΩM,f

ε

[Df∇cfε − vMε cfε ] ⋅ ∇ξfdxdt = −∫
T

0
∫
Γε

h(cfε , csε)ξfdσdt.
(31)

Using the compactness results for the time derivative in Proposition 2 we obtain

∫
T

0
⟨∂tcfε , ξf ⟩H1(Ωf

ε )
dt = ∫

T

0
⟨∂t(χΩf

ε
cfε ), ξf ⟩H1(Ω)dt

ε→0Ð→ ∫
T

0
⟨∂tcf0 , ξ

f ⟩H1(Ω)dt. (32)

Further, using the a priori estimates from Proposition 1, we obtain for the integral in the
layer

∣∫
T

0
∫
ΩM,f

ε

[Df∇cfε − vMε cfε ] ⋅ ∇ξfdxdt∣

≤ C
√
ε∥∇cfε ∥L2((0,T )×ΩM,f

ε )
+C∥vMε ∥L2((0,T )×ΩM,f

ε )
∥cfε ∥L2((0,T )×ΩM,f

ε )

≤ C(
√
ε + ε),

and therefore this term vanishes for ε→ 0. Now, from the convergence results in Proposition
2 and 3 and Corollary 2 we obtain for ε → 0 almost everywhere in (0, T ) and (by density)
for all ξf ∈H1

#(Ω) (here we use the notation v0 = v±0 in Ω±)

⟨∂tcf0 , ξ
f ⟩H1(Ω) + ∫

Ω
[Df∇cf0 − v0c

f
0 ] ⋅ ∇ξ

fdx = −∫
Σ
∫
Γ
h(cf0 , c

s
0)dσyξfdx̄.

We emphasize that for γ ∈ [−1,1) the limit function cs0 is independent of y and we can write
for the last integral

−∫
Σ
∫
Γ
h(cf0 , c

s
0)dσyξfdx̄ = −∣Γ∣∫

Σ
h(cf0 , c

s
0)ξfdx̄.

Finally, let us derive the initial condition for cf0 . Even if it is standard, for the sake of
completeness, we sketch the procedure. Using (32), integration by parts in time, and the
assumption (A4), we get

∫
T

0
⟨∂tcf0 , ξ

f ⟩H1(Ω)dt = lim
ε→0
∫

T

0
⟨∂tcfε , ξf ⟩H1(Ωf

ε )
dt

= lim
ε→0
{−∫

T

0
∫
Ωf

ε

cfε∂tξ
fdxdt − ∫

Ωf
ε

cfε,inξ
f(0, x)dx}

= −∫
T

0
∫
Ω
cf0∂tξ

fdxdt − ∫
Ω
cfinξ

f(0, x)dx.

Integration by parts gives cf0(0) = c
f
in in L2(Ω). Altogether, we showed that cf0 is a weak

solution of the macroscopic equation (10a).
For the transport equation in ΩM,s

ε we have to distinguish the three cases γ = −1, γ ∈
(−1,1), and γ = 1.
The case γ = −1: As a test-function in the variational equation (4) we choose

ξsε(t, x) ∶= ξs0(t, x̄) + εξs1 (t, x̄,
x

ε
)

with ξs0 ∈ C∞0 ((0, T ),C∞# (Σ)) and ξs1 ∈ C∞0 ((0, T )×Σ,C∞# (Zs)) to obtain almost everywhere
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in (0, T )

1

ε
⟨∂tcsε, ξs0 + εξs1 (t, x̄,

x

ε
)⟩

H1(ΩM,s
ε )

+ 1

ε
∫
ΩM,s

ε

Ds∇csε ⋅ [∇x̄ξ
s
0 +∇yξ

s
1 (t, x̄,

x

ε
) + ε∇x̄ξ

s
1 (t, x̄,

x

ε
)]dx

=∫
Γε

h(cfε , csε) [ξs0 + εξs1 (t, x̄,
x

ε
)]dσ.

(33)

Using the convergence results from Proposition 5 and Corollary 2, we obtain for ε→ 0 (after
an integration with respect to time) almost everywhere in (0, T ):

∣Zs∣⟨∂tcs0, ξs0⟩H1(Σ) + ∫
Σ
∫
Zs

Ds [∇x̄c
s
0 +∇yc

s
1] ⋅ [∇x̄ξ

s
0 +∇yξ

s
1]dydx̄ = ∣Γ∣∫

Σ
h(cf0 , c

s
0)ξs0dσ.

By density this equation is valid for all ξs0 ∈H1
#(Σ) and ξs1 ∈ L2(Σ,H1

#(Zs)). Choosing first
ξs0 = 0 we obtain that cs1 solves almost everywhere in Σ

∫
Zs

Ds[∇x̄c
s
0 +∇yc

s
1] ⋅ ∇yξ

s
1dy = 0.

Hence, by standard arguments we obtain for almost every (t, x̄, y) ∈ (0, T ) ×Σ ×Zf

cs1(t, x̄, y) =
2

∑
i=1

∂xic
s
0(t, x̄)ηi(y)

with ηi ∈H1(Zs)/R the unique weak solution of the cell problem

−∇y ⋅ (Ds[ei +∇yηi]) = 0 in Zs,

−Ds[ei +∇yηi] ⋅ ν = 0 on Γ,

ηi Y -periodic, ∫
Zs

ηidy = 0.
(34)

Next, we choose in the equation above ξs1 = 0 and obtain after an elemental calculation

∣Zs∣⟨∂tcs0, ξs0⟩H1(Σ) + ∫
Σ
Ds
∗∇x̄c

s
0 ⋅ ∇x̄ξ

s
0dx̄ = ∣Γ∣∫

Σ
h(cf0 , c

s
0)ξs0dσ (35)

with the homogenized diffusion coefficient Ds ∈ R2×2 defined for i, j = 1,2 by

(Ds
∗)ij ∶= ∫

Zs

Ds[ei +∇yηi] ⋅ [ej +∇yηj]dy. (36)

Finally, using Corollary 5 and assumption (A5) we obtain for cs0 the initial condition cs0(0) =
c̄sin. Altogether we showed that cs0 is a weak solution of the macroscopic problem 10b.
The case γ ∈ (−1,1): Again the limit function cs0 obtained in Proposition 6 is independent
of the microscopic variable y ∈ Zs. However, compared to the case γ = −1 we loose spatial
regularity and only have L2-regularity for cs0 with respect to x̄. As a test function in the
variation equation (4) we now choose simply ξsε(t, x) ∶= ξs0 ∈ C∞0 ((0, T ),C∞# (Σ)) and argue
in the same way as in the case γ = −1. We only emphasize that the flux term including

∇csε is now of order ε
1+γ
2 and therefore vanishes for ε → 0. We obtain in the limit almost

everywhere in (0, T ) and for all ξs0 ∈H1
#(Σ)

∣Zs∣⟨∂tcs0, ξs0⟩H1(Σ) = ∣Γ∣∫
Σ
h(cf0 , c

s
0)ξs0dσ

Using again Corollary 5, we get cs0(0) = c̄sin. Hence, cs0 is a weak solution of the macroscopic
equation (10c).
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The case γ = 1: Finally, for γ = 1 we choose in the variational equation (4) test-functions

ξsε(t, x) = ξs1 (t, x̄, xε ) with ξ
s
1 ∈ C∞0 ((0, T )×Σ,C∞# (Zs)) and obtain for ε→ 0 using Proposition

8 and Corollary 2 almost everywhere in (0, T )

⟨∂tcs0, ξs1⟩L2(Σ,H1
#
(Zs))

+ ∫
Σ
∫
Zs

Ds∇yc
s
0 ⋅ ∇yξ

s
1dydx̄ = ∫

Σ
∫
Γ
h(cf0 , c

s
0)ξs1dσdx̄.

By density, this equation is also valid for all ξs1 ∈ L2(Σ,H1
#(Zs)). Further, by Corollary

5 we have the initial condition cs0(0) = csin. In other words, cs0 is a weak solution of the
macroscopic problem (10d).

Remark 9. We emphasize that for the derivation of the initial condition for the limit
function cs0 we only used the compactness results in Lemma 18 and Corollary 5, but not the
microscopic equation and the macroscopic equation. The latter is often used in the literature,
when the time-derivative of the microscopic solution is only a functional but not an element
in L2. Of course, this idea is also valid in our case.

It remains to show the uniqueness of the whole macroscopic model. For the fluid model
(which is not influenced by the concentration of the solutes) we already have uniqueness.
Hence, the problem of uniqueness reduces to the question of uniqueness for a reaction-
diffusion-advection equation with nonlinear right-hand sides. For the pure diffusive case
we refer to [26], where similar problems where considered without advection and a slightly
differnt form of the nonlinearity. The treatment of the advective term is classical, so we
obtain the desired result and the whole Theorem 2 is proved.

6.3 The case ∣S±s ∣ ≠ 0

Finally, we investigate the case ∣S±s ∣ ≠ 0 (valid for both S+s and S−s ) when the solid phase
touches the bulk domains. First of all, we have to slightly modify the microscopic problem.
Now, the interface conditions between the bulk domains and the thin layer for the fluid
problem in (1f) and (1g) are valid on S±ε,f instead of S±ε (see Section 2.1 for the definition).
Additionally, we need an interface condition for the transport equation of csε between the
solid phase and the bulk regions, where we assume again the nonlinear flux condition

−(Df∇cfε − vεcfε ) ⋅ ν = −εγDs∇csε ⋅ ν = h(cfε , csε) on (0, T ) × S±ε,s.

The weak formulation remains the same as in the previous case and is given in Definition 1.
Hence, the a priori estimates in Proposition 1 and the estimates for the differences of the
shifts in Lemma 3 are still valid. We emphasize that all the results used for the derivation
of the a priori estimates in the appendix are still valid for ∣S±s ∣ ≠ 0.

The crucial difference now occurs in Proposition 2, where we immediately obtain v±0 = 0
on (0, T )×Σ and therefore the interface Σ acts as an impermeable barrier to the fluid flow,
see Remark 4. Now, we can follow the arguments in Section 6.1 and obtain in Proposition
9 the interface conditions

v±0 on (0, T ) ×Σ, vM0 = 0 on (0, T ) ×Σ × S±f .

In particular, the tuple (vM0 , pM1 ) solves the cell problem

−∇y ⋅Dy(vM0 ) +∇yp
M
1 = 0 in (0, T ) ×Σ ×Zf ,

∇y ⋅ vM0 = 0 in (0, T ) ×Σ ×Zf ,

vM0 = 0 on (0, T ) ×Σ × (Γ ∪ S±f ),
vM0 , pM1 Y -periodic.
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This problem only has the trivial solution vM0 = 0 and pM1 = 0. Summarizing, we obtain that
the macroscopic fluid velocity v0 = (v+0 , v−0 ) (and vM0 = 0) solves the problem

∂tv
±
0 −∇ ⋅D(v±0 ) +∇p±0 = f±0 in (0, T ) ×Ω±,

∇ ⋅ v±0 = 0 in (0, T ) ×Ω±,
v±0 = 0 on (0, T ) ×Σ,

v±0 (0) = 0 in Ω±,

v±0 Σ-periodic,

Hence, in the case ∣S±s ∣ ≠ 0, in the limit ε → 0, the fluid flow in the two bulk domains Ω± is
modelled by two decoupled Stokes systems.

Now, we have to consider the transport equations, where we will see that the macroscopic
transport problem is still given by (10a) and (10∗) with ∗ ∈ {b,c,d} for the different choices
of γ. This can be shown by following the arguments from Section 5 and 6. However, we
can also use the following simple trick. Replace the reference element Z by the bigger cell
Z̃ ∶= Y ×(−2,2) and define Z̃f ∶= int (Z̃ ∖Zs). The associated thin perforated layer is denoted

by Ω̃M,f
ε . Since the transport equation for cfε has the same scaling in the bulk domains and in

the thin layer, we can just replace ΩM,f
ε by Ω̃M,f

ε (respectively Ω±ε by Ω±2ε for the convergence
results of the fluid velocity and pressure in the bulk domains, see Proposition 2) and obtain
the same limit problem (10) and (10∗) with ∗ ∈ {b,c,d} for the different choices of γ. Of
course, the volume of Z̃f is different from the volume of Zf , however, this has no influence
since in the macroscopic equation (10) this quantity does not occur.

Remark 10. The situation changes if we consider the case ∣S+s ∣ = 0 and ∣S−s ∣ ≠ 0 (only the
bottom of the solid phase touches the bulk domain). In this case, the membrane acts as a
rough boundary and we have [v+0 ]3 = [v−0 ]3 = 0. In this case, the vertical component of the
Darcy-velocity v̄M0 vanishes. The proof follows similar ideas as above. The same holds if we
interchange + and −.

A Auxiliary results and inequalities

In this section we give some auxiliary results and estimates which are necessary for our
homogenization and dimension reduction. Some of them are standard, and we refer to the
literature. However, several results seem to be new and are of particular importance on
their own, since they allow to treat more complex applications.

In the following, we consider arbitrary dimensions n ≥ 3. This means that we can use
all the definitions from Section 2.1 by just replacing the dimension 3 by n. We emphasize
that the results which are only formulated for Ωf

ε , Ω
M,f
ε , and ΩM,s

ε are also valid for n = 2,
as long as all these domains are connected. We emphasize that in the whole appendix we
consider the general case that ∣S±s ∣ > 0, meaning that the solid part of the thin perforated
layer touches the bulk regions.

Lemma 6 (Korn and Poincaré inequality). There exists a constant C > 0, such that for all
uε ∈H1(ΩM,f

ε )n with uε = 0 on Γε it holds that

∥uε∥L2(ΩM,f
ε )
≤ Cε∥∇uε∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
≤ Cε∥D(uε)∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
.

Lemma 7 (Standard scaled trace inequality). For all θ > 0 there exists Cθ > 0 independent
of ε, such that for all ϕε ∈H1(ΩM,∗

ε ),∗ ∈ {s, f}, it holds that

∥ϕε∥L2(Γε) ≤
Cθ√
ε
∥ϕε∥L2(ΩM,∗

ε )
+ θ
√
ε∥∇ϕε∥L2(ΩM,∗

ε )
.

In the following lemma we estimate the scaled L2-norm in the fluid part of the membrane
by the H1-norm in the whole fluid domain. This allows to obtain better estimates (with
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respect to ε) in the membrane. Later, we will improve this estimate by replacing H1 with
Hβ , which allows us to transfer strong convergence results from the bulk domains to the
thin layer. Even if the result is quite simple and easy to prove, it is crucial to obtain the
necessary a priori estimates for the microscopic solution. It also builds the basis for several
further estimates obtained below, for example the trace inequality on Γε with respect to the
bulk domains (see Lemma 10).

Lemma 8. For every ϕε ∈H1(ΩM,f
ε ) it holds that

1√
ε
∥ϕε∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
≤ C (

√
ε∥∇ϕε∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
+ ∥ϕε∥L2(S±

ε,f
)) (37)

In particular, for every ϕε ∈H1(Ωf
ε ) we obtain

1√
ε
∥ϕε∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
≤ C∥ϕε∥H1(Ωf

ε )
.

Proof. A similar estimate as (37) was shown in [10] and we use the same ideas. Due to the
compactness of H1(Zf) in L2(Zf) we have the following inequality (see also the proof of
Lemma 9 below for some more details)

∥ϕ∥L2(Zf ) ≤ C (∥∇ϕ∥L2(Zf ) + ∥ϕ∥L2(S±
f
)) (38)

for every ϕ ∈ H1(Zf). Now, (37) follows by a standard scaling argument. Obviously, we
have

∥ϕε∥L2(S±
ε,f
) ≤ C∥ϕε∥H1(Ω±ε)

(39)

for a constant C > 0 independent of ε, which finishes the proof.

In the following lemma we improve the inequality from the previous lemma by considering
the Hβ-norm for β ∈ ( 1

2
,1) instead of the H1-norm. We define for an open set U ⊂ Rn the

Hβ-seminorm by

∣u∣2β,U ∶= ∫
U
∫
U

∣u(x) − u(y)∣2

∣x − y∣n+2β
dydx.

Lemma 9. Let β ∈ ( 1
2
,1). Then, for every ϕε ∈Hβ(Ωf

ε ) it holds that

1√
ε
∥ϕε∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
≤ C∥ϕε∥Hβ(Ωf

ε )
.

This inequality is also valid if we replace Zf resp. ΩM,f
ε by Z resp. ΩM

ε , and Ωf
ε by Ω

Proof. We argue in the same way as in the proof of Lemma 8, where we just replace the
semi-norm ∥∇u∥L2 by the Hβ-semi-norm. First of all, we notice that for every ϕ ∈ Hβ(Zf)
it holds that

∥ϕ∥L2(Zf ) ≤ C (∣ϕ∣β,Zf
+ ∥ϕ∥L2(S±

f
)) . (40)

This follows by a standard contradiction argument and the compact embedding Hβ(Zf)↪
L2(Zf). For the sake of completeness we give some details. If the inequality is not valid, we
find a sequence ϕn ∈Hβ(Zf) such that

1 = ∥ϕn∥L2(Zf ) > n (∣ϕn∣β,Zf
+ ∥ϕn∥L2(S±

f
)) .
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Hence, we obtain a subsequence and a function ϕ ∈ Hβ(Zf), such that ϕn ⇀ ϕ in Hβ(Zf)
and ϕn → ϕ in L2(Zf). Further, it holds that ∣ϕ∣β,Zf

= 0 and ∥ϕ∥L2(S±
f
) = 0. The first identity

gives ϕ is constant, and the second equality that ϕ = 0, what gives us a contradiction.
Now, we consider ϕε ∈Hβ(Ωf

ε ) and obtain by a standard scaling argument and inequality
(40) (see also the proof of [19, Lemma A.6] for more details)

1

ε
∥ϕε∥2L2(ΩM,f

ε )
= ∑

k∈Kε

εn−1 ∫
Zf

∣ϕε(ε(y + k))∣2dy

≤ Cεn−1 ∑
k∈Kε

(∣ϕε(ε(⋅ + k))∣2β,Zf
+ ∥ϕε(ε(⋅ + k))∥L2(S±

f
))

= Cεn−1 ∑
k∈Kε

(ε2β−n∣ϕε∣2β,ε(Zf+k)
+ ε1−n∥ϕε∥2L2(ε(S±

f
+k)))

≤ C (ε2β−1∣ϕε∣2β,ΩM,f
ε
+ ∥ϕε∥L2(S±

ε,f
)) .

Then the inequality ∥ϕε∥L2(S±
ε,f
) ≤ C∥ϕε∥Hβ(Ω±ε)

gives the desired result.

Lemma 10 (Trace inequality). There exists a constant C0 > 0 with the following property:
For every θ > 0 there exists a constant Cθ > 0 independent of ε, such that for every ϕε ∈
H1(Ωf

ε ) it holds that

∥ϕε∥L2(Γε) ≤ C0

√
ε∥∇ϕε∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
+Cθ∥ϕε∥L2(Ω±ε)

+ θ∥∇ϕε∥L2(Ω±ε)
. (41)

In particular it holds that

∥ϕε∥L2(Γε) ≤ C∥ϕε∥H1(Ωf
ε )
. (42)

Further, for every ϕε ∈Hβ(Ωf
ε ) with β ∈ ( 12 ,1) it holds that

∥ϕε∥L2(Γε) ≤ C∥ϕε∥Hβ(Ωf
ε )
. (43)

All the results are valid if we replace Γε by Γε ∪ S±ε,f .

A similar estimate as (42) was shown in [14, Proposition 2] for a rough oscillating interface
given as a graph, see also [18, Lemma 2] for slight generalizations. Here, we give a result
for the case when Γε is only a Lipschitz surface. Further, we improve these results by using
the Hβ-norm in the trace inequality, see (43). Additionally, we give in (41) a scaled trace
inequality (with respect to θ > 0), which is important for the treatment of the nonlinear
boundary terms in the derivation of the a priori estimates.

Proof. With Lemma 8 and the scaled trace inequality from Lemma 7 we obtain for every
ϕε ∈H1(Ωf

ε ) and a constant C > 0 resp. C0 > 0 independent of ε

∥ϕε∥L2(Γε) ≤ C (
1√
ε
∥ϕε∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
+
√
ε∥∇ϕε∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
)

≤ C0 (
√
ε∥∇ϕε∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
+ ∥ϕε∥L2(S±

ε,f
))

≤ C0

√
ε∥∇ϕε∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
+Cθ∥ϕε∥L2(Ω±ε)

+ θ∥∇ϕε∥L2(Ω±ε)
,

where in the last inequality we used the trace estimate (for arbitrary θ > 0 and a constant
Cθ > 0 depending on θ but not ε)

∥ϕε∥L2(S±
ε,f
) ≤ Cθ∥ϕε∥L2(Ω±ε)

+ θ∥∇ϕε∥L2(Ω±ε)
.

The inequality for ϕε ∈ Hβ(Ωf
ε ) follows by the same argument by using Lemma 9 and

the trace inequality (see [19, Lemma A.6])

∥ϕε∥L2(Γε) ≤ C (
1√
ε
∥ϕε∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
+ εβ−

1
2 ∣ϕε∣β,ΩM,f

ε
) .

For Γε ∪ S±ε,f instead of Γε the proof follows the same lines.
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The existence of extension operators preserving a priori bounds of the extended function
in Sobolev spaces for periodic domains was studied in detail in [1] (see also [9] for the case
of strict inclusions). These results are mainly based on suitable local extension operators.
Therefore, they can be easily transferred to our microscopic geometry. In the following we
formulate the necessary extension results for our problem. In contrast to existing literature
we also need the periodicity of the extended function, which also follows by the construction
of the global extension operator in [1] and [9]. For the sake of completeness we give the
proof.

Lemma 11 (Extension operators). (i) There exists an extension operator Es
ε ∶H1(ΩM,s

ε )→
H1(ΩM

ε ) such that for all ϕε ∈H1(ΩM,s
ε ) it holds that

∥Es
εϕε∥L2(ΩM

ε )
≤ C∥ϕε∥L2(ΩM,s

ε )
, ∥∇Es

εϕε∥L2(ΩM
ε )
≤ C∥∇ϕε∥L2(ΩM,s

ε )
,

for a constant C > 0 independent of ε. The extension operator Es
ε preserves the Σ-

periodicity, more precisely, we have Es
ε ∶H1

#(ΩM,s
ε )→H1

#(ΩM
ε ).

(ii) There exists an extension operator Ef
ε ∶ H1(Ωf

ε ) → H1(Ω) such that for all ϕε ∈
H1(Ωf

ε ) it holds that

∥Ef
ε ϕε∥L2(Ω) ≤ C∥ϕε∥L2(Ωf

ε )
, ∥∇Ef

ε ϕε∥L2(Ω) ≤ C∥∇ϕε∥L2(Ωf
ε )
,

for a constant C > 0 independent of ε. The extension operator Ef
ε preserves the Σ-

periodicity, more precisely, we have Ef
ε ∶H1

#(Ωf
ε )→H1

#(Ω).

Proof. The results follow from the local results in [1], see also [21] for thin perforated layers
in the context of the symmetric gradient. We only give some additional comments about
the Σ-periodicity of the extension, where we focus on the operator Es

ε (for the operator Ef
ε

we can argue in the same way). We also assume for the sake of simplicity that ΩM
ε ∖ΩM,s

ε

is disconnected (for the general more technical case we refer to the construction in [1] and
[21], but the main idea is the same). We first show that for every ϕε ∈ H1

#(ΩM,s
ε ) and

l ∈ Zn−1 × {0} it holds that

(Es
εϕε)(⋅ + lε) = Es

ε(ϕε(⋅ + lε)). (44)

In fact, let τ ∶ H1(Zs) → H1(Z) be the local extension operator from [1] fulfilling for all
ϕ ∈H1(Zs)

∥τϕ∥L2(Z) ≤ C∥ϕ∥L2(Zs), ∥∇τϕ∥L2(Z) ≤ C∥∇ϕ∥L2(Zs).

Then the global extension operator Es
ε is defined in the following way. First of all, we

define Ω̂M,s
ε ∶= ⋃k∈Zn−1×{0} ε(Zs + k) and extend ϕε ∈ H1

#(ΩM,s
ε ) by periodicity to the whole

domain Ω̂M,s
ε to obtain a function (same notation) ϕε ∈ H1

loc(Ω̂M,s
ε ). Now, for almost every

x ∈ ε(k +Zs) with k ∈ Zn−1 × {0} the extension operator Es
ε is defined by

Es
εϕε(x) = τϕkε (

x

ε
− k)

for ϕkε ∶= ϕε(ε(k + ⋅)). Hence, for l ∈ Zn−1 × {0} we get, since x + lε ∈ ε(k + l +Zs),

(Es
εϕε)(x + lε) = τϕk+lε (x + lε

ε
− (k + l)) = τϕk+lε (x

ε
− k) = (Es

ε(ϕε(⋅ + lε)))(x).

This implies (44). Now, choosing l = (b − a,0) ∈ Zn−1 × 0 we get the Σ-periodicity of Es
εϕε,

because ϕε(⋅ + lε) = ϕε.

Remark 11. The proof of Lemma 11 shows that the extension operators commute with the
shift operator, more precisely (44) holds.
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The existence of an extension operator for the perforated fluid domain Ωf
ε immediately

implies the following Sobolev embedding with embedding constant independently of ε:

Corollary 4. Let n ≥ 3 and 2∗ = 2n
n−2

(the case n = 2 is clear). There exists a constant C > 0
independent of ε such that for every ξfε ∈H1(Ωf

ε ) it holds that

∥ξfε ∥L2∗(Ωf
ε )
≤ C∥ξfε ∥H1(Ωf

ε )
.

Proof. With the extension operator Ef
ε from Lemma 11 we obtain from the continuity of

the embedding H1(Ω)↪ L2∗(Ω)

∥ξfε ∥L2∗(Ωf
ε )
≤ ∥Ef

ε ξ
f
ε ∥L2∗(Ω) ≤ C∥E

f
ε ξ

f
ε ∥H1(Ω) ≤ C∥ξfε ∥H1(Ωf

ε )
.

To estimate the convective term in the transport equation in the thin layer and obtain ε-
uniform a priori bounds for the time-derivative of cfε , we make use of the following embedding
result with explicit ε-dependence of the embedding constant. It is applied to the fluid velocity
vε which is equal to zero on Γε. However, to formulate the result in a more general framework
we consider arbitrary functions in H1(ΩM,f

ε ), which leads to an additional term on a part
of the boundary ∂ΩM,f

ε .

Lemma 12. Let p ∈ [2,2∗) with 2∗ ∶= 2n
n−2

for n ≥ 3 (n = 2 is clear). Let G ⊂ ∂Zf and
∣G∣ > 0. Further, we denote by Gε the associated microscopic surface (for example Gε = Γε

for G = Γ). Then, for every ξε ∈H1(ΩM,f
ε ) it holds that

∥ξε∥Lp(ΩM,f
ε )
≤ C (εn(

1
p−

1
2 )+

1
2 ∥ξε∥L2(Gε) + ε

n( 1
p−

1
2 )+1∥∇ξε∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
)

for a constant C > 0 independent of ε.

Proof. We have with ξkε ∶= ξε(ε(⋅ + k)) and the same argument as for (38)

∥ξε∥p
Lp(ΩM,f

ε )
= εn ∑

k∈Kε

∥ξkε ∥
p
Lp(Zf )

≤ Cεn ∑
k∈Kε

(∥ξkε ∥L2(G) + ∥∇ξkε ∥L2(Zf )
)p

≤ Cεn ∑
k∈Kε

(∥ξkε ∥
p
L2(G)

+ εp∥(∇ξε)k∥pL2(Zf )
)

= Cεn ∑
k∈Kε

(εp
1−n
2 ∥ξε∥pL2(ε(G+k))

+ εp(1−
n
2
)∥∇ξε∥pLp(ε(Zf+k)

) .

Taking this inequality with the power 1
p
, we get (equivalence of p-norms)

∥ξε∥Lp(ΩM,f
ε )
≤ Cε

n
p

⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩
∑

k∈Kε

(εp
1−n
2 ∥ξε∥pL2(ε(G+k))

+ εp(1−
n
2
)∥∇ξε∥pL2(ε(Zf+k)

)
⎫⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎭

1
p

≤ Cε
n
p

⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩
∑

k∈Kε

(ε1−n∥ξε∥2L2((ε(G+k)) + ε
2−n∥∇ξε∥2L2(ε(Zf+k))

)
⎫⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎭

1
2

≤ C (εn(
1
p−

1
2 )+

1
2 ∥ξε∥L2(Gε) + ε

n( 1
p−

1
2 )+1∥∇ξε∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
) .

Remark 12. As a special case we have for p = 2 the inequality (37).

Finally, we give the following well-known lemma giving a pointwise bound for differences
of shifts in the intermediate space in a Gelfand-triple.
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Lemma 13. Let V and H be Hilbert spaces and we assume that (V,H,V ∗) is a Gelfand
triple. Let v ∈ L2((0, T ), V ) ∩ H1((0, T ), V ∗). Then, for every ϕ ∈ V and almost every
t ∈ (0, T ), h ∈ (−T,T ), such that t + h ∈ (0, T ), we have

∣(v(t + h) − v(t), ϕ)H ∣ ≤
√
∣h∣∥ϕ∥V ∥∂tv∥L2((t,t+h),V ∗).

In particular, it holds that

∥v(t + h) − v(t)∥2
H
≤
√
∣h∣∥v(t + h) − v(t)∥

V
∥∂tv∥L2((t,t+h),V ∗).

Proof. For a proof see [26, Lemma 7.2] respectively [24, Lemma 9]

B Two-scale convergence and the unfolding method

In this section we first briefly repeat the definition of the two-scale convergence for thin
(perforated) layers, see [5, 25, 32], and recall some known compactness results used in this
paper. Further, we give some new two-scale compactness results for the time-derivative as
well as some compactness results for suitable bounded sequences in H1(Ωf

ε ) together with
an interface condition for the limit function.

Definition 2.

(i) [Two-scale convergence in the thin layer ΩM
ε ] We say the sequence wε ∈ L2((0, T ) ×

ΩM
ε ) converges (weakly) in the two-scale sense to a limit function w0 ∈ L2((0, T )×Σ×Z)

if

lim
ε→0

1

ε
∫

T

0
∫
ΩM

ε

wε(t, x)ϕ(t, x̄,
x

ε
)dxdt = ∫

T

0
∫
Σ
∫
Z
w0(t, x̄, y)ψ(t, x̄, y)dydx̄dt

for all ϕ ∈ L2((0, T ) ×Σ,C0
#(Z)). We write wε

2⇀ w0. If additionally it holds that

lim
ε→0

1√
ε
∥wε∥L2((0,T )×ΩM

ε )
= ∥w0∥L2((0,T )×Σ×Z)

we say that the sequence wε converges strongly in the two-scale sense to w0 and we

write wε
2→ w0.

(ii) [Two-scale convergence on the oscillating surface Γε] We say the sequence wε ∈ L2((0, T )×
Γε) converges (weakly) in the two-scale sense to a limit function w0 ∈ L2((0, T )×Σ×Γ)
if

lim
ε→0
∫

T

0
∫
Γε

wε(t, x)ϕ(t, x̄,
x

ε
)dxdt = ∫

T

0
∫
Σ
∫
Γ
w0(t, x̄, y)ψ(t, x̄, y)dydx̄dt

for all ϕ ∈ C0([0, T ] × Σ,C0
#(Γ)). We write wε

2⇀ w0 on Γε. If additionally it holds
that

lim
ε→0
∥wε∥L2((0,T )×Γε) = ∥w0∥L2((0,T )×Σ×Γ),

we say that the sequence wε converges strongly in the two-scale sense to w0 on Γε and

we write wε
2→ w0 on Γε.

Remark 13. The definition of the two-scale convergence on the surface Γε can also be
formulated on Γε ∪ S±ε,f and the following results are also valid in this case.

Next, we give some basic compactness results for the two-scale convergence in thin layers.

Lemma 14.
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(i) Every sequence wε ∈ L2((0, T ) ×ΩM
ε ) with

1√
ε
∥wε∥L2((0,T )×ΩM

ε )
≤ C

has a (weakly) two-scale convergent subsequence.

(ii) Every sequence wε ∈ L2((0, T ) × Γε) with

∥wε∥L2((0,T )×Γε) ≤ C

has a (weakly) two-scale convergent subsequence on Γε.

(iii) Let γ ∈ [−1,1] and wε ∈ L2((0, T ),H1(ΩM
ε )) be a sequence with

1√
ε
∥wε∥L2((0,T )×ΩM

ε )
+ εγ∥∇wε∥L2((0,T )×ΩM

ε )
≤ C.

Then we have the following cases:

(1) For γ = 1 there exists w0 ∈ L2((0, T ) × Σ,H1
#(Z)/R)3, such that up to a subse-

quence

wε
2⇀ w0, ε∇wε

2⇀ ∇yw0

(2) For γ ∈ (−1,1) there exists w0 ∈ L2((0, T ) × Σ), such that up to a subsequence

wε
2⇀ w0.

(3) For γ = −1 there exist w0 ∈ L2((0, T ),H1(Σ)) and w1 ∈ L2((0, T ) × Σ,H1
#(Z))

such that up to a subsequence

wε
2⇀ w0, ∇wε

2⇀ ∇x̄w0 +∇yw1.

If additionally it holds that wε ∈ L2((0, T ),H1
#(ΩM

ε )), then we have w0 ∈ L2((0, T ),H1
#(Σ)).

Proof. See [25] for the different cases γ and [5] for the surface results. The periodicity in
the case γ = −1 is obvious.

Next, we repeat the definition of the unfolding operator for thin layers, see [32]. We also
refer to [8] for a general overview of the unfolding method.

Definition 3. Let Z∗ ⊂ Z (usually we have Zs, Zf , or Z for Z∗) open and ΩM,∗
ε is the

associated thin microscopic layer (ΩM,s
ε , ΩM,f

ε , or ΩM
ε ). Then, for p ∈ [1,∞] we define the

unfolding operator

T M
ε ∶ Lp((0, T ) ×ΩM,∗

ε )→ Lp((0, T ) ×Σ ×Z∗),

T M
ε uε(t, x̄, y) = uε (t, ε [

x̄

ε
] + εȳ, εyn) .

Let us summarize some well-known properties of the unfolding operator:

Lemma 15. Let p ∈ [1,∞).

(i) For wε ∈ Lp((0, T ) ×ΩM
ε ) it holds that

∥T M
ε wε∥Lp((0,T )×Σ×Z) = ε−

1
p ∥wε∥Lp((0,T )×ΩM

ε )
.

(ii) For wε ∈ Lp((0, T ),W 1,p(ΩM
ε )) we have T M

ε wε ∈ Lp((0, T )×Σ,W 1,p(Z)) and ∇yTεwε =
εT M

ε ∇wε.
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We have the following important relation between the two-scale convergence and the
convergence of the associated unfolded sequence:

Lemma 16. A sequence wε ∈ L2((0, T ) × ΩM
ε ) converges weakly/strongly in the two-scale

sense to a limit function w0 ∈ L2((0, T )×Σ×Z), if and only if T M
ε wε converges weakly/strongly

in L2((0, T ) ×Σ ×Z). The same result is valid for sequences vε ∈ L2((0, T ) × Γε).

The following lemma is somehow well-known in the literature and often used to derive
the strong two-scale convergence on the surface Γε by using the strong two-scale convergence
in ΩM

ε (or in a general perforated domain). For the sake of completeness we formulate it as
a general lemma and give the proof.

Lemma 17. Let uε ∈H1(ΩM
ε ) and u0 ∈ L2(Σ), such that for γ ∈ [−1,1) it holds that

1√
ε
∥uε∥L2(ΩM

ε )
+ ε

γ
2 ∥∇uε∥L2(ΩM

ε )
≤ C,

and uε
2→ u0. Then for every β ∈ ( 1

2
,1) it holds that

T M
ε uε → u0 in L2(Σ,Hβ(Z))),

T M
ε uε∣Γ → u0 in L2(Σ,Hβ− 1

2 (Γ)).

In particular, we obtain the strong two-scale convergence of uε to u0 on Γε. The result is
also true if we replace Z by the perforated cell Zs. Of course, we can also replace Γ by Γ∪S±s .

Proof. First of all, the strong two-scale convergence of uε implies T M
ε uε → u0 in L2(Σ×Z).

From the continuity of the embedding H1(Z)⇀Hβ(Z) and the properties of the unfolding
operator we obtain (using that u0 is independent of y)

∥T M
ε uε − u0∥L2(Σ,Hβ(Z)) ≤ C (∥T M

ε uε − u0∥L2(Σ×Z) + ∥∇yT M
ε uε∥L2(Σ×Z))

≤ C (∥T M
ε uε − u0∥L2(Σ×Z) +

√
ε∥∇uε∥L2(ΩM

ε )
)

The first term vanishes for ε → 0, as well as the second term which is of order ε
1−γ
2 . The

convergence of the traces follows from the continuous embedding Hβ(Z)↪Hβ− 1
2 (Γ).

B.1 Two-scale convergence of the time-derivative

The following lemma gives convergence results for the time derivative in a two-scale sense
and also regularity of the limit function, just based on the a priori estimates for the sequence.

Lemma 18. Let γ ∈ [−1,1] and uε ∈ L2((0, T ),H1(ΩM,s
ε )) ∩H1((0, T ),H1(ΩM,s

ε )∗) with

1

ε
∥∂tuε∥L2((0,T ),Hε,γ(Ω

M,s
ε )∗)

+ ∥uε∥L2((0,T ),Hε,γ(Ω
M,s
ε ))

≤ C.

(i) Let γ = 1. There exists u0 ∈ L2((0, T ) × Σ,H1
#(Zs)) ∩ H1((0, T ), L2(Σ,H1

#(Zs))∗),
such that up to a subsequence uε

2⇀ u0. Further, for all ϕε(t, x) ∶= ϕ (t, x̄, xε ) with

ϕ ∈ C∞0 ([0, T ) ×Σ,C0
#(Zs)) it holds that (up to a subsequence)

lim
ε→0

1

ε
∫

T

0
⟨∂tuε, ϕε⟩H1(ΩM,s

ε )
dt = ∫

T

0
⟨∂tu0, ϕ⟩L2(Σ,H1

#
(Zs))

dt.

(ii) Let γ ∈ (−1,1). There exists u0 ∈ L2((0, T ) × Σ) ∩ H1((0, T ), L2(Σ)), such that up

to a subsequence uε
2⇀ u0. Further, for all ϕε(t, x) ∶= ϕ (t, x̄, xε ) with ϕ ∈ C

∞
0 ((0, T ) ×

Σ,C0
#(Zs)) and all η ∈ L2((0, T ),H1(Σ)) it holds that (up to a subsequence)

lim
ε→0

1

ε
∫

T

0
⟨∂tuε, η + ϕε⟩H1(ΩM,s

ε )
dt = ∫

T

0
∫
Σ
∂tu0 (η + ∫

Zs

ϕdy)dx̄dt.
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(iii) Let γ = −1. There exists u0 ∈ L2((0, T ),H1(Σ)) ∩H1((0, T ),H1(Σ)∗) such that up to

a subsequence uε
2⇀ u0 and with η and ϕε as in (ii)

lim
ε→0

1

ε
∫

T

0
⟨∂tuε, η + ϕε⟩H1(ΩM,s

ε )
dt = ∫

T

0
∫
Zs

⟨∂tu0, η + ϕ(⋅t, ⋅x̄, y)⟩H1(Σ)dydt.

All results are also valid for Σ-periodic functions, i.e., under the assumption uε ∈ L2((0, T ),H1
#(ΩM,s

ε ))∩
H1((0, T ),H1

#(ΩM,s
ε )∗) with obvious modifications.

Proof. We use similar arguments as in [19, Proposition 2.10] (case γ ∈ [−1,1)), and [27,
Proposition 4] (case γ = −1 in perforated domains (not thin)), so we refer to these references
regarding some elemental calculations. However, here we slightly simplify the proof, get
better convergence results, and obtain more regularity in the case γ ∈ (−1,1). In fact, in
this case, the time derivative is an element of L2((0, T ) × Σ). We denote for 0 < h ≪ 1
the difference quotient with respect to time by ∂ht . We first show the existence of the time-
derivative of the limit function for (i) - (iii), and finally give the argument for the convergence
result.

To prove (i) let γ = 1 and we obtain the existence of u0 ∈ L2((0, T ) × Σ,H1
#(Zs)) such

that up to a subsequence χΩM,s
ε

uε
2⇀ χZsu0. We emphasize that we also have the two-

scale convergence of the gradients (as in the other cases γ ∈ [−1,1) below), but this is not
necessary to establish the regularity of ∂tu0, and we only need the regularity of the limit
function with respect to space at the end of the proof to show the convergence results. Now,
for ϕ ∈ C∞0 ((0, T ) ×Σ,H1

#(Zs)) we define ϕε(t, x) ∶= ϕ (t, x̄, xε ) and obtain

⟨∂ht u0, ϕ⟩L2((0,T−h),L2(Σ,H1
#
(Zs))

= lim
ε→0

1

ε
∫

T−h

0
⟨∂ht uε, ϕε⟩Hε,1(Ω

M,s
ε )

dt

≤ lim
ε→0

1

ε
∥∂ht uε∥L2((0,T ),Hε,1(Ω

M,s
ε )∗)

∥ϕε∥L2((0,T ),Hε,1(Ω
M,s
ε ))

≤ C∥ϕ∥L2(Σ,H1(Zs)),

since ∥ϕε∥Hε,1(Ω
M,s
ε )

→ ∥ϕ∥L2(Σ,H1(Zs)) for ε → 0 and every t ∈ (0, T ). Hence, ∂ht u0 is

bounded in L2((0, T − h), L2(Σ,H1
#(Zs))∗) uniformly with respect to h, from which we

obtain ∂tu0 ∈ L2((0, T ), L2(Σ,H1
#(Zs))∗).

Next, we show the regularity for ∂tu0 in (ii) and (iii), so let γ ∈ [−1,1). First of all, we
obtain the existence of u0 ∈ L2((0, T ) ×Σ) with ∇x̄u0 ∈ L2((0, T ) ×Σ) for γ = −1, such that

up to a subsequence χΩM,s
ε

uε
2⇀ χZsu0. We choose ϕ ∈ L2((0, T ),H1(Σ)), to obtain

⟨∂ht u0, ϕ⟩L2((0,T−h),H1(Σ)) = lim
ε→0

1

ε∣Zs∣ ∫
T−h

0
⟨∂ht uε, ϕ⟩Hε,γ(Ω

M,s
ε )

dt

≤
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

C∥ϕ∥L2(Σ) for γ ∈ (−1,1),
C∥ϕ∥H1(Σ) for γ = −1.

,

where at the end we used

∥ϕ∥Hε,γ(Ω
M,s
ε )

ε→0Ð→
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

∥ϕ∥L2(Σ) for γ ∈ (−1,1),
∥ϕ∥H1(Σ) for γ = −1.

This implies ∂tu0 ∈ L2((0, T ),H1(Σ)∗). Moreover, for γ ∈ (−1,1) we obtain for all ϕ ∈H1(Σ)
and almost every t ∈ (0, T )

∣⟨∂tu0, ϕ⟩H1(Σ)∣ ≤ C∥ϕ∥L2(Σ).

In other words, ∂tu0 is a linear functional on H1(Σ) and bounded (continuous) in L2(Σ).
Hence, ∂tu0 can be extended to a linear functional on L2(Σ) and by the Riesz-representation
theorem we get ∂tu0 ∈ L2((0, T ) ×Σ).
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Finally, we have to check the convergence results for test-functions ϕε formulated in
the statement. For γ = 1, we first choose ϕ ∈ C∞0 ((0, T ) × Σ,C0

#(Zs)). Now, the result
follows by a simple integration by parts in time and using the two-scale convergence for
uε. We emphasize again, that also spatial regularity is necessary for uε and u0, such that a
integration by parts formula for the generalized time-derivative is valid. Now, the general
case ϕ ∈ C∞0 ([0, T ) × Σ,C0

#(Zs)) follows by an approximation argument using a cut off
function with respect to time near 0. The case γ ∈ [−1,1) can be shown by similar arguments.
However, we emphasize that our approximation argument above fails, so we can only consider
the case ϕ(0) = 0.

Corollary 5. Let the assumptions and notations from Lemma 18 hold. Further, we assume

that there exists uin ∈ L2(Σ ×Zs), such that uε(0)
2⇀ uin. Then

(i) for γ = 1 it holds that u0(0) = uin in L2(Σ ×Zs),

(ii) for γ ∈ [−1,1) it holds that u0(0) = 1
∣Zs∣ ∫Zs

uindy in L2(Σ).

Proof. We only give the proof for γ = −1. The other cases follow by similar arguments. Let
η ∈ C∞0 ([0, T )×Σ). Then, by Lemma 18 we have with integration by parts and the two-scale
convergence of uε

∣Zs∣∫
T

0
⟨∂tu0, η⟩H1(Σ)dt = lim

ε→0

1

ε
∫

T

0
⟨∂tuε, η⟩H1(ΩM,s

ε )
dt

= lim
ε→0

1

ε
{−∫

T

0
∫
ΩM,s

ε

uε∂tηdxdt − ∫
ΩM,s

ε

uε(0)η(0)dx}

= −∣Zs∣∫
T

0
∫
Σ
u0∂tηdx̄dt − ∫

Σ
∫
Zs

uinη(0)dx̄.

Now, the desired result follows by using again an integration by parts with respect to time.

B.2 Interface condition for two-scale sequences in the layer coupled
to bulk domains

In the following lemma we show that the mean value over S±f of the weak two-scale limit
in the layer is equal to the trace of the weak limit in the bulk domains. We formulate the
statement in a more general framework then necessary for our application, i.e., we consider
the case when the two-scale limit is depending on the microscopic variable y.

Lemma 19. Let cε ∈H1(Ωf
ε ) with

∥cε∥H1(Ω±ε)
+ 1√

ε
∥cε∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
+
√
ε∥∇cε∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
≤ C.

We define c±ε ∶= cε∣Ω±ε and cMε ∶= cε∣ΩM,f
ε

. Then there exist c±0 ∈H1(Ω±) and cM0 ∈ L2(Σ,H1
#(Zf))

such that up to a subsequence

χΩ±ε c
±
ε ⇀ c±0 in L2(Ω±),

χΩ±ε∇c
±
ε ⇀ ∇c±0 in L2(Ω±)n,

χΩM,f
ε

cMε
2⇀ χZf

cM0 ,

εχΩM,f
ε
∇cMε

2⇀ χZf
∇yc

M
0 ,

cMε ∣Γε

2⇀ cM0 on Γε.

Further it holds that

c±0 =
1

∣S±f ∣
∫
S±
f

cM0 dσy on Σ.
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Proof. The convergence results are clear (see Lemma 14) and we only give the proof for the
equation of the traces on the interface Σ. Let ϕ± ∈ C∞0 (Ω± ∪Σ)n and ϕM ∈ C∞0 (Σ,C∞# (Z))n

with ϕM(x̄, y) = ϕ±(x̄) for all y ∈ S±, in particular ϕM is constant with respect to y on S±.
Now, we define

ϕε(x) ∶=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

ϕ+(x − εen) for x ∈ Ω+ε ,
ϕM (x̄, x

ε
) for x ∈ ΩM,f

ε ,

ϕ−(x + εen) for x ∈ Ω−ε .

We obtain (in the following we indicate with respect to which domain the outer unit normal
ν is understood)

∫
Σ
∫
Γ
cM0 ϕ

M ⋅ νZf
dσydx̄

ε→0←Ð ∫
Γε

cMε ϕ
M (x̄, x

ε
) ⋅ νΩM,f

ε
dσ

=∫
Ωf

ε

∇ ⋅ (cεϕε)dx − ∫
S±ε,s

cεϕ
M (x̄, x

ε
) ⋅ νΩ±εdσ

=∑
±

{∫
Ω±ε

∇c±εϕ±(x ∓ εen)dx + ∫
Ω±ε

c±ε∇ ⋅ ϕ±(x ∓ εen)dx}

+ 1

ε
∫
ΩM,f

ε

cε [ε∇x̄ ⋅ ϕM (x̄,
x

ε
) +∇y ⋅ ϕM (x̄,

x

ε
)]dx

+ ∫
ΩM,f

ε

∇cMε ⋅ ϕM (x̄,
x

ε
)dx − ∫

S±ε,s

cεϕ
± ⋅ νΩ±εdσ

ε→0Ð→∑
±

{∫
Ω±
∇c±0 ⋅ ϕ±dx + ∫

Ω±
c±0∇ ⋅ ϕ±dx}

+ ∫
Σ
∫
Zf

∇yc
M
0 ⋅ ϕMdydx̄ + ∫

Σ
∫
Zf

cM0 ∇y ⋅ ϕMdydx̄ − ∣S±s ∣∫
Σ
c±0 ∣Σϕ± ⋅ νΩ±dx̄,

where for the last term we used the two-scale convergence of χS±ε,scε(x∓ εen) to χS±s c0∣Σ on

Σ. Using integration by parts we obtain with 1 − ∣S±s ∣ = ∣S±f ∣ and ν±Ω = ∓νZf
on Σ × S±f

0 =∑
±

∣S±f ∣∫
Σ
c±0ϕ

± ⋅ νΩ±dx̄ +∑
±
∫
Σ
∫
S±
f

cM0 ϕ
M ⋅ νZf

dσydx̄

=∑
±
∫
Σ
[∣S±f ∣c±0 − ∫

S±
f

cM0 dσy]ϕ± ⋅ νΩ±dx̄.

This gives the desired result.

Corollary 6. Let cε ∈H1(Ωf
ε ) with

∥cε∥H1(Ωf
ε )
≤ C.

With the notations from Lemma 19 we obtain c+0 = c−0 =∶ c0 on Σ and

cMε
2⇀ c0 on Γε.

Proof. From inequality (37) we obtain

1√
ε
∥cε∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
+ ∥∇cε∥L2(ΩM,f

ε )
≤ C.

In particular the assumptions of Lemma 19 are fulfilled and (with the notations from Lemma
19) we obtain cM0 (x̄, y) = cM0 (x̄) ∈ L2(Σ), see Lemma 14. Further, we obtain

c±0 =
1

∣S±f ∣
∫
S±
f

cM0 dσy = cM0 .
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Remark 14. The corollary above immediately implies the continuity of the limit function
c0 across Σ. This is also obtained from the extension operator in Lemma 11.

Remark 15. All the results can be easily transferred to the time-dependent case.
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