arXiv:2207.08070v1 [math.AP] 17 Jul 2022

SINGULAR LIMITS FOR THE NAVIER-STOKES-POISSON EQUATIONS OF VISCOUS PLASMA WITH STRONG DENSITY BOUNDARY LAYER

QIANGCHANG JU^†, TAO LUO^‡, AND XIN XU^§

Abstract. The quasi-neutral limit of the Navier-Stokes-Poisson system modeling a viscous plasma with vanishing viscosity coefficients in the halfspace R^3_+ is rigorously proved under a Navier-slip boundary condition for velocity and the Dirichlet boundary condition for electric potential. This is achieved by establishing the nonlinear stability of the approximation solutions involving the strong boundary layer in density and electric potential, which comes from the break-down of the quasi-neutrality near the boundary, and dealing with the difficulty of the interaction of this strong boundary layer with the weak boundary layer of the velocity field. Keywords: Navier-Stokes-Poisson equations, interaction of strong and weak boundary layers.

1. Introduction

In this paper, we investigate the singular behavior of solutions to a hydrodynamic model of a viscous plasma in a three dimensional domain with a physical boundary. The model we consider here is for the behavior of ions in a background of massless electrons. Under the massless assumption, the electrons follow the classical Maxwell-Boltzmann relation: let ρ_e be their density, then ρ_e = e^{−ϕ} after suitable normalization of constants, where ϕ is the electric potential. The plasma considered in this paper is unmagnetized, consisting of free electrons and a single species of ions that form a compressible viscous fluid, the motion of which is governed by the Navier-Stokes system. We consider this system in the three dimensional half-space: For time-space variable (t, x) = (t, x_1, x_2, x_3) = (t, y, x_3) ∈ R_+ × R^2 × R_+ := R_+ × Ω,

ρ_t + ∇ · (ρu) = 0, (ρu)_t + ∇ · (ρu ⊗ u + T^iρI) = ρ∇ϕ + μ^′△u + (μ^′ + ν^′)∇∇ · u, λ△ϕ + e^{−ϕ} = ρ, (1.1)

where the unknowns ρ and u are the density and velocity of ions, respectively. The average temperature of the ions is denoted by T^i and the squared scaled Debye length is denoted by λ. The parameters μ^′ and ν^′ are viscosity coefficients with μ^′ > 0 and μ^′ + ν^′ > 0.

† Institute of Applied Physics and Computational Mathematics, Beijing 100088, P.R.China. Email: ju qiangchang@iapcm.ac.cn.

‡Department of Mathematics, City University of Hong Kong, 83 Tat Chee Avenue, Kowloon Tong, Hong Kong. E-mail: taoluo@cityu.edu.hk.

§ School of Mathematical Sciences and College of Oceanic and Atmospheric Sciences, Ocean University of China, Qingdao, P.R.China. Email: xx@ouc.edu.cn. 1

On the boundary ∂Ω, the Navier-slip boundary conditions are imposed on the velocity field, i.e. u · n = 0, (Su · n)_τ + βu_τ = 0, where β is a positive constant measuring the tendency of the fluid to slip on the boundary, n is the unit outer normal to ∂Ω, S is the strain tensor, Su = 1 2 (∇u + ∇u^t) and for some vector field w on ∂Ω, w_τ stands for the tangential part of w, i.e., w_τ = w − (w · n)n. For the simplicity of the presentation, we take β =^1_2 . In this case, for Ω = R^{3+} , the boundary conditions for the velocity field u read that

u_3 = 0, u_i − ∂u_i ∂x_3 = 0, i = 1, 2. (1.2)

The Dirichlet boundary condition is imposed on the electric potential

ϕ = ϕ_b(y), (1.3)

i.e. the electric potential is prescribed on ∂Ω. We consider the case that ϕ_b(y) is smooth and compactly supported, without loss of generality.

The aim of this paper is to study the asymptotic behavior of smooth solutions to system (1.1) with boundary condition (1.2)-(1.3) in the regime of small Debye length and small viscosity. For this purpose, we assume that

μ^′ = μϵ^2, ν^′ = νϵ^2, λ = ϵ^2. (1.4)

Formally, it yields by letting ϵ = 0 in (1.1) that

ρ_t + ∇ · (ρu) = 0, (ρu)_t + ∇ · (ρu ⊗ u + T^iρI) = ρ∇ϕ, e^{−ϕ} = ρ, (1.5)

which can be rewritten as the following compressible Euler system { ρ_t + ∇ · (ρu) = 0, u_t + u · ∇u + (T^i + 1)∇ ln ρ = 0.

(1.6)

For this system, only the non-penetration boundary condition u_3|_{x3=0} = 0 is required. Hence, there is a loss of boundary conditions which leads to the appearance of the boundary layers when ϵ tends to zero.

The most interesting and difficult part of the singular limit problem studied in this paper is to deal with the interaction of the strong (of amplitude O(1)) boundary layer in the density ρ and the weak (of amplitude O(ϵ)) boundary layer in the velocity field u, as ϵ → 0. The presence of the strong boundary layer in ρ is due to the Dirichlet boundary condition (1.3) in the electric potential ϕ since the solution of (1.6) cannot in general satisfy ρ|_{x3=0} = e^{−ϕb} . Indeed, for the Neumann boundary condition for the electric potential, ∇_nϕ = 0 on ∂Ω, considered in literatures, for instance, [5,8], only weak boundary layers in the density ρ appears. In fact, for the limiting problem (1.6) with the non-penetration boundary condition u_3|_{x3 =0} = 0, on the boundary x_3 = 0, since u_3 = 0, one has

(T^i+1)

ρ ∂_{x3} ρ = −(∂_t + u_y · ∇_y)u_3 = 0 (u_y = (u_1, u_2), ∇_y = (∂_{x1} , ∂_{x2} )), therefore , ∂_{x3} ρ = 0, and thus ∂_{x3} ϕ = −^1_ρ ∂_{x3} ρ = 0 on the boundary x_3 = 0, which matches the Neumann boundary condition for ϕ for the original problem. Hence, only weak boundary layers in ρ and ϕ appear if one replaces the Dirichlet boundary condition (1.3) by the Neumann boundary condition ∂_{x3} ϕ = 0 on ∂Ω. This distinguishes the problem we consider here from other problems in fluids or plasma equations for which only weak boundary layers appear. The examples of this type of problems with weak boundary layers include the inviscid limit problem of the Navier-Stokes equations with the Navier-slip boundary condition (1.2), and the combined vanishing viscosity limits under the Navier-slip boundary conditions and quasi-neutral limits of the Navier-Stokes-Poisson system of plasma for which the electronic potential satisfies the Neumann boundary condition instead of the Dirichlet boundary condition which we study in this paper. The inviscid limit problem of the Navier-Stokes equations of fluids with the Navier-slip boundary condition has been extensively studied for both compressible and incompressible flows by various approaches ( [1,2,18,19,23,28,39,40,42]). Indeed, it is shown in [39,40] that solutions to the compressible Navier-Stokes equations with Navier-slip boundary conditions have the following approximations ρ^{NS} = ρ^{Euler} (t, x) + ϵ^3Υ(t, y, x_3 ϵ ) + O(ϵ^4), (1.7) u^{NS} = u^{Euler} (t, x) + ϵU(t, y, x_3 ϵ ) + O(ϵ^2), (1.8)

where Υ and U are smooth profiles with fast decay in the last variable which indicate that the boundary layers for both velocity and density have smaller amplitudes, of the order of O(ϵ^3) and O(ϵ), respectively. Therefore, they appear as weak boundary layers. Furthermore, the boundary layers for the density are weaker than the one for the velocity.

For a Navier-Stokes-Poisson system of plasma, Donatelli, Feireisl and Novotný [5] studied a singular limit for the Navier-Stokes-Poisson system in a bounded domain under the boundary conditions that the velocity field u satisfies the Navier-slip boundary conditions and the electric potential ϕ satisfies the Neumann boundary condition, excluding the strong boundary layers as shown in [5]. This is a key difference from the case of the Dirichlet boundary condition for ϕ we study in the present paper. Moreover, only L^2-convergence of weak solutions was discussed in [5] without estimates on derivatives, and no boundary layer analysis was given. In the present paper, we prove that the approximate solutions involving boundary layer profiles are nonlinear stable with detailed regularity estimates, giving a clear picture of the singular behavior of solutions near the boundary for small Debye length and viscosity.

For the Navier-Stokes equations with the Navier-slip boundary condition, the uniform regularity of solutions which yields the vanishing viscosity limit by the compactness was established by Masmoudi and Rousset [28] for the incompressible flow by using the conormal Sobolev estimates. This approach was later adopted to study the compressible isentropic flow by Wang, Xin, and Yong [40](see also [41] for the nonisentropic flow). The weaker boundary layer of the size O(ϵ^3) in the density ρ plays a crucial role in [40] to extend the uniform regularity estimates for the incompressible flow in [28] to the compressible one. However, this approach of establishing the uniform estimates of the solutions in conormal Sobolev space is not applicable to the problem that we study in this paper due to the strong boundary layer in the density. Indeed, as it will be shown later, the boundary layer expansion for the density ρ for system (1.1) with boundary condition (1.2)-(1.3) takes the form of ρ^{NSP} = ρ^{Euler} (t, x) + Υ^0(t, y, x_3 ϵ ) + O(ϵ), (1.9)

and velocity has a similar expansion to (1.8), where profile Υ^0 is smooth and fast decreasing in the last variable. Due to the strong boundary layer in the density ρ and its interaction with the weak boundary layer of the size of O(ϵ) of the velocity field u, it poses a great challenge to rigorously justify the small viscosity and Debye length limit.

The strong density boundary layer was first studied by Gérard-Varet, Han- Kwan and Rousset in [10, 11], where the quasi-neutral limits of the isothermal Euler-Poisson system with both subsonic and supersonic outflow boundary conditions were investigated. By constructing approximate solutions and then showing their stability, the authors proved rigorously the quasi-neutral limit of the system. The approach used in [10, 11] to prove the stability can be regarded as a sort of “hyperbolic” method, since the normal derivatives of the solutions can be represented by the tangential derivatives of the solutions for Euler-Poisson system and thus the normal derivative estimates can be obtained directly from the tangential derivative estimates and the vorticity estimates. However, such hyperbolic method breaks down for our viscous model. For the problem we study in this paper, the key issue is to deal with the nonlinear coupling of the strong density boundary layer and weak boundary layer of the velocity filed, for which new ways to obtain the normal derivatives of the solution need to be developed, compared with the approach used in [10,11]. We will give a detailed description of our approach in the next section.

An approximate solution, up to any order, involving the boundary layer corrections to the problem (1.1)-(1.3) was constructed recently by Ju and Xu [22]. Moreover, the linearized stability of the approximation solution is justified in [22]. However, the nonlinear stability was left open in [22] due to serious difficulties caused by the strong boundary layer and the characteristic boundary which create a great challenge in the estimates of the interaction of the strong boundary layer of the density and the weak boundary layer of the velocity fields. Indeed, in the asymptotic expansion in [22] near the boundary, the normal derivative of the density is of the order of O(ϵ^{−1}) and the second normal derivative of the velocity field, ∂^2_{x3} u, is of the size O(ϵ^{−1}), i.e., the strong boundary layer appears in the normal derivative of the velocity field. Dealing with such extremely singular terms is the most difficult part of the nonlinear analysis, compared with the linear stability analysis in [22]. Therefore, it is non-trivial to extend the linear stability to a nonlinear one.

It should be noted that we discuss the Navier-slip boundary condition for the velocity field in this paper, instead of the Dirichlet boundary condition u = 0 on ∂Ω for which the boundary layer is a strong characteristic one described by the Prandtl equations, and the justification of vanishing viscosity limit is a major open problem in the mathematical theory of fluid mechanics, for which results are available only for some special cases such as the analytic data ( [31, 34]), the case when the vorticity is away from the boundary ( [7, 29]) , or the steady state Navier-Stokes equations ( [12–14]). For MHD flow with certain boundary condition on the magnetic field, a cancelation of the leading singular terms is used in [26] to justify the vanishing viscosity and magnetic diffusion limit. However, such a cancellation is not available for system (1.1) when the Dirichlet boundary condition u|_{∂Ω} = 0 is imposed.

Before ending this introduction, we give some references related to this paper. For the Navier-Stokes-Poisson system, the combined quasi-neutral and vanishing viscosity limits has been justified for weak solutions by Wang and Jiang [38] in the torus. The quasi-neutral limit of either Euler-Poisson system or Navier- Stokes-Poisson system with fixed viscosity coefficients has been intensively studied. For the related references, one may refer to [3, 8, 16, 20, 25, 33, 35, 37]. The problem of formation and dynamics of the plasma sheath was investigated in [9,15] and references therein. Based on a formal expansion, a two-fluid quasineutral plasma was studied in [4]. For the existence of weak solutions to the Navier–Stokes–Poisson equations, interested readers may refer to [6, 24, 43] and the references therein for more details.

Throughout this paper, the positive generic constants that are independent of ϵ are denoted by C. We use H^s to denote the usual Sobolev space, and the corresponding Sobolev norm is denoted by ‖ · ‖_Hs . Moreover, we denote ‖ · ‖ = ‖ · ‖_L2_{(Ω)} for simplicity. The notation | · |_Hm_{(∂Ω)} will be used for the standard Sobolev norm of functions defined on the boundary ∂Ω. We also set u_y = (u_1, u_2), ∇_y = (∂_1, ∂_2), △_y = ∂^2_1 + ∂^2_2 . Finally, the standard commutator of the operators A and B is denoted by [A, B] = AB − BA.

2. Main results

2.1. Approximation solutions. First, we recall the following results concerned with the approximation solution. which was proved in [22] .

Proposition 2.1. Let m ≥ 3, K ∈ N_+ , and ρ̃(x) be a smooth function with a positive lower bound. Assuming that (ρ^0, u^0) satisfies compatibility conditions with the boundary conditions and (ρ^0 − ρ̃, u^0) ∈ H^{m+2K+3}(R^3_+ ), then there exists T^∗ > 0 independent of ϵ and a smooth approximation solution (ρ_a, u_a, ϕ_a) of order K to (1.1)-(1.2) of the form

ρ_a = K∑ i=0 ϵ^i(ρ^i(t, x) + Υ^i(t, y, x_3 ϵ )),

u_a = K∑ i=0 ϵ^i(u^i(t, x) + U^i(t, y, x_3 ϵ )),

ϕ_a = K∑ i=0 ϵ^i(ϕ^i(t, x) + Φ^i(t, y, x_3 ϵ )), such that (i) The leading order (ρ^0, u^0) is the solution of isothermal Euler equation { ρ^0_t + ∇ · (ρ^0u^0) = 0, ρ^0(u^0_t + u^0 · ∇u^0) + (T^i + 1)∇ρ^0 = 0.

(2.1) on [0, T^∗] with initial data (ρ^0, u^0) and the non-penetration boundary condition u^0_3 = 0, such that (ρ^0 − ρ̃, u^0) ∈ C^0([0, T^∗], H^{m+2K+3}(R^3_+ )).

And ϕ^0 is determined by the relation e^{−ϕ0} = ρ^0.

(ii) For any 1 ≤ j ≤ K, the higher-order terms (ρ^j , u^j , ϕ^j ) satisfy (ρ^j , u^j , ϕ^j ) ∈ C^0([0, T^∗], H^{m+3}(R^3_+ )).

(iii) The smooth profiles (Υ^j , U^j , Φ^j ) and their derivatives are exponentially decay functions with respect to the fast variable z =^{x3}_ϵ . In particular, the leading order term U^0(t, x, z) ≡ 0.

(iv) Let (ρ^ϵ, u^ϵ, ϕ^ϵ) be a solution of (1.1) and define the error term (ρ, u, ϕ) as ρ = ρ^ϵ − ρ_a, u = u^ϵ − u_a, ϕ = ϕ^ϵ − ϕ_a. Then (ρ, u, ϕ) satisfies

∂_tρ + (u_a + u) · ∇ρ + ρ∇ · (u + u_a) + ∇ · (ρ_au) = ϵ^K R_ρ, ∂_tu + (u_a + u) · ∇u + u · ∇u_a + T^i(^{∇ρ}_{ρ+ρa} −^{∇ρa}_{ρa} (^ρ_{ρa +ρ} )) = ∇ϕ +^{μϵ2}_{ρa +ρ} △u +^{(μ+ν)ϵ2}_{ρa +ρ} ∇∇ · u + h(ρ, ρ_a, u_a) + ϵ^K R_u, ϵ^2△ϕ = ρ − e^{−ϕa} (e^{−ϕ} − 1) + ϵ^{K+1}R_ϕ,

(2.2)

where the reminders (R_ρ, R_u, R_ϕ) satisfying

sup_{[0,T ∗]} ‖∇^α(R_ρ, R_u, R_ϕ)‖_L2_{(R}3_{+)} ≤ Cϵ^{−α3} , ∀α = (α_1, α_2, α_3), (2.3)

and h(ρ, ρ_a, u_a) is given by h(ρ, ρ_a, u_a) = − μϵ^2ρ ρ_a(ρ_a + ρ) △u_a − (μ + ν)ϵ^2ρ ρ_a(ρ_a + ρ) ∇∇ · u_a. (2.4) Remark 2.2. Generally, the leading order terms Υ^0 and Φ^0 are nonzero. This implies that the strong boundary layers for density and electric field will appear in the limit process.

2.2. Main Theorem. The aim of this paper is to establish the nonlinear stability of the approximation solution constructed in the above theorem. To this end, we complete the system (2.2) with the following initial and boundary conditions. The initial conditions are given by ρ|_{t=0} = ϵ^{K+1}ρ_0, u|_{t=0} = ϵ^{K+1}u_0, (2.5) and the boundary conditions are

u_3|_{x3=0} = 0, (u_i − ∂u_i ∂x_3 )|_{x3=0} = 0, i = 1, 2, ϕ|_{x3 =0} = 0. (2.6)

The main results of this paper are stated as follows.

Theorem 2.3. Under the assumptions of Proposition 2.1, assume further that the initial data (2.5) satisfies (ρ_0, u_0) ∈ H^6(R^3_+ ) and the compatibility conditions with the boundary conditions (2.6). Then for K > 6 and sufficiently small ϵ, there exists T > 0 independent of ϵ such that the initial boundary value problem (2.2), (2.5) and (2.6) admits a unique solution (ρ, u, ϕ) on [0, T ] and sup 0≤t≤T ‖(ρ, u, ϕ, ϵ∇ϕ)‖_H3_{(R}3_{+)} ≤ Cϵ^{K−5}. (2.7) As a corollary of Theorem 2.3, using the estimates (2.7) and Sobolev embedding inequalities, it yields the following results: sup 0≤t≤T ‖(ρ^ϵ − ρ^0 − Υ^0)‖_L∞_{(R}3_{+)}

≤ sup_{0≤t≤T} ( ‖(ρ^ϵ − ρ_a)‖_L∞_{(R}3_{+)} + ‖ K∑ i=1 ϵ^i(ρ^i + Υ^i)‖_L∞_{(R}3_{+)} ) ≤ Cϵ, and sup 0≤t≤T ‖(ρ^ϵ − ρ^0)‖_L2_{(R}3_{+)}

≤ sup_{0≤t≤T} ( ‖(ρ^ϵ − ρ_a)‖_L2_{(R}3_{+)} + ‖Υ^0‖_L2_{(R}3_{+)} + ‖ K∑ i=1 ϵ^i(ρ^i + Υ^i)‖_L2_{(R}3_{+)} )

≤ Cϵ^{12} .

Similarly, we have sup 0≤t≤T (‖(u^ϵ − u^0)‖_L∞_{(R}3_{+)} + ‖(u^ϵ − u^0)‖_L2_{(R}3_{+)}) ≤ Cϵ, sup 0≤t≤T ‖(ϕ^ϵ − ϕ^0 − Φ^0)‖_L∞_{(R}3_{+)} ≤ Cϵ, sup 0≤t≤T ‖(ϕ^ϵ − ϕ^0)‖_L2_{(R}3_{+)} ≤ Cϵ^{12} .

The proof of this theorem is by a bootstrap argument based on the local well-posedness for system (2.2), (2.5) and (2.6) for fixed ϵ.

The key of bootstrap argument is to establish the high order estimates of Sobolev norms, dealing with those extremely singular nonlinear terms which do not appear in the linear analysis in [22]. The most difficult part is on the normal derivative estimates, high-order normal derivatives and mixed derivatives of the solutions, due to the strong boundary layer in ρ and its interaction with the weak boundary layer of u. In each step, we have to identify the precise control of various norms of the error (ρ, u, ϕ) in terms of ϵ so that the bootstrap argument can be closed. The strategy of the proof is following: First, we prove the basic L^2 estimate of the solution. Even this part is quite new and difficult compared with that for linear stability; one has to deal with some singular terms in the error system (2.2), again, due to the interaction of the strong boundary layer in the density and weak boundary layer in velocity. A proper cancelation of the singular terms is identified to obtain the L^2 estimate. For the estimates of the high-order tangential derivatives, using the strategy of the L^2 estimate, we apply the estimates of conormal derivatives. Here, the most complicated and elaborate parts are to deal with the commutator estimates because the conormal derivatives do not commute with the usual derivatives.

Based on the obtained the estimates of L^2 and tangential derivatives, we then focus on the most difficult estimates of the paper, the normal derivative estimates, high-order normal derivatives and mixed derivatives of the solutions. This part is highly non-trivial and the strategy is quite roundabout: we first derive the normal derivatives estimates of density ρ, then recover the estimates for normal derivatives of u and ϕ by the equations. In the first part of this strategy of the normal derivatives estimates of density ρ, there appears a highly singular term, the crossing term ∂_{x3} ρ∂^2_{x3} u. To deal with this highly singular term, an interesting cancelation is employed to obtain a transport equation (3.35) for the normal derivative of ρ with the source terms which can be estimated by using the obtained tangential estimates. After we obtain the estimates of the normal derivative of ρ, the estimates of the normal derivative of the vertical velocity and electric potential can be derived by the static estimates. Since the boundary is characteristic, we do not have any information on the normal derivative of the horizontal velocity. Motivated by the work of N. Masmoudi, F. Rousset [28], we estimate the vorticity for which the corresponding boundary conditions can be determined. Finally, the estimates of high-order normal derivatives and mixed derivatives can be obtained step by step.

We mention that the analysis in the present paper can be extended to the corresponding isentropic model

ρ_t + ∇ · (ρu) = 0, (ρu)_t + ∇ · (ρu ⊗ u) + ∇p = ρ∇ϕ + μ^′△u + (μ^′ + ν^′)∇∇ · u, λ△ϕ + e^{−ϕ} = ρ, where the pressure p = p(ρ) is a smooth function of ρ with p^′(ρ) > 0 for ρ > 0 and the limiting system becomes { ρ_t + ∇ · (ρu) = 0, u_t + u · ∇u + ∇(h(ρ) + ln ρ) = 0,

where h(ρ) is determined through h(ρ) = ∫_ρ 1 p^′(τ) τ dτ, for ρ > 0.

3. Proof of the main theorem–Theorem 2.3

In this section, we are going to prove our main Theorem 2.3. We give some preliminaries in Subsection 3.1 and the local well-posedness with the fixed small parameter and a priori assumption in Subsection 3.2. In the next three subsections, we will show the L^2 estimate, tangential estimates and normal estimates of the solutions, respectively. Finally, the proof of the main theorem is completed.

3.1. Preliminary of Conormal Sobolev Spaces. The proof of the main results in this paper relies on the conormal Sobolev spaces, so we give a short introduction here. To define the spaces, let us introduce the following tangential vector fields of the boundary

Z_{1,2} = ∂_{x1,x2} , Z_3 = ψ(x_3)∂_{x3} , where ψ(x_3) =^{x3}_{1+x3} . Then, the conormal Sobolev space H^m_{co} (Ω) is defined as the set of functions f(x) ∈ L^2(Ω) such that the conormal derivatives of order at most m of f are also in L^2(Ω).

Next, for our purpose, we need to add another vector field Z_0 = ∂_t to the set of conormal derivatives. Setting Z^α = Z^{α0}_0 Z^{α1}_1 Z^{α2}_2 Z^{α3}_3 , for α = (α_0, α_1, α_2, α_3), we define the conormal Sobolev spaces H^m_{co} ([0, T ] × Ω) for an integer m as H^m_{co} ([0, T ] × Ω) = { f : [0, T ] × Ω → R^d | Z^αf ∈ L^2([0, T ] × Ω), ∀ |α| ≤ m } . In our proof, we also need the following space

X^m_T (Ω) = { f : [0, T ] × Ω → R^d | ∂^k_t f ∈ L^∞([0, T ]; H^{m−k}_{co} (Ω)), ∀ k ≤ m } . Introducing the semi-norms ‖f‖_Hm_{co} = ∑ |α|≤m ‖Z^αf(t)‖_L2_{(Ω)},

we can construct the following norm for X^m_T (Ω) ‖f‖^2_Hm_{co,T} = sup_{[0,T ]} ‖f‖^2_Hm_{co} . Also, we define ‖f‖_Hm = ∑ |α|≤m ‖∂^{α0}_t ∂^{α1}_1 ∂^{α2}_2 ∂^{α3}_3 f(t)‖_L2_{(Ω)}.

Now, we give some preliminary properties of the conormal derivatives. By a straightforward calculation, one can show that [Z_i, ∂_3] = 0, i = 0, 1, 2, [Z_3, ∂_3] = −ψ^′(x_3)∂_3, (3.1) [Z^m_3 , ∂_3] = m−1∑ β=0 ψ_{β,m}(x_3)Z^β_3 ∂_3 = m−1∑ β=0 ψ^{β,m}(x_3)∂_3Z^β_3 , (3.2)

[Z^m_3 , ∂_{33}] = m−1∑ β=0 ψ_{1,β,m}(x_3)Z^β_3 ∂_3 + m−1∑ β=0 ψ_{2,β,m}(x_3)Z^β_3 ∂_{33}

= m−1∑ β=0 ψ^{1,β,m}(x_3)∂_3Z^β_3 + m−1∑ β=0 ψ^{2,β,m}(x_3)∂_{33}Z^β_3 , (3.3)

where all the ψ’s are bounded smooth functions. For the proof of the above equalities, we refer to [32]. Furthermore, the following trace estimate is standard |f|^2_Hs_{(∂Ω)} ≤ C(‖∇f‖_H^m1_{co} + ‖f‖_H^m1_{co} )‖f‖_H^m2_{co} , m_1 + m_2 ≥ 2s ≥ 0. (3.4)

3.2. Local well-posedness and a priori assumption. The proof of our main theorem, Theorem 2.3, is based on the local well-posedness of the system (2.2), (2.5) and (2.6) for fixed ϵ. In fact, for any small but fixed ϵ > 0, we can solve the Poisson equation in (2.2) and express ϕ in terms of ρ. Moreover, ∇ϕ can be seen as a semi-linear term of ρ, thus the local existence of solution can be obtained by using similar method to the local well-posedness of the compressible Navier-Stokes equations with Navier boundary condition, c.f. [17].

The proof of Theorem 2.3 is based on this local well-posedness by using a bootstrap argument. In the proof, we make the following a priori assumption : If (ρ, u, ϕ) is a smooth solution to (2.2)-(2.6) on [0, T ] , then Λ(t) := ‖(ρ, u, ϕ, ϵ∇ϕ)‖^2_H3 + ϵ^2 ∫_t 0 ‖∇u‖^2_H3 dτ ≤ ϵ^2, (3.5)

for t ∈ [0, T ].

Under this a priori assumption, we will prove the following a priori estimate:

Proposition 3.1. Let (ρ, u, ϕ) be a smooth solution to (2.2)-(2.6) on [0, T ] satisfying a priori assumption (3.5), then the following estimate holds sup t∈[0,T ] ‖(ρ, u, ϕ, ϵ∇ϕ)(t)‖^2_H3 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇u‖^2_H3 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−10}, (3.6)

for a constant C independent of ϵ.

Since K > 6 (2K − 10 > 2), the estimate (3.6) closes the bootstrap argument, and completes the proof of Theorem 2.3. The remaining part of this paper is devoted to prove Proposition 3.1.

3.3. L^2 estimates. In this subsection, we shall first give the L^2 estimates of the solution.

Proposition 3.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.3, if (ρ, u, ϕ) is a smooth solution of (2.2)-(2.6) on [0, T ] satisfying a priori assumption (3.5), then the following estimate holds ‖(ρ, u, ϕ, ϵ∇ϕ)(t)‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_t 0 ‖∇u‖^2dτ ≤ Cϵ^{2K} for t ∈ [0, T ].

Proof. Rewrite equation (2.2) as

∂_tρ + (u_a + u) · ∇ρ + (ρ_a + ρ)∇ · u + u · ∇ρ_a + ρ∇ · u_a = ϵ^K R_ρ, (ρ_a + ρ) ( ∂_tu + (u_a + u) · ∇u + u · ∇u_a ) + (∇ρ −^{∇ρa}_{ρa} ρ) = (ρ_a + ρ)∇ϕ + μϵ^2△u + (μ + ν)ϵ^2∇∇ · u + H(ρ, ρ_a, u_a) + ϵ^K R_u, ϵ^2△ϕ = ρ − e^{−ϕa} (e^{−ϕ} − 1) + ϵ^{K+1}R_ϕ, (3.7) where we have set T^i = 1 without loss of generality and H(ρ, ρ_a, u_a) = − μϵ^2ρ ρ_a △u_a − (μ + ν)ϵ^2ρ ρ_a ∇∇ · u_a.

Then (3.7)_1 ×^1_{ρa +ρ} ρ + (3.7)_2 · u gives 1 ρ_a + ρ 1 2 ∂_tρ^2 + 1 ρ_a + ρ 1 2 (u_a + u) · ∇ρ^2 + ρ∇ · u + 1 ρ_a + ρ ρu · ∇ρ_a + 1 ρ_a + ρ ρ^2∇ · u_a + (ρ_a + ρ) ( 1 2 ∂_t|u|^2 + 1 2 (u_a + u) · ∇|u|^2 + u · ∇u_a · u ) + (u · ∇ρ − ρ ρ_a u · ∇ρ_a ) = (ρ_a + ρ)u · ∇ϕ + μϵ^2u · △u + (μ + ν)ϵ^2u · ∇∇ · u + H(ρ, ρ_a, u_a) · u + ϵ^K 1 ρ_a + ρ ρR_ρ + ϵ^K u · R_u. (3.8)

Integrating (3.8) over [0, T ] × Ω, and integrating by parts, we get 1 2 ∫ Ω 1 ρ_a + ρ ρ^2 − 1 2 ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ρ^2∂_t 1 ρ_a + ρ − 1 2 ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ∇ · (u_a + u ρ_a + ρ ) ρ^2 + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω 1 ρ_a + ρ ρ^2∇ · u_a + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω (ρ_a + ρ)u · ∇u_a · u + 1 2 ∫ Ω (ρ_a + ρ)|u|^2 − 1 2 ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω |u|^2∂_t(ρ_a + ρ) − 1 2 ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω |u|^2∇ · ( (ρ_a + ρ)(u_a + u) )

+ ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω 1 ρ_a + ρ ρu · ∇ρ_a − ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ρ ρ_a u · ∇ρ_a = 1 2 ∫ Ω ( 1 ρ_a + ρ ρ^2 ) (0) + 1 2 ∫ Ω ( (ρ_a + ρ)|u|^2 ) (0) + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω (ρ_a + ρ)u · ∇ϕ + μϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω u · △u + (μ + ν)ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω u · ∇∇ · u + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω H(ρ, ρ_a, u_a)u + ϵ^K ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω 1 ρ_a + ρ ρR_ρ + ϵ^K ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω u · R_u. (3.9)

Since −μϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω u△u = μϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω |∇u|^2 + μϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ∫ ∂Ω |u_y|^2, and −(μ + ν)ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω u · ∇∇ · u = (μ + ν)ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω |∇ · u|^2, we get from (3.9) that

‖ρ‖^2 + ‖u‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇u‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 |u_h|^2_L2_{(∂Ω)} ≤ ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ρ^2(∂_t + (u_a + u) · ∇) 1 ρ_a + ρ + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ρ^2 1 (ρ_a + ρ)

∇ · (u_a + u) + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω |u|^2(∂_t + (u_a + u) · ∇)(ρ_a + ρ) + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω |u|^2(ρ_a + ρ)∇ · (u_a + u)

+ ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ( 1 ρ_a + ρ − 1 ρ_a )ρu · ∇ρ_a + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω (ρ_a + ρ)u · ∇ϕ + C ∫_T 0 (‖ρ‖^2 + ‖u‖^2) + Cϵ^{2K} . (3.10)

We need to consider the estimates of the right-hand side terms of (3.10). First, we have ‖(∂_t + (u_a + u) · ∇)(ρ_a + ρ)‖_L∞ ≤‖(∂_t + u_a · ∇)ρ_a‖_L∞ + ‖u · ∇ρ_a‖_L∞ + ‖(∂_t + (u_a + u) · ∇)ρ‖_L∞ .

By the properties of the approximation solutions and the a priori assumptions, we find that ‖(∂_t + u_a · ∇)ρ_a‖_L∞ ≤ C, ‖(∂_t + (u_a + u) · ∇)ρ‖_L∞ ≤ C(‖∂_tρ‖_L∞ + ‖∇ρ‖_L∞ ) ≤ C. As u_3 vanishes on the boundary, we have |u_3| ≤ x_3‖∇u‖_L∞ . Hence, ‖u · ∇ρ_a‖_L∞ ≤ ‖u_y · ∇_yρ_a‖_L∞ + ‖u_3∂_3ρ_a‖_L∞ ≤ C + ‖∇u‖_L∞ ‖x_3∂_3ρ_a‖ ≤ C + ‖∇u‖_L∞ ‖z∂_zρ_a‖ ≤ C, where we have used the fast decay property of the boundary layer profiles in ρ_a. So we get ‖(∂_t + (u_a + u) · ∇)(ρ_a + ρ)‖_L∞ ≤ C. (3.11) Next, as the U^0 = 0, it is easy to observe that ‖ 1 (ρ_a + ρ)

∇ · (u_a + u)‖_L∞ + ‖(ρ_a + ρ)∇ · (u_a + u)‖_L∞ ≤ C. (3.12)

Moreover, by the a priori assumptions, one has | | ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ( 1 ρ_a + ρ − 1 ρ_a )ρu · ∇ρ_a | | ≤ ∫_T 0 ‖ρ‖_L∞ ‖ρ‖‖u‖‖∇ρ_a‖_L∞ ≤ ∫_T 0 1 ϵ ‖ρ‖_L∞ (‖ρ‖^2 + ‖u‖^2) ≤ C ∫_T 0 (‖ρ‖^2 + ‖u‖^2).

Using the above estimates, we can reduce (3.10) into

‖ρ‖^2 + ‖u‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇u‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 |u_h|^2_L2_{(∂Ω)} ≤ ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω (ρ_a + ρ)u · ∇ϕ + C ∫_T 0 (‖ρ‖^2 + ‖u‖^2) + Cϵ^{2K} . (3.13)

Let us consider the first term on the right-hand side of (3.13). Using (3.7)_1 and integrating by parts, we get ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω (ρ_a + ρ)u · ∇ϕ = − ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ∇ · ( (ρ_a + ρ)u ) ϕ

= ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ( ∂_tρ + ∇ · (ρu_a) − ϵ^K R_ρ ) ϕ = ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ϕ∂_tρ − ρu_a · ∇ϕ − ϵ^K R_ρϕ := 3∑ j=1 I_j . (3.14)

By (3.7)_3, we can estimate I_1 as

I_1 = ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ϕ ( ϵ^2△∂_tϕ + ∂_t ( e^{−ϕa} (e^{−ϕ} − 1) ) − ϵ^{K+1}∂_tR_ϕ )

= − 1 2 ϵ^2 ∫ Ω |∇ϕ|^2 + 1 2 ϵ^2 ∫ Ω |∇ϕ(0)|^2 − 1 2 ∫ Ω e^{−ϕa} (1 + h(ϕ))ϕ^2 + 1 2 ∫ Ω e^{−ϕa} (1 + h(ϕ))ϕ^2(0) − 1 2 ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ∂_t ( e^{−ϕa} (1 + h(ϕ)) ) ϕ^2 − ϵ^{K+1} ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ϕ∂_tR_ϕ, where h = h_0(ϕ) := − e^{−ϕ} − 1 + ϕ ϕ . Since ‖∂_t ( e^{−ϕa} (1 + h(ϕ)) ) ‖_L∞ ≤ C(‖ϕ‖_L∞ + ‖Zϕ‖_L∞ ) ≤ C, we have that,

I_1 ≤ − 1 2 ϵ^2 ∫ Ω |∇ϕ|^2 − 1 2 ∫ Ω e^{−ϕa} (1 + h(ϕ))ϕ^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖ϕ‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K} . (3.15)

For I_2, by integrating by parts, we have

I_2 = − ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ρu_a · ∇ϕ = ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω (ϵ^2△ϕ + e^{−ϕa} (e^{−ϕ} − 1) − ϵ^{K+1}R_ϕ)u_a · ∇ϕ ≤ C ∫_T 0 ϵ^2‖∇ϕ‖^2 + ‖ϕ‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K} . (3.16)

The estimate of I_3 is trivial since

I_3 ≤ C ∫_T 0 ‖ϕ‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K} . (3.17)

Combining the estimates in (3.14)-(3.17), we get ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω (ρ_a + ρ)u · ∇ϕ ≤ − 1 2 ϵ^2 ∫ Ω |∇ϕ|^2 − 1 2 ∫ Ω e^{−ϕa} (1 + h(ϕ))ϕ^2 + ∫_T 0 (ϵ^2‖∇ϕ‖^2 + ‖ϕ‖^2) + Cϵ^{2K} .

This together with (3.13) yields ( ‖ρ‖^2 + ‖u‖^2 + ‖ϕ‖^2 + ϵ^2‖∇ϕ‖^2 ) + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇u‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 |u_h|^2_L2_{(∂Ω)} ≤ C ∫_T 0 (‖ρ‖^2 + ‖u‖^2 + ‖ϕ‖^2 + ϵ^2‖∇ϕ‖^2) + Cϵ^{2K} .

Applying Gronwall’s inequality, we can get the desired L^2 estimate. Thus the proof of Proposition 3.2 is completed. □ 3.4. Tangential estimates. In this subsection, we turn to the estimates of the high-order tangential derivatives of the solution. Proposition 3.3. For 0 ≤ j ≤ 3, the following estimates hold ‖Z^j (ρ, u, ϕ, ϵ∇ϕ)(t)‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_t 0 ‖∇Z^j u(τ)‖^2dτ ≤ Cϵ^{2K−2j} , under the assumptions of Proposition 3.2.

Proof. From Proposition 3.2, the results in Proposition 3.3 hold for j = 0. Now, assuming that they hold for j ≤ 2, we deal with the case j = 3. For |α| = 3, apply Z^α to the equation (3.7), and isolate the highest-order terms as follows: ∂_tZ^αρ + (u_a + u) · ∇Z^αρ + (ρ_a + ρ)∇ · Z^αu + Z^αu · ∇ρ_a + Z^αρ∇ · u_a = ϵ^K Z^αR_ρ + C_ρ, (ρ_a + ρ) ( ∂_tZ^αu + (u_a + u) · ∇Z^αu + Z^αu · ∇u_a ) + ( ∇Z^αρ −^{∇ρa}_{ρa} Z^αρ ) = (ρ_a + ρ)∇Z^αϕ + μϵ^2△Z^αu + (μ + ν)ϵ^2∇∇ · Z^αu +Z^αH(ρ, ρ_a, u_a) + ϵ^K Z^αR_u + C_u, ϵ^2△Z^αϕ = Z^αρ + e^{−ϕa} Z^αϕ(1 + h) + ϵ^{K+1}Z^αR_ϕ + C_ϕ, (3.18) where h = h_1 := e^{−ϕ} − 1, and the commutators C_ρ, C_u, C_ϕ given by C_ρ = − [Z^α, (u_a + u) · ∇]ρ − [Z^α, (ρ_a + ρ)∇·]u − [Z^α, ∇ρ_a·]u − [Z^α, ∇ · u_a]ρ, C_u = − [Z^α, ρ_a + ρ]∂_tu − [Z^α, (ρ_a + ρ)(u_a + u) · ∇]u − [Z^α, (ρ_a + ρ)∇u_a·]u − [Z^α, ∇]ρ + [Z^α, ∇ρ_a ρ_a ]ρ + [Z^α, (ρ_a + ρ)∇]ϕ + μϵ^2[Z^α, △]u + (μ + ν)ϵ^2[Z^α, ∇∇·]u, C_ϕ = − [Z^α, ϵ^2△]ϕ − Z^α ( e^{−ϕa} (e^{−ϕ} − 1) ) − e^{−ϕa} Z^αϕe^{−ϕ}. Then, a similar energy estimate as Proposition 3.2 gives ‖Z^αρ‖^2 + ‖Z^αu‖^2 ≤ ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω (ρ_a + ρ)Z^αu · ∇Z^αϕ + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω μϵ^2Z^αu△Z^αu + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω (μ + ν)ϵ^2Z^αu∇∇ · Z^αu + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω Z^αuZ^αH(ρ, ρ_a, u_a) + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω 1 ρ_a + ρ Z^αρC_ρ + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω Z^αuC_u + C ∫_T 0 (‖Z^αρ‖^2 + ‖Z^αu‖^2) + Cϵ^{2K−6}

:= 6∑ k=1 J_k + C ∫_T 0 (‖Z^αρ‖^2 + ‖Z^αu‖^2) + Cϵ^{2K−6}. (3.19) First let’s consider J_1. Integrating by parts, we get ∫ R^3_+ (ρ_a + ρ)Z^αu · ∇Z^αϕ = − ∫ R^3_+ Z^αϕ∇ · ( (ρ_a + ρ)Z^αu ) . Using the first equation of (3.18), we have

J_1 = ∫_T 0 ∫ R^3_+ Z^αϕ∂_tZ^αρ + ∫_T 0 ∫ R^3_+ Z^αϕ∇ · [(u_a + u)Z^αρ])

− ∫_T 0 ∫ R^3_+ Z^αϕ(Z^αρ∇ · u + Z^αu · ∇ρ + ϵ^K Z^αR_ρ + C_ρ)

:= ∫_T 0 3∑ k=1 J_{1k}. (3.20) By the last equation of (3.18), we have

J_{11} = ∫ R^3_+

Z^αϕ(ϵ^2∂_t△Z^αϕ − ∂_t(e^{−ϕa} Z^αϕ(1 + h)) + ϵ^{K+1}∂_tZ^αR_ϕ + ∂_tC_ϕ)

= − ϵ^2∂_t ∫ R^3_+ |∇Z^αϕ|^2 − 1 2 ∂_t ∫ R^3_+

(e^{−ϕa} |Z^αϕ|^2(1 + h)) − 1 2 ∫ R^3_+

∂_t(e^{−ϕa} (1 + h))|Z^αϕ|^2 − ∫ R^3_+

Z^αϕ(ϵ^{K+1}∂_tZ^αR_ϕ + ∂_tC_ϕ).

Clearly, the last two terms can be bounded by C(1 + ‖∂_tϕ‖_L∞ )‖Z^αϕ‖^2 + (ϵ^{2K+2} + ‖∂_tC_ϕ‖^2).

Thus ∫_T 0 J_{11} ≤ − ϵ^2 ∫ R^3_+ |∇Z^αϕ|^2 − ∫ R^3_+

(e^{−ϕa} |Z^αϕ|^2(1 + h))

+C ∫_T 0 ‖Z^αϕ‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖∂_tC_ϕ‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−6}. The second term on the right-hand side of (3.20) can be estimated as J_{12} = ∫ R^3_+ Z^αϕ∇ · [(u_a + u)Z^αρ] = − ∫ R^3_+

(u_a + u) · ∇Z^αϕ(ϵ^2△Z^αϕ − e^{−ϕa} Z^αϕ(1 + h) + ϵ^{K+1}Z^αR_ϕ + C_ϕ) ≤ Cϵ^2(1 + ‖∇u‖_L∞ )‖∇Z^αϕ‖^2 + C(1 + ‖∇ϕ‖_L∞ )‖Z^αϕ‖^2 + 1 ϵ^2 ‖C_ϕ‖^2 + C‖ϵ∇Z^αϕ‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K} . For J_{13}, we easily have J_{13} ≤ ‖Z^αϕ‖‖Z^αρ‖‖∇ · u‖_L∞ + ‖Z^αϕ‖‖Z^αu‖‖∇ρ‖_L∞ + C‖Z^αϕ‖^2 + ‖C_ρ‖^2 + ϵ^{2K}

≤ C(‖Z^αρ‖^2 + ‖Z^αϕ‖^2 + ‖Z^αu‖^2) + ‖C_ρ‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K} . Collecting all the above discussion about J_{1k}, we obtain J_1 + ϵ^2 ∫ R^3_+ |∇Z^αϕ|^2 + ∫ R^3_+

(e^{−ϕa} (1 + h)|Z^αϕ|^2)

≤ C ∫_T 0 (‖Z^αϕ‖^2 + ϵ^2‖∇Z^αϕ‖^2 + ‖Z^αu‖^2 + ‖Z^αρ‖^2) + ∫_T 0 (‖∂_tC_ϕ‖^2 + 1 ϵ^2

‖C_ϕ‖^2 + ‖C_ρ‖^2) + Cϵ^{2K−6}. (3.21) Next we turn to estimate the second term on the right-hand side of (3.19). Integrating by parts, we have

J_2 = − ∫_T 0 ∫ R^3_+ μϵ^2∇Z^αu∇Z^αu − ∫_T 0 ∫ R^2

μϵ^2∂_3Z^αu_yZ^αu_y.

Using the boundary condition (2.6), we have ∂_3Z^αu_y = Z^α∂_3u_y + [∂_3, Z^α]u_y = Z^αu_y + [∂_3, Z^α]u_y.

By the commutator’s property and the trace theorem in Section 3, we have − ∫ R^2

μϵ^2[∂_3, Z^α]u_yZ^αu_y ≤ μϵ^2|[∂_3, Z^α]u_y|_L2_{(R}2_)|Z^αu_y|_L2_{(R}2_) ≤ μϵ^2|[∂_3, Z^α]u_y|_L2_{(R}2_)(‖∇Z^αu_y‖ + ‖Z^αu_y‖) ≤ μ 2 ϵ^2‖∇Z^αu_y‖^2 + C‖Z^αu_y‖^2 + Cϵ^2|[∂_3, Z^α]u_y|^2_L2_{(R}2_) ≤ μ 2 ϵ^2‖∇Z^αu_y‖^2 + C‖Z^αu_y‖^2 + Cϵ^2|Z^2u_y|^2 ≤ μ 2 ϵ^2‖∇Z^αu_y‖^2 + Cϵ^2‖∇Z^2u_y‖^2 + C‖u‖^2_H2_{co} .

Therefore,

J_2 + μ 2 ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇Z^αu‖^2 + μϵ^2 ∫_T 0 |Z^αu_y|_L2_{(R}2_) ≤ Cϵ^{2K−4}. (3.22) Similarly, we have for J_3, ∫_T 0 ∫ R^3_+ (μ + ν)ϵ^2∇∇ · Z^αuZ^αu = − ∫_T 0 ∫ R^3_+

(μ + ν)ϵ^2∇ · Z^αu∇ · Z^αu. (3.23) For J_4, by using the assumptions for j = 0, 1, 2, we get

J_4 = ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω Z^αuZ^αH(ρ, ρ_a, u_a) ≤ C ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ϵ^2Z^αu · Z^α ( △u_a ρ_a ρ ) + ϵ^2Z^αu · Z^α ( ∇∇ · u_a ρ_a ρ )

≤ C ∫_T 0 (‖Z^αu‖^2 + ‖Z^αρ‖^2) + Cϵ^{2K−6}. (3.24)

Thus, collecting (3.21)-(3.24), one has ( ‖Z^αρ‖^2 + ‖Z^αu‖^2 + ‖Z^αϕ‖^2 + ϵ^2‖∇Z^αϕ‖^2 ) + μ 2 ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇Z^αu‖^2 ≤ J_5 + J_6 + C ∫_T 0 (‖∂_tC_ϕ‖^2 + 1 ε^2

‖C_ϕ‖^2 + ‖C_ρ‖^2) + C ∫_T 0 (‖Z^αρ‖^2 + ‖Z^αu‖^2 + ‖Z^αϕ‖^2 + ϵ^2‖∇Z^αϕ‖^2) + Cϵ^{2K−6}. (3.25) Now, it remains to deal with the estimates of the commutators. Recalling the expression of the commutator term J_5, we have

J_5 = ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω 1 ρ_a + ρ Z^αρC_ρ ≤ ∫_T 0 ‖Z^αρ‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖C_ρ‖^2 ≤ ∫_T 0 ‖Z^αρ‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖[Z^α, (u_a + u) · ∇]ρ‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖[Z^α, (ρ_a + ρ)∇·]u‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖[Z^α, ∇ρ_a·]u‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖[Z^α, ∇ · u_a]ρ‖^2 := ∫_T 0 ‖Z^αρ‖^2 + 4∑ k=1 J_{5k}. (3.26) First in view of (3.2), we have

J_{51} = ∫_T 0 ‖[Z^α, (u_a + u)·]∇ρ‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖(u_a + u)[Z^α, ∇]ρ‖^2 ≤ ∫_T 0 ‖Z^3(u_a + u)∇ρ‖^2 + ‖Z^2(u_a + u)Z∇ρ‖^2 + ‖Z(u_a + u)Z^2∇ρ‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖(u_a + u) 2∑ β=0 ψ^{β,3}(x_3)∂_3Z^βρ‖^2

≤ ∫_T 0 ‖∇Z^3u_a‖^2_L∞ ‖Zρ‖^2 + ‖Z^3u‖^2‖∇ρ‖^2_L∞ + ‖∇Z^2u_a‖^2_L∞ ‖Z^2ρ‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖Z^2u‖^2_L6 ‖Z∇ρ‖^2_L6 + ‖∇Zu_a‖^2_L∞ ‖Z^3ρ‖^2 + ‖∇Zu‖^2_L∞ ‖Z^3ρ‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖∇u_a‖^2_L∞ ‖ρ‖^2_H3_{co} + ‖∇u‖^2_L∞ ‖ρ‖^2_H3_{co} ≤ C ∫_T 0 (‖Z^3ρ‖^2 + ‖Z^3u‖^2) + ∫_T 0 ‖Zu‖^2_H3 ‖Z^3ρ‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−6}. J_{52} can be estimated by standard commutator estimates as follows J_{52} = ∫_T 0 ‖[Z^α, (ρ_a + ρ)∇·]u‖^2 = ∫_T 0 ‖[Z^α, (ρ_a + ρ)]∇ · u‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖(ρ_a + ρ)[Z^α, ∇·]u‖^2

≤ ∫_T 0 ‖Z^3(ρ_a + ρ)∇ · u‖^2 + ‖Z^2(ρ_a + ρ)Z∇ · u‖^2 + ‖Z(ρ_a + ρ)Z^2∇ · u‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖(ρ_a + ρ) 2∑ β=0 ψ^{β,3}(x_3)∂_3Z^β u‖^2

≤ ∫_T 0 ‖Z^3ρ_a‖^2_L∞ ‖∇ · u‖^2 + ‖Z^3ρ‖^2‖∇ · u‖^2_L∞ + ‖Z^2ρ_a‖^2_L∞ ‖Z∇ · u‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖Z^2ρ‖^2‖Z∇ · u‖^2_L∞ + ‖Zρ_a‖^2_L∞ ‖Z^2∇ · u‖^2 + ‖Zρ‖^2_L∞ ‖Z^2∇ · u‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖(ρ_a + ρ)‖^2_L∞ 2∑ β=0 ‖∇Z^βu‖^2

≤ C ∫_T 0 ‖Z^3ρ‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−6}.

For J_{53}, noticing that |∇ρ_a| = O(^1_ϵ ), we have J_{53} = ∫_T 0 ‖[Z^α, ∇ρ_a·]u‖^2 ≤ ∫_T 0 ∑ |β|+|γ|=3,|β|>0 ‖Z^β∇ρ_aZ^γ u‖

≤ ∫_T 0 ∑ |β|+|γ|=3,|β|>0 ‖Z^β∇ρ_a‖^2_L∞ ‖Z^γ u‖^2 ≤ C ϵ^2 ‖u‖^2_H2_{co} ≤ Cϵ^{2K−6}. Finally, one has J_{54} = ∫_T 0 ‖[Z^α, ∇ · u_a]ρ‖^2 ≤ C ∫_T 0 ‖ρ‖^2_H2_{co} ≤ Cϵ^{2K−4}. Collecting the above estimates, we get J_5 ≤ C ∫_T 0 (‖Z^3ρ‖^2 + ‖Z^3u‖^2) + ∫_T 0 ‖Zu‖^2_H3 ‖Z^3ρ‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−6}. (3.27) For J_6, we get from the expression of C_u that J_6 = ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω Z^αuC_u ≤ ∫_T 0 ‖Z^αu‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖[Z^α, ρ_a + ρ]∂_tu‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖[Z^α, (ρ_a + ρ)(u_a + u) · ∇]u‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖[Z^α, (ρ_a + ρ)∇u_a·]u‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖[Z^α, ∇ρ_a ρ_a ]ρ‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖[Z^α, (ρ_a + ρ)∇]ϕ‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω [Z^α, ∇]ρZ^αu + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω μϵ^2[Z^α, △]uZ^αu + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω (μ + ν)ϵ^2[Z^α, ∇∇·]uZ^αu := ∫_T 0 ‖Z^αu‖^2 + 8∑ k=1 J_{6k}. (3.28) For J_{61}, a standard commutator estimate yields J_{61} = ∫_T 0 ‖[Z^α, ρ_a + ρ]∂_tu‖^2 ≤ ∫_T 0 (‖Z^3ρ‖^2 + ‖Z^3u‖^2) + Cϵ^{2K−6}.

Similarly, we have J_{62} + J_{63} + J_{64} ≤ ∫_T 0 (‖Z^3ρ‖^2 + ‖Z^3u‖^2) + Cϵ^{2K−6}. and J_{65} = ∫_T 0 ‖[Z^α, (ρ_a + ρ)∇]ϕ‖^2 ≤ C ∫_T 0 ‖Z^3ρ‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−6}.

For J_{66}, since we do not expect to control ‖∇ρ‖_H2_{co} , we get

J_{66} = ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω [Z^α, ∇]ρZ^αu = ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ∑ |β|≤2 ψ^{β,2}∂_3Z^β ρZ^αu

= ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ∑ |β|≤2 ψ^{β,2}ψ(x_3)∂_3Z^βρ∂_3Z^{|α|−1}u

≤ ∫_T 0 (‖Z^3ρ‖^2 + ‖∂_3Z^2u‖^2) + Cϵ^{2K−4} ≤ ∫_T 0 ‖Z^3ρ‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−6}.

By integrating by parts and the trace theorem, we have J_{67} = ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω μϵ^2[Z^α, △]uZ^αu = μϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω [Z^α, ∂_{33}]uZ^αu = μϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ∑ 0≤|β|≤2 (ψ^{1,β,2}∂_3Z^β u + ψ^{2,β,2}∂_{33}Z^βu)Z^αu

≤ μϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ( ∑ 0≤|β|≤2 ‖∂_3Z^βu‖^2 + ‖Z^αu‖^2 ) + μϵ^2 ∑ 0≤|β|≤2 ∫_T 0 ∫ ∂Ω ψ^{2,β,2}∂_3Z^βu_yZ^αu_y

+ μϵ^2 ∑ 0≤|β|≤2 ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ∂_3Z^β u∂_3(ψ^{2,β,2}Z^αu)

≤ C ∫_T 0 ‖Z^3u‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−4} + μϵ^2 ∑ 0≤|β|≤2 ∫_T 0 ∫ ∂Ω ψ^{2,β,2}Z^β u_yZ^αu_y

− μϵ^2 ∑ 0≤|β|≤2 ∫_T 0 ∫ ∂Ω ψ^{2,β,2}[Z^β , ∂_3]u_yZ^αu_y + μϵ^2 ∑ 0≤|β|≤2 ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ∂_3ψ^{2,β,2}∂_3Z^βuZ^αu

+ μϵ^2 ∑ 0≤|β|≤2 ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ψ^{2,β,2}∂_3Z^βu∂_3Z^αu

≤ C ∫_T 0 ‖Z^3u‖^2 + μ 4 ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇Z^3u‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−6}. The estimate for J_{68} is similar, so we omit it for simplicity. Collecting the above estimates, we get the estimate for J_6 that

J_6 ≤ ∫_T 0 (‖Z^3ρ‖^2 + ‖Z^3u‖^2) + μ 4 ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇Z^3u‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−6}. (3.29)

Notice that we have given the estimate of ‖C_ρ‖^2 in the estimate of J_5. Therefore it remains to estimate ∫_T 0 ‖∂_tC_ϕ‖^2 +^1_{ϵ2} ‖C_ϕ‖^2. From the expression of C_ϕ, one has ∫_T 0 ‖C_ϕ‖^2 ≤ ∫_T 0 ‖[Z^α, ϵ^2△]ϕ‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖Z^α ( e^{−ϕa} (e^{−ϕ} − 1) ) + e^{−ϕa} Z^αϕe^{−ϕ}‖^2 ≤ ϵ^4 ∫_T 0 2∑ |β|=0 ‖(ψ^{1,β,2}Z^β∂_3ϕ + ψ^{2,β,2}Z^β∂_{33}ϕ)‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−4}

≤ Cϵ^4 ∫_T 0 2∑ |β|=0 ‖Z^β∂_{33}ϕ‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−4}.

Using the Poisson equation, we have ∫_T 0 ‖C_ϕ‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^4 ∫_T 0 2∑ |β|=0 ‖Z^β△_yϕ‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−4}

≤ Cϵ^4 ∫_T 0 ‖∇Z^3ϕ‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−4}. Now, let’s consider ∂_tC_ϕ. In fact, we have ∫_T 0 ‖∂_tC_ϕ‖^2 ≤ ∫_T 0 ‖∂_t[Z^α, ϵ^2△]ϕ‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖∂_t ( Z^α ( e^{−ϕa} (e^{−ϕ} − 1) ) + e^{−ϕa} Z^αϕe^{−ϕ} ) ‖^2 ≤ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 3∑ |β|=0 ‖(ψ^{1,β,2}Z^β∂_3ϕ + ψ^{2,β,2}Z^β∂_{33}ϕ)‖^2

+ ∫_T 0 ‖Z^3ϕ‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−4} ≤ C ∫_T 0 (ϵ^2‖∇Z^3ϕ‖^2 + ‖Z^3ϕ‖^2) + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂_{33}ϕ‖^2_H3_{co} + Cϵ^{2K−6}. By a standard elliptic estimate, we have ϵ^2‖∇^2ϕ‖_H3_{co} ≤ ‖ρ‖_H3_{co} + ‖ϕ‖_H3_{co} + ‖C_ϕ‖ + Cϵ^{K+1}. Thus it holds that ∫_T 0 ‖∂_tC_ϕ‖^2 ≤ C ∫_T 0 (ϵ^2‖∇Z^3ϕ‖^2 + ‖Z^3ϕ‖^2 + ‖Z^3ρ‖^2) + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖C_ϕ‖ + Cϵ^{2K−6} ≤ C ∫_T 0 (ϵ^2‖∇Z^3ϕ‖^2 + ‖Z^3ϕ‖^2 + ‖Z^3ρ‖^2) + Cϵ^{2K−6}.

Finally, combining all the commutators estimates with (3.25), we obtain ‖Z^3 ( ρ, u, ϕ, ϵ∇ϕ ) ‖^2 + μ 4 ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇Z^3u‖^2

≤ C ∫_T 0 ‖Z^3 ( ρ, u, ϕ, ϵ∇ϕ ) ‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖Zu‖^2_H3 ‖Z^3ρ‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−6}. By Gronwall’s inequality, we complete the proof of Proposition 3.3. □ 3.5. Normal estimates. In this section, we shall give the estimates of the normal derivatives of the solution. For notations simplicity, we set R := ∂_3ρ. First, we have the following proposition.

Proposition 3.4. Under the assumptions of Proposition 3.2, it holds that ‖∂^2_3 ϕ‖^2 + ϵ^2‖Z∂^2_3 ϕ‖^2 + ϵ^4‖Z^2∂^2_3 ϕ‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−4}.

Proof. Using the Poisson equation, we have ϵ^2∂^2_3 ϕ = −ϵ^2△_yϕ + ρ − e^{−ϕa} (e^{−ϕ} − 1) + ϵ^{K+1}R_ϕ. (3.30) Taking L^2 norm to (3.30) yields

ϵ^4‖∂^2_3 ϕ‖^2 ≤ ϵ^4‖△_yϕ‖^2 + ‖ρ‖^2 + ‖e^{−ϕa} (e^{−ϕ} − 1)‖^2 + ϵ^{2K+2} ≤ Cϵ^{2K} , by using the tangential estimates in Proposition 3.2 and Proposition 3.3. Next, applying Z to (3.30) gives

ϵ^2Z∂^2_3 ϕ = −ϵ^2Z△_yϕ + Zρ − Z[e^{−ϕa} (e^{−ϕ} − 1)] + ϵ^{K+1}ZR_ϕ. Taking L^2 norm and using the tangential estimates we have established yields ϵ^4‖Z∂^2_3 ϕ‖^2 ≤ ϵ^4‖Z△_yϕ‖ + ‖Zρ‖ + ‖Z[e^{−ϕa} (e^{−ϕ} − 1)]‖^2 + ‖ϵ^{K+1}ZR_ϕ‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−2}. The estimates of Z^2∂^2_3 ϕ can be given in a similar fashion, so we omit the details for simplicity. Therefore, we complete the proof of Proposition 3.4. □ Next, we prove the estimates of R.

Proposition 3.5. Under the assumptions of Proposition 3.2, it holds that

ϵ^2‖R‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖R‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−2}. Proof. Rewrite the first equation of (3.7) into ∂_tρ+(u_a +u)·∇ρ+(ρ_a +ρ)∇_y ·u_y +(ρ_a +ρ)∂_3u_3 +u·∇ρ_a+ρ∇·u_a = ϵ^K R_ρ. (3.31) Taking derivative with respect to x_3 to the above equation, we get ∂_t∂_3ρ + (u_a + u) · ∇∂_3ρ + ∂_3(u_a + u)_3∂_3ρ + ∂_3ρ∇ · (u_a + u) + (ρ_a + ρ)∂_{33}u_3 = M_1, (3.32) where M_1 is given by

M_1 = − ∂_3(u_a + u)_y · ∇_yρ − (ρ_a + ρ)∇_y · ∂_3u_y − ∂_3(u · ∇ρ_a) − ∂_3ρ_a∇ · u − ρ∇ · ∂_3u_a + ϵ^K ∂_3R_ρ. (3.33) Recalling that the equation satisfied by u_3 in (3.7) is

(ρ_a + ρ) ( ∂_tu_3 + (u_a + u) · ∇u_3 + u · ∇u^3_a ) + ( ∂_3ρ − ∂_3ρ_a ρ_a ρ ) =(ρ_a + ρ)∂_3ϕ + μϵ^2△_yu_3 + (2μ + ν)ϵ^2∂_{33}u_3

+ (μ + ν)ϵ^2∂_3∇_y · u_y + H(ρ, ρ_a, u_a)_3 + ϵ^K R_u. (3.34) Taking (3.32) × (2μ + ν)ϵ^2 + (3.34) × (ρ_a + ρ) gives

(2μ + ν)ϵ^2 ( ∂_tR + (u_a + u) · ∇R + R∂_3(u_a + u)_3 + R∇ · (u_a + u) ) + (ρ_a + ρ)R = (2μ + ν)ϵ^2M_1 + M_2 + M_3, (3.35) where

M_2 =(ρ_a + ρ)^2 ( ∂_tu_3 + (u_a + u) · ∇u_3 + u · ∇u^3_a ) − ∂_3ρ_a ρ_a (ρ_a + ρ)ρ, M_3 =(ρ_a + ρ)^2∂_3ϕ + μϵ^2(ρ_a + ρ)△_yu_3 + (μ + ν)ϵ^2(ρ_a + ρ)∂_3∇_y · u_y + (ρ_a + ρ)(H(ρ, ρ_a, u_a)_3 + ϵ^K R_u).

Multiplying (3.35) by R and integrating over [0, T ] × Ω, we obtain

(2μ + ν)ϵ^2 ( 1 2 ∫ Ω |R|^2 − 1 2 ∫ Ω |R(0)|^2 + 1 2 ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ∇ · (u_a + u)|R|^2 )

+ (2μ + ν)ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ∂_3(u_a + u)_3|R|^2 + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω (ρ_a + ρ)|R|^2 = ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ( (2μ + ν)ϵ^2M_1 + M_2 + M_3 ) R. This gives

ϵ^2‖R‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖R‖^2 ≤ ∫_T 0 ‖(2μ + ν)ϵ^2M_1 + M_2 + M_3‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−2}. (3.36) It remains to estimate the first term on the right-hand side of (3.36). In fact, from the tangential estimates we have established in Section 4 and Section 5, we have ∫_T 0 ‖ ( (2μ + ν)ϵ^2M_1 + M_2 + M_3 ) ‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−2}. (3.37) Combining the estimates (3.36) and (3.37), we complete the proof of Proposition 3.5. □ Proposition 3.6. Under the assumptions of Proposition 3.2, it holds that

ϵ^2‖ZR‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖ZR‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−4}. Proof. Applying Z to the equation (3.35) yields

(2μ + ν)ϵ^2 ( ∂_tZR + (u_a + u) · ∇ZR + ZR∂_3(u_a + u)_3 + ZR∇ · (u + u_a) ) + (ρ_a + ρ)ZR = (2μ + ν)ϵ^2ZM_1 + ZM_2 + ZM_3 + C, (3.38) where the commutator C is

C = −(2μ + ν)ϵ^2 ( [Z, (u_a + u) · ∇]R + [Z, ∂_3(u_a + u)_3]R ) − (2μ + ν)ϵ^2[Z, ∇ · (u + u_a)]R − [Z, (ρ_a + ρ)]R. (3.39)

Similar to the proof of Proposition 3.5, a direct energy method yields ϵ^2‖ZR‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖ZR‖^2 ≤ C ∫_T 0 ‖ϵ^2ZM_1 + ZM_2 + ZM_3‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖C‖^2 + ϵ^{2K} . (3.40) Using the tangential estimates in Proposition 3.2 and 3.3, we can estimate the source term as ∫_T 0 ‖ϵ^2ZM_1 + ZM_2 + ZM_3‖^2 ≤ ϵ^{2K−4}.

Now we give the control of the second term on the right-side of (3.40). From the expression of C, we have ∫_T 0 ‖C‖^2 = ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖[Z, (u_a + u) · ∇]R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖[Z, ∂_3(u_a + u)_3]R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖[Z, ∇ · (u + u_a)]R‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖[Z, (ρ_a + ρ)]R‖^2 := 4∑ k=1 I_k. We need to give the estimates of each term. For I_1, we have

I_1 = ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖[Z, (u_a + u)·]∇R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖(u_a + u) · [Z, ∇]R‖^2 ≤ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z(u_a + u) · ∇R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖(u_a + u)_3 · ∂_3R‖^2 ≤ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖ 1 ψ(x_3)

Zu_a · ZR‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Zu‖^2_L3 ‖∇R‖^2_L6 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖ 1 ψ(x_3) u^3_a · ZR‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖u_3‖^2_L3 ‖∂_3R‖^2_L6 ≤ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇Zu_a‖^2_L∞ ‖ZR‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 (‖Zu‖ + ‖∇Zu‖)^2‖∇^2R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇u^3_a‖^2_L∞ ‖ZR‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 (‖u_3‖ + ‖∇u_3‖)^2‖∇^2R‖^2 ≤ ϵ^2C ∫_T 0 ‖ZR‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−2}. The estimates of I_2 and I_3 are similar. Actually, we have

I_2 + I_3 ≤ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z∂_3(u_a + u)_3R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z∇ · (u + u_a)R‖^2 ≤ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z∂_3u_a‖^2_L∞ ‖R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z∂_3u_3‖^2‖R‖^2_L∞ + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z∇ · u‖^2‖R‖^2_L∞ + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z∇ · u_a‖^2_L∞ ‖R‖^2

≤ Cϵ^{2K−2}. While for I_4, we have

I_4 = ∫_T 0 ‖Z(ρ_a + ρ)R‖^2 ≤ ∫_T 0 ‖Zρ_aR‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖ZρR‖^2 ≤ ∫_T 0 ‖Zρ_a‖^2_L∞ ‖R‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖Zρ‖^2‖R‖^2_L∞ ≤ Cϵ^{2K−2}. Substituting the above estimates into (3.40) gives

(2μ + ν)ϵ^2‖ZR‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖ZR‖^2 ≤ ϵ^2C ∫_T 0 ‖ZR‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−4}. (3.41) By the smallness of ϵ, we finish the proof of Proposition 3.6. □ Proposition 3.7. Under the assumptions of Proposition 3.2, it holds that

‖∂_3u‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂^2_3 u‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−4}.

Proof. Using the first equation of (3.7), we have −∂_3u_3 = 1 ρ_a + ρ

[∂_tρ + (u_a + u) · ∇ρ] + ∇_y · u_y + 1 ρ_a + ρ

[u · ∇ρ_a + ρ∇ · u_a − ϵ^K R_ρ], (3.42) which yields ‖∂_3u_3‖ ≤ C(‖∂_tρ‖ + ‖∇ρ‖ + ‖∇_y · u_y‖ + ‖u · ∇ρ_a‖ + ‖ρ∇ · u_a‖ + ϵ^K ) ≤ Cϵ^{K−2}, where we have used the estimates in Proposition 3.5 and in previous two sections. From the equation of u_3, we have

(2μ + ν)ϵ^2∂_{33}u_3 = (ρ_a + ρ) ( ∂_tu_3 + (u_a + u) · ∇u_3 + u · ∇u^3_a ) + ( ∂_3ρ − ∂_3ρ_a ρ_a ρ ) − (ρ_a + ρ)∂_3ϕ + μϵ^2△_yu_3 + (μ + ν)ϵ^2∂_3∇_y · u_y + H(ρ, ρ_a, u_a)_3 + ϵ^K R_u. (3.43) Taking L^2L^2 norm to both side and utilizing Proposition 3.5 and the tangential estimates of Proposition 3.2 and 3.3 gives

ϵ^4 ∫_T 0 ‖∂_{33}u_3‖^2 ≤ C ∫_T 0 ( ‖∂_tu_3‖^2 + ‖∇u_3‖^2 + ‖u‖^2 )

+ ∫_T 0 ( ‖∂_3ρ‖^2 + 1 ϵ^2

‖ρ‖^2 + ‖∂_3ϕ‖^2 + ϵ^4‖△_yu_3‖^2 )

+ ∫_T 0 ( ϵ^4‖∂_3∇_y · u_y‖^2 + ‖H(ρ, ρ_a, u_a)_3‖^2 + ϵ^K ‖R_u‖^2 ) ≤ Cϵ^{2K−2}.

Next, we are going to control ‖∂_3u_y‖ which can be achieved by estimating the vorticity ω = ∂_2u_3 − ∂_3u_2 ∂_3u_1 − ∂_1u_3 ∂_1u_2 − ∂_2u_1 . Actually, from the above expression, we find that the estimate of ‖∂_3u_y‖ is equivalent to the estimate of ‖ω_y‖. Applying ∇× to the second equation of (3.7) gives (ρ_a + ρ) ( ∂_tω + (u_a + u) · ∇ω ) = μϵ^2△w + F, (3.44) with the source term F given by

F = − ∇(ρ_a + ρ) × ∂_tu + ω · ∇[(ρ_a + ρ)(u_a + u)] − ∇ × ((ρ_a + ρ)u · ∇u_a) + ∇ ρ ρ_a × ∇ρ_a + ∇(ρ_a + ρ) × ∇ϕ + ∇ × H(ρ, ρ_a, u_a) + ϵ^K ∇ × R_u. From the boundary condition of u, we can determine the boundary condition of ω_y as ω_y |_{x3=0}= ( ∂_2u_3 − ∂_3u_2 ∂_3u_1 − ∂_1u_3 ) |_{x3 =0}= ( −u_2 u_1 ) := u^⊥_y .

This motivates us to introduce η = ω_y − u^⊥_y , since it satisfies η |_{x3 =0}= 0.

Due to the estimates of u^⊥_y , it sufficient to give the control of η. Using (3.44) and the equation of u_y, we have (ρ_a + ρ) ( ∂_tη + (u_a + u) · ∇η ) = μϵ^2△η + F_y + G, (3.45) where

G = (ρ_a + ρ)u · ∇(u^y_a)^⊥ + (∇^⊥_y ρ − ρ ρ_a ∇^⊥_y ρ_a) − (ρ_a + ρ)∇^⊥_y ϕ − (μ + ν)ϵ^2∇^⊥_y ∇ · u − H_y(ρ)^⊥ − ϵ^K R^⊥_u .

Now, multiplying (3.45) by η, integrating over [0, T ] × Ω yields ∫ Ω (ρ_a + ρ)η^2 + μϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω |∇η|^2 = ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ∂_t(ρ_a + ρ)η^2 + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ∇ · ((ρ_a + ρ)(u_a + u))η^2 + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω (F_y + G) · η. By the tangential estimates of Proposition 3.2 and 3.3 and Proposition 3.5, the source term can be controlled as ∫_T 0 ‖(F_y + G)‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−4}. Therefore, we get

‖η‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇η‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−4}.

By the definition of η, we find

‖∂_3u_y‖^2 ≤ ‖ω_y‖^2 + ‖∇_yu_3‖^3 ≤ ‖η‖^2 + ‖u^⊥_y ‖^2 + ‖∇_yu_3‖^3 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−4}, and ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂^2_3 u_y‖^2 ≤ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3ω_y‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3∇_yu_3‖^2 ≤ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3η‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖u^⊥_y ‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3∇_yu_3‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−4}. The proof of Proposition 3.7 is completed. □ Proposition 3.8. Under the assumptions of Proposition 3.2, it holds that

‖Z∂_3u‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z∂^2_3 u‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−6}. Proof. Using the first equation of (3.8), we have −Z∂_3u_3 = Z { 1 ρ_a + ρ

[∂_tρ + (u_a + u) · ∇ρ] + ∇_y · u_y + 1 ρ_a + ρ [u · ∇ρ_a + ρ∇ · u_a − ϵ^K R_ρ] } . So, from the tangential estimates and Proposition 3.6, we get ‖Z∂_3u_3‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−6}.

Applying Z to (3.43) yields

(2μ + ν)ϵ^2Z∂_{33}u_3 = Z[(ρ_a + ρ) ( ∂_tu_3 + (u_a + u) · ∇u_3 + u · ∇u^3_a ) ] + Z ( ∂_3ρ − ∂_3ρ_a ρ_a ρ ) − Z[(ρ_a + ρ)∂_3ϕ] + μϵ^2Z△_yu_3 + (μ + ν)ϵ^2Z∂_3∇_y · u_y + ZH(ρ, ρ_a, u_a)_3 + ϵ^K ZR_u.

Taking L^2L^2 norm to both side and using the estimates in Proposition 3.2, 3.3 and 3.6 gives

ϵ^4 ∫_T 0 ‖Z∂_{33}u_3‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−4}.

Next, applying Z to (3.45) gives

(ρ_a + ρ) ( ∂_tZη + (u_a + u) · ∇Zη ) = μϵ^2△Zη + ZF_y + ZG + C^1_η , (3.46) where C^1_η = −[Z, ρ_a + ρ]∂_tη − [Z, (ρ_a + ρ)(u_a + u) · ∇]η + μϵ^2[Z, △]η. A direct energy estimate to equation (3.46) yields ‖Zη‖^2 + μϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇Zη‖^2 ≤ C ∫_T 0 ‖Zη‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖ZF_y‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖ZG‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω Zη · C^1_η + Cϵ^{2K−6}. (3.47)

Using the tangential estimates of Proposition 3.2 and 3.3 and Proposition 3.5 and 3.6, we have ∫_T 0 ‖ZF_y‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖ZG‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−6}. While for the commutator, one has ∫_T 0 Zη · C^1_η ≤ ∫_T 0 ‖Z(ρ_a + ρ)∂_tη‖^2 + ‖Z[(ρ_a + ρ)(u_a + u)] · ∇η‖^2

+ μϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω Zη · (ψ_1∂_3 + ψ_2∂_{33})η + C ∫_T 0 ‖Zη‖^2 ≤ C ∫_T 0 ‖Zη‖^2 + Cϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3η‖^2 + κμϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3Zη‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−6} ≤ κμϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3Zη‖^2 + C ∫_T 0 ‖Zη‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−6}, with κ being sufficiently small, by integrating by parts and Hölder inequality. Putting the above two estimates into (3.47) and using the smallness of κ, we complete the proof of Proposition 3.8. □ Proposition 3.9. Under the assumptions of Proposition 3.2, it holds that ‖∂^3_3 ϕ‖^2 + ϵ^2‖Z∂^3_3 ϕ‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−8}.

Proof. Applying ∂_3 to the Poisson equation, we have

ϵ^2∂^3_3 ϕ = −ϵ^2∂_3△_yϕ + ∂_3ρ − ∂_3[e^{−ϕa} (e^{−ϕ} − 1)] + ϵ^{K+1}∂_3R_ϕ. Applying Z to the above equation yields

ϵ^2Z∂^3_3 ϕ = −ϵ^2Z∂_3△_yϕ + Z∂_3ρ − Z∂_3[e^{−ϕa} (e^{−ϕ} − 1)] + ϵ^{K+1}Z∂_3R_ϕ. Then, by taking L^2 norm to both side of the above two equations and using the estimates we just established in 3.6, we can get the desired estimates. Hence, we complete the proof of Proposition 3.9. □ Proposition 3.10. Under the assumptions of Proposition 3.2, it holds that

ϵ^2‖Z^2R‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖Z^2R‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−6}. Proof. For |α| = 2, applying Z^α to the equation (3.35) yields

(2μ + ν)ϵ^2 ( ∂_tZ^αR + (u_a + u) · ∇Z^αR + ∂_3(u_a + u)_3Z^αR ) + (2μ + ν)ϵ^2Z^αR∇ · (u + u_a) + (ρ_a + ρ)Z^αR =(2μ + ν)ϵ^2Z^αM_1 + Z^αM_2 + Z^αM_3 + C, (3.48) where the commutator C is

C = −(2μ + ν)ϵ^2 ( [Z^α, (u_a + u) · ∇]R + [Z^α, ∂_3(u_a + u)_3]R ) − (2μ + ν)ϵ^2[Z^α, ∇ · (u + u_a)]R − [Z^α, (ρ_a + ρ)]R.

We perform energy estimate to (3.48) to obtain that

ϵ^2‖Z^αR‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖Z^αR‖^2 ≤ ∫_T 0 ‖(2μ + ν)ϵ^2Z^αM_1 + Z^αM_2 + Z^αM_3‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω C^2 + Cϵ^{2K} . (3.49) Let’s deal with the first term on the right-hand side of (3.49). From the tangential estimates in Section 4 and Section 5, after a complicated but straightforward computation, we get ∫_T 0 ‖ϵ^2Z^αM_1‖^2 + ‖Z^αM_2‖^2 + ‖Z^αM_3‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−6}.

We next turn to the estimate of the commutator C. First, ∫_T 0 ‖C‖^2 ≤ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖[Z^α, (u_a + u) · ∇]R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖[Z^α, ∂_3(u_a + u)_3]R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖[Z^α, ∇ · (u + u_a)]R‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖[Z^α, (ρ_a + ρ)]R‖^2 := 4∑ k=1 I_k. For I_1, one has

I_1 ≤ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖[Z^2, (u_a + u)·]∇R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖(u_a + u) · [Z^2, ∇]R‖^2 ≤ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z^2(u_a + u) · ∇R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z(u_a + u) · Z∇R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖(u_a + u) · [Z^2, ∇]R‖^2.

Thus we have

I_1 ≤ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z^2u_a · ∇R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z^2u · ∇R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Zu_a · Z∇R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Zu · Z∇R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖(u_a + u)_3 · ∂_3R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖(u_a + u)_3 · ∂_3ZR‖^2 ≤ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖ 1 ψ(z) Z^2u_a · ZR‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z^2u‖^2_L3 ‖∇R‖^2_L6 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖ 1 ψ(x_3)

Zu_a · Z^2R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖ 1 ψ(x_3) ZuZ^2R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖ 1 ψ(x_3) u_a · ZR‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖u‖^2_L3 ‖∂_3R‖^2_L6 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖ 1 ψ(x_3) u_a · Z^2R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖u_3∂_3ZR‖^2

≤ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇Z^2u_a‖^2_L∞ ‖ZR‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 (‖Z^2u‖^2 + ‖∇Z^2u‖^2)‖∇^2R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇Zu_a‖^2_L∞ ‖Z^2R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇Zu‖^2_L∞ ‖Z^2R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇u_a‖^2_L∞ ‖ZR‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 (‖u‖^2 + ‖∇u‖^2)‖∇^2R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇u_a‖^2_L∞ ‖Z^2R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖u‖^2_L∞ ‖∂_3ZR‖^2 ≤ C_aϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z^2R‖^2 + Cϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Zu‖^2_H3 ‖Z^2R‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−4}. For the estimates of I_2 and I_3, we obtain that

I_2 + I_3 ≤ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z^2∂_3(u_a + u)_3R‖^2 + ‖Z∂_3(u_a + u)_3ZR‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z^2∇ · (u + u_a)R‖^2 + ‖Z∇ · (u + u_a)ZR‖^2 ≤ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z^2∂_3u_a‖^2_L∞ ‖R‖^2 + ‖Z^2∂_3u_3‖^2‖R‖^2_L∞ + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z∂_3u_a‖^2_L∞ ‖ZR‖^2 + ‖Z∂_3u_3‖^2_L6 ‖ZR‖^2_L3 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z^2∇ · u_a‖^2_L∞ ‖R‖^2 + ‖Z^2∇ · u‖^2‖R‖^2_L∞ + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z∇ · u_a‖^2_L∞ ‖ZR‖^2 + ‖Z∇ · u‖^2_L6 ‖ZR‖^2_L3 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−6} + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z∂_{33}u‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−6}. Finally, for I_4, we have

I_4 = ∫_T 0 ‖[Z^α, (ρ_a + ρ)]R‖^2 = ∫_T 0 ‖Z^2(ρ_a + ρ)R‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖Z(ρ_a + ρ)ZR‖^2 ≤ ∫_T 0 ‖Z^2ρ_a‖^2_L∞ ‖R‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖Z^2ρ‖^2‖R‖^2_L∞ + ∫_T 0 ‖Zρ_a‖^2_L∞ ‖ZR‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖Zρ‖^2_L∞ ‖ZR‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−6}. Thus, from (3.49) and the above estimates for I_j , we find that ϵ^2‖Z^2R‖^2 + 1 2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z^2R‖^2 ≤ C_aϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z^2R‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−6}.

The proof of the Proposition 3.10 is completed. □

Proposition 3.11. Under the assumptions of Proposition 3.2, it holds that

‖Z^2∂_3u‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z^2∂^2_3 u‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−8}.

Proof. Based on Proposition 3.10, the proof here can be given in a similar fashion as Proposition 3.8. Indeed, we only need to consider the energy estimate for the following equation which is obtained by applying Z^2 to (3.45)

(ρ_a + ρ) ( ∂_tZ^2η + (u_a + u) · ∇Z^2η ) = μϵ^2△Z^2η + Z^2F_y + Z^2G + C^2_η , (3.50) with C^2_η being the commutator. We omit the details for the sake of simplicity. □ Next, we are going to deal with the estimates of the second order normal derivatives of ρ.

Proposition 3.12. Under the assumptions of Proposition 3.2, it holds that

ϵ^2‖∂_3R‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3R‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−4}. Proof. Applying ∂_3 to equation (3.35) gives

(2μ + ν)ϵ^2 ( ∂_t∂_3R + (u_a + u) · ∇∂_3R + ∂_3(u_a + u)_3∂_3R ) + (2μ + ν)ϵ^2∂_3R∇ · (u + u_a) + (ρ_a + ρ)∂_3R =∂_3[(2μ + ν)ϵ^2M_1 + M_2 + M_3] + C, (3.51) where commutator C is given by

C = − (2μ + ν)ϵ^2 ( [∂_3, (u_a + u) · ∇]R + [∂_3, ∂_3(u_a + u)_3]R ) − (2μ + ν)ϵ^2[∂_3, ∇ · (u + u_a)]R − [∂_3, (ρ_a + ρ)]R.

Multiplying (3.51) by ∂_3R and integrating over [0, T ] × Ω, we find

(2μ + ν)ϵ^2 ( 1 2 ∫ Ω |∂_3R|^2 − 1 2 ∫ Ω |∂_3R(0)|^2 + 1 2 ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ∇ · (u_a + u)|∂_3R|^2 )

+ (2μ + ν)ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ∂_3(u_a + u)_3|∂_3R|^2 + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω (ρ_a + ρ)|∂_3R|^2 = ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ∂_3 ( (2μ + ν)ϵ^2M_1 + M_2 + M_3 ) ∂_3R + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω C∂_3R. By Young’s inequality, one has

(2μ + ν)ϵ^2‖∂_3R‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3R‖^2 ≤ ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3 ( (2μ + ν)ϵ^2M_1 + M_2 + M_3 ) ‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖C‖^2. (3.52) Using the estimates in Proposition 3.4-3.11, we find ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3 ( (2μ + ν)ϵ^2M_1 + M_2 + M_3 ) ‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−4}.

Now let us consider the commutator estimate ∫_T 0 ‖C‖^2 ≤ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖[∂_3, (u_a + u) · ∇]R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖[∂_3, ∂_3(u_a + u)_3]R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖[∂_3, ∇ · (u + u_a)]R‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖[∂_3, (ρ_a + ρ)]R‖^2 := 4∑ k=1 I_k. For I_1, we have I_1 ≤ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3(u_a + u) · ∇R‖^2 ≤ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3u_a‖_L∞ ‖∇R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3u‖^2_L3 ‖∇R‖^2_L6 ≤ Cϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3R‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−4}.

For I_2 and I_3, we have

I_2 + I_3 ≤ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖[∂_3, ∂_3(u_a + u)_3]R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 [∂_3, ∇ · (u + u_a)]R‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−4}. For I_4, we have I_4 ≤ ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3ρ_aR‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3ρR‖^2 ≤ ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3ρ_a‖^2_L∞ ‖R‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖R‖^2_L∞ ‖R‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−4}. Combining the above estimates with (3.52), we get ϵ^2‖∂_3R‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3R‖^2 ≤ ϵ^{2K−4}. The proof of Proposition 3.12 is completed. □ Next, we have Proposition 3.13. Under the assumptions of Proposition 3.2, it holds that ‖∂^4_3 ϕ‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−10}.

Proof. Applying ∂_{33} to the Poisson equation, we have

ϵ^2∂^4_3 ϕ = −ϵ^2∂_{33}△_yϕ + ∂_{33}ρ − ∂_{33}[e^{−ϕa} (e^{−ϕ} − 1)] + ϵ^{K+1}∂_{33}R_ϕ. Then, by taking L^2 norm to both sides of the above two equations and using previous estimates of Proposition 3.4-3.12, we complete the proof. □

Proposition 3.14. Under the assumptions of Proposition 3.2, it holds that ϵ^2‖Z∂_3R‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖Z∂_3R‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−6}. Proof. Applying Z to system (3.51) gives

(2μ + ν)ϵ^2 ( ∂_tZ∂_3R + (u_a + u) · ∇Z∂_3R + ∂_3(u_a + u)_3Z∂_3R ) + (2μ + ν)ϵ^2Z∂_3R∇ · (u + u_a) + (ρ_a + ρ)Z∂_3R =Z∂_3[(2μ + ν)ϵ^2M_1 + M_2 + M_3] + ZC + C̃, (3.53) with C̃ given by

C̃ = −(2μ + ν)ϵ^2 ( [Z, (u_a + u) · ∇]∂_3R + [Z, ∂_3(u_a + u)_3]∂_3R ) − (2μ + ν)ϵ^2[Z, ∇ · (u + u_a)]∂_3R − [Z, (ρ_a + ρ)]∂_3R.

Multiplying (3.53) by Z∂_3R and integrating over [0, T ] × Ω, we find ϵ^2‖Z∂_3R‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖Z∂_3R‖^2 ≤ ∫_T 0 ‖Z∂_3 ( (2μ + ν)ϵ^2M_1 + M_2 + M_3 ) ‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖ZC‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖C̃‖^2. In view of Proposition 3.4-3.12, we find that ∫_T 0 ‖Z∂_3 ( (2μ + ν)ϵ^2M_1 + M_2 + M_3 ) ‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−6}, and ∫_T 0 ‖ZC‖^2 + ‖C̃‖^2 ≤ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z[∂_3, (u_a + u) · ∇]R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z[∂_3, ∂_3(u_a + u)_3]R‖^2

+ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z[∂_3, ∇ · (u + u_a)]R‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖Z[∂_3, (ρ_a + ρ)]R‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z∂_3R‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−6}. The combination of the above three inequalities yields the result in Proposition 3.14. The proof is proved. □ Proposition 3.15. Under the assumptions of Proposition 3.2, it holds that ‖∂^2_3 u‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂^3_3 u‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−6}.

Proof. First, the following estimate can be given in a very similar fashion as Proposition 3.8 ‖∂^2_3 u_3‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂^3_3 u_3‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−6}.

Next, applying ∂_3 to (3.45) gives

(ρ_a + ρ) ( ∂_t∂_3η + (u_a + u) · ∇∂_3η ) = μϵ^2△∂_3η + ∂_3(F_y + G) + C^3_η , (3.54) with

C^3_η = −[∂_3, (ρ_a + ρ)]∂_tη − [∂_3, (ρ_a + ρ)(u_a + u) · ∇]η + μϵ^2[∂_3, △]η. To use energy method, we need to determine the boundary condition for ∂_3η. Actually, from the expression of η, we find

∂_3η |_{x3=0}= ( ∂_{23}u_3 − ∂_{33}u_2 + ∂_3u_2 ∂_{33}u_1 − ∂_{13}u_3 − ∂_3u_1 ) |_{x3=0}= ( ∂_{23}u_3 −∂_{13}u_3 ) |_{x3=0} .

Thus, from energy estimate to (3.54), we have

‖∂_3η‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇∂_3η‖^2 ≤ μϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ∫ ∂Ω ∂_{33}η · ∂_3η + ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3(F_y + G) + C^3_η ‖^2 := I_1 + I_2. (3.55) Let us consider the estimate of the boundary term I_1 first. Using (3.45), we can reformulate I_1 into

I_1 = μϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ∫ ∂Ω [ (ρ_a + ρ) ( ∂_tη + (u_a + u) · ∇η ) − F_y − G ] · ∂_3η = μϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ∫ ∂Ω [ F_y + G ] · ( −∂_{23}u_3 ∂_{13}u_3 ) . Thus, by the trace theorem, we find that

I_1 ≤ μϵ^2 ∫_T 0 |(F_y + G)|^2_L2_{(∂Ω)} + μϵ^2 ∫_T 0 |∂_3∇_yu_3|^2_L2_{(∂Ω)} ≤ μϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇(F_y + G)‖‖(F_y + G)‖ + μϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇^2∇_yu_3‖‖∇∇_yu_3‖ ≤ Cϵ^{2K−6}. Similarly, we can obtain the following estimates by using the results in Proposition 3.4-3.14, I_2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−6}. Putting the above estimates into (3.55) gives

‖∂_3η‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇∂_3η‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−6}. The proof of Proposition 3.15 is completed. □ Proposition 3.16. Under the assumptions of Proposition 3.2, it holds that

‖Z∂^2_3 u‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖Z∂^3_3 u‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−8}. Proof. The proof can be given similarly to Proposition 3.15, so we omit it for the sake of simplicity. □

Proposition 3.17. Under the assumptions of Proposition 3.2, it holds that ϵ^2‖∂^2_3 R‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖∂^2_3 R‖ ≤ Cϵ^{2K−6}. Proof. Applying ∂^2_3 to the system (3.35) gives

(2μ + ν)ϵ^2 ( ∂_t∂^2_3 R + (u_a + u) · ∇∂_3R + ∂_3(u_a + u)_3∂^2_3 R ) + (2μ + ν)ϵ^2∂^2_3 R∇ · (u + u_a) + (ρ_a + ρ)∂^2_3 R = ∂^2_3 [(2μ + ν)ϵ^2M_1 + M_2 + M_3] + C, (3.56) where commutator C is given by

C = −(2μ + ν)ϵ^2 ( [∂^2_3 , (u_a + u) · ∇]R + [∂^2_3 , ∂_3(u_a + u)_3]R ) − (2μ + ν)ϵ^2[∂^2_3 , ∇ · (u + u_a)]R − [∂^2_3 , (ρ_a + ρ)]R.

Using energy method to (3.56), we have

ϵ^2‖∂^2_3 R‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖∂^2_3 R‖^2 ≤ ∫_T 0 ‖∂^2_3 ( (2μ + ν)ϵ^2M_1 + M_2 + M_3 ) ‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖C‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−6}. (3.57) By the estimates we have established in previous propositions, we get ∫_T 0 ‖∂^2_3 ( (2μ + ν)ϵ^2M_1 + M_2 + M_3 ) ‖^2 ≤ ϵ^{2K−6}.

The estimate of the commutator can be divided into ∫_T 0 ‖C‖^2 ≤ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖[∂^2_3 , (u_a + u) · ∇]R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖[∂^2_3 , ∂_3(u_a + u)_3]R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖[∂^2_3 , ∇ · (u + u_a)]R‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖[∂^2_3 , (ρ_a + ρ)]R‖^2 := 4∑ i=1 I_i. For I_1, we have

I_1 ≤ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂^2_3 (u_a + u) · ∇R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3(u_a + u) · ∇∂_3R‖^2 ≤ ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂^2_3 u_a‖^2_L∞ ‖∇R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂^2_3 u‖^2_L3 ‖∇R‖^2_L6 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3u_a‖^2_L∞ ‖∇∂_3R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3u‖^2_L∞ ‖∇∂_3R‖^2 ≤ C_a ∫_T 0 ‖∇R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 (‖∂^2_3 u‖^2 + ‖∇∂^2_3 u‖^2)‖∇^2R‖^2 + C_aϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇∂_3R‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3u‖^2_H2 ‖∇^2R‖^2

≤ C_aϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂^2_3 R‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−6}.

For I_2 and I_3, it is straightforward to have that I_2 + I_3 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−6}.

For I_4, one has I_4 ≤ ∫_T 0 ‖∂^2_3 (ρ_a + ρ)R‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3(ρ_a + ρ)∂_3R‖^2 ≤ ∫_T 0 ‖∂^2_3 ρ_a‖^2_L∞ ‖R‖^2 + 2 ∫_T 0 ‖R‖^2_L∞ ‖∂_3R‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖∂_3ρ_a‖^2_L∞ ‖∂_3R‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−6}. From (3.57) and above estimates, one has ϵ^2‖∂^2_3 R‖^2 + ∫_T 0 ‖∂^2_3 R‖^2 ≤ C_aϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂^2_3 R‖^2 + Cϵ^{2K−6}.

The proof of Proposition 3.17 is completed. □ Finally, we have Proposition 3.18. It holds that ‖∂^3_3 u‖^2 + ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∂^4_3 u‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−10}.

Proof. Using the first equation of (3.7), we have −∂^3_3 u_3 = ∂^2_3 { 1 ρ_a + ρ

[∂_tρ + (u_a + u) · ∇ρ] + ∇_y · u_y + 1 ρ_a + ρ [u · ∇ρ_a + ρ∇ · u_a − ϵ^K R_ρ] } . Taking L^2 norm yields the desired estimate of ‖∂^3_3 u_3‖. While from the equation of u_3, we have

(2μ + ν)ϵ^2∂^4_3 u_3 = ∂^2_3 { (ρ_a + ρ) ( ∂_tu_3 + (u_a + u) · ∇u_3 + u · ∇u^3_a )

+ ( ∂_3ρ − ∂_3ρ_a ρ_a ρ ) − (ρ_a + ρ)∂_3ϕ + μϵ^2△_yu_3

+ (μ + ν)ϵ^2∂_3∇_y · u_y + H(ρ, ρ_a, u_a)_3 + ϵ^K R_u } . Taking L^2L^2 norm to both side gives the estimate of ∫_T 0 ‖∂^4_3 u_3‖^2. Next, taking ∂^2_3 to (3.45) gives

(ρ_a + ρ) ( ∂_t∂^2_3 η + (u_a + u) · ∇∂^2_3 η ) = μϵ^2△∂^2_3 η + ∂^2_3 (F_y + G) + C.

Multiplying the above equation by ∂^2_3 η and integrating over [0, T ] × Ω yield ‖∂^2_3 η‖^2 + μϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇∂^2_3 η‖^2 = ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ∂^3_3 η · ∂^2_3 η + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ∂^2_3 (F_y + G + C) · ∂^2_3 η.

By estimating the source terms and the boundary terms, one has

‖∂^2_3 η‖^2 + μϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖∇∂^2_3 η‖^2 ≤ Cϵ^{2K−10}.

The proof of Proposition 3.18 is completed. □

Proof of the main theorem. Combining the estimates in the previous three sections, we complete the proof of Proposition 3.1 of the a priori estimates. From the local well-posedness theory in Section 3.1, we know that

T^ϵ = sup{T > 0, ∀t ∈ [0, T ], Λ(t) ≤ ϵ^2} > 0, (3.58) for Λ(t) := ‖(ρ, u, ϕ, ϵ∇ϕ)(t)‖^2_H3 + ϵ^2 ∫_t 0 ‖∇u‖^2_H3 dτ. Since K > 6 so that 2K − 10 > 2, in view of the definition of T^ϵ and Proposition 3.1, we can find T > 0 such that T^ϵ ≥ T and the following uniform estimate holds on [0, T ], sup 0≤t≤T ‖(ρ, u, ϕ, ϵ∇ϕ)‖_H3_{(R}3_{+)} ≤ Cϵ^{K−5}. Therefore, we have proved our main theorem.

4. acknowledgements

The research of Ju was supported by NSFC(Grant Nos. 12131007 and 12070144). Luo’s research was supported by a GRF grant CityU 11306117 of RGC (Hong Kong). Xu’s research was supported by Natural Science Foundation of China (Grant No. 12001506) and Natural Science Foundation of Shandong Province (Grant No. ZR2020QA014). The work of Ju and Xu was also supported by the ISF-NSFC joint research program (NSFC Grant No. 11761141008).

References

[1] H. Beirao da Veiga and F. Crispo, Sharp inviscid limit results under Navier type boundary conditions. An L^p theory, J. Math. Fluid Mech., 12 (2010), 397-411.

[2] T. Clopeau and A. Mikelić and R. Roberty, On the vanishing viscosity limit for the 2D incompressible Navier-Stokes equations with the friction type boundary conditions, Nonlinearity, 11 (1998), 1625-1636.

[3] S. Cordier and E. Grenier, Quasi-neutral limit of an Euler-Poisson system arising from plasma physics, Commun. Part. Diff. Eq., 23 (2000), 1099-1113.

[4] P. Crispel, P. Degond, and M.H. Vignal, A plasma expansion model based on the full Euler-Poisson system, Math. Models Methods Appl. Sci., 17 (2007), 1129–1158. [5] D. Donatelli, E. Feireisl and A. Novotný, Scale analysis of a hydrodynamic model of plasma, Math. Mod. Methods Appl. Sci., 25 (2015), 371-394.

[6] Q. Duan and H-L. Li, Global existence of weak solution for the compressible Navier–Stokes–Poisson system for gaseous stars, J. Differential Equations, 2015, 259(10), 5302-5330.

[7] M. Fei, T. Tao and Z. Zhang, On the zero-viscosity limit of the Navier-Stokes equations in R^{3+} without analyticity, J. Math. Pures Appl., 112 (2018), 170-229.

[8] E. Feireisl and P. Zhang, Quasi-Neutral Limit for a Model of Viscous Plasma, Arch. Rational Mech. Anal., 197 (2010), 271-295.

[9] M. Feldman, S.-Y. Ha, and M. Slemrod, A geometric level-set formulation of a plasmasheath interface, Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 178 (2005), 81–123.

[10] D. Gérard-Varet, D. Han-Kwan and F. Rousset, Quasineutral limit of the Euler-Poisson system for ions in a domain with boundaries, Indiana Univ. Math. J., 62 (2013), 359-402. [11] D. Gérard-Varet, D. Han-Kwan, and F. Rousset, Quasineutral Limit of the Euler-Poisson System for Ions in a Domain with Boundaries II, J. de l’École polytechnique Mathématiques, 1(2014), 343-386.

[12] Y. Guo and T. Nguyen, Prandtl boundary layer expansions of steady Navier-Stokes flows over a moving plate, Ann. PDE, 3 (2017), no. 1, Art. 10, 58 pp.

[13] Y. Guo and S. Iyer, Steady Prandtl Layer Expansions with External Forcing, arXiv:1810.06662.

[14] Y. Guo and S. Iyer, Regularity and Expansion for Steady Prandtl Equations, arXiv:1903.08086.

[15] S.-Y. Ha and M. Slemrod, Global existence of plasma ion-sheaths and their dynamics, Comm. Math. Phys., 238 (2003), 149–186.

[16] D. Han-Kwan, Quasineutral limit of the Vlasov-Poisson equation with massless electrons, Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 36 (2011), 1385-1425.

[17] D. Hoff, Local solutions of a compressible flow problem with Navier boundary conditions in general three-dimensional domains, SIAM J. Math. Anal., 44(2012), 633-650. [18] D. Iftimie and G. Planas, Inviscid limits for the Navier-Stokes equations with Navier friction boundary conditions, Nonlinearity, 19 (2006), 899-918.

[19] D. Iftimie and F. Sueur, Viscous boundary layers for the Navier-Stokes equations with the Navier slip conditions, Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 199 (2011), 145-175. [20] Q. Ju, F. Li and H. Li, The quasi-neutral limit of compressible Navier-Stokes-Poisson system with heat con-ductivity and general initial data, J.Differential Equations, 247 (2009), 203-224.

[21] Q. Ju, F. Li and S. Wang, Convergence of the Navier-Stokes-Poisson system to the incompressible Navier-Stokes equations, J. Math. Phys., 49 (2008), 073515. [22] Q. Ju and X. Xu, Quasi-neutral and zero-viscosity limits of Navier-Stokes-Poisson equations in the half-space, J. Differential Equations, 264 (2018), 867-896.

[23] J.P. Kelliher, Navier-Stokes equations with Navier boundary conditions for a bounded domain in the plane, SIAM J. Math. Anal. 38(2006), 210-232.

[24] T. Kobayashi, T. Suzuki, Weak solutions to the Navier-Stokes-Poisson equation[J]. Adv. Math. Sci. Appl, 2008, 18(1): 141-168.

[25] Y. Li, Q. Ju and W. Xu, Quasi-neutral limit of the full Navier-Stokes-Fourier-Poisson system, J. Differential Equations, 258 (2015), 3661-3687.

[26] C. Liu, F. Xie and T. Yang, Justification of Prandtl ansatz for MHD boundary layer, SIAM J. Math. Anal., 51 (2019), 2748-2791.

[27] A. Majda, Compressible Fluid Flow and Systems of Conservation Laws in Several Space Variables, Springer-Verlag, New York, 1984.

[28] N. Masmoudi and F. Rousset, Uniform regularity for the Navier-Stokes equation with Navier boundary condition, Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 203 (2012), 529-575. [29] Y. Maekawa, On the inviscid limit problem of the vorticity equations for viscous incompressible flows in the half-plane, Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 67 (2014),1045-1128. [30] C.L.M.H. Navier. Sur les lois de l^′équilibrie et du mouvement des corps élastiques, Mem. Acad. R. Sci. Inst. France, 6:369, 1827.

[31] Toan T. Nguyen and Trinh T. Nguyen, The inviscid limit of Navier-Stokes equations for analytic data on the half-space, Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 230 (2018), 1103-1129. [32] M. Paddick, The strong inviscid limit of the isentropic compressible Navier-Stokes equations with Navier boundary conditions, Discrete Cont. Dyn. Sys. Ser. A, 36 (2016), 2673-2709. [33] Y. Peng and Y. Wang, Boundary layers and quasi-neutral limit in steady state Euler- Poisson equations for potential flows, Nonlinearity, 17 (2004), 835-849. [34] M. Sammartino and R. E. Caflisch, Zero viscosity limit for analytic solutions of the Navier-Stokes equations on a half-space, I. Existence for Euler and Prandtl equations, Comm. Math. Phys., 192 (1998), 433-461; II. Construction of the Navier-Stokes solution, Comm. Math. Phys., 192 (1998), 463-491.

[35] M. Slemrod and N. Sternberg, Quasi-neutral limit for Euler-Poisson system, J. Nonlinear Sci., 11(2001), 193-209.

[36] C. Wang, Y. Wang, and Z. Zhang, Zero-viscosity limit of the Navier–Stokes equations in the analytic setting, Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 224 (2017), 555–595.

[37] S. Wang, Quasi-neutral limit of Euler-Poisson system with and without viscosity, Commun. Part. Diff. Eq., 29 (2004), 419-456.

[38] S.Wang and S. Jiang, The convergence of the Navier-Stokes-Poisson system to the incompressible Euler equations, Commun. Part. Diff. Eq. 31 (2006), 571-591. [39] Y. Wang and M. Williams, The inviscid limit and stability of characteristic boundary layers for the compressible Navier-Stokes equations with Navier-friction boundary conditions, Ann. Inst. Fourier (Grenoble), 62(2012), 2257-2314.

[40] Y. Wang, Z.P. Xin and Y. Yong, Uniform regularity and vanishing viscosity limit for the compressible Navier-Stokes with general Navier-slip boundary conditions in 3-dimensional domains, SIAM J. Math. Anal., 47 (2015), 4123-4191.

[41] Y. Wang, Uniform regularity and vanishing dissipation Limit for the full compressible Navier–Stokes system in three dimensional bounded domain, Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 221 (2016), 1345-1415.

[42] Y.L. Xiao and Z. P. Xin, On the vanishing viscosity limit for the 3D Navier-Stokes equations with a slip boundary condition, Comm. Pure Appl. Math., LX (2007), 1027-1055. [43] Zhang Y, Tan Z. On the existence of solutions to the Navier–Stokes–Poisson equations of a two-dimensional compressible flow[J]. Mathematical methods in the applied sciences, 2007, 30(3): 305-329.