arXiv:2404.01983v2 [math.AP] 3 Apr 2024

Rigorous derivation of an effective model for coupled Stokes advection, reaction and diffusion with freely evolving microstructure

M. Gahn^∗ M. A. Peter^† I. S. Pop^‡ D. Wiedemann^§

April 6, 2024

Abstract We consider the homogenisation of a coupled Stokes flow and advection–reaction–diffusion problem in a perforated domain with an evolving microstructure of size ε. Reactions at the boundaries of the microscopic interfaces lead to the formation of a solid layer having a variable, a priori unknown thickness. This results in a growth or shrinkage of the solid phase and, thus, the domain evolution is not known a priori but induced by the advection–reaction–diffusion process. The achievements of this work are the existence and uniqueness of a weak microscopic solution and the rigorous derivation of an effective model for ε Ñ 0, based on ε-uniform a priori estimates. As a result of the limit passage, the processes on the macroscale are described by an advection–reaction–diffusion problem coupled to Darcy’s equation with effective coefficients (porosity, diffusivity and permeability) depending on local cell problems. These local problems are formulated on cells, which depend on the macroscopic position and evolve in time. In particular, the evolution of these cells depends on the macroscopic concentration. Thus, the cell problems (respectively the effective coefficients) are coupled to the macroscopic unknowns and vice versa, leading to a strongly coupled micro–macro model. For pure reactive–diffusive transport coupled with microscopic domain evolution but without advective transport, homogenisation results have recently been presented. We extend these models by advective transport which is driven by the Stokes equation in the a priori unknown evolving pore domain.

Keywords: Homogenisation, free boundary, evolving microstructure, advection–reaction–diffusion process, Stokes flow, two-scale convergence

MSC2020 subject classification: 35B27, 35K57, 35R35, 76M50, 76S05, 80A19

1 Introduction

Reactive transport in evolving porous media occurs in various real-life applications, for instance in mineral precipitation and dissolution [8, 60, 57], biofilm growth [55], colloid deposition [18] and water diffusion into absorbent particles [21, 59]. The transport of the soluble species is driven by advection and diffusion. An illustrative case of this phenomenon is precipitation and dissolution taking place in a porous medium made up of solid grains and pore space, in which the void space is filled with a fluid, such as water, and soluble species can be diffusively and advectively transported. Reactions of the species can yield formation of a solid layer at the fluid–solid interface via precipitation, such as salt. Conversely, the reverse process of dissolution is also possible and solute species can be released back into the fluid. We emphasise that the thickness of the precipitate layer is not know a priori but depends on the other unknowns in the model. Therefore, in mathematical terms, the fluid–solid interface is a free boundary.

∗Institute for Mathematics, University Heidelberg, Im Neuenheimer Feld 205, 69120 Heidelberg, Germany. †Institute of Mathematics, University of Augsburg and Centre for Advanced Analytics and Predictive Sciences, University of Augsburg, 86135 Augsburg, Germany

‡Hasselt University, Faculty of Sciences, Agoralaan Gebouw D, Diepenbeek 3590, Belgium §Institute of Mathematics, University of Augsburg, 86135 Augsburg, Germany. Current address: Department of Mathematics, Technical University of Dortmund, 44227 Dortmund, Germany

Literature overview The upscaling of reaction–diffusion problems in evolving domains is important for modelling dissolution and precipitation processes [60, 8, 9, 31, 57] as well as biofilm formation processes [55]. For example, for dissolution and precipitation in a porous medium, a precipitate layer may be added to or be dissolved from the pore walls, implying that the overall solid part (and, implicitly, the void space) is evolving unless there is a local balance between precipitation and dissolution, see e.g. [60]. In [60, 52, 51, 8, 53, 55, 56, 10], such processes are modelled as free boundaries by means of a level-set function or phase-field approaches. However, these models are only formally upscaled by asymptotic twoscale expansions. For fixed microstructure, related (advection–) diffusion problems were homogenised rigorously in [42, 41].

In the case of a fixed domain, rigorous homogenisation results for reactive transport with nonlinear interface and bulk terms are presented in [24, 22, 34] and in [30, 16, 11] for different scalings of the interface terms. The homogenisation of non-linear models involving slowly diffusing quantities (diffusion of order ε^2) are for instance considered in [6, 33, 50] and with (fast) diffusion on internal boundaries in [27, 28, 29]. In [34], a precipitation–dissolution model involving a multi-valued dissolution rate is homogenised.

Rigorous homogenisation for evolving microstructure can be performed by transforming the equations on a fixed periodic substitute domain and passing to the limit there. This approach was presented in [46] and applied for (advection–)reaction–diffusion processes [25, 47, 48, 49] and for an elasticity problem in [17]. In [67], this transformation approach was used for the homogenisation of quasi-stationary Stokes flow and in [66] for an instationary Stokes flow. In the latter two works, a given generic microscopic domain evolution was considered and the fluid velocity at the moving interface was given. The domain evolution was formulated in a generic setting and, for the homogenisation, sufficient conditions on the domain evolution were presented. In [64], the transformation approach was justified by showing that the homogenisation process commutes with the transformation, i.e. transforming the problem on a periodic reference domain, performing the homogenisation there and transforming the problem back actually gives the homogenisation result for the original equation. Moreover, two-scale transformation rules for the homogenisation correctors are presented in [64] enabling a two-scale back-transformation, which provides a completely transformation-independent homogenisation result. The transformation rules are extended for the Stokes problem in [67].

In [26, 65], the homogenisation of reactive transport for a priori not given evolving microstructure, which depends on the unknowns itself, was considered. The geometrical setting is the same as in the present work. More precisely, we assume that, around each grain, the microstructure evolution is radially symmetric and the free boundary can be described locally by the (uniform) thickness of the layer. However, we consider here additional advective transport, where the fluid velocity is modelled by the Stokes equations. This requires not only the inclusion of the Stokes equations in a non-linear manner, but we also have to deal with the new advective term in the advection–reaction–diffusion equation. Since the coefficents of this advective term arise as solution of the Stokes equations, it provides low regularity and complicates the homogenisation. Hence, let us summarize the new aspects and highlights of our paper, which we will specify in more detail straight afterwards.

Highlights

• Existence and uniqueness for a coupled Stokes and advection–reaction–diffusion system in an evolving microdomain

• Essential bounds for the concentration uniformly with respect to ε

• General (strong) two-scale compactness results based on ε-uniform a priori estimates associated to problems in evolving microdomains

• Coupled Darcy and advection–reaction–diffusion system as the homogenised limit, with effective coefficients depending on cell solutions on evolving micro-cells

Content of the paper In what follows, let the time interval p0, T q be given by T ą 0. The heterogeneous medium Ω Ă R^n (for n P t2, 3, 4u) consists of the ε-scaled pore space Ω_ε which is obtained by removing the solid grains from Ω. The centres of the grains are distributed periodically, where the distance between two neighbouring centres is of order ε and, thus, the pore space Ω_εptq depends on ε and the time t for t P r0, T s. In the pore space Ω_εptq, we consider an advection–reaction–diffusion equation for the solute species u_ε and the Stokes equations for the fluid velocity v_ε and the fluid pressure p_ε. We assume that the periodically distributed solid grains are spheres with radii R_ε of the order of the microscopic length scale ε. The grains evolve independently of each other and we assume that the evolution is radially symmetric and, thus, well described by the radii. The radii are given as a solution of ordinary differential equations (ODEs), which depend on the solute concentration on the surface of the grains and, therefore, on the unknowns of the system.

To establish existence of a microscopic solution and for deriving the macroscopic model, we transform the problem onto a substitute domain which is periodic and constant with respect to time. Since the evolution of the domain is coupled with the solution of the system, the transformation mapping depends on the unknowns of the model and, thus, the resulting transformed equations become highly non-linear with coefficients depending on the transformation. To show the existence and uniqueness of a weak solution of the microscopic model (on the fixed domain Ω_ε) we use Schäfer’s fixed point theorem, where we construct the fixed point operator as the composition of the following three operators. The first provides the domain evolution for given concentration (solves the ODE for R_ε), the second provides a solution of the Stokes equation for given domain evolution, and the third operator gives the solution of the nonlinear advection–reaction–diffusion equation for given fluid flow and domain evolution. In order to obtain the continuity of these operators, a very subtle choice for the corresponding spaces is required. Moreover, the uniqueness of the solution for the full microscopic problem is obtained by energy methods, which require additional Lipschitz continuity for the operators.

To pass to the limit ε Ñ 0 and derive the macroscopic model, we use the concept of two-scale convergence, respectively the unfolding method. In order to deal with the nonlinear terms, we need the strong two-scale convergence. In particular, we require such strong compactness results for the concentration u_ε and the nonlinear coefficients arising from the domain transformation. These coefficients depend on the transformation mapping, and since the evolution of the microscopic domain can be described by the radius R_ε, the strong two-scale convergence of the coefficients can be reduced to the strong (two-scale) convergence of R_ε. Let us point out a crucial difficulty in the derivation of the strong two-scale convergence of u_ε. Due to the nonlinear structure of the problem, we are not able to obtain ε-uniform a priori bounds for the time derivative B_tu_ε, which together with an L^2-energy bound for u_ε and its gradient would guarantee the strong two-scale convergence of u_ε, see [23, 41]. In our case, we only obtain an ε-uniform bound for B_tpJ_εu_εq, where J_ε denotes the Jacobi-determinant of the transformation mapping. Now, for the strong convergence of u_ε, the idea is to use a Kolmogorov–Simon-type compactness result, for which we have to control shifts with respect to space and time, and for the latter we use the bound on B_tpJ_εu_εq. Such a result was already obtained in [26]. In our paper, we present a similar strong two-scale compactness result with a simplified proof and under weaker a priori bounds. We point out that in [65] the strong convergence of u_ε for the pure reaction–diffusion was obtained by showing an estimate for the time-shifts directly from the weak variational equation. We emphasise that, in contrast to the results in [26, 65], due to the additional advective term in our microscopic problem, we need an ε-uniform essential bound for the concentration u_ε in order to control the time derivative B_tpJ_εu_εq. In view of the application, this essential boundedness is natural.

For the strong convergence of the radius R_ε, the standard Kolmogorov compactness theorem is applied. For this, we use the ε-uniform energy bounds for u_ε and its gradient, and that R_ε depends Lipschitzcontinuously on u_ε. Such a result (for the same a priori estimates) was also obtained in [26], but under slightly stronger assumptions on the initial value for R_ε. In [65], the strong convergence was obtained by comparing the microscopic ODE for R_ε with the (expected) macroscopic ODE. For this, the strong convergence of u_ε was necessary. We emphasise that, in our approach, this strong convergence is necessary only to identify the limit problem for the macroscopic radius, and not to obtain the strong convergence of R_ε. With the strong two-scale convergence of the coefficients and of the concentration u_ε, and the weak two-scale convergence of the fluid velocity v_ε, we are able to pass to the limit in the microscopic reaction– advection–diffusion equation. Finally, to obtain the full macromodel, we have to derive Darcy’s law for the Stokes system with the pulled-back coefficients. For the latter, again using the strong convergence of R_ε, we obtain the strong two-scale convergence, and therefore we can pass to the limit ε Ñ 0. We mention that a similar homogenisation result was obtained in [67], but for an a priori known evolving microstructure. However, in the present paper, we use a slightly different technique. In fact, for the derivation of the so-called two-pressure Stokes problem (with pulled back coefficients), we use a twopressure decomposition as in [4]. Further, we first formulate the Darcy-law with its cell problems on the fixed reference elements.

The resulting effective equations consist of a homogenised advection–reaction–diffusion equation describing the species transport, an ODE (depending on the macroscopic variable) describing the local reference cell evolution and a Darcy law for evolving microstructure. The porosity as well as the effective diffusivity and permeability can be obtained by means of the solutions of cell problems, which take the local microstructure into account. Since we perform the homogenisation on the the fixed microscopic domain Ω_ε with the pulled-back coefficients depending on the chosen transformation, we obtain, in a first step, cell problems on a fixed reference cell with coefficients depending on a local transformation. By transforming these equations to the actual local space- and time-dependent cell domain, we obtain a completely transformation-independent homogenisation result. In particular, the cell problems and the effective coefficients depend on the macroscopic quantities via the local cell geometry. This leads to a strongly coupled micro–macro system.

The paper is organised as follows: In Section 2, we present the microscopic model on the evolving domain Ω_εptq and transform it onto the fixed substitute domain Ω_ε. In Section 3, we formulate the macroscopic model and give the main results of the paper. The proof of existence and uniqueness of a microscopic solution are given in Section 4. Afterwards, we derive in Section 5 the ε-uniform a priori estimates, which form the basis for the compactness results necessary to pass to the limit ε Ñ 0. These compactness results are given in Section 6, where we also derive the macroscopic model with the effective coefficients depending on cell problems formulated on fixed reference elements and with coefficients depending on the transformation. Moreover, we transform the effective diffusivity, Darcy velocity and permeability on the space- and time-dependent cells, which yields a transformation-independent homogenisation result. In Appendix A, we state technical auxiliary results. In Appendix B, we give a brief introduction to the two-scale convergence and the unfolding operator, and state some basic properties.

Basic notations Let Ω Ă R^n be open and f : Ω Ñ R^{m^l} for n, m, l P N. We denote the Fréchet derivative of f by Bf. Especially, for l “ 1 (f : Ω Ñ R^m) we identify Bf with its Jacobian matrix given by pBfpxqq_{ij} :“ B_{xj} f_ipxq “ B_if_j pxq for i “ 1, . . . , n, and j “ 1, . . . , m. Further, we define the gradient of f : Ω Ñ R^m by ∇f :“ Bf^J. For a matrix-valued function A : Ω Ñ R^{n^n}, we define its divergence ∇ ¨ A : Ω Ñ R^n for i “ 1, . . . , n by

r∇ ¨ As_i :“ nÿ j“1 B_j A_{ji}. Thus, the operator ∇¨ applies to the columns of A. In particular, for a vector field v : Ω Ñ R^n, we define the Laplace operator by Δv :“ ∇ ¨ p∇vq “ p∇ ¨ p∇v_iqq^n_{i“1}. With ϕ : Ω Ñ R, we have the following identities, which will be used frequently throughout the paper:

∇ ¨ pAvq “ r∇ ¨ As ¨ v ` A : ∇v, (1) ∇ ¨ pϕAq “ ϕ∇ ¨ A ` A^J∇ϕ, (2) with the Frobenius product B : C :“ trpB^JCq “ ř_n i,j“1 Bij Cij for B, C P R n^n. Now, let ψ : p0, T q ^ Ω Ñ rΩ Ă R^n such that ψpt, ¨q is a diffeomorphism from Ω to rΩ. We define its Jacobian determinant J :“ detp∇ψq and write Apxq :“ Jpxq pBψpxqq^{´1} for x P Ω. Then, the Piola identity (see [39, p.117])

∇ ¨ A “ 0 (3)

holds. Together with the Jacobi formula for the derivative of the determinant, we get for V :“ AB_tψ

B_tJ “ ∇ ¨ V. (4)

Let n, d P N, then for Ω Ă R^n we denote by L^ppΩq^d, W^{1,p}pΩq^d the standard Lebesgue and Sobolev spaces with p P r1, 8s. In particular, for p “ 2, we write H^1pΩq^d :“ W^{1,2}pΩq^d. For the norms, we omit the upper index d, for example we write } ¨ }_Lp_{pΩq} instead of } ¨ }_Lp_{pΩq}d . For a separable Banach space X and p P r1, 8s, we denote the usual Bochner spaces by L^ppΩ, Xq or L^ppp0, T q, Xq when the time is involved. For the dual space of X, we use the notation X^1. Further, we consider the following periodic function spaces. Let Y :“ p0, 1q^n be the unit cell in R^n, then C^8_{per}pY q is the space of smooth functions on R^n which are Y -periodic and W^{1,p}_{per} pY q is the closure of C^8_{per}pY q with respect to the norm on W^{1,p}pY q. Again, we use the notation H^1_{per}pY q :“ W^{1,2}_{per} pY q. Finally, for a subset Y^˚ Ă Y with BY Ă BY^˚, we denote by H^1_{per}pY^˚q the space of functions from H^1_{per}pY q restricted to Y^˚.

2 The microscopic model

In this section, we introduce the microscopic model, which is at first formulated on a time-dependent evolving microscopic domain Ω_εptq. More precisely, the transport and fluid equations are formulated in the current configuration (Eulerian coordinates) Ω_εptq. The heterogeneous domain Ω_εptq is given as a rectangle periodically perforated by solid grains of spherical shape, where the radii of the solids differ and change in time, and are described by R_εpt, xq. The evolution of the radius depends on the concentration at the surface of the grains. In a first step, we transform the model to a fixed (time-independent) domain with periodically distributed solid grains of identical radii (Lagrangian coordinates).

2.1 The microscopic model in the evolving domain

Let T ą 0 and, for n P t2, 3, 4u, we consider a rectangle Ω “ pa, bq Ă R^n with a, b P Z^n and a_i ă b_i for all i P t1, . . . , nu. Further, let ε ą 0 be a sequence tending to zero such that ε^{´1} P N. We denote the unit cube by Y :“ p0, 1q^n and we define

K_ε :“ tk P Z^n : εpk ` Y q Ă Ωu .

We describe by R_ε the radii of the solid grains in the evolving microdomain, where the evolution of R_ε is given by the ordinary differential equation (6e) below. More precisely, for R_ε : p0, T q ^ Ω Ñ rεR_{min}, εR_{max}s, constant on every microcell εpY ` kq with k P K_ε, we define the evolving microdomain Ω_εptq by

Ω_εptq :“ Ωz ď kPK_ε B_{Rε,k}ptq, where B_{Rε,k}ptq :“ B_{Rε pt,xq}pεpm ` kqq with x P εpk ` Y q and m the center of the cube Y . Further, we denote the evolving surface of the solid grains by

Γ_εptq :“ BΩ_εptqzBΩ.

The non-cylindrical domains are now given by

Q^T_ε :“ ď tPp0,T q ttu ^ Ω_εptq, and H^T_ε :“ ď tPp0,T q ttu ^ Γ_εptq. (5)

Finally, we let ν_ε stand for the unit normal of Γ_εptq pointing out of Ω_εptq.

We consider the following microscopic problem:

Problem P_ε. Find u_ε, R_ε, p_ε : Q^T_ε Ñ R and v_ε : Q^T_ε Ñ R^3 such that u_ε solves the transport equation

B_tu_ε ´ ∇¨ ` D∇u_ε ´ v_εu_ε ˘ “ fpu_εq in Q^T_ε , (6a)

´pD∇u_ε ´ v_εu_εq ¨ ν_ε “ ´B_tR_εu_ε ` ρgpu_ε, ε^{´1}R_εq on H^T_ε , (6b) u_ε “ 0 on p0, T q ^ BΩ, (6c)

u_εp0q “ u^{in}_ε in Ω_εp0q, (6d) the radius of the balls in the microcells solves the ODE

B_tR_ε “ ε � Γ_εpt,εr^x_ε s_Y q g ^ u_εpt, zq, R_εpt, zq ε ˙ dσ_z in Q^T_ε , (6e)

R_εp0q “ R^{in}_ε in Ω_εp0q, (6f)

and the fluid velocity v_ε and the fluid pressure p_ε are solutions of the Stokes problem

´ε^2 ∇¨pepv_εqq ` ∇p_ε “ h_ε in Q^T_ε , (6g) ∇ ¨ v_ε “ 0 in Q^T_ε , (6h) v_ε “ ´B_tR_εν_ε on H^T_ε (6i) ` ´ε^2epv_εq ` p_εI ˘ ν “ p_bν on p0, T q ^ BΩ, (6j)

with the symmetric gradient

epv_εq :“ 1 2 ` ∇v_ε ` ∇v^T_ε ˘ . Observe that the velocity |v_ε| in (6i) equals |B_tR_ε|, which is analogous to assuming that the molar density of the solid mineral layer is negligible when dissolved in the fluid phase. Therefore, the free boundary and the fluid move with the same velocity. We refer to [45, 61] for details. Further, by assuming that the growth is radially symmetric, the mass balance in (6b) does not necessarily hold pointwisely, but only in an averaged sense. More precisely, this mass balance is obtained when averaging (6b) over each of the grains, so one can interpret this as a cell-averaged Rankine–Hugoniot condition.

Furthermore, note that we have chosen the viscosity in the Stokes problem equal to^1_2 for sake of shorter notation. Since the model considered here is dimensionless, this is not a restriction but the result of the choice of the scaling.

2.2 Microscopic problem on the fixed domain

We reformulate Problem P_ε on an in-time cylindrical and ε-periodic domain by transforming (6) via a family of diffeomorphisms ψ_εpt, ¨q : Ω_ε Ñ Ω_εptq, for a periodic reference domain Ω_ε, which is given by a reference radius R̄ P rR_{min}, R_{max}s via

Ω_ε “ Ωz ď kPK_ε B_ε¯_Rpεpm ` kq. (7)

We construct ψ_ε explicitly by the corresponding displacement mapping qψ_εpt, xq “ ψ_εpt, xq ´ x. Therefore, we construct the following generic displacement in the reference cell: let χ P C^8pr0, 8q; r0, 1sq be monotonically decreasing with χpyq “ 1 for s ď R_{max} and χpsq “ 0 for s ě pR_{max} ` 0.5q{2, then

ψ̌pR; yq :“ pR ´ R_{max}q^{y´m}_{}y´m}} χp}y ´ m}q.

Then, the mapping

y ÞÑ ψpR; yq :“ y ` ψ̌pR; yq “ y ` pR ´ R_{max}q^{y´m}_{}y´m}} χp}y ´ m}q, (8)

is a diffeomorphism from Y^˚_{Rmax} onto Y^˚_R for every R P rR_{min}, R_{max}s, where Y^˚_R :“ p0, 1q^nzB¯_Rpmq for R P rR_{min}, R_{max}s and Y^˚ :“ Y^˚_{R̄} “ Y^˚_{Rmax} .

By ε-scaling the generic displacement, we obtain

|ψ_εpt, xq :“ εψ̌ `ε^{´1}R_εpt, xq; t^x_ε u˘ (9)

for R_εpt, ¨q constant on εpk ` Y^˚q, where rxs denotes the integer part of x and txu :“ x ´ rxs. We note that qψ is zero in a neighbourhood of the boundary of Y and, thus, |ψ_ε is also smooth at the cell interfaces εpk ` BY q for k P K_ε, even though R_εpt, xq and t^x_ε u contain jumps at the interface of the cells. From the ε-scaled displacements, we obtain the ε-scaled diffeomorphisms ψ_εpt, xq “ x ` εψ̌ ` ε^{´1}R_εpt, xq; t^x_ε u ˘ (10) We use the following notation for the Jacobians of ψ_ε, its adjugate and the transformed diffusion coefficient:

F_ε “ Bψ_ε “ ∇ψ^J_ε , (11) J_ε “ detpF_εq, (12) A_ε “ J_εF^{´1}_ε , (13) D_ε “ J_εF^{´1}_ε DF^{´T}_ε . (14) Having such a well-posed mapping between the radii R_ε and the domain transformation ψ_ε at hand, the microscopic model in the fixed domain reads as follows: Reaction–diffusion–advection equation:

B_tpJ_εu_εq ´ ∇¨ pD_ε∇u_ε ´ u_εA_εpv_ε ´ B_tψ_εqq “ J_εfpu_εq in p0, T q ^ Ω_ε, ´pD_ε∇u_ε ´ u_εA_εpv_ε ´ B_tψ_εqq ¨ ν “ J_ερgpu_ε, ε^{´1}R_εq on p0, T q ^ Γ_ε, u_ε “ 0 on p0, T q ^ BΩ, u_εp0q “ u^{in}_ε in Ω_ε.

(15a)

Evolution of the radii:

B_tR_ε “ ε � Γ_ε pεr^x_ε s_Y q g ^ u_εpt, zq, R_εpt, zq ε ˙ dσ_z in p0, T q ^ Ω_ε, (15b)

R_εp0q “ R^{in}_ε in Ω_ε, (15c) with Γ_ε pzq :“ εΓ ` z for z P R^n.

Stokes equations:

´ε^2 ∇¨pA_εe_εpv_εqq ` A^J_ε ∇p_ε “ J_εh_ε in p0, T q ^ Ω_ε, ∇ ¨ pA_εv_εq “ 0 in p0, T q ^ Ω_ε, v_ε “ ´B_tR_εν on p0, T q ^ Γ_ε, ` ´ε^2e_εpv_εq ` p_εI ˘ A^J_ε ν “ p_bA^J_ε ν on p0, T q ^ BΩ,

(15d)

where

e_εpvq :“ 1 2 ` F^{´J}_ε ∇v ` ∇v^JF^{´1}_ε ˘ . (16)

Remark 2.1.

(i) The divergence equation for the Stokes system can be written as A_ε : ∇v_ε “ ∇ ¨ pA_εv_εq “ 0.

(ii) The boundary condition for the fluid velocity v_ε on Γ_ε can be expressed as ´B_tR_εν “ B_tψ_ε on p0, T q ^ Γ_ε.

(iii) Since ψ_εpt, xq “ x holds on BΩ, we obtain for the stress boundary condition for the fluid ` ´ε^2epv_εq ` p_εI ˘ ν “ p_bν. However, in what follows, we also use the transformed stress boundary condition including ψ_ε, which also covers more general geometries. For example, in [67] an a priori known evolving microscopic domain was considered with perforations intersecting the outer boundary BΩ. In this case, one has to consider p_b ˝ ψ_ε.

(iv) From the Piola identity ∇ ¨ A_ε “ 0 and the Jacobi formula for the derivative of the determinant, we obtain ∇ ¨ pA_εw_εq “ ´∇ ¨ pA_εB_tψ_εq “ ´B_tJ_ε.

In order to formulate the Stokes equations as a problem with a no-slip condition on Γ_ε, we subtract the Dirichlet boundary values ´B_tR_εν “ B_tψ_ε from the solution v_ε. More precisely, we consider w_ε :“ v_ε ´B_tψ_ε. From the Piola identity (3) (see also (4)), we get ∇¨pA_εw_εq “ ´B_tJ_ε. Moreover, to simplify the notation, we subtract the normal stress boundary values from the pressure p_ε, i.e. q_ε :“ p_ε ´ p_b. Thus, we get the following Stokes system:

´ε^2 ∇¨pA_εe_εpw_εqq ` A^J_ε ∇q_ε “ J_εh_ε ` ε^2 ∇¨pA_εe_εpB_tψ_εqq ´ A^J_ε ∇p_b in p0, T q ^ Ω_ε, ∇ ¨ pA_εw_εq “ ´∇ ¨ pA_εB_tψ_εq in p0, T q ^ Ω_ε, w_ε “ ´B_tR_εν on p0, T q ^ Γ_ε, ` ´ε^2e_εpw_εq ` q_εI ˘ A^J_ε ν “ ε^2e_εpB_tψ_εqA^J_ε ν on p0, T q ^ BΩ.

(17)

2.3 The weak formulation

We give the definition of a weak solution of the microscopic model (15) in the fixed domain. Definition 2.2. We call pu_ε, R_ε, w_ε, q_εq a weak solution the micromodel (15) if u_ε P L^2pp0, T q, H^1_{BΩ}pΩ_εqq with B_tpJ_εu_εq P L^2pp0, T q, H^1_{BΩ}pΩ_εq^1q, R_ε P W^{1,8}pp0, T q, L^2pΩ_εqq X L^8pp0, T q ^ Ω_εq with B_tR_ε P L^8pp0, T q ^ Ω_εq, w_ε P L^2pp0, T q, H^1_{Γε} pΩ_εq^nq, q_ε P L^2pp0, T q, L^2pΩ_εqq, such that, for every ϕ_ε P H^1_{BΩ}pΩ_εq, there holds almost everywhere in p0, T q

xB_tpJ_εu_εq, ϕ_εy_H1_{BΩpΩε q}1_{,H}1_{BΩpΩε q}` ż Ω_ε

rD_ε∇u_ε ´ u_εA_εw_εs ¨ ∇ϕ_ε dx “ ż Ω_ε J_εfpu_εqϕ_εdx ´ ρ ż Γ_ε

J_εgpu_ε, ε^{´1}R_εqϕ_ε dσ.

(18a)

It holds almost everywhere in p0, T q that

B_tR_ε “ ε � Γ_εpεr^x_ε s_Y q g ^ u_εpt, zq, R_εpt, zq ε ˙ dσ_z in p0, T q ^ Ω_ε. (18b)

Moreover, for all η_ε P H^1_{Γε} pΩ_εq^n, there holds almost everywhere in p0, T q

ε^2 ż Ω_ε

J_εe_εpw_εq : e_εpη_εq dx´ ż Ω_ε

q_ε∇ ¨ pA_εη_εq dx

“ ´ε^2 ż Ω_ε

J_εe_εpB_tψ_εq : e_εpη_εq dx` ż Ω_ε

J_εh_ε ¨ η_ε dx´ ż Ω_ε

A^J_ε ∇p_b ¨ η_ε dσ,

(18c)

and, almost everywhere in p0, T q ^ Ω_ε, we have ∇¨pA_εw_εq “ ´B_tJ_ε. (18d) Further, we have the initial condition pu_ε, R_εqp0q “ pu^{in}_ε , R^{in}_ε q. Remark 2.3.

(i) We note that we can rewrite equation (18c) in the following way

ε^2 ż Ω_ε

e_εpw_εq : A^J_ε ∇η_ε dx´ ż Ω_ε

q_ε ∇¨pA_εη_εq dx

“ ´ε^2 ż Ω_ε

e_εpB_tψ_εq : A^J_ε ∇η_ε dx` ż Ω_ε

J_εh_ε ¨ η_ε dx´ ż Ω_ε

A^J_ε ∇p_b ¨ η_ε dx.

(ii) The initial condition for u_ε makes sense since the regularity of u_ε, J_ε, and B_tpJ_εu_εq imply u_ε P C^0pr0, T s, L^2pΩ_εqq. In fact, as a consequence of the product rule, we obtain B_tu_ε P L^2pp0, T q, H^1_{BΩ}pΩ_εqq, which implies the continuity of u_ε as a mapping from r0, T s to L^2pΩ_εq. However, in the context of homogenisation, it is not appropriate to work with B_tu_ε since this function does not fulfill a uniform a priori bound with respect to ε.

(iii) From the transformation of surface integrals, see for example [13, Theorem 1.7-1], we first obtain a boundary term of the form ´ρ ż Γ_ε

J_ε|∇ψ^{´T}_ε ν|gpu_ε, ε^{´1}R_εqϕ dσ

in (18a). However, in our case, we have |∇ψ^{´T}_ε ν| “ 1 owing to the choice of the transformation in (10). For more details, we refer to the [26, Appendix A].

(iv) For the derivation of a priori estimates for the microscopic solutions, it might be helpful to consider a time-integrated version of the transport equation (18a) and choose time-dependent test functions ϕ_εpt, xq. However, under the regularity assumptions in Definition 2.2, u_ε is not an admissible test function since the advective term is not well-defined. In fact, the Hölder inequality is not applicable owing to low regularity with respect to the time variable. In the existence proof, where we work with the Galerkin method and, therefore, with more regular approximations, this causes no problems since the advective term cancels out after an integration by parts (where we have to use the boundary and divergence conditions for u_ε and w_ε), see equation (54) in the proof of the a priori estimates.

(v) To keep the notation of the weak solution more simple, we only require enough regularity such that the variational equations are well defined (pointwise in time). We will show, see Lemma 5.1 and 5.3, that the microscopic solution is in fact more regular. More precisely, we additionally have

u_ε P L^8pp0, T q ^ Ω_εq, w_ε P L^8pp0, T q, H^1_{Γε} pΩ_εq^nq, q_ε P L^8pp0, T q, L^2pΩ_εqq.

In what follows, we summarise the assumptions on the data. For h_ε, we neglect its dependence on the transformation ψ_ε and we also assume that f_ε does not depend explicitly on t and x. In this, way we can keep the notation simpler and the focus on the relevant aspects of the paper. Of course, more general assumptions are possible under suitable regularity conditions. In what follows, we use the notion of two-scale convergence, the definition of which can be found in Section B in the appendix. Assumptions on the data:

(A1) We assume that g P C^{0,1}pR^2q is bounded. More precisely, there exists a constant C_g ą 0 such that

|g| ď C_g , (19)

and a constant L_g P R such that for every u_1, u_2, r_1, r_2 P R

|gpu_1, r_1q ´ gpu_2, r_2q| ď L_gp|u_1 ´ u_2| ` |r_1 ´ r_2|q (20)

holds. Moreover, we assume that

gpu, rq ě 0 if r ď R_{min}, (21) gpu, rq ď 0 if r ě R_{max} (22)

for u P R in order to ensure that the radii do not become too small or too large, i.e. the obstacles do not vanish or touch each other (or the boundary of Y ).

(A2) For the microscopic initial data u^{in}_ε P L^8pΩ_εq, a C ą 0 exists such that

}u^{in}_ε }_L8_{pΩε q} ď C

uniformly with resepct to ε. Further, there exists u^{in} P L^2pΩq such that u^{in}_ε^{2,2}ÝÝá u^{in}.

(A3) The initial radii R^{in}_ε P L^8pΩq are constant on every cell εpY ` kq, k P K_ε. Furthermore, there exist R_{min}, R_{max} P R, 0 ă R_{min} ă R_{max} ă^1_2 , such that almost everywhere in Ω

εR_{min} ď R^{in}_ε ď εR_{max}.

We also assume that

ε^{´1}R^{in}_ε Ñ R^{in}_0 in L^2pΩq.

(A4) For the reaction rate in the transport equation, we assume f P C^{0,1}pRq. In particular, there holds the following growth condition:

|fpuq| ď Cp1 ` |u|q (23)

for a constant C ą 0 and for all u P R.

(A5) For the force term in the Stokes equations, we assume h_ε P L^8pp0, T q, L^2pΩ_εqq^n and h_ε^{2,p,2}ÝÝÝá h_0 with h_0 P L^8pp0, T q, L^2pΩqq^n for all p P r1, 8q.

(A6) For the external pressure, we assume p_b P L^8pp0, T q, H^{12} pBΩqq. In particular, there exists an extension (we use the same notation) p_b P L^8pp0, T q, H^1pΩqq.

(A7) The diffusion coefficient D P R^{n^n} is symmetric and positive definite.

Remark 2.4. Note that the transformation of Problem P_ε would yield h_εpt, xq :“ hpt, ψ_εpt, xqq. For sake of simplicity, we assume that h_ε is a given sequence. Nevertheless, we want to stress that the following analysis also holds for h_εpt, xq :“ hpt, ψ_εpt, xqq, where h P L^8pp0, T q, C^{0,1}pΩqq. Thereby, the Lipschitz regularity with respect to Ω is only necessary for the proof of Lemma 4.4. The two-scale convergence of hpt, ψ_εpt, xqq Ñ hpt, xq was shown in [64, Theorem 3.8].

2.4 Properties of the domain transformation

In what follows, we show several ε-scaled a priori estimates for the transformation ψ_ε, which was defined in (10), as well as its Lipschitz-continuous dependence on the radii. We will employ these properties for proving the existence and uniqueness of a microscopic solution of (18) and for the derivation of εindependent a priori estimates of the solution. Moreover, in Lemma 6.5, we show that several two-scale convergence results for the transformation ψ_ε follow if R_ε converges. We will use this convergence in order to pass to the two-scale homogenisation limit. The direct two-scale limit problem as well as the homogenised problem of 6.5 contain coefficients which depend on the limit of ψ_ε for ε Ñ 0. Nevertheless, we show in the Subsection 6.3 how the cell problems and effective tensors can be transformed back on reference cells, the domains of which depend on their macroscopic position and time. Thus, the homogenised problem and the cell problems become independent of the transformations ψ_ε and its limit. Having this in mind, the transformation ψ_ε is reduced to a tool for proving existence and uniqueness of the microscopic problem, as well as the homogenisation. Such diffeomorphisms have been explicitly constructed in [26] and [65]. For the above choice of the transformation, we verify these properties in Lemma 2.5, Lemma 2.6 and Lemma 6.5.

In order to enhance the understanding of the ε-scaled diffeomorphisms ψ_ε, we note that (10) and (8) yield ψ_εpt, xq “ x ` εψ ` ε^{´1}R_εpt, xq; t^x_ε u ˘ ´ t^x_ε u

“ εr^x_ε s ` εψ ` ε^{´1}R_εpt, xq; t^x_ε u ˘ . (24)

Thus, it can be seen that ψ_ε is nothing but a union of diffeomorphisms ψ ` ε^{´1}R_εpt, xq;¨ ˘ for every εscaled cell. Hence, the bijectivity of ψ ` ε^{´1}R_εpt, xq;¨ ˘ from Y^˚ onto Y^˚_{ε´1Rεpt,xq} can be transfered into the bijectivity of ψ_εpt, ¨q from Ω_ε onto Ω_εptq.

Moreover, the ε-scaled estimates for ψ_ε can be obtained from a corresponding results for ψ ` ε^{´1}R_εpt, xq;¨ ˘ which is independent of R_ε.

Lemma 2.5 (Cell transformation). Let χ P C^8pr0, 8q; r0, 1sq be monotonically decreasing with χpλq “ 1 for λ ď R_{max} and χpλq “ 0 for λ ě pR_{max} ` 0.5q{2. Then, ψpR, ¨q as defined in (8) is a diffeomorphism from Y^˚ onto Y^˚_R for every R P rR_{min}, R_{max}s such that

ψpR; Y^˚q “ Y^˚_R for every R P rR_{min}, R_{max}s, ψpR; xq “ x for every R P rR_{min}, R_{max}s, x P Y zY^˚_{pRmax`0.5q{2}, }ψpR; ¨q}_C2_{pY q} ď C for every R P rR_{min}, R_{max}s, detpD_xψpr; xqq ě c_J for every R P rR_{min}, R_{max}s, x P Y^˚, R ÞÑ ψpR; ¨q P C^8prR_{min}, R_{max}s, C^2pY^˚q^nqq.

Proof. After translation, we can assume without loss of generality that m “ 0 and Y^˚ “ ` ´^1_2 ,^1_2 ˘ zB_{Rmax} p0q (and, similarly, we redefine Y^˚_R ). First, we consider ψ as a function from R^nzt0u into R^n. With αpλq :“ λ ` pR ´ R_{max}qχpλq, for λ ě 0, we can write ψ in the following way for y P R^nzt0u

ψpyq “ αp|y|q y |y| . (25)

Since χ is decreasing and R ´ R_{max} ď 0, we obtain that α is strictly increasing. Hence, with αpR_{max}q “ R and lim_{λÑ8} αpλq “ 8, we get that α : rR_{max}, 8q Ñ rR, 8q is bijective. This implies that ψ : R^nzB_{Rmax} p0q Ñ R^nzB_Rp0q is bijective. In fact, for z P R^n with |z| ě R, there exists λ_z ě R_{max} such that αpλ_z q “ |z|. For y :“ λ_z^z_{|z|} , we get from (25) that ψpyq “ z and, therefore, ψ is surjective. For y_1, y_2 P R^nzB_{Rmax} p0q with ψpy_1q “ ψpy_2q, we obtain (taking the absolute values), using again (25), that αp|y_1|q “ αp|y_2|q, and the bijectivity of α gives |y_1| “ |y_2|. In particular, this implies y_1 “ y_2, so ψ : R^nzB_{Rmax} p0q Ñ R^nzB_Rp0q is injective. Finally, since ψpyq “ y for y ě^1_2 pR_{max} ` 0.5q, we obtain that ψ : Y^˚ Ñ Y^˚_R is bijective.

We note that the construction of ψpR; ¨q by (8) does in fact not give a diffeomorphism from Y onto Y . In [65], a diffeomorphism with the same properties from Y onto Y was constructed. Further, the corresponding cell displacement qψpR, yq vanishes at BY and, thus, qψpR; ¨q P C^8_{per}pY^˚; R^nq for all R P rR_{min}, R_{max}s. Next, we transfer the radius-independent estimates of Lemma 2.5 into ε-uniform estimates for ψ_ε with the following lemma.

Lemma 2.6. Let R_ε P W^{1,8}pp0, T q, L^2pΩ_εqq X L^8pp0, T q ^ Ω_εq be constant on every micro cell with }B_tR_ε}_L8_{pp0,T q^Ωεq} ď C_g and ε^{´1}R_ε P rR_{min}, R_{max}s. Let ψ_ε be defined via (10) with its Jacobian matrix F_ε “ Bψ_ε “ ∇ψ^J_ε and Jacobian determinant J “ detpF_εq. Moreover, let D_ε, A_ε be given by (14), (13). Then, there exists constants C, α ą 0 such that almost everwhere in p0, T q

ε }ψ_ε ´ id_{Ωε} }_L8_{pΩεq} ` }F_ε}_L8_{pΩεq} ` }A_ε}_L8_{pΩε q} ď C, (26) ε }B_xF_ε}_L8_{pΩε q} ` ε }D_xJ_ε}_L8_{pΩεq} ` ε }B_xA_ε}_L8_{pΩε q} ď C, (27) ε^{´1} }B_tψ_ε}_L8_{pΩεq} ` }B_xB_tψ_ε}_L8_{pΩε q} ` }B_tJ_ε}_L8_{pΩε q} ď C, (28) J_εpt, xq ě c_J , (29) ζ^JD_εζ “ ζ^JJ_εF^{´1}_ε DF^{´J}_ε ζ ě α }ζ}^2 for all ζ P R^n. (30)

Moreover, we obtain for every v P H^1_{Γε} pΩ_εq

pε^2e_εpvq, A^J_ε ∇vq ě α }∇v}^2_L2_{pΩε q} , (31)

inf qPL^2 pΩ_εq sup vPH^1_{Γε} pΩ_ε q pq, ∇¨pA_εvqq_{Ωε} ε }∇v}_L2_{pΩε q} }q}_L2_{pΩεq} ě β. (32)

Proof. The estimates (26)–(28) follow by elementary calculations via scaling the estimates from Lemma 2.5, see also [26, 65] for more details. The coercivity (30) can be concluded from (26) and (29) as in [64, Proposition 4.1]. The coercivity (31) as well as the inf–sup condition (32) can be concluded as in [67].

Lemma 2.7. Let R^1_ε , R^2_ε fulfill the assumptions of Lemma 2.6 and let ψ^i_ε, i P t1, 2u, be given by (10) and F^i_ε , A^i_ε, D^i_ε, accordingly. Then, the following estimates hold almost everywhere in p0, T q:

ε^{´1} › ›ψ^1_ε ´ ψ^1_ε › ›_{L8pΩε q}` › ›F^1_ε ´ F^2_ε › ›_{L8pΩεq} ď ε^{´1}C › ›R^1_ε ´ R^2_ε › ›_{L8pΩε q} , › ›A^1_ε ´ A^2_ε › ›_{L8pΩεq}` › ›D^1_ε ´ D^2_ε › ›_{L8pΩεq}` › ›J^1_ε ´ J^2_ε › ›_{L8pΩε q} ď ε^{´1}C › ›R^1_ε ´ R^2_ε › ›_{L8pΩεq} , ε › ›B_xpA^1_ε ´ A^2_εq › ›_{L8pΩε q} ď ε^{´1}C › ›R^1_ε ´ R^2_ε › ›_{L8pΩεq} ,

ε^{´1} › ›B_tψ^1_ε ´ B_tψ^2_ε › ›_{L2pΩε q} ď ε^{´1}C › ›R^1_ε ´ R^2_ε › ›_{L2pΩε q} ` ε^{´1}C › ›B_tpR^1_ε ´ R^2_ε q › ›_{L2pΩεq} , › ›∇B_tψ^1_ε ´ ∇B_tψ^2_ε › ›_{L2pΩεq} ď ε^{´1}C › ›R^1_ε ´ R^2_ε › ›_{L2pΩε q} ` ε^{´1}C › ›B_tpR^1_ε ´ R^2_ε q › ›_{L2pΩε q} , › ›B_tJ^1_ε ´ B_tJ^2_ε › ›_{L2pΩε q} ď ε^{´1}C › ›R^1_ε ´ R^2_ε › ›_{L2pΩε q} ` ε^{´1}C › ›B_tpR^1_ε ´ R^2_ε q › ›_{L2pΩεq} .

Proof. We note that Lemma 2.5 provides R ÞÑ ψpR; ¨q P C^8prR_{min}, R_{max}s, C^2pY^˚q^nqq. Thus, ψ as well as all its derivatives depend Lipschitz continuously on R. After rescaling, this can be carried over to ψ_ε via (24), which yields the Lipschitz estimates above. For the Lipschitz estimate of D_ε, the Lipschitz estimate of F^{´1}_ε is used in addition. This, estimate can be obtained by the Lipschitz estimate of F^{´1}_ε and the uniform bound J_ε ě c_J from below. We note that, for the Lipschitz estimate of A_ε “ J_εF^{´1}_ε , this is not necessary since A_ε is the adjugate of F_ε, and, thus, is nothing but a polynomial with respect to the entries of F_ε.

3 Main results and macroscopic model

Let us summarise the main results of the paper in two theorems, which will be proved in the subsequent sections. The first is the existence and uniqueness of a weak microscopic solution of the problem (15):

Theorem 3.1. There exists a unique weak solution of the microscopic problem (15).

In a second step, we show suitable compactness results for the microscopic solutions and pass to the limit ε Ñ 0. We show that the limit functions are a weak solution of a macroscopic model with homogenised coefficients. The triple pu_0, R_0, p_0q with the macroscopic concentration u_0 : p0, T q ^ Ω Ñ R, the macroscopic function of local radii R_0 : p0, T q ^ Ω Ñ rR_{min}, R_{max}s, and the Darcy pressure p_0 : p0, T q ^ Ω Ñ R solves the following problem: We define the evolving reference element and surface

Y^˚pt, xq :“ Y^˚_{R0 pt,xq} “ Y zB_{R0pt,xq}pmq, Γpt, xq :“ BB_{R0pt,xq}pmq, (33)

which allows to define the porosity θ via

θpt, xq :“ |Y^˚pt, xq|. (34)

Between the porosity θ and the specific surface Γpt, xq, we have the relation B_tθpt, xq “ |Γpt, xq|B_tR_0. The transport equation describing the evolution of u_0 is given by

B_tpθu_0q ´ ∇ ¨ pD^˚∇u_0 ´ u_0v^˚q “ θfpu_0q ` B_tθρ in p0, T q ^ Ω, (35a) u_0 “ 0 on p0, T q ^ BΩ, (35b)

pθu_0qp0q “ θ^{in}u^{in} in Ω, (35c)

with the homogenised diffusion coefficient D^˚ : p0, T q ^ Ω Ñ R^{n^n} defined in (93) respectively (97), and the Darcy velocity v^˚ : p0, T q ^ Ω Ñ R^n given in (35h). The evolution of the local radii in every macroscopic point, R_0, is described by

B_tR_0 “ gpu_0, R_0q in p0, T q ^ Ω, (35d)

R_0p0q “ R^{in} in Ω, (35e)

and the Darcy pressure p_0 : p0, T q ^ Ω Ñ R is given by

´∇ ¨ pK^˚ph_0 ´ ∇p_0qq “ ´B_tθ in p0, T q ^ Ω, (35f) p_0 “ p_b on p0, T q ^ BΩ, (35g) with the permeability tensor K^˚ : p0, T q ^ Ω Ñ R^{n^n} defined in (89) respectively (95). We emphasise that following relation between the Darcy velocity v^˚ and the Darcy pressure p_0 holds:

v^˚ “ K^˚ph_0 ´ ∇p_0q. (35h)

We note that, in our special situation where the evolving reference elements are perforated with balls, the homogenised diffusion coefficient D^˚ and the permeability tensor K^˚ are in fact scalar-valued, see Lemma A.2 in the appendix.

A weak solution of the macroscopic model (35) is defined as follows:

Definition 3.2. We call pu_0, R_0, p_0q a weak solution of the macroscopic model (35) if

u_0 P L^2pp0, T q, H^1_{BΩ}pΩqq with B_tpθu_0q P L^2pp0, T q, H^1_0 pΩq^1q,

R_0 P W^{1,8}pp0, T q, L^2pΩqq X L^8pp0, T q ^ Ωq with B_tR_0 P L^8pp0, T q ^ Ωq, p_0 ´ p_b P L^8pp0, T q, H^1_0 pΩqq,

with pθu_0qp0q “ θ^{in}u^{in} (see Remark 3.3) such that the following variational equations are fulfilled almost everywhere in p0, T q: For all ϕ P H^1_0 pΩq, we have

xB_tpθu_0q, ϕy_H´1_{pΩq,H}1_{0 pΩq}` ż Ω rD^˚∇u_0 ´ u_0v^˚s ¨ ∇ϕ dx “ ż Ω pθf ` B_tθρqϕ dx, (36) while for all ξ P H^1_0 pΩq, we have ż Ω K^˚ph ´ ∇p_0q ¨ ∇ξ dx “ ż Ω ´B_tθξ dx. Furthermore,

B_tR_0 “ gpu_0, R_0q (37)

almost everywhere in p0, T q.

Remark 3.3. We immediately obtain that a weak solution in the sense of Definition 3.2 fulfills θu_0 P C^0pr0, T s, L^2pΩqq and, therefore, the initial condition pθu_0qp0q “ θ^{in}u^{in} makes sense. For R^{in}_0 P H^1pΩq, the spatial regularity of u_0 and R^{in}_0 can be transfered onto the ODE (15b) and we obtain R_0 P Cpr0, T s; H^1pΩqX L^8pΩqq and, thus, θ, θ^{´1} P Cpr0, T s; H^1pΩq X L^8pΩqq. Moreover, the uniform L^8pp0, T q ^ Ωq bound of u_ε yields u_0 P L^8pp0, T q ^ Ωq and, thus, ∇pθu_0q “ ∇θu_0 ` θ∇u_0 P L^2pp0, T q ^ Ωq. Then, we can conclude θu_0 P Cpr0, T s; L^2pΩqq and, thus, u_0 “ θ^{´1}θu_0 P Cpr0, T s; L^2pΩqq. Then, the initial condition (35c) can be replaced by u_0p0q “ u^{in}.

The second main result of the paper is the convergence of the microscopic solutions to solutions of the macroscopic model just introduced.

Theorem 3.4. Let pu_ε, w_ε, p_ε, R_εq be the unique weak solution of the microscopic problem (15). Then, up to a subsequence, these sequences converge to the limit functions pu_0, w_0, p_0, R_0q in the sense of Proposition 6.3, which is a weak solution of the macroscopic model (35) in the sense of Definition 3.2

4 Existence and uniqueness for the microscopic model

In this section, we show the existence and uniqueness of weak solution pu_ε, w_ε, p_ε, R_εq of the microscopic model (18a)–(18c). In order to show the existence of a solution, we employ a fixed-point argument. Thereby, we show not only the continuity of the operator, which is necessary in order to show the existence of a solution, but also its Lipschitz continuity. Thus, we can conclude the uniqueness of the fixed point and, thereby, the uniqueness of the solution of (18a)–(18c).

4.1 Construction of the fixed-point operator and its properties

In order to show the existence of a weak solution of the microscopic model (15) in the sense of Definition 2.2, we apply a fixed-point argument as follows. For β P

`_1 2 , 1 ˘ , we define the operator F_1 :

L^2pp0, T q, H^βpΩ_εqq Ñ L^8pp0, T q ^ Ω_εq X H^1pp0, T q, L^8pΩ_εqq by F_1ppu_εq :“ R_ε, where R_ε solves the prob- lem B_tR_ε “ ε � Γ_ε pεr^x_ε s_Y q g ^ pu_εpt, zq, R_εpt, zq ε ˙ dσ_z in p0, T q ^ Ω_ε, (38a)

R_εp0q “ R^{in}_ε in Ω_ε. (38b)

In Lemma 4.1, we will see that the operator is well-defined. In particular, R_ε is constant on every microcell εpY^˚ ` kq for k P K_ε with values in rR_{min}, R_{max}s, and the time derivative is essentially bounded.

For the linearization of the Stokes problem, we first introduce the set

Y_ε :“ � R_ε P L^8pp0, T q ^ Ω_εq X H^1pp0, T q, L^8pΩ_εqq :

}B_tR_ε}_L8_{pp0,T q^Ωεq} ď εC_g , R_ε|_{εpY} ˚_{`kq} constant for every k P K_ε, ε^{´1}R_εpt, xq P rR_{min}, R_{max}s for almost every pt, xq P p0, T q ^ Ω_ε ( . Note that solutions of (38) are actually elements of Y_ε as shown in Lemma 4.1 below. Now, we define F_2 : Y_ε Ñ L^2pp0, T q; H^1_{Γε} pΩ_εq^nq as the solution of the linearised Stokes problem, i.e. F_2p pR_εq :“ w_ε, where w_ε is the unique weak solution of

´ε^2 ∇¨p pA_εpe_εpw_εqq ` pA^J_ε ∇q_ε “ pJ_εph_ε ` ε^2 ∇¨ppe_εpB_tψ_εqq ´ pA^J_ε ∇p_b in p0, T q ^ Ω_ε, ∇ ¨ p pA_εv_εq “ ´∇ ¨ p pA_εB_t pψ_εq in p0, T q ^ Ω_ε, v_ε “ ´B_t pR_εν on p0, T q ^ Γ_ε, ` ´ε^2pe_εpw_εq ` q_εI ˘ p A^J_ε ν “ ε^2pe_εpB_t pψ_εq pA^J_ε ν on p0, T q ^ BΩ,

(39)

where pe_ε, pA_ε, pF_ε, pJ_ε and ph_ε are defined in the same way as e_ε, A_ε, F_ε, J_ε and h_ε but with pR_ε instead of R_ε. We emphasise that the operator is well defined since pR_ε is constant on every micro-cell and, therefore, the trace of B_t pR_ε on Γ_ε exists and is an element of L^8pp0, T q ^ Γ_εq. Moreover, we note that the velocity fields which solve (39) are elements of Z_ε, where

Z_ε :“ tpR_ε, w_εq P Y_ε ^ L^2pp0, T q, H^1_{Γε} pΩ_εq^nqq : ∇ ¨ pA_εpw_ε ` B_tψ_εqq “ 0, }w_ε}_L8_{pp0,T q;H}1_{Γε pΩε q}n_{qq} ď C_hu

(40)

where C_h depends on C_g and h. The existence of such an upper bound C_h is given by Lemma 4.3 below.

Finally, we define the operator

F_3 : Z_ε ^ L^2pp0, T q, H^βpΩ_εqq Ñ L^2pp0, T q, H^βpΩ_εqq

via F_3p pR_ε, pw_ε, pu_εq :“ u_ε, where u_ε is a weak solution of

B_tp pJ_εu_εq ´ ∇¨ ´ pD_ε∇u_ε ´ u_ε pA_ε pw_ε ¯ “ pJ_εfppu_εq in p0, T q ^ Ω_ε,

´p pD_ε∇u_ε ´ u_ε pA_ε pw_εq ¨ ν “ ρ pJ_εgppu_ε, ε^{´1} pR_εq on p0, T q ^ Γ_ε, u_ε “ 0 on p0, T q ^ BΩ, u_εp0q “ u^{in}_ε in Ω_ε,

(41)

which is analogously defined as in (18a). Here, the data pJ_ε, pD_ε and pw_ε are again defined in the same way as J_ε, D_ε and w_ε with pR_ε instead of R_ε. Now, we are able to define the fixed-point operator for the whole system:

F : L^2pp0, T q, H^βpΩ_εqq Ñ L^2pp0, T q, H^βpΩ_εqq, Fppu_εq :“ F_3 pF_1ppu_εq, F_2 pF_1ppu_εqq , pu_εq .

In what follows, we show that the operators F_i, i “ 1, 2, 3, are well defined, and, therefore, so is the fixed-point operator F.

Lemma 4.1. The operator F_1 is well defined and the range of F_1 is in Y_ε.

Proof. Let pu_ε P L^2pp0, T q; H^βpΩ_εqq. Due to the trace embedding H^β pΩ_εq ãÑ L^2pΓ_εq, the right-hand side of (38a) is well defined. Then, for every x P εpk ` Y q (with k P K_ε), the mapping pt, rq ÞÑ ε � Γ_εpεr^x_ε s_Y q g ` pu_εpt, zq, ε^{´1}r ˘ dσ_z is constant with respect to x, globally Lipschitz continuous with respect to r and measurable with respect to t. Hence, Carathéodory’s existence theorem yields the existence and uniqueness of a solution R_εp¨_t, xq P W^{1,1}p0, T q of (38a)–(38b) for every x P Ω_ε, and R_εp¨_t, xq is constant with respect to x on every microcell εpk ` Y q (here, we also used that R^{in}_ε is constant on every microcell). Then, we immediately obtain together with the essential boundedness of g that R_ε P L^8pp0, T q ^ Ω_εq X H^1pp0, T q, L^2pΩ_εqq and also B_tR_ε P L^8pp0, T q ^ Ω_εq. More precisely, we have for almost every pt, xq P p0, T q ^ Ω_ε

|B_tR_εpt, xq| ď ε}g}_L8_{pR}2_q ď εC_g. (42)

Moreover, (21)–(22) ensure ε^{´1}R_εpt, xq P rR_{min}, R_{max}s for every t P p0, T q and almost every x P Ω_ε. Note also that, for every t P p0, T q, the range R_εpt, ¨q lies in a finite-dimensional subspace of L^8pΩ_εq and, therefore, R_ε is measurable as a function from p0, T q to L^8pΩ_εq.

The following Lemma provides a kind of Lipschitz estimate for the operator F_1.

Lemma 4.2. Let u^j_ε P L^2pp0, T q ^ Γ_εq, j “ 1, 2, and R^j_ε be given by (15b) for u_ε “ u^j_ε (not necessaryly with identical initial conditions). Then, if R^1_ε p0q “ R^2_ε p0q it holds for almost every t P p0, T q that

}R^1_ε ´ R^2_ε }_L8_{pp0,tq^Ωq} ď C_ε}u^1_ε ´ u^2_ε}_L1_{pp0,tq^Γεq}, }B_tR^1_ε ´ B_tR^2_ε }_L2_{pp0,tq,L}8_{pΩqq} ď C_ε}u^1_ε ´ u^2_ε}_L2_{pp0,tq,L}1_{pΓεqq}

for a constant C_ε (depending on ε). In particular, for u^j_ε P L^2pp0, T q, H^1pΩ_εqq, we obtain for every θ ą 0 the existence of a constant Cpθq ą 0 such that the right-hand sides in the inequalities above can be further estimated by

ε}u^1_ε ´ u^2_ε}_L2_{pp0,tq,L}1_{pΓεqq} ď Cpθq}u^1_ε ´ u^2_ε}_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq} ` θ}∇u^1_ε ´ ∇u^2_ε}_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq}. (43)

We also have the ε-uniform Lipschitz estimate

ε^{´1}}R^1_ε ´ R^2_ε }_L8_{pp0,T q,L}2_{pΩqq} ď C `? ε}u^1_ε ´ u^2_ε}_L2_{pp0,T q^Γεq} ` ε^{´1}}R^1_ε p0q ´ R^2_ε p0q}_L2_{pΩq}

˘ (44)

for a constant C ą 0 independent of ε, which implies that F_1 is Lipschitz continuous.

Proof. A proof can be found in [26, Lemma 14] and in the proof of [26, Proposition 4].

Next, we analyze the operator F_2 and show that it is Lipschitz continuous in particular.

Lemma 4.3. The operator F_2 is well defined and pR_ε, F_2pR_εqq P Z_ε for all R_ε P Y_ε.

Proof. In [67, Theorem3.1], the existence of a unique solution pw_εptq, q_εptqq P H^1_{Γε} pΩ_εq^n ^ L^2pΩ_εq of (39) for a.e. t P p0, T q was shown under the assumptions (26)–(29) on pψ_εptq and the assumptions ph_εptq P L^2pΩq^n and B_tψ_εptq P H^1pΩ_εq^n. Moreover, this pointwise argumentation was transferred to the existence and uniqueness of a solution pw_ε, q_εq P L^8pp0, tq; H^1_{Γε} pΩ_εq^nq ^ L^8pp0, T q; L^2pΩ_εqq of (39), where the L^8p0, T qboundedness of the solution arises from the L^8p0, T q-boundedness of ph_ε (see (A5)) and B_tψ_ε, which is given by Lemma 2.6.

In order to conclude pR_ε, F_2pR_εqq P Z_ε, we note that the divergence condition is obviously fulfilled. The existence of an upper bound C_h such that }F_2pR_εq}_L8_{pp0,T q;H}1_{Γε pΩε q}n_q ď C_h for all R_ε P Y_ε is shown in [67, Theorem3.1] as well.

In what follows, for two given functions ϕ^1 and ϕ^2, we denote its difference by

δϕ :“ ϕ^1 ´ ϕ^2.

Lemma 4.4. The operator F_2 is locally Lipschitz continuous. More precisely, for every ball B Ă Y_ε, there exists a constant L_{B,ε} ą 0 such that › ›F_2p pR^1_ε q ´ F_2p pR^1_ε q › ›_{L2pp0,tq^Ωεq}` › › ›∇pF2p pR^1_ε q ´ F2p pR^1_ε qq › › ›_{L2pp0,tq^Ωε q} ď L_{B,ε} ^› › › pR^1_ε ´ pR^2_ε › › ›_{L8pp0,tq,L2pΩε qq}` › › ›Bt pR^1_ε ´ Bt pR^2_ε › › ›_{L2pp0,tq^Ωεq}

˙ (45)

for all pR^1_ε , pR^2_ε P B and every t P p0, T q.

Proof. We proof this Lemma by applying the generic Lemma A.4. Within this proof, we use the shorthand notation V “ H^1_{Γε} pΩ_εq with the norm }v}_V :“ }∇v}_L2_{pΩεq} and Q “ L^2pΩ_εq. Then, we define almost everywhere in p0, T q

a_{pRε} pv, wq :“^1_2 ε^2ppe_εpvq, pA^J_ε ∇wq_Q “^1_2 ε^2p pF^J_ε ∇v ` p pF^J_ε ∇vq^J, pA^J_ε ∇wq_Q,

b_{pRε} pv, qq :“ ´pq, ∇¨p pA_εvqq_Q “ ´pq, pA_ε : ∇vq_Q,

f_{pRε} pvq :“ p pJ_εh_ε, vq_Q ´ a_{pRε} pB_t pψ_ε, vq ´ p pA_ε∇p_b, vq_Q,

g_{pRε} pqq :“ bpB_t pψ_ε, qq “ pq, ∇¨p pA_εB_t pψ_εqq_Q “ pq, B_t pJ_εq_Q

for v, w P V and q P Q. We note that pR^1_ε , pR^2_ε P Y_ε and, thus, we obtain with the Hölder inequality, the bounds for pF_ε and A_ε from Lemma 2.6 and the Lipschitz estimates of Lemma 2.7

|a_{pR1ε} pv, wq ´ a_{pR2ε} pv, wq| “^1_2 ε^2pδ pF_ε∇v ` pδ pF_ε∇vq^J, pA^1_ε∇wq_Q

`^1_2 ε^2p pF^{2J}_ε ∇v ` p pF^{2J}_ε ∇vq^J, δ pA^J_ε ∇wq_Q ďC_ε ^› › ›δ pFε › › ›_{L8pΩε q}` › › ›δ pAε › › ›_{L8pΩεq} ˙ }v}_V }w}_V .

ďC_ε}δ pR_ε}_L2_{pΩε q}.

(46)

By employing the boundedness of pA_ε and BA_ε from Lemma 2.6,

|b_{pR1ε} pv, qq ´ b_{pR2ε} pv, qq| “ |pq, δ pA_ε : ∇vq_Q| ď }δ pA_ε}_L8_{pΩε q}}q}_Q}v}_V

ď C_ε}δR_ε}_L8_{pΩεq}}q}_Q}v}_V

(47)

for all v P V and q P Q.

Taking into account the Hölder inequality, the Lipschitz continuity of h, the boundedness of pA_ε, pF_ε and ph^1_ε, (46), the Poincaré inequality for H^1_{Γε} pΩ_εq and Lemma 2.6, we obtain

|f_{pR1ε} pvq ´ f_{pR2ε} pvq| ď|pδ pJ_εph_ε, vq_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq}| ` |a_{pR1ε} pδB_t pψ_ε, vq|

` |a_{pR1ε} pB_t pψ^2_ε , vq ´ a_{pR2ε} pB_t pψ^2_ε , vq|| ` |pδ pA_ε∇p_b, vq_Q| ďC › › ›δ pJε › › ›_{L8pΩε q} }v}_Q ` C › › ›δBt pψε › › ›_V }v}_V

` C_ε}δ pR_ε}_L2_{pΩεq} › ›Bt pψ^2_ε › ›_V }v}_V ` Cε › ›δ pAε › ›_{L8pΩεq} }v}_Q ďC_ε ”´ 1 ` }B_t pR^2_ε }_L2_{pΩεq} ¯ }δ pR_ε}_L8_{pΩεq} ` }δB_t pR_ε}_Q ı }v}_V .

Employing Lemma 2.6, we obtain

|g_{pR1ε} pqq ´ g_{pR2ε} pqq| “ |pq, δB_t pJ_εq_Q| ď }q}_Q}δB_tJ_ε}_Q ď C_ε}δB_t pR_ε}_Q}q}_Q.

Thus, we obtain overall › ›a_{pR1} ε ´ a_{pR2ε} › › Bil ` › ›b_{pR1} ε ´ b_{pR2ε} › › Bil ď C_ε › › pR_{1ε} ´ pR_{2ε} › › L^2pΩ_ε q › › ›f p_R1_ε ´ f p_R2_ε › › ›_{V 1}` › › ›g p_R1_ε ´ g p_R2_ε › › ›_{Q1} ď CεM › › › pR^1_ε ´ pR^2_ε › › ›_{L2pΩεq} ` Cε › › ›Btp pR^1_ε ´ pR^2_ε q › › ›_{L2pΩε q}

(48)

for M “ 1 ` }B_t pR^1_ε }_L2_{pΩεq} ` }B_t pR^2_ε }_L2_{pΩεq}. By similar estimates, it can be easily observed that › › ›a p_{Rε} › › ›_{Bil}` › › ›b p_{Rε} › › ›_{Bil} ď Cε, › ›f_{pRε} › › V^1 ` › ›g_{pRε} › › Q^1 ď C_εM for pR^1_ε , pR^2_ε P B. Moreover, (31) and (32) yield constants α_0, β_0 ą 0 such that

a_{pRε} pv, vq ě α_0 }v}^2_V

for all v P V and

inf_{qPQ} sup_{vPV} b_{pRε} pv, qq }v}_V }q}_Q ě β_0.

Thus, a_{pRε} , b_{pRε} , f_{pRε} and g_{pRε} fulfill the assumptions of Lemma A.4 and we can transfer the Lipschitz

continuity of the data (see (48)) onto the solution which yields almost everywhere in p0, T q › F_2p pR^1_ε q ´ F_2p pR^1_ε q › L^2pΩ_εq` › ›∇pF2p pR^1_ε q ´ F2p pR^1_ε qq › ›_{L2pΩε q} ď LC_εM › › › pR^1_ε ´ pR^2_ε › › ›_{L2pΩε q} ` Cε › › ›Btp pR^1_ε ´ pR^2_ε q › › ›_{L2pΩεq} .

Integrating with respect to time from 0 to t P p0, T q and employing the Hölder inequality yields

}F_2p pR^1_ε q ´ F_2p pR^1_ε q}_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq}` › › ›∇pF2p pR^1_ε q ´ F2p pR^1_ε qq › › ›_{L2pp0,T q^Ωεq}

ď C_ε }M}_L2_{p0,T q} › › › pR^1_ε ´ pR^2_ε › › ›_{L8pp0,T q;L2pΩε qq} ` Cε › › ›Btp pR^1_ε ´ pR^2_ε q › › ›_{L2pp0,T q^Ωεq}

and, thus, (45). We note that the proof also holds for more general R^1_ε , R^2_ε, even if they do not fulfil the

bounds B_tR^1_ε , B_tR^1_ε P L^8pp0, T q ^ Ω_εq.

Lemma 4.5. The operator F_3 is well defined and continuous.

Proof. Existence follows by the Galerkin method and similar a priori estimates as in Lemma 5.1 in Section 5. For the continuity of the operator, we consider sequences p pR^k_ε , pw^k_ε q P Z_ε, see (40), and pu^k_ε P L^2pp0, T q, H^βpΩ_εqq,

such that for k Ñ 8

pR^k_ε Ñ pR_ε in L^8pp0, T q ^ Ω_εq X H^1pp0, T q, L^8pΩ_εqq,

pw^k_ε Ñ pw_ε in L^2pp0, T q, H^1_{Γε} pΩ_εq^nq,

pu^k_ε Ñ pu_ε in L^2pp0, T q, H^βpΩ_εqq.

From Lemma 2.7, we also get the strong convergence of pJ^k_ε , pD^k_ε , and pA^k_ε in L^8pp0, T q ^ Ω_εq to pJ_ε, pD_ε,

and pA_ε. From the a priori estimates in Lemmas 5.1 and 5.3 below, we obtain for u^k_ε :“ F_3p pR^k_ε , pw^k_ε q and

a constant C_ε ą 0 (depending on ε) the estimate

}B_tu^k_ε }_L2_{pp0,T q,H}1_{BΩpΩε q}1_q ` }u^k_ε }_L2_{pp0,T q,H}1_{pΩεqq} ď C_ε.

Hence, there exists u_ε P L^2pp0, T q, H^1_{BΩ}pΩ_εqq X H^1pp0, T q, H^1_{BΩ}pΩ_εq^1q such that, up to a subsequence, u^k_ε

converges weakly to u_ε in L^2pp0, T q, H^1pΩ_εqq and strongly in L^2pp0, T q, H^βpΩ_εqq by the Aubin–Lions lemma and, by continuity of the trace operator, also in the space L^2pp0, T q ^ Γ_εq. Further, B_tu^k_ε converges weakly to B_tu_ε in L^2pp0, T q, H^1_{BΩ}pΩ_εq^1q. Testing the weak formulation of the linearised problem (41) with ϕpxqψptq with ϕ P H^1_{BΩ}pΩ_εq and ψ P C^8_0 pr0, T qq, we get ´ ż_T 0 x pJ^k_ε u^k_ε , ϕy_H1_{BΩpΩεq}1_{,H}1_{BΩpΩεq}ψ dx dt` ż_T 0 ż Ω_ε

r pD^k_ε ∇u^k_ε ´ u^k_ε pA^k_ε pw^k_ε s ¨ ∇ϕψ dx dt “ ż_T 0 ż Ω_ε

pJ^k_ε fppu^k_ε qϕψ dx dt ´ ρ ż_T 0 ż Γ_ε

pJ^k_ε g ´ pu^k_ε , ε^{´1} pR^k_ε ¯ ϕψ dσ dt ` ż Ω_ε

pJ^k_ε p0qu^{in}_ε ϕψp0q dx.

Passing to the limit k Ñ 8, we obtain ´ ż_T 0 x pJ_εu_ε, ϕy_H1_{BΩpΩεq}1_{,H}1_{BΩpΩεq}ψ^1 dx dt` ż_T 0 ż Ω_ε

r pD_ε∇u_ε ´ u_ε pA_ε pw_εs ¨ ∇ϕψ dx dt “ ż_T 0 ż Ω_ε pJ_εfppu_εqϕψ dx dt ´ ρ ż_T 0 ż Γ_ε pJ_εg ´ pu_ε, ε^{´1} pR_ε ¯ ϕψ dσ dt ` ż Ω_ε

pJ_εp0qu^{in}_ε ϕψp0q dx.

By density, we obtain F_3p pR_ε, pw_ε, pu_εq “ u_ε. The initial condition u_εp0q “ u^{in}_ε can be obtained by a similar argument as above and using an integration by parts in time. This implies the continuity of F_3.

Remark 4.6. The operator F_3 is even Lipschitz continuous. This can be shown by similar arguments as in the proof of [26, Theorem 3] and the proof of Proposition 4.8 below. In both proofs, an estimate for a fixed point of F are given. However, it is straightforward to generalise these arguments to show the Lipschitz continuity. Here, we restrict to the continuity of F_3, which is enough to guarantee the existence of a solution. For uniqueness of the weak solution, we can use the results from the proof of [26, Theorem 3] and, therefore, avoid repeating the same arguments, which shortens the uniqueness proof.

4.2 Existence of a solution for the micoscopic model

Proposition 4.7. There exists a weak solution pu_ε, R_ε, w_ε, p_εq of the microscopic problem (15).

Proof. We apply Schäfer’s fixed-point theorem (see e.g. [19]) to the operator F. For this, we have to show that F is compact and continuous and that the set

X :“ � u_ε P L^2pp0, T q, H^βpΩ_εqq : u_ε “ λFpu_εq for some 0 ď λ ď 1 ( is bounded. Let ppu^k_ε q_{kPN} Ă L^2pp0, T q, H^βpΩ_εqq be bounded and u^k_ε :“ Fppu^k_ε q. By similar arguments as in the proof of Lemma 5.1 in Section 5 below, we can show that

}B_tu^k_ε }_L2_{pp0,T q,H}1_{BΩpΩεq}1_q ` }u^k_ε }_L2_{pp0,T q,H}1_{pΩε qq} ď C_ε

for a constant C_ε ą 0 independent of k (but depending on ε). Hence, the Aubin–Lions lemma, see [36], implies the existence of a convergent subsequence in L^2pp0, T q, H^βpΩ_εqq and, therefore, F is compact.

The continuity of the operator F follows from the continuity of the operators F_i, i “ 1, 2, 3, see Lemma 4.1, 4.4, and 4.5.

It remains to show the boundedness of X . We only have to consider u_ε “ λFpu_εq for u_ε P L^2pp0, T q, H^βpΩ_εqq and λ P p0, 1s. Hence, we have to replace u_ε in the microscopic model (15) with^{uε}_λ . Then, the claim follows again by using similar arguments as in the proof of Lemma 5.1 by multiplying the right-hand side of the weak equation (18a) by λ. Now, Schäfer’s fixed-point theorem implies the existence of a fixed point and, therefore, the existence of a microscopic solution.

4.3 Uniqueness of a solution for the micoscopic model

Now, we show uniqueness of the weak microscopic solution. In [26, Theorem 3], uniqueness was established for the problem without convection. Hence, here we generalise this result, where the crucial new ingredient is the Lipschitz estimate from Lemma 4.4.

Proposition 4.8. The weak solution pu_ε, R_ε, w_ε, p_εq of the microscopic problem (15) obtained by Proposition 4.7 is unique.

Proof. Consider two microscopic solutions pu^j_ε, R^j_ε, w^j_ε , p^j_εq for j “ 1, 2. Since every problem associated to the operators F_i, i “ 1, 2, 3, admits a unique solution, it follows that u^j_ε are fixed points of F. Hence, we have u^j_ε “ Fpu^j_εq, R^j_ε “ F_1pu^j_εq and w^j_ε “ F_2pR^j_εq. The triple pu_ε, w_ε, R_εq fulfills the a priori estimates of Section 5. This can be shown by the same arguments as in the proofs of Lemmas 5.1 and 5.3. In particular, the estimates from Lemmas 2.6, 2.7 and 4.2 are valid, as well as the inequality (45).

Now, as in the proof of [26, Theorem 3] (see the last inequality in the proof in particular) with only slight modifications for the nonlinear right-hand sides with f and g in the transport equation, we obtain, by subtracting the weak equations for u^1_ε and u^2_ε and testing with δu_ε, for almost every t P p0, T q and a constant c ą 0

}δu_εptq}_L2_{pΩεq} ` c}δ∇u_ε}_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq} ď C_ε}δu_ε}_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq} ` pδpu_εA_εw_εq, ∇δu_εq_{p0,tq^Ωε} ,

(49)

where C_ε ą 0 is a constant depending on ε (C_ε is a generic constant in what follows) and A^j_ε is defined as in (13). It remains to estimate the convective term on the right-hand side: ` δpu_εA_εw_εq, ∇δu_ε ˘ p0,tq^Ω_ε “ ` u^1_εA^1_εδw_ε, ∇δu_ε ˘ p0,tq^Ω_ε` ` u^1_εδA_εw^2_ε , ∇δu_ε ˘ p0,tq^Ω_ε` ` δu_εA^2_εw^2_ε , ∇δu_ε ˘ p0,tq^Ω_ε

“: I_1 ` I_2 ` I_3.

First of all, using the essential bound for A^1_ε , see Lemma 2.6, and the essential bound for u^1_ε from Lemma 5.3 in Section 5 below, we obtain

I_1 ď C_ε}u^1_ε}_L8_{pp0,tq^Ωεqq}}δw_ε}_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq}}∇δu_ε}_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq} ď C_ε}δw_ε}_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq}}∇δu_ε}_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq}.

Using estimate (45) from Lemma 4.4, as well as Lemma 4.2, we obtain for arbitrary θ ą 0 the existence of C_εpθq such that

I_1 ď C_ε ´ }δR_ε}_L8_{pp0,tq^Ωεq} ` }δB_tR_ε}_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωε q} ¯ }∇δu_ε}_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωε q}

ď C_ε }δu_ε}_L2_{pp0,tq,L}1_{pΓεqq} }∇δu_ε}_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq}

ď C_εpθq}δu_ε}^2_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωε q} ` θ}δ∇u_ε}^2_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq}.

Next, using again Lemma 2.7 and 4.2 and the a priori bounds for u^1_ε and w^2_ε , we get with the Hölder inequality

I_2 ď C_ε}u^1_ε}_L8_{pp0,tq^Ωεqq}}δA_ε}_L8_{pp0,tq^Ωεq}}w^2_ε }_L8_{pp0,tq,L}2_{pΩε qq}}∇δu_ε}_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq} ď C_ε}δu_ε}_L1_{pp0,tq^Γεq}}∇δu_ε}_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq}

ď C_εpθq}δu_ε}^2_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq} ` θ}δ∇u_ε}^2_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq}.

Finally, for I_3, we use integration by parts, the zero boundary condition of u_ε on BΩ resp. w_ε on Γ_ε as well as B_tJ_ε “ ∇ ¨ pA_εw_εq and Lemma 2.6 to obtain

I_3 “ 1 2 pδu_εB_tJ^2_ε , δu_εq_{p0,tq^Ωε} ď C_ε}δu_ε}^2_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq}.

Altogether, we obtain (perhaps after some redefinition of θ) ` δpu_εA_εw_εq, ∇δu_ε ˘ p0,tq^Ω_εq

ď C_εpθq ´ }δu_ε}^2_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq} ` }δpu_ε}^2_L2_{pp0,tq,H}β_{pΩε qq} ¯ ` θ}δ∇u_ε}^2_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq}.

Plugging this estimate into (49) and choosing θ small enough, such that we can absorb the gradient term on the right-hand side by the left-hand side, we obtain

}δu_εptq}_L2_{pΩεq} ` c}δ∇u_ε}_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq} ď C_ε}δu_ε}_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωε q}.

Application of the Gronwall inequality leads to the desired result.

5 A priori estimates for the microscopic solution

In this section, we show uniform a priori estimates for the weak solution pu_ε, w_ε, R_εq of the microscopic problem (15). These estimates are the basis for the two-scale compactness results stated in Proposition 6.1 and Proposition 6.3 of Section 6.1 below, which allow us to pass to the limit ε Ñ 0 in the weak formulation (18). The proof follows the following scheme: The uniform bound for R_ε is a direct consequence of the essential boundedness of g. Therefore, R_ε and B_tR_ε can be estimated independently of u_ε. The bounds for R_ε allow to control the velocity w_ε and the pressure p_ε. Finally, we are able to estimate the concentration u_ε.

Lemma 5.1. The weak solution pu_ε, w_ε, p_εR_εq of the microscopic problem (15) fulfills the following a priori estimates

}R_ε}_L8_{pp0,T q^Ωεq} ` }B_tR_ε}_L8_{pp0,T q^Ωεq} ď Cε, (50) }w_ε}_L8_{pp0,T q,L}2_{pΩεqq} ` ε}∇w_ε}_L8_{pp0,T q,L}2_{pΩεqq} ` }p_ε}_L8_{pp0,T q,L}2_{pΩε qq} ď C, (51) ε}B_tu_ε}_L2_{pp0,T q,H}1_{pΩεq}1_q ` }u_ε}_L8_{pp0,T q,L}2_{pΩε qq} ` }∇u_ε}_L2_{pp0,T q^Ωεq} ď C (52) }B_tpJ_εu_εq}_L2_{pp0,T q,H}1_{BΩpΩε q}1_q ` }J_εu_ε}_L8_{pp0,T q,L}2_{pΩε qq} ` ε}∇pJ_εu_εq}_L2_{pp0,T q^Ωεq} ď C (53)

Proof. Bound for R_ε: We start with the bounds for the radius R_ε. This follows immediately from the essential boundedness of g: For for almost every pt, xq P p0, T q ^ Ω_ε, we have

|B_tR_εpt, xq| ď ε}g}_L8_{pR}2_q ď εC_g.

This also implies the L^8-bound for R_ε (which was already shown in Lemma 4.1). Bound for w_ε and p_ε: Due to the bound (50) for R_ε showed above, we can apply Lemma 2.6. Now, the results follow directly from [67, Theorem 3.1].

Bound for u_ε: Here, we use similar arguments as in the proof of [65, Lemma 6], so we skip some details. The main new part is the convective term. We divide the proof into two steps, showing the estimate for }u_ε}_L8_{pp0,T q,L}2_{pΩεqq} and }∇u_ε}_L2_{pp0,T q^Ωε q} first (which then directly also implies the estimate for ε}∇pJ_εu_εq}_L2_{pp0,T q^Ωεq}):

Step A: We begin by testing the weak equation for u_ε (18a) with u_ε to obtain almost everywhere in p0, T q

xB_tpJ_εu_εq, u_εy_H1_{pΩεq}1_{,H}1_{pΩε q}` ż Ω_ε D_ε∇u_ε ¨ ∇u_ε dx “ ż Ω_ε

u_εA_εw_ε ¨ ∇u_ε dx` ż Ω_ε J_εfpu_εqu_ε dx ´ ρ ż Γ_ε g ` u_ε, ε^{´1}R_ε ˘ J_εu_ε dσ. Using the uniform coercivity of D_ε, see (30), we get for almost every t P p0, T q 1 2 d dt › ›aJ_εu_εptq › ›^2

L^2pΩ_εq

` α}∇u_ε}^2_L2_{pΩεq} ď´ 1 2 ż Ω_ε

B_tJ_ε|u_ε|^2 dx` ż Ω_ε u_εA_εw_ε ¨ ∇u_ε dx ` ż Ω_ε J_εfpu_εqu_ε dx ´ ρ ż Γ_ε g ` u_ε, ε^{´1}R_ε ˘ J_εu_ε dσ.

Using the uniform bounds for R_ε, J_ε (see Lemma 2.6), the growth condition on f from assumption (A4) and the boundedness of g from assumption 19 together with the trace inequality, we obtain for arbitrary θ ą 0 a constant C_θ ą 0 such that ż Ω_ε J_εf_εu_ε dx ´ ρ ż Γ_ε g ` u_ε, ε^{´1}R_ε ˘ J_εu_ε dσ ď C_θ ´ 1 ` }u_ε}^2_L2_{pΩεq} ¯ ` θε^2}∇u_ε}^2_L2_{pΩε q}.

For the convective term, we use integration by parts and ∇ ¨ pA_εw_εq “ ´B_tJ_ε (see Remark 2.1) to obtain ´ 1 2 ż Ω_ε

B_tJ_ε|u_ε|^2 dx` ż Ω_ε

u_εA_εw_ε ¨ ∇u_ε dx “ 1 2 ż BΩ_ε

|u_ε|^2A_εw_ε ¨ ν dσ “ 0. (54)

For the last equality, we used w_ε “ 0 on Γ_ε and u_ε “ 0 on BΩ. Choosing θ ą 0 small enough, integration by parts and Gronwall’s inequality imply

}u_ε}_L8_{pp0,T q,L}2_{pΩε qq} ` }∇u_ε}_L2_{pp0,T q^Ωεq} ď C.

Now, from the properties of J_ε and ∇J_ε in Lemma 2.6, we get

ε}∇pJ_εu_εq}_L2_{pp0,T q^Ωεq} ď C.

Step B: Now, we show the estimate for B_tpJ_εu_εq. For this, we use the uniform bound for u_ε in L^8pp0, T q^ Ω_εq, which is shown in Lemma 5.3 below, for the proof of which we only need the regularity of the weak solution but no ε-uniform a priori bounds. However, we emphasise that for the proof of the existence of a weak microscopic solution we used the Galerkin method, see Lemma 4.5, and for the Galerkin approximation we have no (uniform) L^8-bound (the proof of Lemma 5.3 is not valid for the Galerkin approximation). We also obtain the regularity for B_tpJ_εu_εq without the L^8-bound for u_ε, see Remark 5.2 below.

We test (18a) with ϕ P H^1pΩ_εq such that }ϕ}_H1_{pΩεq} ď 1. We only estimate the convective term. The estimate for the other terms follows straightforwardly. The L^8-bound for u_ε is obtained from Lemma 5.3 using the essential bound for A_ε (see Lemma 2.6) and the Hölder inequality for almost every t P p0, T q. More concretely, we obtain u_εptq P L^8pΩ_εq and

}u_εptq}_L8_{pΩεq} ď }u_ε}_L8_{pp0,T q^Ωεq} ď C

for almost every t P p0, T q. (We emphasise that, in general, the mapping t ÞÑ }u_εptq}_L8_{pΩε q}, in other words u_ε : p0, T q Ñ L^8pΩ_εq, is not measurable.) Furthermore, we obtain for almost every t P p0, T q ż Ω_ε

pu_εA_εw_ε ¨ ∇ϕq pt, xq dx ď C}u_εptq}_L8_{pΩε q}}w_εptq}_L2_{pΩε q}}∇ϕ}_L2_{pΩεq} ď C. Here, we also used the L^8-bound with respect to time of w_ε. Hence, we obtain for almost every t P p0, T q that

|xB_tpJ_εu_εqptq, ϕy| ď C ` 1 ` }∇u_εptq}_L2_{pΩεq} ˘ and, therefore,

}B_tpJ_εu_εqptq}_H1_{BΩpΩεq}1 ď C ` 1 ` }∇u_εptq}_L2_{pΩε q} ˘ . Using the a priori bound for ∇u_ε, we obtain further

}B_tpJ_εu_εq}_L2_{pp0,T q,H}1_{BΩpΩε q}1_q ď C.

Now, the estimate for B_tu_ε follows from the product rule and the bound for ε∇J_ε in Lemma 2.5. A similar argument is valid for J_εu_ε and ∇pJ_εu_εq. Thus, the proof is complete except for the verification of Lemma 5.3 which is undertaken below.

Remark 5.2. To obtain the ε-uniform bound for B_tpJ_εu_εq in Lemma 5.1, we need the uniform L^8-bound for u_ε from Lemma 5.3 below. However, in the Galerkin method in the proof of Lemma 4.5 (where we are not allowed to use Lemma 5.3), we can argue in the following way to obtain a bound for B_tpJ_εu_εq (not uniformly with respect to ε): From the a priori bounds already obtained for w_ε and u_ε in Step A of the proof above, we get ˇ ˇ ˇ ż Ω_ε u_εA_εw_ε ¨ ∇ϕ dx ˇ ˇ ˇ ď C^ε}u^ε}^{L4pΩ}ε^q}w^ε}^{L4pΩ}ε^q}∇ϕ}^{L2pΩ}ε^q

ď C_ε}u_ε}_H1_{pΩεq}}w_ε}_H1_{pΩεq}

for a constant C_ε depending on ε. Now, arguing as in the proof above, we obtain with the L^8pp0, T q, H^1pΩ_εq^nqbound for w_ε and the L^2pp0, T q, H^1pΩ_εqq-bound for u_ε the estimate

}B_tpJ_εu_εq}_L2_{pp0,T q,H}1_{BΩpΩεq}1_q ď C_ε.

We now show the essential bound for u_ε, which holds uniformly with respect to the homogenisation parameter ε. Further, under some additional assumptions on the data, the non-negativity of the concentration u_ε also follows.

Lemma 5.3. The solution u_ε is uniformly essentially bounded. More precisely, there exists a constant C ą 0 (independent of ε) such that

}u_ε}_L8_{pp0,T q^Ωε q} ď C. (55)

Under the additional assumptions on the data

fpuqpuq^´ ď |puq^´|^2, gpu, Rqpuq^´ ě 0, u^{in}_ε ě 0 (56)

for every R, u P R, where p¨q^´ “ mint¨, 0u, the solution u_ε is non-negative.

Proof. We define for ω ě 0 the function W :“ e^{´ωt}u_ε and for k ě 1 the functions W_k :“ W ´ k and W^`_k :“ pW ´ kq^`, where p¨q^` :“ maxp¨, 0q. Choosing e^{´ωt}W^`_k as a test function in (18a), we obtain ż_t 0 xB_tpJ_εu_εq, e^{´ωs}W^`_k y ds ` pD_ε∇u_ε, e^{´ωs}∇W^`_k q_{p0,tq^Ωε} “ ` A_εw_εu_ε, e^{´ωs}∇W^`_k ˘ p0,tq^Ω_ε ` pJεfpuεq, e ´ωsW^`_k q_{p0,tq^Ωε} ` ρ ` J_εgpu_ε, ε^{´1}R_εq, e^{´ωs}W^`_k ˘ p0,tq^Γ_ε .

(57)

Using the identity

e^{´ωt}B_tpJ_εu_εq “ B_t “ J_ε ` e^{´ωt}u_ε ´ k ˘‰ ` ωe^{´ωt}J_εu_ε ` kB_tJ_ε

in L^2pp0, T q; H^1_{BΩ}pΩ_εq^1q and similar arguments as in [63, Lemma 3.2], we get (for k large enough) ż_t 0 xB_tpJ_εu_εq, e^{´ωs}W^`_k y ds “ ż_t 0 xe^{´ωs}B_tpJ_εu_εq, W^`_k y ds “ ż_t 0 xB_t rJ_εW_ks , W^`_k y ds` ` ωe^{´ωs}J_εu_ε, W^`_k ˘ p0,tq^Ω_ε` ` kB_tJ_ε, W^`_k ˘ p0,tq^Ω_ε “ 1 2 › › a J_εW^`_k ptq › ›^2_{L2pΩεq}´ 1 2 › › a J_εW^`_k p0q › ›^2_{L2pΩεq} looooooooooomooooooooooon “0 ` 1 2 ż_t 0 ż Ω_ε

B_tJ_εW_kW^`_k dx ds

` ` ωe^{´ωs}J_εu_ε, W^`_k ˘ p0,tq^Ω_ε` ` kB_tJ_ε, W^`_k ˘ p0,tq^Ω_ε .

For the second term in (57), we obtain with the ε-uniform coercivity of D_ε from (30)

pD_ε∇u_ε, e^{´ωs}∇W^`_k q_{p0,tq^Ωε} “ pD_ε∇W_k , ∇W^`_k q_{p0,tq^Ωε} “ pD_ε∇W^`_k , ∇W^`_k q_{p0,tq^Ωε}

ě c_0}∇W^`_k }^2_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq}.

Hence, we obtain 1 2 › ›aJ_εW_{k̀} ptq › ›^2

L^2pΩ_ε q

` c_0}∇W^`_k }^2_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq} ď ` A_εw_εu_ε, e^{´ωs}∇W^`_k ˘ p0,tq^Ω_ε ` pJεfpuεq, e ´ωsW^`_k q_{p0,tq^Ωε} ` ρ ` J_εgpu_ε, ε^{´1}R_εq, e^{´ωs}W^`_k ˘ p0,tq^Γ_ε´ 1 2 ż_t 0 ż Ω_ε

B_tJ_εW_k W^`_k dx ds ´ ` ωJ_εW, W^`_k ˘ p0,tq^Ω_ε´ ` kB_tJ_ε, W^`_k ˘ p0,tq^Ω_ε “: 6ÿ l“1 I^6_ε .

(58)

For the convective term I^1_ε , we have

I^1_ε “ ` A_εw_εW, ∇W^`_k ˘ p0,tq^Ω_ε “ ` A_εw_εW^`_k , ∇W^`_k ˘ p0,tq^Ω_ε ` k ` A_εw_ε, ∇W^`_k ˘ p0,tq^Ω_ε

“: A^1_ε ` A^2_ε .

For the first term, we use ∇ ¨ pA_εw_εq “ B_tJ_ε almost everywhere in Ω_ε and A_εw_ε ¨ ν “ 0 almost everywhere on Γ_ε as well as the zero boundary condition of u_ε on BΩ, which is then also valid for W^`_k , to obtain with integration by parts

A^1_ε “ 1 2 ` A_εw_ε, ∇pW^`_k q^2 ˘ p0,tq^Ω_ε “´ 1 2 ` ∇ ¨ pA_εw_εq , pW^`_k q^2 ˘ p0,tq^Ω_ε “ 1 2 ` B_tJ_ε, pW^`_k q^2 ˘ p0,tq^Ω_ε “ ´I 4 ε . For the term A^2_ε , we obtain with similar arguments

A^2_ε “ kpB_tJ_ε, W^`_k q_{p0,tq^Ωε} “ ´I^6_ε .

Now, we note that fpuq ď Cp1 ` uq ď Cp1 ` W^`_k ` kq for u ě 0 and W^`_k “ 0 for u ď 0 almost everywhere. Thus, we obtain

|fpuqW^`_k | ď Cp1 ` W^`_k ` kqW^`_k . (59)

Using additionally the essential boundedness of J_ε as well as the Hölder and Young inequalities, we obtain for I^2_ε

|I^2_ε | ď ż p0,tq^Ω_ε

Cp1 ` W^`_k ` kqW^`_k dx ds

ď Cp1 ` kq}W^`_k }_L1_{pp0,tq^Ωεq} ` C}W^`_k }^2_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq}

ď Cp1 ` k^2q ż_t 0 ż tW ptqąku dx ds ` C}W^`_k }^2_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq}.

For the boundary term I^3_ε , we obtain with the essential boundedness of J_ε and g as well as the scaled trace inequality for θ ą 0 (with ε ď 1)

|I^3_ε | ď εCC_g }e^{´ωs}W^`_k }_L1_{pp0,tq^Γεq} ď Cpθq}W^`_k }_L1_{pp0,tq^Ωεq} ` εθ}∇W^`_k }_L1_{pp0,tq^Ωεq} ď Cpθq ż_t 0 ż tW ptqąku dx ds ` Cpθq}W^`_k }^2_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωε q} ` θ}∇W^`_k }^2_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq}.

For I^5_ε , we get

I^5_ε “ ´ωpJ_εW^`_k , W^`_k q_{p0,tq^Ωε} ` kpJ_ε, W^`_k q_{p0,tq^Ωε}

ď ´ωJ_{min}}W^`_k }^2_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq} ` C ~ k^2 ż_t 0 ż tW ptqąku dx ds ` }W^`_k }^2_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq} ¸ .

Combining all the results, we obtain 1 2 › › › a J_εW^`_k ptq › › ›^2_{L2pΩεq} ` c0}∇W^`_k }^2_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωε q}

ď Cpθqk^2 ż_t 0 ż tW ptqąku dx ds ` rCpθq ´ ωJ_{min}s }W^`_k }^2_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq} ` θ}∇W^`_k }^2_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq}.

For θ small enough, the term including the gradient on the right-hand side can be absorbed by the lefthand side. Hence, choosing ω ą^{Cpθq}_{Jmin} in the inequality above (for fixed δ), we obtain for almost every t P p0, T q

}W^`_k }^2_L2_{pΩε q} ` }∇W^`_k }^2_L2_{pp0,tq^Ωεq} ď Ck^2 ż_t 0 ż tW ptqąku dx ds. (60)

Now, the result follows from [35, II Theorem 6.1] implying

u_ε ď C

for a constant C ą 0 independent of ε. Repeating these arguments with ´u_ε instead of u_ε, we obtain ´u_ε ď C, which gives the essential boundedness of u_ε uniformly with respect to ε.

It remains to show the non-negativity. For this, we choose pu_εq^´ :“ minpu_ε, 0q as a test function in (18a) and obtain (by a similar calculation as above for W^`_k ) 1 2 d dt }pu_εq^´}^2_L2_{pΩεq} ` c_0}∇pu_εq_´}^2_L2_{pΩεq} ď ż Ω_ε

J_εfpu_εqpu_εq^´ dx ´ ρ ż Γ_ε J_εg ` u_ε, ε^{´1}R_ε ˘ pu_εq^´ dσ

ď C}pu_εq^´}^2_L2_{pΩε q}.

Now, the Gronwall inequality implies the non-negativity of the microscopic concentration u_ε.

6 Derivation of the macroscopic model

In this section, we show that the microscopic solution pu_ε, w_ε, p_ε, R_εq converges in a suitable sense to the solution of the macroscopic model (35) formulated in Section 3 for ε Ñ 0. In a first step, we establish compactness results obtained from the a priori estimates in Section 5 and, in a second step, we pass to the limit ε Ñ 0 in the weak formulation of the microscopic problem in Definition 2.2.

6.1 Compactness results for the microscopic solutions

Based on the a priori estimates from Section 5, we derive compactness results for the microscopic solutions. As a suitable convergence concept for the treatment of problems including oscillating coefficients and domains, we use the two-scale convergence, see Appendix B.1. Since we are dealing with functions on perforated domains, we have to extend these functions to the whole domain. While for the fluid velocity w_ε it is natural to use the zero extension, the situation is more complicated for the pressure p_ε and the concentration u_ε. For the pressure, we use an extension from Tartar given in [54], see also [37]. For the concentration, we would loose spatial regularity for the zero extension and, therefore, we use an extension operator from [15], see also [1] for more general domains. Namely, there exists an extension operator E_ε : H^1pΩ_εq Ñ H^1pΩq such that

}E_εϕ_ε}_L2_{pΩq} ď C}ϕ_ε}_L2_{pΩεq}, }E_εϕ_ε}_H1_{pΩq} ď C}ϕ_ε}_H1_{pΩε q} for all ϕ_ε P H^1pΩ_εq with a constant C ą 0 independent of ε. For time dependent functions, we apply this operator pointwise in t. We shortly write ru_ε :“ E_εu_ε P L^2pp0, T q, H^1pΩqq (61) and we obtain }ru_ε}_L2_{pp0,T q,H}1_{pΩqq} ` }ru_ε}_L8_{pp0,T q,L}2_{pΩqq} ď C. (62) However, we emphasise that this extension operator in general does not preserve the regularity for the time derivative and, therefore, we loose control for the time variable of the microscopic sequence ru_ε, which is important to obtain strong two-scale compactness results. The strong two-scale convergence of u_ε was shown for the same a priori estimates in [26, Proposition 5] and with additional estimates for the differences of shifts with respect to time in [65]. Here, we simplify the proof of [26] by showing the following general strong two-scale compactness result. The Proposition will then be applied to J_ε and u_ε, so we keep the same notation, but we slightly generalise the assumptions for the sake of the proposition. Proposition 6.1. Let n ě 2 and V_ε Ă H^1pΩ_εq dense in L^2pΩ_εq. Let u_ε P L^2pp0, T q, V_εq and J_ε P L^8pp0, T q ^ Ω_εq with B_tpJ_εu_εq P L^2pp0, T q, V^1_ε q with respect to the usual Gelfand triple V_ε Ă L^2pΩ_εq Ă V^1_ε . Further, let J_ε ě c_0 ą 0 for a constant c_0 ą 0 independent of ε and }B_tpJ_εu_εq}_L2_{pp0,T q,V} 1_{ε q} ` }u_ε}_L2_{pp0,T q,H}1_{pΩε qq} ď C.

Moreover, assume there exists κphq with κphq Ñ 0 for h Ñ 0 and h ą 0 such that }J_εp¨ ` hq ´ J_ε}_L8_{pp0,T ´hq,L}s_{pΩε qq} ď κphq (63) with s ą 1 arbitrary for n “ 2 and s “^n_2 for n ě 3. Then, there exists κ_0phq with κ_0phq Ñ 0 for h Ñ 0 such that }u_εp¨ ` hq ´ u_ε}_L2_{pp0,T ´hq,L}2_{pΩεqq} ď κ_0phq.

In particular, there exists u_0 P L^2pp0, T q ^ Ωq (even in L^2pp0, T q, H^1pΩqq) such that, up to a subsequence, χ_{Ωε} u_ε converges strongly in the two-scale sense to χ_Y ˚ u_0.

Proof. For a function ϕ : p0, T q ^ U Ñ R with U Ă R^n, we define the shift with respect to time for 0 ă h ! 1 and t P p0, T ´ hq by δ_hϕptq :“ δ_hϕpt, ¨_xq :“ ϕpt ` hq ´ ϕptq.

Since J_ε ě c_0 ą 0 almost everywhere in p0, T q ^ Ω_ε, it holds for almost every t P p0, T ´ hq that c_0}δ_hu_εptq}^2_L2_{pΩε q} ď ż Ω_ε

J_εpt ` hqpδ_hu_εptqq^2 dx. Using the identity J_εpt ` hqpδ_hu_εptqq^2 “ δ_hpJ_εu_εqptqδ_hu_εptq ´ δ_hJ_εptqu_εptqδ_hu_εptq, we obtain c_0}δ_hu_ε}^2_L2_{pp0,T ´hq^Ωεq} ď ż_{T ´h} 0 ż Ω_ε

δ_hpJ_εu_εqptqδ_hu_εptq dx dt ´ ż_{T ´h} 0 ż Ω_ε δ_hJ_εptqu_εptqδ_hu_εptq dx dt “: A^1_{ε,h} ` A^2_{ε,h}.

Let us estimate the two terms separately. We start with the second term and restrict to the case n ě 3 (the case n “ 2 follows by similar arguments). Using the Sobolev embedding H^1pΩ_εq ãÑ L^{2˚} pΩ_εq with 2^˚ :“^{2n}_{n´2} , we obtain u_ε P L^2pp0, T q, L^{2˚} pΩ_εqq such that }u_ε}_{L2pp0,T q,Lp}˚_{pΩεqq} ď C}u_ε}_L2_{pp0,T q,H}1_{pΩε qq} ď C with a constant C ą 0 independent of ε. More precisely, this constant is independent of ε owing to the existence of the extension operator E_ε defined at the beginning of Section 6.1. Now, the Hölder inequality implies

|A^2_{ε,h}| ď ż_{T ´h} 0 }δ_hJ_εptq}_L^n_{2 pΩε q}}u_εptq}_{L2}˚_{pΩεq} ´ }u_εpt ` hq}_{L2}˚_{pΩε q} ` }u_εptq}_{L2}˚_{pΩεq} ¯ dt ď 2}u_ε}^2_{L2p0,T q,L2}˚_{pΩε qq}}δ_hJ_ε}_{L8pp0,T q,L}^n_{2 pΩεqq} ď Cκphq. For the first term A^1_{ε,h}, we have (using the natural embedding in the Gelfand triple V_ε ãÑ L^2pΩ_εq ãÑ V^1_ε )

A^1_{ε,h} “ ż_{T ´h} 0 xδ_hpJ_εu_εqptq, δ_hu_εptqy_V 1_{ε ,Vε} dt ď }δ_hpJ_εu_εq}_L2_{pp0,T ´hq,V} 1_{ε q}

loooooooooooooomoooooooooooooon

ďh}B_t pJ_εu_ε q}_{L2pp0,T q,V 1ε q}

}δ_hu_εptq}_L2_{pp0,T q,H}1_{pΩε qq}

ď Ch. Altogether, we obtain }δ_hu_ε}_L2_{pp0,T ´hq^Ωεq} ď C a h ` κphq “: κ_0phq and, obviously, κ_0phq Ñ 0 for h Ñ 0.

It remains to show the strong two-scale convergence of u_ε. The proof follows similar ideas as in [23, Lemma 10]. Using the extension ru_ε of u_ε defined in (61), we obtain with (62) › › › › ż_{t2}

t_1

ru_ε dt › › › ›_{H1 pΩq} ď C}ru^ε}^{L2pp0,T q,H1 pΩqq} ď C.

Then, noting the compact embedding H^1pΩq ãÑ L^2pΩq, we have that ş_{t2}

t_1 ruε dt is relatively compact in

L^2pΩq. Further, it holds that (the extension operator is pointwise defined in time) }δ_h ru_ε}_L2_{pp0,T ´hq,L}2_{pΩqq} ď C}δ_hu_ε}_L2_{pp0,T ´hq,L}2_{pΩεqq} ď Cκ_0phq^{hÑ0}ÝÑ 0.

Therefore, by the Kolmogorov–Simon compactness theorem, see [58, Theorem 1], ru_ε converges strongly in L^2pp0, T q ^ Ωq. This gives the desired result. Remark 6.2.

(i) Proposition 6.1 remains valid for arbitrary perforated domains Ω_ε as long there exists a linear extension operator E^˚_ε : H^1pΩ_εq Ñ H^1pΩq such that }E^˚_ε u_ε}_H1_{pΩq} ď C}u_ε}_H1_{pΩε q} for all u_ε P H^1pΩ_εq.

In particular, the result is valid for Ω_ε “ Ω and gives (besides the strong two-scale convergence) the strong convergence in L^2pp0, T q ^ Ωq in this case.

(ii) Under the additional assumption u_ε P L^8pp0, T q, L^2pΩ_εqq with }u_ε}_L8_{pp0,T q,L}2_{pΩεqq} ď C for a constant C ą 0 independent of ε, we can replace (63) with }J_εp¨ ` hq ´ J_ε}_L2_{pp0,T ´hq,L}8_{pΩε qq} ď κphq and obtain the same result (using slightly different arguments for the term A^2_{ε,h} in the proof).

In the following proposition, we give the compactness results for the microscopic solutions. The results for pu_ε, R_εq have already been established in [26] for the same a priori estimates as in Lemma 5.1 and the Lipschitz estimate for R_ε from Lemma 4.2 (with slightly more regularity assumptions on R_εp0q). Similar compactness results were also obtained in [65], where an additional estimate for the differences of the shifts of u_ε with respect to time was shown for the strong convergence of u_ε, and the strong convergence of R_ε was shown by a direct comparison with the macroscopic radius R_0 using the microscopic and macroscopic ODE.

For u_ε, we use the extension from (61). Further, since w_ε P L^8pp0, T q; H^1_{Γε} pΩ_εqq, we can extend it by zero to a function w_ε P L^8pp0, T q; H^1pΩqq in order to state the convergence. Moreover, in order to derive not only a weak but also strong convergence result for the pressure, we extend it as follows (see [37]):

Q_εpt, xq :“ $ & % q_εpt, xq if x P Ω_ε, 1 |Y^˚| ş k`εY^˚ q_εpt, zq dz if x P k ` εpY zY^˚q for k P K_ε. (64)

Note that this extension coincides with the extension from Tartar in [54].

Proposition 6.3. The microscopic solutions pu_ε, w_ε, p_ε, R_εq fulfill the following convergence results up to a subsequence:

(i) There exist u_0 P L^2pp0, T q, H^1_0 pΩqq X L^8pp0, T q, L^2pΩqq and u_1 P L^2pp0, T q ^ Ω, H^1_{per}pY^˚q{Rq such that ru_ε Ñ u_0 in L^2pp0, T q ^ Ωq, χ_{Ωε} ∇u_ε^{2,2}ÝÝá χ_Y ˚ p∇u_0 ` ∇_y u_1q ,

χ_{Ωε} u_ε^{2,2}ÝÝÑ χ_Y ˚ u_0, u_ε|_{Γε}^{2,2}ÝÝÑ u_0 on Γ_ε.

(ii) There exists R_0 P H^1pp0, T q, L^2pΩqq X L^8pp0, T q ^ Ωq with B_tR_0 P L^8pp0, T q ^ Ωq such that for all p P r1, 8q ε^{´1}R_ε Ñ R_0 in L^ppp0, T q ^ Ωq, (65) ε^{´1}B_tR_ε Ñ B_tR_0 in L^ppp0, T q ^ Ωq. (66) These convergences are also valid in the strong two-scale sense in Ω and Γ_ε. Further, it holds almost everywhere in p0, T q ^ Ω that B_tR_0 “ gpu_0, R_0q.

(iii) There exists w_0 P L^8pp0, T q; L^2pΩ; H^1_#pY qqq with w_0 “ 0 in p0, T q ^ Ω ^ pY zY^˚q, (67) ∇¨_ypA_0w_0q “ 0 in p0, T q ^ Ω ^ Y, (68) ∇¨_x ¨ ˝ ż Y^˚

A_0w_0 ˛ ‚“ ´B_tθ in p0, T q ^ Ω ^ Y, (69)

such that for the zero extension of w_ε to Ω it holds for every p P r1, 8q that w_ε^{2,p,2}ÝÝÝá w_0, (70) ε∇w_ε^{2,p,2}ÝÝÝá ∇_yw_0, (71) εe_εpw_εq^{2,p,2}ÝÝÝá e_0pw_0q, (72) where e_0pw_0q “^1_2 pF^{´J}_0 ∇_yw_0 ` ∇_yw^J_0 F^{´1}_0 q and F_0 is defined in (76) below.

Moreover, there exists Q_0 P L^8pp0, T q; H^1_0 pΩqq such that for every p P r1, 8q

Q_ε Ñ Q_0 in L^ppp0, T q; L^2pΩqq, (73)

Q_ε ` p_b “: P_ε Ñ P_0 :“ Q_0 ` p_b in L^ppp0, T q, L^2pΩqq. (74)

Proof. We start with (i). The existence of u_0 and u_1 and the weak two-scale convergence results follow from the a priori estimates in Lemma 5.1 and the two-scale compactness results from Lemma B.3 in the appendix. Using again the a priori estimates from Lemma 5.1, the strong convergence of ru_ε follows from Proposition 6.1 if we show (63). However, this is a direct consequence of Lemma 2.7 (with R^1_ε “ R_ε and R^2_ε :“ R_εp¨_t ` h, ¨_xq) and the Lipschitz continuity of R_ε.

Next, we consider the convergence results in (ii) for R_ε. The first result (65) was shown in [26, Proposition 4], and in the strong two-scale sense on the surface Γ_ε in [26, Corollary 7] but with slightly more regularity assumptions on the initial values R^{in}_ε and R^{in}_0 . In particular, it was assumed that R^{in}_0 P H^1pΩq. Here, we dropped this assumption and only assume (as in [65]) the strong convergence of ε^{´1}R^{in}_ε in L^2pΩq. However, since the proof still follows the same lines as in [26, Proposition 4], we only sketch the main ideas. We use the standard Kolmogorov compactness result, see for example [7], and since R_ε is bounded in L^2pΩq it is enough to control the shifts in time and space. In what follows, we extend R_ε and u_ε by zero outside Ω, which is possible due to the zero boundary condition of u_ε on BΩ. (It is also possible to consider shifts within Ω but then the argumentation becomes more technical.) The essential bound of B_tR_ε implies for all h ą 0 and t P p0, T ´ hq

ε^{´1}}R_εp¨_t ` h, ¨_xq ´ R_ε}_L8_{pp0,T ´hq^Ωq} ď Ch.

For the spatial variable, it is enough to consider shifts with εl for l P Z^n (see also [26, (42)]). From the Lipschitz estimate (44) in Lemma 4.2, we obtain, using the trace inequality (see Lemma A.3 in the appendix), the strong convergence of ε^{´1}R^{in}_ε in L^2pΩq (which guarantees a bound for the shifts), the mean value theorem (u_ε is extended via ru_ε to the whole domain Ω) and the a priori bound for ∇u_ε already obtained above,

ε^{´1}}R_εp¨_t, ¨_x ` εlq ´ R_ε}_L8_{pp0,T q,L}2_{pΩqq} ď C pε ` κp|εl|qq

with κp|εl|q Ñ 0 for |εl| Ñ 0. Hence, the Kolmogorov compactness result implies the desired result.

The convergence of the time derivative B_tR_ε was shown in [26, Proposition 6] but we give a much simpler argument for the compactness here. (In [65, ...] the macroscopic equation was used.) By a change of coordinates, we obtain from the ODE (18b) for R_ε

ε^{´1}B_tR_εpt, xq “ 1 |Γ| ż Γ g ` T_εpu_εqpt, x, zq, T_εpε^{´1}R_εqpt, x, zq ˘ dσ_z for almost every pt, xq P p0, T q ^ Ω. Using the strong two-scale convergence of u_ε and ε^{´1}R_ε on Γ_ε, we obtain

T_εpε^{´1}R_εq Ñ R_0 in L^ppp0, T q ^ Ω ^ Γq,

T_εpu_εq Ñ u_0 in L^2pp0, T q ^ Ω ^ Γq.

Hence, up to a subsequence, these convergence also hold pointwise almost everywhere in p0, T q ^ Ω ^ Γ. Then, for almost every pt, xq P p0, T q ^ Ω ^ Γ, we get

ε^{´1}B_tR_εpt, xq Ñ 1 |Γ| ż Γ gpu_0pt, xq, R_0pt, xqq dσ_z “ gpu_0pt, xq, R_0pt, xqq. (75)

The dominated convergence theorem of Lebesgue now implies the convergence in L^ppp0, T q ^ Ωq. It remains to show the convergence of the traces of B_tR_ε. Since B_tR_ε is constant on every microscopic cell, we also have that T_εpB_tR_εqpt, x, ¨_y q is constant for almost every pt, xq. Hence, using the trace inequality, we obtain (with ∇_ypT_εpε^{´1}B_tR_εq ´ gpu_0, R_0qq “ 0)

}T_εpε^{´1}B_tR_εq ´ gpu_0, R_0q}_Lp_{pp0,T q^Ω^Γq} ď C}T_εpε^{´1}B_tR_εq ´ gpu_0, R_0q}_Lp_{pp0,T q^Ω^Y} ˚_q Ñ 0.

Last, we consider the convergence results in (iii). The compactness results (70) and (71) with the properties (67), (68), (69) for the limit function w_0 are shown in [67, Lemma 4.9] and [67, Corollary 5.2]. Moreover, (72) can be concluded from (71) and the strong two-scale convergence of F^{´1}_ε , which is given by Lemma 6.5 below, by a standard argument. The strong convergence of Q_ε was shown in [67, Lemma 4.8] similarly as in [2] (where different boundary conditions were considered).

We note that the compactness results of [67] are formulated pointwise with respect to time but can easily be adapted to the time-dependent two-scale convergence.

As an immediate consequence of the strong convergence results for R_ε and B_tR_ε, we obtain strong two-scale compactness for the coefficients in the transformed equations. Therefore, we define the limit transformation ψ_0 and its Jacobians with respect to the microscopic variable by (see also (8) for the definition of ψ) ψ̌_0pt, x, yq :“ ψ̌pR_0pt, xq, yq “ pR_0pt, xq ´ R_{max}q^{y´m}_{}y´m}} χp}y ´ m}q,

ψ_0pt, x, yq :“ y ` ψ̌_0pt, x, yq “ y ` pR_0pt, xq ´ R_{max}q^{y´m}_{}y´m}} χp}y ´ m}q.

Thus, ψ_0pt, x, ¨q is a diffeomorphism from Y^˚ onto Y^˚pt, xq for a.e. pt, xq P p0, T q ^ Ω with inverse ψ^{´1}_0 pt, x, yq “ ψ^{´1}pR_0pt, xq, yq for y P Y^˚pt, xq. Moreover, we define analogously to the ε-scaled setting

F_0 :“ ∇_yψ^J_0 , J_0 :“ detpF_0q, A_0 :“ J_0F^{´1}_0 , D_0 :“ J_0F^{´1}_0 DF^{´J}_0 . (76)

In the following lemma, we show the strong two-scale convergence for the derivatives of ψ_ε. Since the coefficients F_ε, A_ε, D_ε and J_ε in the weak form (18) can be expressed as rational functions of the derivatives of ψ_ε, we can conclude the the strong two-scale convergence for them in Lemma 6.5 afterwards. Lemma 6.4. Let R_ε be the subsequence from Proposition 6.3 and ψ_ε be given by (9) and ψ̌_ε be given by (10). Then, it holds

ε^{|α|´1}B_{xα} |ψ_ε^{2,p}ÝÝÑ B_{yα} |ψ_0, ε^{|α|}B_{xα} ∇ψ_ε^{2,p}ÝÝÑ B_{yα} ∇_yψ_0, ε^{|α|´1}B_tB_{xα} ψ_ε “ ε^{|α|´1}B_tB_{xα} |ψ_ε^{2,p}ÝÝÑ B_tB_{yα} |ψ_0 “ B_tB_{yα} ψ_0

for all α P N^n_0 .

Proof. We follow the argumentation of [65]. We note that R_ε^{2,p}ÝÝÑ R_0 and B_tR_ε^{2,p}ÝÝÑ B_tR_0 yield the pointwise convergences T_εR_εpt, xq Ñ R_0pt, xq and B_tT_εR_εpt, xq Ñ B_tR_0pt, xq for a.e. pt, xq P p0, T q ^ Ω for a subsequence. By employing the continuity of r ÞÑ B_{yα} qψpr, yq and r ÞÑ B_{yα} B_t qψpr, yq for α P N^n_0 , we obtain

ε^{|α|´1}T_εB_{xα}ψ̌_εpt, x, yq “ ε^{´1}B_{yα} T_εψ̌_εpt, x, yq “ B_{yα} pψ̌pT_εR_εpt, xq, trxs ` εyuqq “ B_{yα}ψ̌pT_εR_εpt, xq, yq Ñ B_{yα}ψ̌pR_0pt, xq, yq “ B_{yα}ψ̌_0pt, x, yq and ε^{|α|´1}T_εB_tB_{xα}ψ̌_εpt, x, yq “ ε^{´1}B_{yα} T_εB_tψ̌_εpt, x, yq “ B_{yα} B_tpψ̌pT_εR_εpt, xq, trxs ` εyuqq “ B_{yα} B_tpψ̌pT_εR_εpt, xq, yqq “ B_{yα} B_Rψ̌pT_εR_εpt, xq, yqB_tT_εR_εpt, xq Ñ B_{yα} B_Rψ̌pR_0pt, xq, yqB_tR_0pt, xq “ B_{yα} B_tψ̌_0pt, x, yq

for a.e. pt, x, yq P p0, T q ^ Ω ^ Y . Then, we obtain ε^{|α|´1}T_εB_{xα}ψ̌_ε Ñ B_{yα}ψ̌_0 and ε^{|α|´1}T_εB_{xα} B_tψ̌_ε Ñ B_{yα} B_tψ̌_0 by the Lebesgue convergence theorem, which yields ε^{|α|´1}B_{xα}ψ̌_ε^{2,p}ÝÝÑ B_{yα}ψ̌_0 and ε^{|α|´1}B_{xα} B_tψ̌_ε^{2,p}ÝÝÑ B_{yα} B_tψ̌_0 . Since this argumentation holds for every arbitrary subsequence, it holds for the whole sequence. Since F_ε “ B_x|ψ_ε ` 1 and F_0 “ B_y |ψ_0 ` 1, we can transfer the convergence to F_ε. Moreover, it can be easily oserved that B_tψ_ε “ B_t |ψ_ε as well as B_tψ_0 “ B_t |ψ_0.

Lemma 6.5. Let R_ε be the subsequence from Proposition 6.3. Then, it holds for every p P r1, 8q that (for i “ 1, . . . , n)

F_ε^{2,p}ÝÝÑ F_0, J_ε^{2,p}ÝÝÑ J_0, J^{´1}_ε^{2,p}ÝÝÑ J^{´1}_0 , F^{´1}_ε^{2,p}ÝÝÑ F^{´1}_0 ,

D_ε^{2,p}ÝÝÑ D_0, A_ε^{2,p}ÝÝÑ A_0, A^{´1}_ε^{2,p}ÝÝÑ A^{´1}_0 , εB_xA_ε^{2,p}ÝÝÑ B_yA_0,

εB_xA^{´1}_ε^{2,p}ÝÝÑ B_yA^{´1}_0 , B_tJ_ε^{2,p}ÝÝÑ B_tJ_0, ε^{´1}B_xB_tψ_ε^{2,p}ÝÝÑ B_tB_yψ_0.

(77)

The convergence of J_ε is also valid on the surface Γ_ε. Further, we obtain

εe_εpw_εq^{2,p,2}ÝÝÝá e_0pw_0q. (78)

Proof. The convergences of F_ε, J_ε and D_ε were shown in [26, Corollary 8] using the structure of ψ_ε and the strong convergence of R_ε. In [64, Lemma 3.3], [65, Lemma 10] and [67, Lemma 4.6], a more abstract argumentation was used in order to provide additionally the strong convergences for J^{´1}_ε , F^{´1}_ε , A_ε, A^{´1}_ε , εB_xA_ε and εB_xA^{´1}_ε from the first two convergences of Lemma 6.4. The strong two-scale convergence of J_ε follows with the two-scale convergence of ε^{´1}B_tB_xψ_ε by the same argumentation. For sake of completeness, we recap this argumentation briefly. First, we note that the convergence of F_ε “ ∇ψ^J_ε is given by Lemma 6.4. Since J_ε “ detpF_εq is a polynomial with respect to the entries of F_ε, the strong two-scale convergence can be transferred on J_ε. Having the bound for J_ε ě c_J from below, we can transfer the strong two-scale convergence of J_ε to J^{´1}_ε .

In the next step, we notice that all other terms on the left-hand side in (77) can be formulated as polynomials with respect to the entries of ∇ψ_ε, εB_xB_xψ_ε, B_t∇ψ_ε, εB_tB_xB_xψ_ε and J^{´1}_ε . These convergences are provided by Lemma 6.4 and, thus, can be transferred to these polynomials which yields (77).

The strong two-scale convergence of J_ε on the surface Γ_ε follows with the same argumentation and using the unfolding operator for periodic surfaces in the proof of Lemma 6.4.

It remains to show the convergence of εe_εpw_εq in (78). From the strong two-scale convergence of F^{´1}_ε in L^p for every p P r1, 8q and the weak two-scale convergence of ε∇w_ε in L^2, we obtain together with the characterization via the unfolding operator that εe_εpw_εq^{2,p,q}ÝÝÝá e_0pw_0q for all p P r1, 8q and q P r1, 2q. Then, the essential boundedness of F_ε yields that εe_εpw_εq is bounded in L^ppp0, T q; L^2pΩ_εqq and, thus, εe_εpw_εq^{2,p,2}ÝÝÝá e_0pw_0q.

Finally, we have the following weak compactness result for the time derivative of J_εu_ε:

Corollary 6.5.1. Let zJ_εu_ε denote the zero extension of J_εu_ε. Then, it holds up to a subsequence that

B_t ´ z J_εu_ε ¯ á B_tpθu_0q weakly in L^2pp0, T q, H^{´1}pΩqq, (79)

where the porosity θ is defined in (34).

Proof. This proof was shown in [26, p.133–134] for slightly different boundary conditions and can be easily adapted to our setting. We emphasise that in our notations we have

θpt, xq “ |Y^˚pt, xq| “ ż Y^˚pt,xq dy “ ż Y^˚ J_0pt, x, yq dy.

6.2 Proof of Theorem 3.4

Now, we are able to prove our main result Theorem 3.4, i. e. pass to the limit ε Ñ 0 in the weak formulation of the microscopic model. The ODE for R_0 in (35d) – (35e) follows directly from Proposition 6.3(ii). The Darcy law in (35f) – (35g) was derived in [67] for a given evolution of the microscopic domain (with the same properties of ψ_ε). Hence, the results are also valid in our setting. However, for the sake of completeness, we will sketch here the essential steps and also use a slightly different proof with an orthogonality argument, see Lemma A.1 in the appendix, to obtain the two-pressure Stokes model, which was also used by Allaire in [32]. Further, throughout the proof, we work here on the fixed reference element and additionally formulate the cell problems and the Darcy velocity on the fixed cell. Finally, the derivation of the macroscopic transport equation (35a) – (35c) follows similar lines as for pure diffusion without convection in [26, Section 5.2] and, therefore, we will focus only on the convective term in our proof below.

We start with the derivation of the Darcy law, where we mainly follow the ideas of Allaire in [32], and first obtain a generalised two-pressure Stokes model generalised for evolving microdomains. For this, we introduce the space

V :“ " η PL^2pΩ, H^1_{per,0}pY^˚q^nq :

∇_y ¨ η “ 0 in Ω ^ Y^˚, ∇_x¨ ż Y^˚

η dy “ 0 in Ω

* (80)

with H^1_{per,0}pY^˚q :“ � v P H^1_{per}pY^˚q : v “ 0 on Γ ( . We also define the subspace

V^8 :“ V X C^8pΩ, H^1_{per,0}pY^˚q^nq.

The space V^8 is a dense subspace of V. For η P V^8 and ψ P C^8_0 p0, T q, we choose

η_εpt, xq :“ A^{´1}_ε ψptqη ´ x, x ε ¯ , (81)

as a test function in (18c) to obtain after integration with respect to time and using A_ε : ∇η_ε “ ψ∇¨ ` η ` ¨_x,^{¨x}_ε ˘˘ “ ψ∇_x ¨ η ` ¨_x,^{¨x}_ε ˘

ε^2 ż_T 0 ż Ω_ε

J_εe_εpw_εq : e_εpη_εq dx dt´ ż_T 0 ż Ω_ε q_ε∇_x ¨ η ´ x, x ε ¯ ψ dx dt “ ´ε^2 ż_T 0 ż Ω_ε

J_εe_εpB_tψ_εq : e_εpη_εq dx dt` ż_T 0 ż Ω_ε “ J_εA^{´J}_ε h_ε ´ ∇p_b ‰ ¨ η ´ x, x ε ¯ ψ dx dt. (82)

From the strong two-scale convergence results in Lemma 6.5 and the strong two-scale convergence of η ` ¨,^¨_ε ˘ , which follows from the oscillation lemma [3, Lemma 1.3], we obtain that the unfolded sequence T_εpεe_εpη_εqq converges strongly in L^spp0, T q ^ Ω ^ Y^˚q to e_0pA^{´1}_0 ηqψ for s P r1, 2q and, therefore, (up to a subsequence) also pointwise almost everywhere in p0, T q ^ Ω ^ Y^˚. Further, it holds due to the essential bounds for F^{´1}_ε and A^{´1}_ε (and its derivative) almost everywhere in p0, T q ^ Ω ^ Y^˚

|T_εpεe_εpη_εqq| ď CT_ε ´ η ´ ¨, ¨ ε ¯¯ . Since the right-hand side converges strongly in L^2pp0, T q ^ Ω ^ Y^˚q, the dominated convergence theorem of Lebesgue implies εe_εpη_εq^{2,2}ÝÝÑ e_0pA^{´1}_0 ηqψ. Further, Lemma 2.6 implies that

}e_εpB_tψ_εq}_L2_{pp0,T q^Ωε q} ď C

for a constant C ą 0 independent of ε. Hence, the first term on the right-hand side in (82) is of order ε and vanishes for ε Ñ 0. Using the compactness results from Proposition 6.3 and Lemma 6.5, we can pass to the limit ε Ñ 0 in (82) and obtain almost everywhere in p0, T q ż Ω ż Y^˚

J_0e_0pw_0q : e_0pA^{´1}_0 ηqdydx´ ż Ω ż Y^˚ “ J_0A^{´J}_0 h_0 ´ ∇p_b ‰ ¨ ηdydx “ 0. By density this result is valid for all η P V. The left-hand side defines a functional on L^2pΩ, H^1_{per,0}pY^˚q^nq. Due to Lemma A.1 in the appendix, there exist P_0 P L^8pp0, T q, H^1_0 pΩqq and q_1 P L^8pp0, T q ^ Ω ^ Y^˚q{R such that for all η P L^2pΩ, H^1_{per,0}pY^˚q^nq it holds almost everywhere in p0, T q that ż Ω ż Y^˚

J_0e_0pw_0q : e_0pA^{´1}_0 ηq dy dx` ż Ω ż Y^˚

∇P_0 ¨ η dy dx´ ż Ω ż Y^˚

q_1∇_y ¨ η dy dx “ ż Ω ż Y^˚

J_0h_0 ¨ A^{´1}_0 η dy dx´ ż Ω ż Y^˚ ∇p_b ¨ η dy dx. (83)

Repeating the arguments above, where we choose in the test function in (81) the function η as η P C^8_0 pΩ, C^8_{per,0}pY^˚q^nq with ∇_y ¨ η “ 0, and subtracting the resulting equation from (83), we obtain by a density argument for all η P L^2pΩ, H^1_{per,0}pY^˚q^nq with ∇_y ¨ η “ 0 almost everywhere in p0, T q ż Ω ż Y^˚

∇P_0 ¨ η dy` ż Ω ż Y^˚

Q_0∇_x ¨ η dy dx “ 0.

Using [3, Lemma 2.10], we obtain P_0 “ Q_0 “ p_0 ´ p_b (where p_0 is the limit of p_ε, see also Proposition 6.3) and, in particular, p_0 P L^2pp0, T q, H^1pΩqq. Altogether, replacing η (83) with A_0η (which is still an admissible test function), we get almost everywhere in p0, T q ż Ω ż Y^˚

J_0e_0pw_0q : e_0pηq dy dx` ż Ω ż Y^˚

A^J_0 ∇p_0 ¨ η dy dx´ ż Ω ż Y^˚

q_1∇_y ¨ pA_0ηq dy dx “ ż Ω ż Y^˚

J_0h_0 ¨ η dy dx.

(84)

In other words, the triple pw_0, p_0, q_1q is the unique weak solution of the two-pressure Stokes model ´∇_y ¨ pA_0e_0pw_0qq ` A^J_0 ∇_xp_0 ` A^J_0 ∇_yq_1 “ J_0h_0 in p0, T q ^ Ω ^ Y^˚, ´∇_y ¨ pA_0w_0q “ 0 in p0, T q ^ Ω ^ Y^˚, w_0 “ 0 on p0, T q ^ Ω ^ Γ,

´∇_x¨ ż Y^˚

A_0w_0dy “ 0 in p0, T q ^ Ω,

p_0 “ p_b on p0, T q ^ BΩ, w_0, q_1 is Y -periodic.

(85)

An elementary calculation shows that for all ξ P R^n it holds almost everywhere in p0, T q ^ Ω ^ Y^˚ that J_0ξ “ A^J_0 r∇_y ppψ_0 ´ yq ¨ ξqs ` A^J_0 ξ. (86) Hence, we can write the first equation in (85) as ´∇_y ¨ pA_0e_0pw_0qq ` A^J_0 ∇_y rq_1 ´ pψ_0 ´ yq ¨ h_0s “ A^J_0 rh_0 ´ ∇_xp_0s .

We emphasise that this substitution holds also for the weak formulation, where we note that pψ_0 ´ yq ¨ h_0, A^J_0 and the test functions are Y -periodic and that the test functions are zero on Γ. This gives rise to introduce the following cell problems on the fixed reference element Y^˚: We denote for i “ 1, . . . , n by pw_i, π_iq P L^8pp0, T q ^ Ω, H^1_{per,0}pY^˚q^nq ^ L^8pp0, T q ^ Ω; L^2pY^˚q{Rq the unique weak solutions of the cell problems ´∇_y ¨ pA_0e_0pw_iqq ` A^J_0 ∇_y π_i “ A^J_0 e_i in p0, T q ^ Ω ^ Y^˚, ∇_y ¨ pA_0w_iq “ 0 in p0, T q ^ Ω ^ Y^˚, w_i, π_i are Y -periodic.

(87)

Since the two-pressure Stokes problem (85) admits a unique weak solution, we obtain from the linearity of the problem the following result: Corollary 6.5.2. It holds that

w_0 “ nÿ i“1 ph_0 ´ ∇_xp_0q_iw_i,

q_1 “ pψ_0 ´ yq ¨ h_0` nÿ i“1 ph_0 ´ ∇_xp_0q_iπ_i

and the Darcy-velocity v^˚ is given for almost every pt, xq P p0, T q ^ Ω by

v^˚pt, xq :“ ż Y^˚

A_0w_0 dy “ K^˚ph_0 ´ ∇p_0q, (88) with the permeability tensor K^˚ P L^8pp0, T q ^ Ωq^{n^n} defined by (for i, j “ 1, . . . , n)

K^˚_{ij} “ ż Y^˚

J_0e_0pw_iq : e_0pw_j q dy “ ż Y^˚

A^J_0 e_i ¨ w_j dy. (89)

In particular, it holds that ∇ ¨ v^˚ “ ´B_tθ with the porosity θ defined in (34) and, therefore, p_0 fulfills the Darcy law (35f) – (35g).

Next, we consider the transport equation and derive (36). As a test function in the variational equation (18a) we choose ϕpt, xq “ ϕ_0pt, xq ` εϕ_1 ` t, x,^x_ε ˘ with ϕ_0 P C^8_0 pΩq and ϕ_1 P C^8_0 pp0, T q, C^8_0 pΩ, C^8_{per}pY qqq to obtain after integration with respect to time:

ż_T 0 A B_tpJ_εu_εq, ϕ_0 ` εϕ_1 ´ t, ¨_x, ¨_x ε ¯E H^1_{BΩ}pΩ_ε q^1,H^1_{BΩ}pΩ_ε q dt ` ż_T 0 ż Ω_ε

rD_ε∇u_ε ´ u_εA_εw_εs¨ ” ∇ϕ_0 ` ε∇_xϕ_1 ´ t, x, x ε ¯ ` ∇_yϕ_1 ´ t, x, x ε ¯ı dx dt “ ż_T 0 ż Ω_ε J_εF_ε ” ϕ_0 ` εϕ_1 ´ t, x, x ε ¯ı dx dt ´ ρ ż_T 0 ż Γ_ε J_εg ` u_ε, ε^{´1}R_ε ˘ ” ϕ_0 ` εϕ_1 ´ t, x, x ε ¯ı dσ dt. (90)

Using the convergence results from Proposition 6.3, Lemma 6.5 and Corollary 6.5.1, we can pass to the limit ε Ñ 0. For more details on the treatment of the non-convective terms, we refer to [26, Section 5.2] and [65, Theorem 17], in particular for the boundary term.

Using integration by parts with respect to the microscopic variable y and using ∇_y ¨ pA_0w_0q “ 0 (see Proposition 6.3(iii)), we have

ż_T 0 ż Ω_ε

u_εA_εw_ε¨ ” ∇ϕ_0 ` ε∇_xϕ_1 ´ t, x, x ε ¯ ` ∇_yϕ_1 ´ t, x, x ε ¯ı dx dt εÑ0ÝÑ ż_T 0 ż Ω ż Y^˚ u_0pt, xqA_0pt, x, yqw_0pt, x, yq ¨ r∇ϕ_0pt, xq ` ∇_yϕ_1pt, x, yqs dy dx dt “ ż_T 0 ż Ω u_0pt, xqv^˚pt, xq∇ϕ_0pt, xq dx dt´ ż_T 0 ż Y^˚

u_0pt, xq ∇_y ¨ pA_0w_0q

loooooomoooooon “0 ϕ_1pt, x, yq dy dx dt

“ ż_T 0 ż Ω u_0v^˚∇ϕ_0 dx dt.

Hence, for ε Ñ 0, we obtain from (90) the limit equation (neglecting the arguments of the functions, which should be clear from the context, for a simpler notation)

ż_T 0 xB_tpθu_0q, ϕ_0y_H´1_{pΩq,H}1_{0 pΩq}´ ż_T 0 ż Ω u_0v^˚ϕ_0 dx dt ` ż_T 0 ż Ω ż Y^˚

D_0 r∇u_0 ` ∇_yu_1s ¨ r∇ϕ_0 ` ∇_yϕ_1s dy dx dt “ ż_T 0 ż Ω θfϕ_0 ´ ρ|Γpt, xq|B_tR_0ϕ_0 dx dt,

(91)

with the porosity θ defined in (34). In the last term, we can replace B_tθ “ ´|Γpt, xq|B_tR_0. By density, this equation is valid for all ϕ_0 P L^2pp0, T q, H^1_0 pΩqq and ϕ_1 P L^2pp0, T q ^ Ω, H^1_{per}pY^˚qq. We emphasise that we also used the L^8p0, T q ^ Ωq bound for u_0 here. By standard arguments from homogenisation theory, see for example [3], we obtain by choosing ϕ_0 “ 0 that u_1 admits a representation of the form u_1pt, x, yq “ nÿ i“1 B_{xi} u_0pt, xqχ_ipt, x, yq for almost every pt, x, yq P p0, T q ^ Ω ^ Y^˚, where χ_i P L^2pp0, T q ^ Ω, H^1_{per}pY^˚q{Rq are the unique weak solutions of the cell problems

´∇_y ¨ pD_0p∇_y χ_i ` e_iqq “ 0 in p0, T q ^ Ω ^ Y^˚, ´D_0p∇_y χ_i ` e_iq ¨ ν “ 0 on p0, T q ^ Ω ^ Γ,

χ_i is Y -periodic, ż Y^˚

χ_i dy “ 0.

(92)

We define the homogenised diffusion coefficient D^˚ P L^8pp0, T q ^ Ωq^{n^n} for i, j “ 1, . . . , n and almost every pt, xq P p0, T q ^ Ωq by

D^˚_{ij} pt, xq :“ ż Y^˚

D_0pt, xqr∇_yχ_ipt, x, yq ` e_is ¨ r∇_yχ_j pt, x, yq ` e_j s dy. (93)

Note that that the right-hand side depends on the transformation ψ_0 and, therefore, on the radius R_0.

6.3 Transformation of the cell problems back to the evolving domain

Instead of the cell problems (87), we can consider the cell problems in the evolving domain: find pw̃_i, π̃_iq P L^8pp0, T q ^ Ω; H^1_{per,0}pY^˚pt, xqqq ^ L^8pp0, T q ^ Ω; L^2pY^˚pt, xqq{Rq such that

´∇_y ¨ pepw̃_iqq ` ∇_yπ̃_i “ e_i in Y^˚pt, xq, ∇_y ¨ w̃_i “ 0 in Y^˚pt, xq,

w̃_i, π̃_i are Y -periodic, ż Y^˚ pt,xq π̃pt, x, yq dy “ 0 (94)

for almost every pt, xq P p0, T q ^ Ω. (The Bochner spaces of vector-valued functions with range depending on the domain of definition can be defined via restriction, see for example [40].) Using (86), it can be observed that w̃_ipt, x, yq “ w_ipt, x, ψ^{´1}_0 pt, x, yqq, π̃_ipt, x, yq “ π_ipt, x, ψ^{´1}_0 pt, x, yqq ´ pψ^{´1}_0 pt, x, yq ´ yq up to a constant depending on t and x, where pw_i, π_iq is the solution of (87). Having this relation, the permeability tensor (89) can be transformed accordingly, which yields

K^˚pt, xq_{ij} “ ż Y^˚pt,xq epw̃_iq : epw̃_j q dy “ ż Y^˚ pt,xq e_i ¨ w̃_j dy, (95)

where the second equality can be obtained with (94). With the periodicity and the divergence property, it can be shown that for φ P H^1_{per,0}pY^˚q with ∇¨ φ “ 0 it holds that ż Y^˚pt,xq p∇w̃_iq^J : ∇φ dy “ 0.

Thus, in (94), the symmetric gradients e_0pw̃_iq can be replaced by^1_2 ∇w̃_i and K^˚ can be also expressed by

K^˚pt, xq_{ij} “^1_2 ż Y^˚ pt,xq ∇w̃_i : ∇w̃_j dy. (96)

By the same argumentation, the symmetric gradient can be replaced in (85), (87) and (89).

Following [64], we can give a representation of D^˚ independent of the transformation ψ_0 included in the diffusion coefficient D_0 as an integral over the evolving reference element Y^˚pt, xq. More precisely, we have

D^˚_{ij} pt, xq “ ż Y^˚pt,xq Drχ̃_ipt, x, yq ` e_is ¨ rχ̃_j pt, x, yq ` e_j s dy, (97) where χ̃_i P L^8pp0, T q^Ω, H^1_{per}pY^˚pt, xqq{Rq are the solutions of the following cell problems on the evolving reference element Y^˚pt, xq for almost every pt, xq P p0, T q ^ Ω:

´∇_y ¨ pDp∇_yχ̃_i ` e_iqq “ 0 in Y^˚pt, xq, ´Dp∇_yχ̃_i ` e_iq ¨ ν “ 0 on Γpt, xq,

χ̃_i is Y -periodic, ż Y^˚ χ̃_ipt, x, yq dy “ 0. (98)

Between χ_i and χ̃_i, the following relation holds for almost every pt, x, yq P p0, T q ^ Ω ^ Y^˚ (up to a constant depending on t and x): χ̃_i pt, x, ψ_0pt, x, yqq “ χ_ipt, x, yq ` py ´ ψ_0pt, x, yqq ¨ e_i. Now, we proceed with the macroscopic equation. Choosing ϕ_1 “ 0 in (91) and using the definition of D^˚, we obtain by a standard calculation ż_T 0 xB_tpθu_0q, ϕ_0y_H´1_{pΩq,H}1_{0 pΩq}´ ż_T 0 ż Ω u_0v^˚ϕ_0 dx dt ` ż_T 0 ż Ω D^˚∇u_0 ¨ ∇ϕ_0 dx dt “ ż_T 0 ż Ω θfϕ_0 ` ρB_tθϕ_0 dx dt

(99)

for all ϕ_0 P L^2pp0, T q, H^1_0 pΩqq, which is precisely the variational equation for u_0 in the weak formulation of the macroscopic model in Definition 3.2. It remains to establish the initial condition u_0p0q “ u^{in}, see also Remark 3.3, where it suffices to show pθu_0qp0q “ θ^{in}u^{in}. This follows by an integration by parts with respect to time in (90), choosing ϕ_1 “ 0 and passing to the limit ε Ñ 0 and comparing the resulting equation with (99). For more details, we refer again to [26, Section 5.2]. Note that the homogenised equations in [26] contain additional terms on the right- and left-hand side which cancel each other. In fact, the origins of these terms in the ε-scaled model already cancel each other, see also [65], and they do not appear in the homogenisation process and the ε-scaled weak form here. Consequently, the homogenised equations of [26] and [65], who did not consider advection, coincide, whereas (99) contains the additional advective transport term. This completes the proof of Theorem 3.4.

Acknowledgement

The research of I. S. Pop was supported by the Research Foundation-Flanders (FWO), Belgium, through the Odysseus programme (project G0G1316N) and the German Research Foundation (DFG) through the SFB 1313 (project 327154368).

A Auxiliary results

In this section, we summarise some technical results important for the treatment of our problem. We start with a two-pressure decomposition:

Lemma A.1. Let the space V be defined as in (80). We denote its annihilator in L^2pΩ, H^1_{per,0}pY^˚q^nq^1 by V^K. Then, it holds that

V^K “ � ∇_xp_0 ` ∇_y p_1 P L^2pΩ, H^1_{per,0}pY^˚q^nq^1 : p_0 P H^1_0 pΩq, p_1 P L^2pΩ ^ Y^˚q{R ( . Proof. Similar results can be found in [32, Lemma 1.5] and [12, Section 14]. For a detailed proof (for thin domains, which can be easily transferred to our situation), we refer to [20, Lemma 5.3 and Remark 5.5].

Next, we show that, in the case of symmetrical inclusions in the perforated reference cell Y^˚ (in our case simply balls), we get a simplified structure for the homogenised diffusion coefficient and permeability tensor. More precisely, in the special situation when the perforations are balls, we get that the homogenised diffusion coefficient D^˚ and the permeability tensor K^˚ in Section 3 are scalars, which we formulate in the following Lemma for the permeability tensor (the proof follows similar lines for the homogenised diffusion coefficient). Here, we consider Y^˚ :“ ` ´^1_2 ,^1_2

˘_n zB_rp0q with r P ` 0,^1_2 ˘ , and define the permeability tensor K^˚ P R^{n^n} for i, j “ 1, . . . n via

K_{ij} :“ ż Y^˚

w_j ¨ e_i dy, (100)

where pw_j , π_j q solve

´∇_y ¨ p∇_yw_j q ` ∇_yπ_j “ e_j in Y^˚, ∇_y ¨ w_j “ 0 in Y^˚, w_j “ 0 on Γ, w_j is Y -periodic.

(101)

Lemma A.2. The permeability tensor K^˚ fulfills K_{ij} “ 0 for i ‰ j and K_{ii} “ K_{jj} for all i, j “ 1, . . . , n. In other words, there exists k ą 0 such that K “ kE_n.

Proof. Let R P R^{n^n} be an orthonormal matrix. More precisely, we assume R “ R^J “ R^{´1}. Later, we will choose R as a reflection at a hyperplane through the origin. We define w̃_j pyq :“ Rw_j pRyq and π̃_j pyq :“ π_j pRyq. Hence, an elementary calculation shows that pw̃_j , π̃_j q solves (101) with e_j replaced by Re_j . Now, for fix j P t1, . . . , nu, we choose R with Re_j “ ´e_j and Re_i “ e_i for i ‰ j, i. e. Ry “ py_1, . . . , y_{j´1} ´ y_j y_{j`1}, . . . , y_nq. Then, p´w̃_j , ´π̃_j q is also a solution of (101) and, therefore, w̃_j “ ´w_j . We get after transformation and using the definition of w̃_j (using | detpRq| “ 1 and R^J “ R “ R^{´1}): K_{ij} “ ż Y^˚

w_j ¨ e_i dy “ ż Y^˚

Rw̃_j ¨ e_i dy “´ ż Y^˚ w_j ¨ Re_i dy. This implies that K is a diagonal matrix. In order to identify the diagonal elements K_{ii} “ K_{jj} for i ‰ j, we choose Re_j “ e_i, Re_i “ e_j and Re_l “ e_l for l P t1, . . . , nuzti, ju. The same argumentation as above yields w̃_j is a solution of (101) with right-hand side e_i. Therefore, we obtain w̃_j “ w_i, which yields K_{jj} “ ż Y^˚

w_j ¨ e_j dy “ ż Y^˚

Rw̃_j ¨ e_j dy “ ż Y^˚ w_i ¨ Re_j dy “ ż Y^˚

w_i ¨ e_i dy “ K_{ii}.

Hence, we get the desired result with k :“ K_{ii} (with i P t1, . . . , nu arbitrary).

We have the following well-known trace inequality for heterogeneous domains Ω_ε, which can be obtained by a standard decomposition argument.

Lemma A.3. Let p P r1, 8q. For every θ ą 0, there exists a constant Cpθq ą 0 independent of ε such that

ε^{1p} }u_ε}_Lp_{pΓε q} ď Cpθq}u_ε}_Lp_{pΩε q} ` θε}∇u_ε}_Lp_{pΩεq}

holds for all u_ε P W^{1,p}pΩ_εq.

Finally, we show that the solution operator for a saddle-point problem is locally Lipschitz continuous. We formulate this result for an abstract saddle-point problem.

Lemma A.4 (Lipschitz continuity of saddle-point problems). Let V, Q be Banach spaces and

A :“ ta P BilpV, V q | }a}_{Bil} ă 8 and apv, vq ě α }v}^2_V for an α ą 0 and all v P V u, (102) B :“ tb P BilpQ, V q | }b}_{Bil} ă 8 and inf_{qPQ} sup_{vPV} bpq, vq ě β for a β ą 0u, (103) where for a P A and b P B

}a}_{Bil} :“ sup v,wPV zt0u |apv, wq| }v}_V }w}_V

, (104)

}b}_{Bil} :“ sup

vPV zt0u,qPQzt0u |bpv, qq| }v}_V }q}_Q

. (105)

Let L : A ^ B ^ V^1 ^ Q^1 Ñ V ^ Q be the solution operator of the following saddle-point problem with Lpa, b, f, gq :“ pv, pq, where pv, pq P V ^ Q is the unique solution of apv, ¨q ` bpq, ¨q “ f in V^1, (106) bp¨, vq “ g in Q^1. (107) Let α_0, β_0, C ą 0 and A^{α0}_H :“ ta P A | }a}_{Bil} ď H and apv, vq ě α_0 }v}^2_V for all v P V u, B^{β0} :“ tb P B | inf_{qPQ} sup_{vPV} bpq, vq ě β_0u,

V^1_M :“ tv^1 P V^1 | › ›v^1 › ›_{V 1} ď Mu, Q^1_M :“ tq^1 P Q^1 | › ›q^1 › ›_{Q1} ď Mu.

Then, L is Lipschitz continuous on A^{α0}_H ^ B^{β0} ^ V^1_M ^ Q^1_M and the Lipschitz constant depends only on α_0, β_0, C, i.e. there exists Lpα_0, β_0, Hq such that }Lpa_1, b_1, f_1, g_1q ´ Lpa_2, b_2, f_2, g_2q}_{V ^Q} ď Lpα_0, β_0, Hq ´ M p}a_1 ´ a_2}_{Bil} ` }b_1 ´ b_2}_{Bil}q` ´ }f_1 ´ f_2}_V 1 ` }g_1 ´ g_2}_Q1 ¯¯ . Since the coercivity constant and the inf–sup constant depend continuously on the bilinear form, L is locally Lipschitz continuous on A ^ B ^ V^1 ^ Q^1 in particular.

Proof. For i P t1, 2u, let pa_i, b_i, f_i, g_iq P A^{α0}_H ^ B^{β0} ^ V^1_M ^ Q^1_M and let pv_i, p_iq P V ^ Q be the unique solution of the corresponding saddle-point problem (106)–(107), i.e. a_ipv_i, ¨q ` b_ipp_i, ¨q “ f_i in V^1, (108) b_ip¨, v_iq “ g_i in Q^1. (109) By applying the coercivity of a_1 and the linearity of the bilinear forms and the right-hand sides, we obtain α_0 }δv}^2_V ďa_1pδv, δvq “ ´ δbpp_2, δvq ´ δgpδpq ` δbpδp, v_2q ` δfpδvq ´ δapv_2, δvq ď }δb}_{Bil} }p_2}_Q }δv}_V ` }δg}_Q1 }δp}_P ` }δb}_{Bil} }δp}_P }v_2}_V

` }δf}_V 1 }δv}_V ` }δa}_{Bil} }v_2}_V }δv}_V .

We note that standard existence theory provides the following bounds for the solution pv_i, p_iq of (108)– (109)

}v_i}_V ď 1 α_0

}f_i}_V 1`

2 }a_i}_{Bil} α_0β_0

}g_i}_Q1 ď CM, (110)

}p_i}_Q ď

2 }a_i}_{Bil} α_0β_0

}f_i}_V 1`

2 }a_i}^2_{Bil} α_0β^2_0

}g_i}_Q1 ď CM, (111)

where C depends on H but not on M. Then, the boundedness of the bilinear forms and the right-hand sides yields the boundedness of the solutions and we obtain

α_0 }δv}^2_V ď CM ´ }δb}_{Bil} }δv}_V ` }δb}_{Bil} }δp}_Q ` }δa}_{Bil} }δv}_V ¯

`C ´ }δg}_Q1 }δp}_Q ` }δf}_V 1 }δv}_V ¯ . (112)

Moreover, employing the inf–sup estimate for b_1 yields β }δp}_Q ď }b_1p¨, δpq}_V 1 “ }´a_1pδv, ¨q ´ pδaqpv_2, ¨q ` δf ´ δbp¨, p_2q}_V 1 ď }a_1}_{Bil} }δv}_V ` }δa}_{Bil} }v_2}_V ` }δf}_V 1 ` }δb}_{Bil} }p_2}_Q .

Using the boundedness of the data and of the solutions, we obtain β_0 }δp}_Q ď C p}δv}_V ` }δf}_V 1 q ` CM p}δa}_{Bil} ` }δb}_{Bil}q . (113) Inserting (113) in (112) and applying the Young inequality yields for arbitrary λ ą 0

}δv}^2_V ď CM ` }δb}_{Bil} }δv}_V ` }δa}_{Bil} }δv}_V ¯ `CM }δb}_{Bil} p}δv}_V ` }δf}_V 1 q ` CM^2 }δb}_{Bil} p}δa}_{Bil} ` }δb}_{Bil}q `C }δg}_Q1 p}δv}_V ` }δf}_V 1 q ` CM }δg}_Q1 p}δa}_{Bil} ` }δb}_{Bil}q ` }δf}_V 1 }δv}_V ď C_λM^2p}δb}^2_{Bil} ` }δa}^2_{Bil}q ` λ }δv}^2_V ` C_λ }δf}^2_V 1 ` C_λ }δg}^2_Q1 .

By choosing λ small enough and taking the square, we obtain }δv}_V ď CMp}δb}_{Bil} ` }δa}_{Bil}q ` C }δf}_V 1 ` C }δg}_Q1 . (114) Inserting (114) into (113) yields }δp}_Q ď CMp}δb}_{Bil} ` }δa}_{Bil}q ` C }δf}_V 1 ` C }δg}_Q1 . (115) Thus, (114)–(115) imply the local Lipschitz continuity of L.

B Two-scale convergence and unfolding

In this section, we briefly summarise the notion of two-scale convergence and the concept of the unfolding operator. These methods provide the basic techniques to pass to the limit ε Ñ 0 in the microscopic problem.

B.1 Two-scale convergence

We start with the definition of two-scale convergence, which was first introduced and analyzed in [44] and [3], see also [38]. Here, we formulate the two-scale convergence for time-dependent functions. However, the aforementioned references can be easily extended to such problems since time acts as a parameter. For the initial data, we use the usual two-scale convergence for time-independent functions, which can be defined in the same way.

Definition B.1. A sequence u_ε P L^qpp0, T q, L^ppΩqq for p, q P r1, 8q is said to converge in the two-scale sense (in L^qL^p) to the limit function u_0 P L^qpp0, T q; L^ppΩ ^ Y qq if the following relation holds

lim_{εÑ0} ż_T 0 ż Ω u_εpt, xqϕ ´ t, x, x ε ¯ dx dt “ ż_T 0 ż Ω ż Y u_0pt, x, yqϕpt, x, yq dy dx dt for every ϕ P L^{q1} pp0, T q; L^{p1} pΩ, C^0_{per}pY qqq. In this case, we write u_ε^{2,q,p}ÝÝÝá u_0. For q “ p, we use the notation u_ε^{2,p}ÝÝá u_0.

A two-scale convergent sequence u_ε convergences strongly in the two-scale sense to u_0 (in L^qL^p) if lim_{εÑ0} }u_ε}_Lq_{pp0,T q,L}p_{pΩqq} “ }u_0}_Lq_{pp0,T q,L}p_{pΩ^Y qq},

and we write u_ε^{2,q,p}ÝÝÝÑ u_0 in this case. For q “ p, we write u_ε^{2,p}ÝÝÑ u_0.

In [5, 43], the method of two-scale convergence was extended to oscillating surfaces: Definition B.2. A sequence of functions u_ε P L^qpp0, T q, L^ppΓ_εqq for p, q P r1, 8q is said to converge in the two-scale sense on the surface Γ_ε (in L^q L^p) to a limit u_0 P L^qpp0, T q, L^ppΩ ^ Γqq if

lim_{εÑ0} ε ż_T 0 ż Γ_ε u_εpt, xqϕ ´ t, x, x ε ¯ dσ dt “ ż_T 0 ż Ω ż Γ u_0pt, x, yqϕpt, x, yq dσ_y dx dt holds for every ϕ P C ` r0, T s ^ Ω, C^0_{per} pΓq ˘ . We write u_ε^{2,q,p}ÝÝÝá u_0 on Γ_ε in this case. For q “ p, we use the notation u_ε^{2,p}ÝÝá u_0 on Γ_ε.

We say that a two-scale convergent sequence u_ε converges strongly in the two-scale sense on Γ_ε (in L^pL^q) if lim_{εÑ0} ε^{1p} }u_ε}_Lq_{pp0,T q,L}p_{pΓε qq} “ }u_0}_Lq_{pp0,T q,L}p_{pΩ^Γqq}

additionally holds and we write u_ε^{2,q,p}ÝÝÝÑ u_0 in this case. For q “ p, we write u_ε^{2,p}ÝÝÑ u_0 on Γ_ε.

We have the following compactness results (see e.g. [3, 38, 43], with slight modification for timedependent functions):

Lemma B.3. For every p, q P p1, 8q we have:

(i) For every bounded sequence u_ε P L^q pp0, T q, L^ppΩqq, there exists u_0 P L^q pp0, T q, L^ppΩ ^ Y qq such that, up to a subsequence, u_ε^{2,q,p}ÝÝÝá u_0.

(ii) For every bounded sequence u_ε P L^qpp0, T q, W^{1,p}pΩqq, there exist u_0 P L^q pp0, T q, L^ppΩqq and u_1 P L^qpp0, T q, L^ppΩ, W^{1,p}_{per} pY q{Rqq such that, up to a subsequence, u_ε^{2,q,p}ÝÝÝá u_0, ∇u_ε^{2,q,p}ÝÝÝá ∇_xu_0 ` ∇_yu_1.

(iii) For every sequence u_ε P L^q pp0, T q, W^{1,p}pΩqq with u_ε and ε∇u_ε bounded in L^q pp0, T q, W^{1,p}pΩqq, there exists u_0 P L^qpp0, T q, L^ppΩ, W^{1,p}_{per} pY qqq such that, up to a subsequence, it holds that u_ε^{2,q,p}ÝÝÝá u_0, ε∇u_ε^{2,q,p}ÝÝÝá ∇_yu_0. (iv) For every sequence u_ε P L^qpp0, T q, L^ppΓ_εqq with ε^{1p} }u_ε}_Lq_{pp0,T q,L}p_{pΓεqq} ď C, there exists u_0 P L^qpp0, T q, L^ppΩ ^ Γqq such that, up to a subsequence, u_ε^{2,q,p}ÝÝÝá u_0 on Γ_ε.

B.2 The unfolding operator

When dealing with nonlinear problems it is helpful to work with the unfolding method, which allows a characterization of weak and strong two-scale convergence, see Lemma B.5 below. We refer to [14] for a detailed investigation of the unfolding operator and its properties. For a perforated domain (here we also allow the case Y^˚ “ Y , i. e. Ω_ε “ Ω), we define the unfolding operator for p, q P r1, 8s by T_ε : L^qpp0, T q, L^ppΩ_εqq Ñ L^qpp0, T q, L^ppΩ ^ Y^˚qq, T_εpu_εqpt, x, yq “ u_ε ´ t, ε ”x ε ı ` εy ¯ .

In the same way, we define the boundary unfolding operator for the oscillating surface Γ_ε via T_ε : L^qpp0, T q, L^ppΓ_εqq Ñ L^q pp0, T q, L^ppΩ ^ Γqq, T_εpu_εqpt, x, yq “ u_ε ´ t, ε ” x ε ı ` εy ¯ . We emphasise that we use the same notation for the unfolding operator on Ω_ε and the boundary unfolding operator on Γ_ε. We summarise some basic properties of the unfolding operator, see [14], generalised in an obvious way to time-dependent functions with different integrability p and q: Lemma B.4. Let q, p P r1, 8s.

(i) For u_ε P L^qpp0, T q, L^ppΩ_εqq, it holds that }T_εpu_εq}_Lp_{pp0,T q,L}p_{pΩ^Y} ˚_{qq} “ }u_ε}_Lq_{pp0,T q,L}p_{pΩεqq}.

(ii) For u_ε P L^qpp0, T q, W^{1,p}pΩ_εqq, it holds that ∇_yT_εpu_εq “ εT_εp∇_xu_εq.

(iii) For u_ε P L^qpp0, T q, L^ppΓ_εqq, it holds that }T_εpu_εq}_Lq_{pp0,T q,L}p_{pΩ^Γqq} “ ε^{1p} }u_ε}_Lq_{pp0,T q,L}p_{pΓεqq}.

The following lemma gives a relation between the unfolding operator and two-scale convergence. Its proof is quite standard and we refer the reader to [6] and [14] for more details (see also [62, Proposition 2.5]).

Lemma B.5. Let p, q P p1, 8q.

(a) For a sequence u_ε P L^qpp0, T q, L^ppΩqq, the following statements are equivalent:

(i) u_ε^{2,q,p}ÝÝÝá u_0 (u_ε^{2,q,p}ÝÝÝÑ u_0) (ii) T_εpu_εq á u_0 (T_εpu_εq Ñ u_0) in L^q pp0, T q, L^ppΩ ^ Y qq.

(b) For a sequence u_ε P L^qpp0, T q, L^ppΓ_εqq, the following statements are equivalent:

(i) u_ε^{2,q,p}ÝÝÝá u_0 (u_ε^{2,q,p}ÝÝÝÑ u_0) on Γ_ε, (ii) T_εpu_εq á u_0 (T_εpu_εq Ñ u_0) in L^q pp0, T q, L^ppΩ ^ Γqq.

References

[1] E. Acerbi, V. Chiadò, G. D. Maso, and D. Percivale. An extension theorem from connected sets, and homogenization in general periodic domains. Nonlinear Anal., Theory Methods Appl., 18(5):481–496, 1992.

[2] G. Allaire. Homogenization of the Stokes flow in a connected porous medium. Asymptotic Anal., 2(3):203–222, 1989.

[3] G. Allaire. Homogenization and two-scale convergence. SIAM J. Math. Anal., 23:1482–1518, 1992. [4] G. Allaire. One-phase newtonian flow. In Homogenization and Porous Media, pages 45–76. Springer, 1997.

[5] G. Allaire, A. Damlamian, and U. Hornung. Two-scale convergence on periodic surfaces and applications. in Proceedings of the International Conference on Mathematical Modelling of Flow Through Porous Media, A. Bourgeat and C. Carasso eds., World Scientific, Singapore, pages 15–25, 1996.

[6] A. Bourgeat, S. Luckhaus, and A. Mikelić. Convergence of the homogenization process for a doubleporosity model of immiscible two-phase flow. SIAM J. Math. Anal., 27:1520–1543, 1996.

[7] H. Brézis. Functional Analysis, Sobolev Spaces and Partial Differential Equations. Springer-Verlag, New York, 2010.

[8] C. Bringedal, I. Berre, I. S. Pop, and F. A. Radu. Upscaling of non-isothermal reactive porous media flow with changing porosity. Transp. Porous Media, 114(2):371–393, 2016.

[9] C. Bringedal and K. Kumar. Effective behavior near clogging in upscaled equations for nonisothermal reactive porous media flow. Transp. Porous Media, 120(3):553–577, 2017.

[10] C. Bringedal, L. Von Wolff, and I. S. Pop. Phase field modeling of precipitation and dissolution processes in porous media: upscaling and numerical experiments. Multiscale Model. Simul., 18:1076– 1112, 2020.

[11] R. Bunoiu and C. Timofte. Upscaling of a parabolic system with a large nonlinear surface reaction term. Journal of Mathematical Analysis and Applications, 469:549–567, 2019.

[12] G. A. Chechkin, A. L. Piatnitskii, and A. S. Shamev. Homogenization: methods and applications, volume 234. American Mathematical Soc., 2007.

[13] P. G. Ciarlet. Mathematical Elasticity: Volume I: Three-dimensional elasticity. North-Holland, Amsterdam, 1988.

[14] D. Cioranescu, G. Griso, and A. Damlamian. The periodic unfolding method. Springer, Singapore, 2018.

[15] D. Cioranescu and J. S. J. Paulin. Homogenization in open sets with holes. J. Math. Pures et Appl., 71:590–607, 1979.

[16] P. Donato and L. K. H. Nguyen. Homogenization of diffusion problems with a nonlinear interfacial resistance. NoDEA Nonlinear Differential Equations Appl., 22(5):1345–1380, 2015.

[17] M. Eden and A. Muntean. Homogenization of a fully coupled thermoelasticity problem for a highly heterogeneous medium with a priori known phase transformations. Math. Methods Appl. Sci., 40(11):3955–3972, 2017.

[18] M. Eden, C. Nikolopoulos, and A. Muntean. A multiscale quasilinear system for colloids deposition in porous media: weak solvability and numerical simulation of a near-clogging scenario. Nonlinear Anal. Real World Appl., 63:Paper No. 103408, 29, 2022.

[19] L. C. Evans. Partial Differential Equations. American Mathematical Society, 1998.

[20] J. Fabricius and M. Gahn. Homogenization and dimension reduction of the Stokes problem with Navier-slip condition in thin perforated layers. Multiscale Modeling & Simulation, 21(4):1502–1533, 2023.

[21] A. Fasano and A. Mikelić. The 3D flow of a liquid through a porous medium with absorbing and swelling granules. Interfaces Free Bound., 4(3):239–261, 2002.

[22] M. Gahn. Homogenisation of a two-phase problem with nonlinear dynamic wentzell-interface condition for connected–disconnected porous media. European Journal of Applied Mathematics, page 1–25, 2022.

[23] M. Gahn, M. Neuss-Radu, and P. Knabner. Homogenization of reaction–diffusion processes in a twocomponent porous medium with nonlinear flux conditions at the interface. SIAM J. Appl. Math., 76(5):1819–1843, 2016.

[24] M. Gahn, M. Neuss-Radu, and P. Knabner. Derivation of an effective model for metabolic processes in living cells including substrate channeling. Vietnam Journal of Mathematics, 45:265–293, 2017.

[25] M. Gahn, M. Neuss-Radu, and I. S. Pop. Homogenization of a reaction-diffusion-advection problem in an evolving micro-domain and including nonlinear boundary conditions. J. Differ. Equ., 289:95– 127, 2021.

[26] M. Gahn and I. S. Pop. Homogenization of a mineral dissolution and precipitation model involving free boundaries at the micro scale. Journal of Differential Equations, 343:90–151, 2023.

[27] I. Graf and M. A. Peter. A convergence result for the periodic unfolding method related to fast diffusion on manifolds. Comptes Rendus Mathematique, 352:485–490, 2014.

[28] I. Graf and M. A. Peter. Diffusion on surfaces and the boundary periodic unfolding operator with an application to carcinogenesis in human cells. SIAM Journal on Mathematical Analysis, 46:3025–3049, 2014.

[29] I. Graf and M. A. Peter. Homogenization of fast diffusion on surfaces with a two-step method and an application to t-cell signaling. Nonlinear Analysis: Real World Applications, 17:344–364, 2014.

[30] I. Graf, M. A. Peter, and J. Sneyd. Homogenization of a nonlinear multiscale model of calcium dynamics in biological cells. Journal of Mathematical Analysis and Applications, 419:28–47, 2014.

[31] S. Gärttner, P. Frolkovič, P. Knabner, and N. Ray. Efficiency and accuracy of micro-macro models for mineral dissolution. Water Resources Research, 56(8):e2020WR027585, 2020. e2020WR027585 10.1029/2020WR027585.

[32] U. Hornung. Homogenization and Porous Media. Springer, 1997.

[33] U. Hornung, W. Jäger, and A. Mikelic. Reactive transport through an array of cells with semipermeable membranes. M2AN - Modélisation mathématique et analyse numérique, 28(1):59–94, 1994.

[34] K. Kumar, M. Neuss-Radu, and I. S. Pop. Homogenization of a pore scale model for precipitation and dissolution in porous media. IMA Journal of Applied Mathematics, 81(5):877–897, 09 2016.

[35] O. A. Ladyženskaja, V. A. Solonnikov, and N. N. Ural’ceva. Linear and Quasi-linear Equations of Parabolic Type, volume 23. Transl. Math. Mono., 1968.

[36] J. L. Lions. Quelques méthodes de résolution des problèmes aux limites non linéaires. Dunod, Paris, 1969.

[37] R. Lipton and M. Avellaneda. Darcy’s law for slow viscous flow past a stationary array of bubbles.

Proceedings of the Royal Society of Edinburgh Section A: Mathematics, 114(1-2):71–79, 1990.

[38] D. Lukkassen, G. Nguetseng, and P. Wall. Two-scale convergence. International Journal of Pure and Applied Mathematics, 2(1):33–82, 2002.

[39] J. E. Marsden and T. J. Hughes. Mathematical foundations of elasticity. Dover Publications, 1994.

[40] S. Meier and M. Böhm. A note on the construction of function spaces for distributed-microstructure models with spatially varying cell geometry. Int. J. Numer. Anal. Model, 5(5):109–125, 2008.

[41] A. Meirmanov and R. Zimin. Compactness result for periodic structures and its application to the homogenization of a diffusion-convection equation. Elec. J. of Diff. Equat., 115:1–11, 2011.

[42] A. Mikelić and M. Primicerio. Modeling and homogenizing a problem of absorption/desorption in porous media. Math. Models Methods Appl. Sci., 16:1751–1781, 2006.

[43] M. Neuss-Radu. Some extensions of two-scale convergence. C. R. Acad. Sci. Paris Sér. I Math., 322:899–904, 1996.

[44] G. Nguetseng. A general convergence result for a functional related to the theory of homogenization.

SIAM J. Math. Anal., 20:608–623, 1989.

[45] M. A. Peter. Coupled reaction–diffusion systems and evolving microstructure: mathematical modelling and homogenisation. Logos, 2007.

[46] M. A. Peter. Homogenisation in domains with evolving microstructure. Comptes Rendus Mécanique, 335(7):357–362, 2007.

[47] M. A. Peter. Homogenisation of a chemical degradation mechanism inducing an evolving microstructure. Comptes Rendus Mécanique, 335(11):679–684, 2007.

[48] M. A. Peter. Coupled reaction–diffusion processes inducing an evolution of the microstructure:

analysis and homogenization. Nonlinear Anal., 70(2):806–821, 2009.

[49] M. A. Peter and M. Böhm. Multiscale modelling of chemical degradation mechanisms in porous media with evolving microstructure. Multiscale Modeling and Simulation, 7:1643–1668, 2009.

[50] M. Ptashnyk and T. Roose. Derivation of a macroscopic model for transport of strongly sorbed solutes in the soil using homogenization theory. SIAM Journal on Applied Mathematics, 70(7):2097– 2118, 2010.

[51] N. Ray, T. Elbinger, and P. Knabner. Upscaling the flow and transport in an evolving porous medium with general interaction potentials. SIAM J. Appl. Math., 75:2170–2192, 2015.

[52] N. Ray, T. van Noorden, F. Frank, and P. Knabner. Multiscale modeling of colloid and fluid dynamics in porous media including an evolving microstructure. Transp. Porous Media, 95:669–696, 2012.

[53] M. Redeker, C. Rohde, and I. S. Pop. Upscaling of a tri-phase phase-field model for precipitation in porous media. IMA J. Appl. Math., 81:898–939, 2016.

[54] E. Sanchez-Palencia. Non-Homogeneous Media and Vibration Theory. Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg, 1980.

[55] R. Schulz and P. Knabner. Derivation and analysis of an effective model for biofilm growth in evolving porous media. Math. Methods Appl. Sci., 40(8):2930–2948, 2017.

[56] R. Schulz and P. Knabner. An effective model for biofilm growth made by chemotactical bacteria in evolving porous media. SIAM J. Appl. Math., 77:1653–1677, 2017.

[57] R. Schulz, N. Ray, F. Frank, H. S. Mahato, and P. Knabner. Strong solvability up to clogging of an effective diffusion-precipitation model in an evolving porous medium. European J. Appl. Math., 28(2):179–207, 2017.

[58] J. Simon. Compact sets in the space L^pp0, T ; Bq. Ann. Mat. Pura Appl., 146:65–96, 1987.

[59] T. Sweijen, C. van Duijn, and S. Hassanizadeh. A model for diffusion of water into a swelling particle with a free boundary: Application to a super absorbent polymer particle. Chemical Engineering Science, 172:407–413, 2017.

[60] T. L. van Noorden. Crystal precipitation and dissolution in a porous medium: effective equations and numerical experiments. Multiscale Model. Simul., 7(3):1220–1236, 2008.

[61] T. L. van Noorden. Crystal precipitation and dissolution in a thin strip. Euro. Jnl of Applied Mathematics, 20(1):69–91, 2009.

[62] A. Visintin. Towards a two-scale calculus. ESAIM Control Optim. Cal. Var., 12(3):371–397, 2006.

[63] D. Wachsmuth. The regularity of the positive part of functions in L^2pI; H^1pΩqq X H^1pI; H^1pΩq^˚q with applications to parabolic equations. Comment. Math. Univ. Carolin., 57:327 – 332, 2016.

[64] D. Wiedemann. The two-scale-transformation method. Asymptotic Analysis, 131:59–82, 2023.

[65] D. Wiedemann and M. A. Peter. Homogenisation of local colloid evolution induced by reaction and diffusion. Nonlinear Analysis, 227:113168, 2023.

[66] D. Wiedemann and M. A. Peter. A Darcy law with memory by homogenisation for evolving microstructure. ArXiv, 2403.08166, 2024.

[67] D. Wiedemann and M. A. Peter. Homogenisation of the Stokes equations for evolving microstructure.

Journal of Differential Equations, 396:172–209, 2024.