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Abstract

We consider the compressible Navier-Stokes system in three dimensions with general inflow-
outflow boundary conditions, meaning that we prescribe a boundary velocity which has a neg-
ative normal component and accordingly the density is prescribed on the inflow part of the
boundary. We establish a blow-up criterion in a class of strong solutions in the Lp − Lq frame-
work. In particular assuming the boundedness of the quantities (ϱ−1,u) and of a suitable norm
of ∇xϱ the solution remains regular and the blow-up does not occur. We develop the condition
on ∇xϱ because we need a new approach in order to accommodate the inhomogeneous bound-
ary conditions, as the standard estimates on the material time derivative work when the normal
component of the boundary velocity is zero.
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1 Introduction

This paper is concerned with a blow-up criterion for the isentropic compressible Navier-Stokes
system in a three dimensional space domain with inhomogeneous boundary conditions. The Navier-
Stokes system of equations describes the time evolution of the mass density ϱ = ϱ(t, x) and the
velocity u = u(t, x) of a viscous compressible fluid occupying a bounded space domain Ω ⊂ R3

during a time interval (0, T ) and it reads as follows

∂tϱ+ divx(ϱu) = 0, (1.1)

∂t(ϱu) + divx(ϱu⊗ u) +∇xp(ϱ) = divx S(∇xu) + ϱg.

The pressure is given through the relation p(ϱ) = aϱγ with a > 0 and γ > 1, while the viscous
tensor S(∇xu) is given by the Newton’s law

S(∇xu) = 2µDxu+ λ divx uI
∗Corresponding author. Email: mm4138@bath.ac.uk
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with constant viscosity coefficients µ, λ, satisfying µ ≥ 0 and λ + 2
3µ ≥ 0. Also Dxu = 1

2∇xu +
1
2(∇xu)

t is the symmetrized gradient and I the identity matrix in R3. The system is endowed with
initial conditions

ϱ(0, ·) = ϱ0, u(0, ·) = u0.

Finally, we impose a Dirichlet type boundary condition for the velocity and accordingly the mass
inflow boundary condition

u|∂Ω = uB, ϱ|Γin
= ϱB, Γin = {x ∈ ∂Ω : uB · n < 0} (1.2)

where uB = uB(x) is a given field independent of time. We point out that we allow an inflow
boundary, in the sense that in what follows Γin may be, in general, nonempty.
In the present work, we study the conditions that guarantee the global existence of strong solutions
to the open system (1.1)–(1.2). The local well-posedness of the open compressible Navier-Stokes
system in the Lp − Lq class follows from the result established in [21], where in particular the full
Navier-Stokes system coupled to a magnetic induction model is considered.
Given the data in the underlined class, our aim is to establish estimates involving lower order
norms implying that the local strong solution remains regular as soon as the identified quantities
are bounded. Therefore the maximal existence time of the solution is either infinite or the recognized
quantities blow-up. Blow-up criteria for the compressible Navier-Stokes system with inhomogeneous
boundary conditions have been studied in [1, 2, 6], where they all assume that uB · n = 0. This
assumption is crucial in the analysis. It also implies that the material time derivative of u − uB

is zero on the boundary of the spatial domain. Both conditions are exploited in several parts
when considering the estimates for the material time derivative as in the original spirit of Hoff [17].
Having a general boundary velocity implies that the estimate on the velocity material derivative
may be achieved requiring that ∇xu is bounded on the boundary, but then the higher order velocity
material derivative estimate may be out of reach because of the need to deal both with∇xϱ and with
the gradient of the velocity material derivative on the boundary. We also explored the possibility to
modify the material derivative in order to keep the property Dt(u−uB)|∂Ω = 0 (where the symbol
Dt stands for the material derivative), but we ended with the need of controlling the second gradient
of the velocity when computing the higher order material derivative estimate, which seems to be out
of reach at that level. Therefore, we tackle the problem by invoking the Lp − Lq regularity theory
developed by Denk-Hieber-Prüss [10] for parabolic initial-boundary value problem. In particular, we
split the velocity into two parts: one solving the Lamé system and the remaining solving a parabolic
problem with right-hand side. Another essential part is the way we treat boundary integrals on
Γin. As in [21], we obtain an a priori estimate for the normal derivative of ϱ− ϱB on Γin assuming
that uB · n is bounded away from zero. Finally, as in [2], formulating a blow-up criterion in the
Lp−Lq class of regularity is also optimal because we require less regular data and less compatibility
conditions.
To our best knowledge, this is the first result on a blow-up criterion for the open compressible
Navier-Stokes system with general boundary data.
Other references concerning conditional regularity and blow-up criteria for the compressible Navier-
Stokes and for the compressible Navier-Stokes-Fourier system are e.g. [14, 23, 24, 12, 13]. The
interested reader may also check the references therein.

2 Problem formulation and main result

In this work, we need a few different function spaces, among which Sobolev spaces W k,p, Besov
spaces Bs

pq, Triebel–Lizorkin spaces F s
pq. The use of Besov and Triebel–Lizorkin spaces is the result
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of a quest of optimality in the Lp-Lq framework by Denk–Hieber–Prüss [10]. The interested reader
may find the introduction to function spaces by Triebel [25, 26] useful.

We begin by presenting the assumptions on the domain and on the initial and boundary data. The
assumption on the inflow part of the boundary is justified by the discussion in [21, Section 5].

Assumption 1 (Assumptions on the domain). Let Ω be a bounded domain of R3 with boundary
∂Ω of class at least C2. We assume that the inflow part of the boundary Γin is a closed surface of
non-zero Hausdorff measure, i.e., H2(Γin) ̸= 0.

Assumption 2 (Assumptions on the boundary data). Let p, q ∈ (1,∞) satisfy

q > 3, max

{
2q

q − 1
,

2q

2q − 3

}
< p

and let T > 0. We assume that the boundary and initial data for the density satisfy

ϱ0 ∈ W 1,q(Ω), ϱ0 > 0,

ϱB ∈ W 1,q(0, T ;Lq(Γin)) ∩ Lq(0, T ;W 1,q(Γin)), ϱB > 0,

ϱ0(x) = ϱB(x, 0) for a.e. x ∈ Γin,

while we assume for the velocity field that

u0 ∈ B2(1−1/p)
qp (Ω),

uB ∈ W 2−1/q,q(∂Ω),

u0(x) = uB(x) for a.e. x ∈ ∂Ω,

− uB · n ≥ c > 0 for some c > 0 on Γin.

(2.1)

Finally, we consider the force g ∈ Lp(0, T ;Lq(Ω)).

Note that to focus onto the difficulties of the problem we assume the boundary velocity uB to be
independent of time.

We ensure ellipticity of the operator divx(S(∇x · )) by imposing that the viscosity coefficients satisfy

µ > 0, λ+
2

3
µ ≥ 0.

Our main result pertains to the conditional global well-posedness of (1.1) with general Dirichlet
boundary conditions (1.2). It states the conditions for the unique continuation of the local solution
(ϱ,u) in the Lp–Lq class determined in [21]. Before, we state the existence result which can be
proved following the main steps in [21].

Theorem 2.1. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Then there exists a strictly positive time T > 0 such
that the system (1.1)-(1.2) has a unique solution

(ϱ,u) ∈ L∞(0, T ;W 1,q(Ω)) ∩W 1,∞(0, T ;Lq(Ω))× Lp(0, T ;W 2,q(Ω)) ∩W 1,p(0, T ;Lq(Ω)). (2.2)

The assumptions on p, q are needed to show the local well-posedness of the MHD system [21]. We
do not underline any substantial difference in the proof.
Our main theorem is the following:
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Theorem 2.2. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Let (ϱ,u) be the local strong solution in the Lp–Lq

class (2.2) and let T ∗ be the first time such that the solution cannot be continued in this class to
time T = T ∗, then either T ∗ = ∞ or

lim sup
t→(T ∗)−

(∥∥∥∥1ϱ(t)
∥∥∥∥
L∞(Ω)

+ ∥u(t)∥L∞(Ω) + ∥∇ϱ(t)∥L7(Ω)

)
= ∞. (2.3)

Remark 1 (Blow-up criterion for ϱ). In this remark, we show that under the hypotheses of As-
sumptions 1 and 2, the criterion (2.3) is equivalent to the blow-up criterion

lim sup
t→(T ∗)−

(
∥ϱ(t)∥L∞(Ω) +

∥∥∥∥1ϱ(t)
∥∥∥∥
L∞(Ω)

+ ∥u(t)∥L∞(Ω) + ∥∇ϱ(t)∥L7(Ω)

)
= ∞, (2.4)

where the norm ∥ ϱ(t)∥L∞(Ω) is present.
The implication (2.3) =⇒ (2.4) is obvious. The converse also holds. We prove it here by contradic-
tion. To this end, we use [18, Theorem 4.1.7] which ensures, when H2(Γin) ̸= 0 (see Assumption 1),
that the following inequality holds:

∥ϱ(t)∥H1(Ω) ≤ C(∥∇ϱ(t)∥L2(Ω) + ∥ϱB∥L2(Γin)), (2.5)

for a.a. t ∈ (0, T ∗), for some C > 0. Since Ω is bounded:

∥∇ϱ(t)∥L7(Ω) ≥ Cr,Ω∥∇ϱ(t)∥Lr(Ω), (2.6)

for some Cr,Ω > 0, for all 1 ≤ r ≤ 7. Going back to (2.5) and using (2.6) with r = 2, we obtain
that ϱ ∈ L∞(0, T ∗;H1(Ω)) ↪→ L∞(0, T ∗;L6(Ω)). We can then bootstrap our argument using (2.6)
with r = 6, and conclude that that

ϱ ∈ L∞(0, T ∗;W 1,6(Ω)) ↪→ L∞(0, T ∗;L∞(Ω)).

This finishes the proof of the implication (2.4) =⇒ (2.3).

The condition on the gradient ensures that the density (or more precisely its inverse 1/ϱ) is contin-
uous on the closure [0, T ]×Ω which we need to apply the Denk–Hieber–Prüss result [10, Theorem
2.3]. We note that assumptions on the boundedness of the gradient have been made in the con-
text of studying the conditional regularity of compressible fluids; see, e.g., [12] and the references
contained in [14].
We point out here that while we need to include the gradient as one of the components for the blow-
up criterion in Theorem 2.2, the target space for the density can be arbitrarily more integrable, by
picking |∇ϱ|q with q > 7 in (2.2).

3 Auxiliary theoretical results

3.1 The Lamé system

We provide some necessary estimates for the Lamé system. The results provided here were proved
in e.g. [4], [23, Section 2], and [3].
Consider the following abstract boundary value problem for the Lamé operator L := µ∆x + (λ +
2/3µ)∇x divx with a general right-hand side F :{

LU = divx S(∇xU) = F in Ω,
U(x) = 0 on ∂Ω.

(3.1)

Here U = (U1, U2, U3) and F = (F1, F2, F3).
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Proposition 3.1. Let Ω be a bounded Lipschitz domain and let q ∈ (1,∞). Let U be a solution of
(3.1). There exists a constant C depending on q and Ω such that the following estimates hold:

1) If F ∈ Lq(Ω), then

∥U∥W 2,q(Ω) ≤ C∥F∥Lq(Ω). (3.2)

2) If F ∈ W−1,q(Ω) (i.e. F = divx g with g = (gij)3×3, gij ∈ Lq(Ω)), then

∥U∥W 1,q(Ω) ≤ C∥g∥Lq(Ω). (3.3)

3) If F = divx g with gij = ∂kh
k
ij , h

k
ij ∈ Lq(Ω), i, j, k = 1, 2, 3, then

∥U∥Lq(Ω) ≤ C∥h∥Lq(Ω). (3.4)

4) If F = divx g with g = (gij)3×3, gij ∈ L∞(Ω), then

∥∇U∥BMO(Ω) ≤ C∥g∥L∞(Ω). (3.5)

Proof. The reader is referred to [23, Proposition 2.1 and 2.2] for a proof. The statement of (3.4) in
[23] assumes hkij ∈ W 1,q

0 (Ω) but the statement carries over to hkij ∈ Lq(Ω) by density of W 1,q
0 (Ω) in

Lq(Ω).

3.2 A logarithmic inequality: Brezis–Gallouet–Wainger

The first instance of use of a logarithmic Sobolev inequality we are aware of is due to Brezis and
Gallouët [8] which they exploited to show the global existence of solutions to a cubic nonlinear
Schrödinger equation. Later Brezis and Wainger proved a number of logarithmic inequalities for
(so-called) limiting cases of Sobolev embeddings [9].

In this paper, we use a version of these logarithmic inequalities due to [23] which allow us to use
the BMO bound from Lemma 3.1 in order to guarantee a bound in L∞(Ω) at only a logarithmic
cost in W 1,q(Ω), as follows.

Lemma 3.1. Let Ω be a bounded Lipschitz domain and f ∈ W 1,q(Ω) with q ∈ (3,∞). There exists
a constant C depending on q and the Lipschitz property of Ω such that

∥f∥L∞(Ω) ≤ C
(
1 + ∥f∥BMO(Ω) ln(e+ ∥∇f∥Lq(Ω))

)
Proof. The reader is referred to [23, Lemma 2.3] for a proof.

Note that the fact that the (semi)norm in W 1,q(Ω) contributes only logarithmically allows us to
use Gronwall’s lemma. We refer the reader to [8] or [22, Theorem 4.1] for how to apply Gronwall’s
lemma in this case.

Note that employing the Sobolev embedding W 1,q(Ω) ↪→ L∞(Ω) instead of Lemma 3.1, the super-
linear polynomial growth in the resulting inequality for the mass density would make impossible to
rule out blow-up of the density. This is why it is important to use the logarithmic inequality from
Lemma 3.1.
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4 Velocity splitting

There exist various strategies to split the velocity for the purpose of studying conditional existence
for fluid flow systems; see, e.g., [6, 24, 23]. The common idea behind the velocity splitting strategy is
that the main difficulty comes from controlling the term ∇p(ϱ). By relying on splitting the velocity
u = w + v such that for each t ∈ [0, T ), v(t) solves the Lamé system:{

Lv := divx S(∇xv) = ∇p(ϱ), in Ω,
v(x) = 0, on ∂Ω,

(4.1)

we are able to use available results for the existence of weak solutions for (4.1) which only rely on
the fact that p(ϱ) ∈ Lp(Ω) with p ∈ (1,∞]; see Section 3.1 for precise statements related to the
regularity of solution of (4.1). In what follows, we use for convenience the notation L−1f to refer
to the solution of (4.1) with right-hand side f .
Following the approach of [23, Section 3], w solve the parabolic initial-boundary value problem:

∂tw − 1
ϱ divx(S(∇xw)) = F, in Ω,

w(t, x) = uB, on [0, T )× ∂Ω,
w(0, x) = w0(x), on Ω,

(4.2)

where w0(x) = u0(x)−L−1(∇p(ϱ0)) and F = −u ·∇u−L−1∇ (∂tp(ϱ))+g. Expressing the problem
for w as a parabolic problem, and not as an elliptic problem, allows us to bypass the need to derive
estimates for the material derivative (Dtu := ∂tu+u · ∇u) as done in, e.g., [6, 24, 17]. Indeed, for
general Dirichlet boundary condition uB, providing control on ∇Dtu seems out of reach; the proof
of [24] relies on uB = 0, the estimates in [6] make use of uB · n = 0. Note that the control of the
gradient ∇Dtu is needed in order to use the embedding H1(Ω) ↪→ Lq(Ω) for some q > 3.
In order to allow for general Dirichlet boundary conditions, we rely, in this work, on Lp–Lq theory
(see, e.g., [10]) to provide a different argument for the conditional existence of strong solutions of
(1.1).

5 Estimates for the velocity

The current section is dedicated to the proof of the following lemma which establishes conditional
regularity estimates for the velocity components w and v:

Lemma 5.1. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Let T > 0 and assume there exist positive constants
r̄, ū, Ḡ such that

sup
t∈(0,T )

∥∥∥∥1ϱ(t)
∥∥∥∥
L∞(Ω)

≤ r̄, sup
t∈(0,T )

∥u(t)∥L∞(Ω) ≤ ū, sup
t∈(0,T )

∥∇ϱ∥L∞(Ω) ≤ Ḡ, (5.1)

for some ε > 0. Then, the following estimates hold:∫ T

0

[
∥∂tw∥pLq(Ω)+∥w∥p

W 2,q(Ω)

]
dt ≤ Λ(ū, ϱ0,u0,uB, r̄, Ḡ, p, q, T ) (5.2)

where Λ is an increasing function of the arguments which stays bounded for bounded arguments.
Also there hold

∥∇v∥L∞(0,T ;BMO(Ω)) ≲ C(Ḡ, ϱB), (5.3)

∥∂tv∥Lp(0,T ;Lq(Ω)) ≲ C(Ḡ, ϱB, ū, γ, p, q, T )
(
ε∥w∥p

Lp(0,T ;W 2,q(Ω))
+ 1
)
. (5.4)
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Before presenting the proof, let us note that due to Remark 1, (5.1) yields that there exist ϱ̄ :=
ϱ̄(Ḡ, ϱB), such that

sup
t∈(0,T )

∥ϱ(t)∥L∞(Ω) ≤ ϱ̄. (5.5)

Proof. Estimate (5.3) is obtained using Lemma 3.1 and in particular inequality (3.5). The rest of
this section is dedicated to prove estimates (5.2) and (5.4).

In order to obtain estimates on the w component of the velocity, we intend to apply Denk-Hieber-
Prüss result [10, Theorem 2.3] to the initial-boundary value problem (4.2). In order to do this we
need to verify that the assumptions of the aforementioned theorem hold.

Initial and boundary data regularity

The initial data are given by

w0(x) = u0(x)− L−1(∇p(ϱ0)).

We know that u0 ∈ B
2(1−1/p)
qp (Ω) because of Assumption 2. Also, since ϱ0 ∈ W 1,q then Proposi-

tion 3.1 ensures that L−1(∇p(ϱ0)) ∈ W 2,q(Ω) ⊂ B
2(1−1/p)
qp (Ω). Thus w0 enjoys sufficient regularity

to apply the Lp-Lq theory of Denk–Hieber–Prüss [10].

The regularity of the boundary data is ensured by Assumption 2.

Regularity of the coefficients

In order to apply Denk–Hieber–Prüss framework [10] we need to check the regularity of the coef-
ficient 1

ϱ which appears in front of the term divx(S(∇xw)) in (4.2). Note that it is not sufficient

that 1
ϱ belongs to L∞(0, T ;L∞(Ω)). Rather, to apply [10, Theorem 2.3], we need 1

ϱ ∈ C([0, T ]× Ω̄),

which we ensure thanks to the assumption that
∫ t
0

∫
Ω |∇ϱ|7 ≤ Ḡ.

Indeed, we first extend the boundary data in the space-time cylinder (0, T )×Ω by considering the
solution to the elliptic equation:

− divx(S(∇xwB)) = 0 on Ω,

wB = uB on ∂Ω.

with wB ∈ W 2,q(Ω). Which is then used to reformulate problem (4.2) as a zero-Dirichlet boundary
condition problem. Then, following the steps of [23, Proposition 3.2] we can show that

divw ∈ L∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)) ∩ L2(0, T ;H1(Ω)) ↪→ L7(0, T ;H
2−ε
7 (Ω)),

where the last embedding holds for all ε > 0 by using the interpolation of Lp spaces [7, Theorem
5.1.2]. We then use the embedding [25, Theorem 3.3.1]

H
2−ε
7 (Ω) ∼= F

2−ε
7

2,2 (Ω) ↪→ F
−11−ε

14
7,1 (Ω).

For the equivalence between the fractional Sobolev space and the Triebel–Lizorkin space above, we
refer the reader to [25, Section 2.3.5]. Putting this together with estimate (5.3) (using once again

the embedding result [25, Theorem 3.3.1]), we obtain that divu ∈ L7(0.T ;F
−11−ε

14
7,1 (Ω)).

Then, making use of the triangle inequality, we can ensure

ϱt = −ϱdivu−∇ϱ · u ∈ L7(0.T ;F
−11−ε

14
7,1 (Ω)),
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with the help of Hölder’s inequality and the regularities (5.1), (5.5).

We have so far shown that ϱ ∈ W 1,7(0, T ;F
−11−ε

14
7,1 (Ω))∩L7(0, T ;W 1,7), then by the time-trace result

[5, Chapter III, Theorem 4.10.2] and real interpolation properties of Triebel–Lizorkin spaces [25,
Section 3.3.6 & Theorem 2.4.2]

ϱ ∈ BUC([0, T ];B
73−ε
98

7,7 (Ω)) ∼= BUC([0, T ];W
73−ε
98

,7(Ω))

where BUC stands for the space of bounded uniformly continuous functions, and the last space
equivalence is given by [25, Section2.2.2/18]. Finally, using embedding results for fractional Sobolev
spaces [11, Theorem 8.2], we obtain that ϱ ∈ C([0, T ] × Ω) (and so is 1/ϱ) which is the needed
regularity to apply the desired Lp–Lq framework.
We mention here that results due to Krylov [19, 20] suggest that the condition on the continuity of
the coefficient 1

ϱ could be relaxed to allow for VMO coefficients. We recall that the VMO space is
the closure of continuous functions in BMO.

Source term regularity

Let T > 0. We estimate the source term norm ∥F∥Lp(0,T ;Lq(Ω)). Recall that the right-hand side
term of the equation for w is given by

F = −u · ∇u− L−1∇(∂tp(ϱ)) + g,

where ∂tv = L−1∇(∂tϱ). To bound the different components of F , we proceed as follows. First, for
arbitrary ε > 0, we have

∥u · ∇u∥pLp(0,T ;Lq(Ω)) ≤∥u∥pL∞([0,T ]×Ω)∥∇u∥pLp(0,T ;Lq(Ω))

≤C(ε)∥u∥2pL∞(Ω) + ε∥w∥2p
Lp(0,T ;W 1,q(Ω))

+ ε∥v∥2p
Lp(0,T ;W 1,q(Ω))

≤C(ε, ϱ̄, ū) + ε∥w∥2p
Lp(0,T ;W 1,q(Ω))

(5.6)

where we have used the velocity decomposition: u = v + w and the estimate for the Lamé sys-
tem (3.3). Furthermore, we use that the interpolation theory result [7, Theorem 6.4.5]:

W 1,q(Ω) = (Lq(Ω),W 2,q(Ω))[1/2] (5.7)

which ensures that

∥w∥2p
Lp(0,T ;W 1,q(Ω))

≲∥w∥pLp(0,T ;Lq(Ω))∥w∥p
Lp(0,T ;W 2,q(Ω))

≲∥w∥pL∞([0,T ]×Ω)∥w∥p
Lp(0,T ;W 2,q(Ω))

≲(∥u∥L∞([0,T ]×Ω) + ∥v∥L∞([0,T ]×Ω))
p∥w∥p

Lp(0,T ;W 2,q(Ω))(Ω)

≲(ū+ ∥v∥L∞(0,T ;W 1,q(Ω)))
p∥w∥p

Lp(0,T ;W 2,q(Ω))

≲(ū+ ϱ̄)p∥w∥p
Lp(0,T ;W 2,q(Ω))

(5.8)

Thanks to the small parameter ε in (5.6), we will be able to absorb the norm ∥w∥Lp(0,T ;W 2,q(Ω)) by
setting ε small enough after (5.12).
For the second term, we use a trick inspired by [23, Proposition 3.2] to remove the need to have
control over the time derivative ∂tp(ϱ), injecting instead the renormalized density equation; see
e.g., [15, Section B.1.1]:

∂tp(ϱ) + divx(p(ϱ)u) +
(
ϱp′(ϱ)− p(ϱ)

)
divx u = 0.
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Thus using the bounds for the Lamé system from Lemma 3.1, we obtain that:

∥L−1∇ divx(p(ϱ)u)∥Lq(Ω) ≲ ∥p(ϱ)u∥Lq(Ω) ≲ ∥ϱ∥γL∞∥u∥L∞(Ω),

∥L−1∇ [(ϱp′(ϱ)− p(ϱ)) divx u] ∥Lq(Ω) ≤ ∥L−1∇ [(ϱp′(ϱ)− p(ϱ)) divx u] ∥W 1,q(Ω)

≲ C(ϱ̄, ū, γ)
(
∥∇w∥Lq(Ω) + ∥∇v∥Lq(Ω)∥

)
≲ C(ϱ̄, ū, γ)

(
∥∇w∥Lq(Ω) + 1

)
,

(5.9)

for almost every time t ∈ (0, T ), where in the last line we used the estimate (3.3) for the velocity
v. We also use the interpolation result (5.7) which ensures that

∥∇w∥Lq(Ω) ≤∥w∥1/2Lq(Ω)∥w∥1/2
W 2,q(Ω)

≤C(ε)∥w∥L∞(Ω) + ε∥w∥W 2,q(Ω)

≤C(ε)(∥u∥L∞(Ω) + ∥v∥L∞(Ω)) + ε∥w∥W 2,q(Ω)

≤C(ε)(ū+ ∥v∥W 1,q(Ω)) + ε∥w∥W 2,q(Ω)

≤C(ε)(ū+ ϱ̄) + ε∥w∥W 2,q(Ω).

(5.10)

Combining, (5.9) and (5.10) we find that

∥L−1∇ divx(p(ϱ)u)∥pLp(0,T ;Lq(Ω)) ≤ C(ϱ̄, ū, γ, p, q, T )

∥L−1∇ [(ϱp′(ϱ)− p(ϱ)) divx u] ∥pLp(0,T ;Lq(Ω)) ≤ C(ϱ̄, ū, γ, p, q, T )
(
ε∥w∥p

Lp(0,T ;W 2,q(Ω))
+ 1
)
,

(5.11)
Now using the Lp − Lq existence result from [10, Theorem 2.3], we obtain the following estimate
for w: ∫ T

0

[
∥∂tw∥pLq(Ω)+∥w∥p

W 2,q(Ω)

]
dt

≤Λ(ϱ̄, ū, r0, p, q, T )

[∫ T

0
∥F∥pLq(Ω) + ∥uB∥pW 2−1/q,q(∂Ω)

dt+

+ ∥u0 − L−1(∇p(ϱ0))∥p
B

2(1−1/p)
qp (Ω)

]
,

(5.12)

where we stressed the dependence of Λ on the data of the problem as well as on the magnitude
of the coefficient 1

ϱ ; see, e.g., [19, 20]. The term
∫ T
0 ∥F∥pLq(Ω) is estimated using the bounds (5.6),

(5.8), and (5.11) and by choosing ε small enough so that the ε-terms are absorbed by the left-hand
side. Thus, we finish the proof of (5.2).
Note, additionally, that combining (5.11) with the fact that

∂tv = L−1∇(∂tϱ) = L−1(divx(p(ϱ)u) +
(
ϱp′(ϱ)− p(ϱ)

)
),

and exploiting the Lamé system estimate (3.4) yields inequality (5.4).

6 Estimate on the density

Note that Lemma 5.1 yields control over w in Lp(0, T ;W 2,q(Ω)) ↪→ L1(0, T ;W 1,∞(Ω)) (since
q > dim = 3), this regularity is employed for ensuring the existence of the characteristics (stream-
lines) necessary to solve the continuity equation. For v, while (5.3) does not offer sufficient con-
trol, the space BMO(Ω) is good enough combined with the Brezis–Gallouët–Wainger inequality of
Lemma (3.1) for the purposes of establishing the desired estimates for the mass density ϱ.
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Lemma 6.1. Under the assumptions of Lemma 5.1, we obtain the following estimate on the mass
density ϱ:

∥ϱ∥q
L∞(0,T ;W 1,q(Ω))

≤ Γ(ū, ϱ0,u0,uB, r̄, Ḡ, p, q, T ),

where Γ is an increasing function of the arguments but which stays bounded for bounded arguments.

Proof. The starting point of our proof will be [21, Lemma 5.2]. Indeed, Assumptions 2 and 1 are
sufficient for the computations of [21, Section 5.1] to be valid. The proof in [21] is based on an idea
of [16] to use the natural coordinate system near the boundary formed of the orthonormal vectors n
(outward normal) and {τi}1≤i≤d−1 (tangential unit vectors). This allows to split the gradient along
the boundary in order to control the boundary term in [21, p. 13]:

d

dt
∥Dαϱ∥qLq(Ω) ≤q∥Dαu∥L∞(Ω)∥∇xϱ∥Lq(Ω)∥Dαϱ∥q−1

Lq(Ω) −
∫
∂Ω

u · n(|Dαϱ|q) dσ

+ ∥ divx u∥L∞(Ω)∥Dαϱ∥qLq(Ω)

+ ∥u∥W 2,q(Ω)∥Dαϱ∥q−1
Lq(Ω)∥ϱ∥L∞(Ω).

(6.1)

Above α is a multi-index with |α| ≤ 1, thus Dα are the different first-order spatial derivatives.

For the convenience of the reader we recall here the details of bounding the derivative term |Dαϱ|
on the boundary, particularly on the inflow part of the boundary. Note that on ∂Ω\Γin, the normal
component of the velocity is nonnegative u · n ≥ 0, such that:

−
∫
∂Ω\Γin

u · n(|Dαϱ|q) dσ ≤ 0.

Controlling the boundary term.

In the tangential directions {τi}1≤i≤d−1, control of the derivative Dαϱ on Γin is directly given by
the regularity of the boundary condition ϱB and that of the velocity field u:

−
∫ t

0

∫
Γin

u · n
∣∣∣∣ ∂∂τi ϱ

∣∣∣∣q dσ dt =−
∫ t

0

∫
Γin

u · n
∣∣∣∣ ∂∂τi ϱB

∣∣∣∣q dσ dt

≤∥uB · n∥L∞(Γin)∥ϱB∥
q
Lq(0,T ;W 1,q(Γin))

,

where i ∈ {1, . . . , d− 1}.
To establish an estimate in the normal direction to the boundary, we lift the boundary condition
ϱB to a function on Ω (which we still denote ϱB). Let ϱ̃ = ϱ− ϱB, then ϱ̃, verifies:

∂tϱ̃+ u · ∇xϱ̃+ divx uϱ̃ = −∂tϱB − u · ∇xϱB − divx uϱB. (6.2)

Formally, evaluating (6.2) on Γin, we obtain:

u · ∇xϱ̃ = −∂tϱB − divx(ϱBu)

owing to ϱ̃|Γin = 0. We further simplify by noticing that the tangential component of ∇ϱ̃ is equal
to 0, such that

u · ∇xϱ̃ = (u · n)(∇xϱ̃ · n) = (u · n) ∂

∂n
ϱ̃,
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this provides control on the normal derivatives as long as u · n is bounded away from 0 on Γin.

Indeed, we can test the resulting equation on the boundary by
∣∣ ∂
∂n ϱ̃
∣∣q−2 ∂

∂n ϱ̃ and integrate over the
inflow part of the boundary (Γin) and in time on (0, t), such that we obtain∫ t

0

∫
Γin

(−u · n)
∣∣∣∣ ∂∂nϱ̃

∣∣∣∣q dσ dt =

∫ t

0

∫
Γin

(∂tϱB + ϱB divx u+ u · ∇xϱB)

∣∣∣∣ ∂∂nϱ̃
∣∣∣∣q−2 ∂

∂n
ϱ̃ dσ dt

≤ C(ε)

∫ t

0

∫
Γin

|∂tϱB + ϱB divx u+ u · ∇xϱB|q dσ dt+ ε

∫ t

0

∫
Γin

∣∣∣∣ ∂∂nϱ̃
∣∣∣∣q dσ dt,

where the last line was obtained using Young’s inequality with exponents q and q
q−1 . The constant

ε > 0 is arbitrary, C(ε) > 0 is a ε-dependent constant. Now, we use the lower bound of the velocity
on the inflow part of the boundary c > 0 as expressed in (2.1):

c

∫ t

0

∫
Γin

∣∣∣∣ ∂∂nϱ̃
∣∣∣∣q dσ dt ≤C(ε)

∫ t

0

∫
Γin

|∂tϱB + ϱB divx u+ u · ∇xϱB|q dσ dt+ ε

∫ t

0

∫
Γin

∣∣∣∣ ∂∂nϱ̃
∣∣∣∣q dσ dt,

thus choosing ε smaller than the constant c (e.g., c
2), we obtain that

(∫ t

0

∫
Γin

∣∣∣∣ ∂∂nϱ̃
∣∣∣∣q dσ dt

)1/q

≤
(
2

c

)1/q

∥∂tϱB + u · ∇xϱB + divx uϱB∥Lq(0,t;Lq(Γin))

≲ ∥∂tϱB∥Lq(0,t;Lq(Γin)) + ∥uB∥L∞(Γin)∥ϱB∥Lq(0,t;W 1,q(Γin))

+ ∥ divx uϱB∥Lq(0,t;Lq(Γin)).

(6.3)

Estimating ∥divx uϱB∥Lq(0,t;Lq(Γin)).

We present the estimate procedure for the more involved case p < q. Indeed, the estimate (6.5)
below holds in a more elementary way for the case p ≥ q.

First, using trace spaces of Sobolev spaces, we identify the space to which the restriction of divx u
to Γin belongs. Then, owing to [5, Chapter III, Theorem 4.10.2] (see also [7, Corollary 3.12.3]), we
know that

divx u ∈ C([0, t];B
1− 2

p
− 1

q
qp (Γin)) ∩ Lp(0, t;W

1− 1
q
,q
(Γin)) ↪→ Lq(0, t;B

1− 2
p
+ 1

q

qq′ (Γin)), (6.4)

and

ϱB ∈ C([0, t];B
1− 1

q
qq (Γin)) ∩ Lq(0, T ;W 1,q(Γin)),

where for the embedding in (6.4) we used real interpolation with the parameters 0 < p/q < 1 and
q′, where q′ is the conjugate Hölder exponent of q. (Note that interpolation of Lp spaces (time
component) is simply obtained using Hölder’s inequality).

We note that q > d ≥ 2 > q′ and that 1 − 2
p + 1

q ≥ 0 due to Assumption 2. Thus using stan-
dard properties of Besov spaces [25, Section 2.3.2, Propostition 2] (see also the remark after [25,
Proposition 3.2.4] and [25, Proposition 3.3.1]), we know the following embeddings hold:

B
1− 2

p
+ 1

q

qq′ (Γin) ↪→ B0
qq′(Γin) ↪→ F 0

q2(Γin) = Lq(Γin).

On the other hand, we also have the embedding B
1− 1

q
qq (Γin) ↪→ C(Γin) ↪→ L∞(Γin), due to the

condition q > d.
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Putting these embeddings together, we can estimate the last term in (6.3) as

∥ divx uϱB∥Lq(0,t;Lq(Γin)) ≲ ∥divx u∥Lq(0,t;Lq(Γin))∥ϱB∥L∞(0,t;L∞(Γin)). (6.5)

Now, going back to (6.1), and combining it with estimates (6.3) and (6.5), we obtain after integration
on (0, T )

|ϱ|q
W 1,q(Ω)

≲ |ϱ0|qW 1,q(Ω)
+

∫ T

0
|u|W 1,∞(Ω)|ϱ|

q
W 1,q(Ω)

dt

+

∫ T

0
∥ divx u∥L∞(Ω)|ϱ|

q
W 1,q(Ω)

dt

+

∫ T

0
∥u∥W 2,q(Ω)|ϱ|

q−1
W 1,q(Ω)

∥ϱ∥L∞(Ω) dt

+ ∥uB · n∥L∞(Γin)∥ϱB∥
q
Lq(0,T ;Lq(Γin))

+ ∥∂tϱB∥qLq(0,t;Lq(Γin))
+ ∥uB∥qL∞(Γin)

∥ϱB∥qLq(0,t;W 1,q(Γin))

+ ∥ divx u∥qLq(0,t;Lq(Γin))
∥ϱB∥qL∞(0,t;L∞(Γin))

.

Now we use the decomposition u = w + v, and that according to Lemma 3.1:

∥v∥W 2,q ≲ ∥∇ϱ∥Lq(Ω).

Note that this also gives us control over the boundary term:

∥ divx v∥qLq(0,t;Lq(Γin))
≲ ∥v∥q

Lq(0,T ;W 2,q)
≲
∫ T

0
∥∇ϱ∥qLq(Ω) dt

Furthermore, we know, through Lemma 3.1, that

∥ divx v∥L∞(Ω) ≤ |v|W 1,∞(Ω) ≲ C(1 + ϱ̄ ln(e+ ∥∇ϱ∥Lq(Ω))),

where ϱ̄ is as in (5.5).
Thus, putting the above inequalities together, and taking advantage of the estimates of Lemma 5.1,
we obtain:

|ϱ|q
W 1,q(Ω)

≲C1 + C2

∫ T

0
|ϱ|q

W 1,q(Ω)
dt+ C3

∫ T

0
|ϱ|q

W 1,q(Ω)
ln(e+ |ϱ|W 1,q(Ω)) dt

≲C1 + (C2 + C3)

∫ T

0
|ϱ|q

W 1,q(Ω)
ln(e+ |ϱ|W 1,q(Ω)) dt

where the constants C1, C2 depend on the problem data as well as on ū, r̄, p, q, and T . We have
used, in the last line, that ln(e+ |ϱ|W 1,q(Ω)) ≥ 1.
We then apply Gronwall’s Lemma along the lines of [8] and obtain boundedness of the density as
long as T < ∞.

Having obtained a bound on the ϱ in L∞(0, T ;W 1,q(Ω)), we use Lemma 3.1 to improve the com-
ponent v of the velocity. Indeed, thanks to (3.2), v ∈ L∞(0, T ;W 2,q(Ω)) and

∥v∥L∞(0,T ;W 2,q(Ω)) ≤ ∥ϱ∥L∞(0,T ;W 1,q(Ω)). (6.6)

Putting together estimates (5.2), (5.4) and (6.6), leads to the conclusion that the velocity u is
bounded in the space

Lp(0, T ;W 2,q(Ω)) ∩W 1,p(0, T ;Lq(Ω)),
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which embeds in the space C([0, T ];B
2(1−1/p)
qp (Ω)); see, e.g., [5, Chapter III, Theorem 4.10.2].

Finally, by writing:

∂tϱ = −ϱdivx u+∇ϱ · u,

and using the fact that u ∈ C([0, T ];B
2(1−1/p)
qp (Ω)), with p > 2 (see conditions on p in Section 2),

we readily show that ∂tϱ is bounded in L∞(W 1,q(Ω)).

The proof of Theorem 2.2 is thus completed.

Conclusions and perspectives

In this work, we have established a first blow-up criterion for the compressible Navier–Stokes system
with inflow-outflow boundary conditions. To overcome the challenges posed by the inflow-outflow
setting, our approach made use of the Lp–Lq framework as a way to obtain the necessary estimates
on the velocity (divu ‘almost’ in L1(L∞(Ω))) which were then combined with density estimates
taking advantage of logarithmic Sobolev inequalities (Brezis–Gallouet–Wainger inequality).

Our approach has one major drawback, that is, we need to ensure that 1
ϱ remains continuous on the

closure [0, T ] × Ω. We achieved this by assuming boundedness of the gradient of the density (i.e.
∥∇ϱ∥L∞(L7)). We believe that future work should be tasked with relaxing this condition, eventually
by only imposing boundedness of the gradient of the density on the inflow part of the boundary Γin.
Achieving such a result would have the great advantage of unifying the theory of blow-up criteria
for both inflow and no-inflow cases.

Other questions of interest, concern extending the result to the Navier–Stokes–Fourier model and
to equations of magnetohydrodynamics.

Declarations

The research of A.A. is performed under the auspices of GNFM–INdAM.
The research was conducted while M.M. was a postdoctoral researcher at the Institute of Mathe-
matics of the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic. His work was supported by the Czech
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[7] J. Bergh and J. Löfström, Interpolation Spaces: An Introduction, vol. 223, Springer Science
& Business Media, 2012.

[8] H. Brezis and T. Gallouet, Nonlinear Schrödinger evolution equations, Nonlinear Analysis:
Theory, Methods & Applications, 4 (1980), pp. 677–681.

[9] H. Brezis and S. Wainger, A note on limiting cases of Sobolev embeddings and convolution
inequalities, Communications in Partial Differential Equations, 5 (1980), pp. 773–789.

[10] R. Denk, M. Hieber, and J. Prüss, Optimal Lp−Lq-estimates for parabolic boundary value
problems with inhomogeneous data, Mathematische Zeitschrift, 257 (2007), pp. 193–224.

[11] E. Di Nezza, G. Palatucci, and E. Valdinoci, Hitchhiker’s guide to the fractional Sobolev
spaces, Bulletin des Sciences Mathématiques, 136 (2012), pp. 521–573.
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