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Abstract

We introduce the first comprehensive approach to determine the uncertainty in voliRagicie
Tracking Velocimetry (PTV)measurements. Volumetric PTV is a statghe-art noninvasive

flow measurement technique, which measures the velocity fieldcbydiag successive snapshots

of the tracer particle motion using a mudimera setip. The measurement chain involves
reconstructing the threimensional particle positions by a triangulation process using the
calibrated camera mapping functions. The-tinear combination of the elemental error sources
during the iterative selfalibration correction and particle reconstruction steps increases the
complexity of the task. Here, we first estimate the uncertainty in the particle image location, which
we mockl as a combination of the particle position estimation uncertainty and the reprojection error
uncertainty. The latter is obtained by a gaussian fit to the histogram of disparity estimates within a
subvolume. Next, we determine the uncertainty in the cangalibration coefficients. As a final

step the previous two uncertainties are combined using an uncertainty propagation through the
volumetric reconstruction process. The uncertainty in the velocity vector is directly obtained as a
function of the recoraucted particle position uncertainty. The framework is tested with synthetic
vortex ring images. The results show good agreement between the predicted and the expected RMS
uncertainty values. The prediction is consistent for seeding densities testedandke of 0.01 to

0.1 particles per pixel. Finally, the methodology is also successfully validated for an experimental
test case of laminar pipe flow velocity profile measurement where the predicted uncertainty is
within 17% of the RMS error value.



Nomenclature

o Mo i dworld coordinates or physical coordinates

& hd : Camera image coordinates for camera ¢

"@ F@ : dand®calibration mapping function for camera ¢

@: camera mapping function coefficients

‘Q Error

» . Standard uncertainty

t: Covariance matrix

'® Disparity vector estimated from ensemble of reprojection error.
6O : Velocity components iafudn directions respectively.

t : Bias uncertainty



1 Introduction

Volumetric PTV(Maas, Gruen anBapantoniou, 1993; Baek and Lee, 1996; Ohmi and Li, 2000;
Pereiraet al, 2006)is afluid velocity measurement technique which resolves the-threensional

(3D) flow structures by tracking the motion of tracer particles introduced in the flow. ade tr
particle motion is recorded with multiple camet@sbtainprojected particle imageEach camera

is also linked to the physical space using a calibration mapping fu(®tioff, Adrian andLiu,

1997) The particle images are then mapped back to the physical space using a triangulation process
(Maas, Gruen and Papantoniou, 1993; Wieneke, 260&lly, a threedimensional (3D) tracking

of the reconstructed particlestimatesheLagrangian trajectories of the particles and subsequently
resolves th@olumetricvelocityfield. PTV easily lends itself to calculation of particle acceleration
from thetracked trajectories. Also, unlike Tomographic Particle Image Velocimetry (ARIMp
(Elsingaet al, 2006) which involves spatial averaging over the interrogation win@wpPTV

has higher spatial resolution as it yields a vector for every tracked particle pddiieaver, as

the number of particles increasatentification of overlapping particles and its corresponding 3D
reconstruction becomes challenging, which leads to a tradeoff between spatial resolution and
reconstruction accuracy. Hence, the simple triangulation based 3D PTV method introduced in 1993
(Maas, Gruen and Papantoniou, 19884l limited applications compared to To#b/ for highly

seeded flows. Improvements in terms of particle identifica(@ardwell, Vlachos and Thole,
2011)and tracking algorithm@Cowenet al, 1997; Takeharat al, 2000; Riethmuller, 2001; Lei

et al, 2012; Fuchs, Hain and Kéahler, 2016, 20iaye been proposed to minimize the error in the

measurement.

Recent advancements in terms of reconstruction algorithms, such as Iterative Particle
Reconstruction(IPRWieneke, 2013and Shakéhe-box(STB)(Schanz, Gesemann and Schréder,
2016)have significantly improved the accuracy of 3D PTV. IPR uses an initial triangulation based
reconstructed field to construct a gdjed image and then minimizes the intensity residuals in the
image plane by shaking the particles in world coordinate location. This process achieves a better
positional accuracy, reduced fraction of ghost particles and the reconstruction accuracy is
comparable to intensity based Multiplicative Algebraic Reconstruction Technique (MART)
(Elsingaet al, 2006) for up to a seeding density of 0.05 particles per pixels (ppp). This concept

has been further advanced in STB, which uses the temporal information, for-eeswhed



measurement, to predict the particledtion in the future frames and corrects the predicted position
iteratively using IPR. Such measurements have successfully resolved flow structures for
experiments with high particle concentrations (up to 0.125 ppp). With such capabilities, 3D PTV

measuremas have gained renewed attention and applicability in various experiments.

To analyze any experimental results with statistical significamoeertainty quantification (UQ)

is crucial, especially, where the measured dataused in a design process or to validate
computational modelAngioletti, Nino and Ruocco, 2005; Ferreira, Van Bussel and Van Kuik,
2007; Fordet al, 2008; van Ooijet al, 2012; Brindiseet al, 2019) Given the increasing
applicability and relevance of PTV/IPR/STB volume measurements, providing uncertainty

estimation for an individual 3D PTV measurement is now of paramount importance.

Volumetric 3D position 3D Particle

Calibration »| self-Calibration || Reconstruction [| Tracking

Figure 1: A volumetric PTV measurement chain showing the main steps in the process.

Uncertainty estimation in PIV measurements has received interest only recently and several
methods have been proposed for planar Plsétainty quantification. Broadly such methods can

be categorized into direct and indirect methods. Indirect methods rely on a calibration function,
which maps an estimated measurement metric (e.g. correlation plane signal to noise ratio metrics
(Charonko and Vlachos, 2013; Xue, Charonko and Vlachos, 2014, 2@lé&gtimates of the
fundamental sources of err6Fimmins et al, 2012) to the desired uncertainty values. Such a
calibration is developed from a sinateéd image database and may not be sensitive to a specific
error source for a given experiment. Direct methods, on the other hand, rely directly on the
measured displacement s a n$ciaactstano, Wierekeiamd &Sgaanop | a n
2013; Wieneke, 2015)nformation or correlatiorplane PDF (probability density function) of
displacement infonation(BhattacharyaCharonko and Vlachos, 201®) estimate the-posterior
uncertainty values. Comparative assessmggacchitancet al, 2015; Boomsmat al, 2016)

have shown that the direct methcal® more sensitive to the random error sources. However,
indirect methods can be potentially used to predict any bias uncertainty. A direct uncertainty
estimation for stere®lV measuremer{Bhattacharya, Charonko and Vlachos, 201384 also been
proposed recently. A detailed review of such methods can be fog8diacchitano, 2019)hus,



although the foundations have been laid for planar and s®#xéauncertainty quantification,
applicability of such methods to 3D meesments remains untested and these methods train strictly

to crosscorrelation based measurements. As a result, 3D reconstruction and tracking process for
3D PTV measurements is not covered under these methods and cur@odhgréor uncertainty
guantification methods for volumetric measurements (PTV/PIV) do not exist and new uncertainty

model development is needed.

A flowchart for the different steps in a 3D PTV measurement chain is shawgurel. The first

step establishes a mapping function between the camera image coordbéteand the world
coordinates @ fo M in the physical space using a mudéimera calibration process. The
calibration coeffigents are then iteratively corrected using the mapping function and the recorded
particle images to eliminate any misalignment between the assumed world coordinate system origin
of the calibration plane and the actual origin location for the measurementevdl his process is

called volumetric seltalibratior{Wieneke, 2008and is essential in minimizing the reconstruction
error (due to existing offset or disparity between cameras) and improving the calibration accuracy.
Using themodified calibration, for each particle in a given camera, the corresponding match in the
second camera is searched along the epipolar line and the particle matches in all cameras are
triangulatedMaas, Gruen and Papantoniou, 1993; Wieneke, 2@08)3D world position. This
reconstruction process can be done in an iterative sense for an IPR type algorithm. However, for
the particle pairing process in each camera vid&, matching ambiguity increases for higher
particle concentrations, which leads to erroneous reconstructions and is considered one of the main
sources of error in the process. Finally, the reconstructed 3D particle positions are tracked to find
theveloc ty vectors wusing “nearest n(leuchg,Haim and o r
Kahler, 2017) The trackingand reconstruction can be done in conjunction for STB type
evaluations. From calibration fitting error, particle position estimation error, the disparity vector
estimation error to the error in finding the 3D positions and its pairing, the errors istepobf

the process are intdéinked in a complex notinear way and affect the overall error propagation.

The iterative corrections and the governing4hioear functions lead to several interdependent error
sources making the definition of a data reductequation intractable and the development of an

uncertainty quantification model ndrivial.

In the current framework, a model is developed to quantify the uncertainty in particle image

position and the mapping function coefficient. These uncertaiatees turn combined with the



uncertainty propagation through the reconstruction process. Finally, the uncertainty in the velocity
vector is expressed directly as a combination of the position uncertainty in the matching pair of

particles. The methodology described in detail in the next section.
2 Methodology

The primary relation between the observed image coordidate and the expected particle world
coordinate® fo fir  in physical space is given by the individual camera mapping funi€on

for each camera) as given in equatiofl).
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Typically, a polynomial mapping function is used following Soloff e(@bloff, Adrian and Liu,
1997)to have higher accuracies the presence of optical distortion effects. Oncenapping
function is established and iteratively corrected usingcsibration process, the reconstruction
process involves finding an inverse of the mapping function for the matching particle image
coordinates in different projections. Hence an erropagation through the mapping function is

the starting point of the uncertainty quantification and is described in the next subsection.
2.1 Error propagation through the mapping function
An error propagation for equatig¢h) can be written as follows:
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Equation(2) is obtained as a Taylor series expansion of equétipmeglecting the higher order
terms. Thus, the error in image coordin&e can be related to the error in world coordinate

positionsQ ,'Q ,'Q and the error in calibration function coefficieifds through the mapping



function gradients h—nh h . A similar propagation equation can be written for the

error in® Q image coordinate foeach camera mapping function. It is important to note that
the quantities of interest a® , Q , Q as we seek to estimate the unknown variance in the
reconstructed world coordinate positions. Rearranging the unknown terms in-trenigfie and

multiplying each side by its transpose yields the variance propagation equation as follows:
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The error in particle image position estimatiéh { is a function of particle image fitting error and

can be assumed to be independent of the error in calibration funogfficients QQ ). However,

the calibration error can influence the error in projected particle image location or the projection
error and thus any covariance betw&nand'Q is implicitly accounted in the projection error
formulation, as disussed in sectio?.2 With these consideratiors simplified version of equation

(3) can be written as shown in equatiGi.
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Here, is a row vectocontaining mapping function gradierits each camera

owith respect tabe @ fto i and , represents thenknown covariance matrix in world
coordinates Q Q Q ‘Q Q 'Q . The uncertainty in particle image positiGn
is denoted by . Theternd, 6, evaluates to a single numerical value, which accounts for the

contribution from the uncertainty in the calibration coefficieéits & , for the mapping

function"@ of cameran 6, — represents the mapping function graisewith respect

to thecalibrationcoefficientsiand the covariance in mapping function coefficients is denoted by



> Q Q . For solving equatioifd), it can be written as a stack of 8 rows of equations

corresponding t@w and® mapping functions for each ,abr example, dour-camera setip. The
combined equation for all cameras is given by equdBprand is solved for each reconstructed
particle individually.
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In equation(5), 6, is an 8x3 coefficient matrigontaining mapping function gradierfts the8
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Figure 2: A schematic showing different steps (a — e) for estimating elemental
uncertainties in particle image location & and calibration coefficients £ and its

propagation to the uncertainty in the world coordinate e...



mapping functions. The combined variance matrix in particle image posiond hd is
denoted by ,and containg and, as diagonal entries for each camera. The correlatién in
between different camera components is seen to be negligible and thusdlagoifial terms of
p are set to zero. Lastly, the evaluated values of 0 , for each mapping function in equation
(4) are put as the diagonal terms in thgmatrix ( 0, ,0,), which represents the net
calibration uncertainty contribution across all 4 camerhss,equation(5) contains the unknown
covariance matrix in world coordinates, as a function of ,and . The following sections

focus on estimating the,and ,terms.
The overview of the uncertainty estimation and propagation process is depiEtgdra?.
2.2 Estimating uncertainty in particle image location

For aposteriori uncertainty quantification, we start from a reconstructed 3D particle positions
obtained either from a triangulation or IPR reconstruction method. For a given 3D patrticle position,
we want tofind the corresponding projected particle image locations and its uncertainty for each
camera. As shown ifigure 2a), the projected particlenage positions are compad with the

recorded image to find the error in particle image location. This can be expressed as a sum of the

estimated projection errod ® and the 2D particle fit position estimation errdd
® forall®d & R and for each camer@ as shown in equatiof).
- £4><>.£_> .v<$.v<$<><>. (6)
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Thus, the variance in particle image location, becomes a sum of the variance in the estimated

projection error, denoted by ,, and variance of the error in particle image position estimation.

o mmb e e ™

As mentioned in section 2.1 equati®), each of these variance matrices consider only the diagonal
terms corresponding t@ and mapping functions for each cameha.order to estimate , the

reconstruction domain is divided into sublumes and the estimated projection error for a group



of particles belonging to the same sudume are stacked up into a histograhig(relates to the

concept of disparity® defined by WienekéWieneke, 2008) Thesubvolumesize can be varied
or particles from other frames can be included to have a lstajesti@al samplelt is observed that

a histogranconsisting of 50 or more particles in the sudbume yields a statistically consistent

estimate, irrespective of the number of sxotumes considere@uch a histogram of disparit®
estimates is shown figure2b), where the variance in the estimateg@rojection erroiis denoted

by, . For aperfectlyconverged seltalibration, the mean dispari¢f} should be zerdlypically,

the disparity histogram approasha Gaussian distribution and for the robustness of variance
estimation &Gaussian fit is applied on this histogramine estimatedtandard deviatiofrom the

fitted curveis usedto evaluatethe variance of the disparity distributiodowever, for a lowe
seeding density the disparity distribution is observed to deviate from a Gaussian distribution.
Consequently, if the area under the fitted Gaussian curve is different by more than 5% compared
to the histogram area evaluated using trapezoidal integnatienthe standard deviation of the
distribution is used as the standard uncertaititythis framework, this estimated variance is

modeled as the desired, of equation(7). For the particles belonging to the same-salume, the

same value of ,is used.

Each particle image within T@® pixels of the projected 3D particle location is fitted with a
Gaussian shape and thus the uncertainty in the fitted position parameter for the least square fit
process is considered as
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Equation8 denotes an expression for the position estimation variance which is shown to be a
function of the variance in the fit residual errgr ~ and the Jacobian of the residual at the
solution point(l denotesan identity matrix) This is consistent with the CramBao lower bound
(CRLB) determination for 2D particle image centroid, as highlightedRajendran, Bane and

Vlachos, 2019)Hence, once sand , are estimatedhe ,is known(Figure2c).

2.3 Estimating the uncertainty in mapping function coefficients

As seen from the flowchart ifigure 2, once the variance in particle image positiog)(is



estimated through the progression of steps shown on the right side, the next workflow is focused
on esimating the variance in the calibration coefficients)( The overall calibration uncertainty

» IS @ combination of _ for each cameray The , estimationprocess(Figure 2d) can be
performed in conjunction with the volumetric sedlibration processin absence of self
calibration, the uncertainty in the coefficienisis dictated by the uncertainty in catittion image
dot fitting. However, the presence of disparity between estimated and projected points leads to a
shift in the projected grid pointgd hd  in the image domain, and this correction leads to a new
set of coefficientsid in theself-calibration process. Hence, the uncertaintpinhdd  positions,

namely  ,, should directly affect the . If we consider thelefinedworld coordinate positions

w o M where the disparity vectors are awatied, then those grid points beiolgosen
specific locations in space, will have no uncertainty in their location. Consequently, the unknowns

Q ,Q ,Q of equation(3) can be simplified to zero and the equation can be simplified to

equation(9).

(9)

In this equation, thép ,represents thmatrix ofgradients of the mapping functiontivirespect to
the coefficientso, having number of rows corresponding to number of disparity grid pdihes

variance in the particle image position , can be evaluated in a similar way as mentioned in
section2.22.1 Here, the  ,can be evaluated for the initially triangulated particle positions and

is used irequation(9) to solve for as a least squares problem for all disparity grid points
2.4 Uncertainty propagation in reconstructed positions

The uncertainty in the reconstructed world coordinate position is finally obtained by solving for

the world coordinate location covariance matrix from equation(5), as shown irFigure 2e).

This equation is evaluated for each world coordinate positonbiningmapping functions i

and for all four cameras.The estimated covariance, termin section2.3is used to evaluate

6, J0,, whered ,represents— for each camerd) as mentioned in equati¢d). Thet ,term



is then evaluated as a diagonal matrix as 0, 0, The ;has already been calculated

using equatior7). Hence, we solve for, by inverting thed ; matrix as shown in equatigf0).

Mg || o H, I (10)

Where§ is given byo 0, 0, O, . It can be noted thdbr standard Gaussian particle
images, theovariance beteend and particle image positioestimationcan be assumed to be
negligible. However, in presence of optical distortisunch a covariance can be estimated from the
2D least square fit of an elliptical Gaussian function on the mean particle image shapeh&hus, t
term » IS essentially an 8x8 diagonal matrix for 8 mapping function equations. From the

covariance matxi , , the standard uncertainty in reconstructed positignsh, h, are

obtained by taking the square root of the diagonal terms ,

We also evaluate the bias uncertainty teymé), h, based on the mean disparitjuefor each
subvolume. Ideally, for a converged seldlibration the mean disparity is negligible. However,

due to measurement noise, any residual mean disggitan lead to a bias in the reconstructed

position measurement. We estim&lérom the dsparity histogram and use that to estimatg,

the bias uncertainty in particle image position angl, the bias uncertainty i’ s usi ng th
propagation equation§) and(9). For ,, only ; is considered in equatiqi). The final bias

uncertainty estimates for reconstructdriti positions are obtained using the propagation equation

(10) by substituting the values of, and .

2.5 Uncertainty in estimated velocity field

The uncertainty in each tracked 3D velocity measurement is evaluated as a direct combination of
the estimated 3D position uncertagg of each paired particle. Thus, if a particle in frame 1

., h h is paired with a particle in frame 2, then the uncertainty in the tracked

displacemen} is given by



T ; " boom (11)

In equation(11),, is the bias uncertainty term as evaluated in se@idnThe bias uncertainty
depends on the mean disparity and the mapping function coefficients and is not expected to change
from frame to frame. Hence it is accountedonly once in the tracking uncertainty estimation. It

is also observed that the true position error in the estimated 3D particle position for a paired particle
in frame 1 and frame 2 has a strong correlation. Thus, the covariancé term, in
equation(1l) is significant. The correlation coefficierit varies from about 0.5 to 0.8,
depending on the flow field and calibration and isnested as an average of the correlation of the
individual camera disparity error between paired particles”The term can be computed for

each pair of frames and also for a statistically significant number of particles within the same sub
volume However, if the spatibemporal variations of is within 5% of the mean value, then

an average coefficient may be used to calculate the covariancd texmlisparity error correlation

is expected to have a similar magnitude compared tardleepbsition error correlation between
frames and is verified to be the case for synthetic test cases with true error quantification. The
uncertainty inb and0 components, h,  can be obtained in a similar way following equation

(11). It is to be noted, that the uncertainty due to false matching in presence of ghost particles may
need further analysis. However, for a valid measurement we expect eqddjiéo account for

the uncertainty in the tracked velocity measurement.
3 Results

The proposed framework to estimate the uncertainty in the reconstructed particle podistesl is

using synthetic vortex ring images. The particle field was generated and advected using
incompressible axisymmetric vortex ring equations mention€@/in Ma and Zhou, 2006 he
camera calibration and partidleages (256x256 pixels) were generated usidgoiase code. The
camera angles were selected as 35° and were positioned in #)lasfiguration. The volume of
interest was set to 42mmx42mmx24mm and the seeding density was varied from 0.01ppp to
0.1ppp.The processing was also done usingause calibration and IPR code for 100 image pairs.

A polynomial model was used for the camera calibration and the initial estimate of the calibration



was modified by 3 iterations of volumetric seHlibration to elinmate any mean disparity. An
allowable triangulation error of 1 pixel was used for initial triangulation with particle identification
using dynamic particle segmentation metf@drdwell, Vlachos and Thole, 201tb)better resolve
overlapping particle images. The particle image positions were estimated using least square
Gaussian fit. The optical trarsffunction (OTFYSchanzt al, 2013)was calculated and used in

IPR iterations. The number of inner loop and outer loop iterations for each frame was set to 4 with
particle “m®vakieng” dfhe 3D particle tracking
algorithm. The uncertainty for each measurement was computed tiignget of equations

described in section 2.
3.1 Comparing error and uncertainty histogram for reconstructed particle positions

First, the uncertainty in reconstructed particle positions are analyzed. The reconstructed particle
positions are compared withethirue particle positions in space and if a particle is found within 1
voxel radius of the true particle, then it is considered as a valid reconstruction. The error in

reconstructedv position is denoted byQQ and defined as:

Q w W (12

Similarly, Q and'Q are defined.Figure 3 shows the histogram of error and uncertainty

distributionsé ho anda  coordinatesFigure 3a andFigure3b shows the distributions for the
reconstructed particle positions obtained using triangulation and IPR methods respectively, for a
particle concentration 00.05ppp.The axis is divided into 60 equally spaced bins and tagig
denotes the number of measurements falling within each bin as a fraction of total number of points.

The root mean squared (RMS) error is defined as:

YoRiiei2 a
v (13



The error distribution for the triangulated particle positions is wider with RMS error of about 0.17,
0.18 and 0.27 pixels i o andd positionscompared to RMS error of 0.15, 0.15 and 0.22
pixels for the IPR case. The predicted uncertainty distributions have significantly less spread and
have a tight distribution around the RMS error. For a successful predictionxteisted that the

RMS value of the error distribution should match the RMS value of the estimated uncertainty
distribution (Sciacchitancet al, 2015) The RMS value for each distribution is indicated by the
dashed vertical line. Féiigure3a, the RMS unceainty values underpredict the RMS error by 0.03
pixels inw andw and by 0.06 pixels it . For IPR case ifrigure3b, the predicted uncertainties

are within 0.@ pixels of the RMS error values. Overall, the predicted uncertainties are in close
agreement with the expected value, indicating a successful prediction for position reconstruction
uncertainty.
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Figure 3: Histogram of error (g and uncertainty (Q) distributions for reconstructed particle
positions (e he . h».) for the synthetic vortex ring case with 0.05ppp particle concentration
for a) triangulation and b) IPR reconstructions. The vertical lines indicate the RMS value

for each distribution.



3.2 Reconstructed position uncertainty for varying particle eatration

The increase in particle concentration leads to a higher percentageriaippingparticleswhich
increases the erram partide identification, and subsequently in 3D partigeonstruction. To test

the sensitivity of the uncertainty predictions in such scenarios, the seeding density is varied from
0.01ppp to 0.1ppp and the RMS error and uncertainty values are compareddassaas shown

in Figure 4 andFigure 4. The results show a high sensitivity of the predicted uncertainty to the
trend of the RMS error for both triangulation and IPR methods. The reconstructed position RMS
error predictedby IPR is lesser than the trgulation error for lower seeding densities, whereas,

for 0.1ppp the IPR error is higher, which may be related to the specifics of-tmaise IPR
implementation. However, the objective is to predict the correct RMS error level given the different
reconstucted positions using different methodologies. For triangulation the RMS uncertainty

follows the RMS error trend consistently, but underpredicts the magnitude by about 0.04 pixels
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Figure 4: Comparison of triangulation and IPR reconstructed position error and
uncertainty as a function of seeding density for the synthetic vortex ring case. Plot a)
compares the RMS error and RMS of predicted uncertainties for seeding densities in the

range of 0.01ppp to 0.1ppp and plot b) compares the coverage in each case.



(23%) at 0.01ppp and by 0.07 pixels (20%) at 0.1ppp. For the IPR casecdictqul uncertainty
matches the expected uncertainty value closely at 0.01ppp and 0.05ppp with a deviation of about
0.01 pixels (10%), but underpredicts the uncertainty by 0.08 pixels (30%) at 0.1ppp. Overall the
increasing trend agreement, between thedigted and the expected uncertainty validates the
current framework for prediction of uncertainty for a wide range of particle concentrations and

using both reconstruction methods.

Table 1: Comparison of RMS error and RMS uncertainty values for the triangulation and

IPR based reconstructed particle positions for a range of seeding densities.

Particle | pvsq | RMs, RMSQ | RMS, RMSQ | RMS,
Concentration
(Ppp) (voxels) (voxels) (voxels) (voxels) (voxels) (voxels)
Triangulation Reconstruction
0.010 0.08 0.07 0.09 0.07 0.13 0.10
0.025 0.13 0.11 0.14 0.11 0.20 0.16
0.050 0.17 0.14 0.18 0.15 0.27 0.21
0.075 0.21 0.17 0.22 0.19 0.31 0.25
0.100 0.23 0.19 0.24 0.22 0.34 0.28
IPR Reconstruction

0.010 0.09 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.11 0.13
0.025 0.11 0.12 0.11 0.12 0.14 0.19
0.050 0.15 0.16 0.15 0.16 0.22 0.24
0.075 0.22 0.18 0.22 0.18 0.31 0.28
0.100 0.26 0.21 0.26 0.21 0.36 0.32

For a more specific comparison across seeding densities, the values of RMS errors and uncertainties
in @ b andd positionsfor both methodshave been presented Table 1. The maximum
underprediction of about 0.06 pixels occurs at 0.1ppp case for both methods. The best agreement
is obtained for the IPR case for up to 0.05ppp and for the triangulation cageQg8ppp. It is to

be noted that the IPR reconstruction error is higher than exepected, which may be related to a lower
convergence rate and in turn depends on the specifics of the implementation, however, given a
reconstructed field the current methods@aably predicts the standard uncertainty in 3D particle

based reconstruction.

To compare the global prediction of uncertainty level for all particles the estimated coverage is
plotted inFigure £ andFigure 4l. The coverage is defined as the percenthgeasurement errors

falling within the uncertainty bound , . For an ideal Gaussian error distribution, the standard



uncertainty coverage is 68.3%. igure &, the coverage for all cases lies within 60% to 68%,
except for 0.01 ppp for which case theverage is about 74% for triangulation. The deviation for
lower seeding density case may be related to theGaussian nature of the error distributions at
such particle concentrations. For IPR the coverage varies from 60% to 87%, with maximum
overpredicibn for the 0.025ppp case, as showkigure 4. Thus, the uncertainty coverage metric

is mostly in the range of 60% to 73% in the present analysis and agrees well with the ideal expected

coverage of 68.3%.

Table 2: Comparison of RMS error and RMS uncertainty values for the particle tracking
displacement estimates using triangulation and IPR based reconstructed particle

positions for a range of seeding densities.

Particle RMSQ RMS, RMSQ RMS,, RMS'Q RMS,,
Concentration  (voxels (voxels (voxels (voxels (voxels (voxels
(ppp) [frame) /frame) /frame) /frame) [frame) /frame)
Triangulation Reconstruction
0.010 0.06 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.10 0.07
0.025 0.09 0.08 0.09 0.08 0.14 0.11
0.050 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.18 0.16
0.075 0.13 0.15 0.14 0.16 0.20 0.21
0.100 0.14 0.17 0.15 0.19 0.22 0.25
IPR Reconstruction
0.010 0.12 0.08 0.12 0.09 0.13 0.13
0.025 0.12 0.11 0.12 0.11 0.14 0.17
0.050 0.16 0.14 0.16 0.14 0.22 0.22
0.075 0.22 0.18 0.22 0.18 0.30 0.28
0.100 0.25 0.21 0.25 0.22 0.34 0.33

3.3 Uncertainty prediction for tracked velocity vectors

As a final step, the uncertainty prediction in the tracked velocity field is assessed. The reconstructed
3D particle positions are tracked for a pair of framed @ pairs using neareseighbor tracking.

The true particle positions in 1 voxel vicinity of the reconstructed particle positions is found for the
first frame and the corresponding true displacement is subtracted from the estimated displacement
to computehe errorQ in 6, 0 and¥ velocity components. A measurement is considered valid if

the computed error magnitude is within 1 voxel. The uncertginty i,  in the velocity

components are computed using equafidi.



The RMS uncertainty values mentionedTiable 2 are in close agreement with the RMS error

values with a maximum deviation of 0.04 gsxacross all cases. The RMS error increases with the

particle concentration due to higher probability of erroneous matches resulting from ghost particle

reconstruction. The predicted uncertainty increases proportionally with RMS error, for both

reconstrutdon methods, as observedTiable2.
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Figure 5: Error and uncertainty histogram comparison for tracked velocity vectors in the

synthetic vortex ring case with seeding density of 0.05ppp for a)triangulation based

reconstruction and for b)IPR based reconstruction.

The histogram of velocity error and uncertainty distribution is compardegure 5a for the

triangulation case anérigure 5b for the IPR case, for 0.05ppp seeding density. The error

distribution is sharper for the triangulation case. It is noticed that t@mponent has higher error

compared ta and0 components. For all cases, the uncertainty distributions have aameoyn

spread and predicts the RMS error magnitude perfectly. Further analysis for higher seeding

densities with STB processing is required to validate the displacement uncertainty model proposed
by equation(11), however, these results show reasonable agreements between predicted and

expected uncertainty values for the estimated velocity components..



3.4 Experimental Validation: Uncertainty prediction for laminar pipe flow

The current framework is also validated for a canonical laminar pipe flow experiment for a
Reynolds number of 630. The schematic of the experimental set up is shiéigargt. Theflow

loop consisted of gear pumpriving a steady flow rate of 0.17 L/mthrough acircular FEP tube

of 0.25 inches diametemhe working fluid inside the pipe wahosen adglistilled waterurea

(90:10) solution with a density of 1015 kg/raBd dynamic viscosity of 0.915 mPa$e tube was

fully immersed in an acrylic tank filled witivaterglycerol solution such that it is refractive index
matched The volumetric PTV measurement was performed using four Phantom Miro M340
cameras with threeameras at the same horizontal plane and one camera angled in the vertical
plane, as shown in the sideviewkigure6. The flow rate in the upstream and downstreanhef t

pipe was measured using an ultrasonic flowmeter and the average flow rate was used to determine
the true velocity profile. The measurement volume wd&®6.5 mm3 and was illuminated by a
continuum TerreP1V laser with appropriate optical setup. Thediresolved measurements were
taken at 6 kHz, and the image size wasx62d pixelswith an average magnification of 17.8
microns/pixel 24-micron fluorescent particles were used with a particle Stokes ni8tb@10005.

The particle images were processed usiAlganse camera calibration, particle reconstruction and
tracking code. A polynomial mapping functi@oloff, Adrian and Liu, 1994yas used testablish

a relation between image coordinates and physical coordinates. Three iterations of volumetric self
calibration(Wieneke, 2008)vere done to eliminate any disparity between the measurement volume
and calibration target lation or alignmentBoth triangulation and IPRas used to reconstruct the
particle positions in physical coordinate system and subsequently the 3D particle locations were
tracked usmnaigglabbtneapaist wi X®paits of anagesene grocasseg o r i t h

with a particle concentration of 0.005ppp.



The reconstructed particle positions across all images are summed apciogksectional view

of the tube and a least square circular fit is performed to fit a circle with size closest to the diameter
of the tube. The fitted boundary is used to divide the esestonal area of the tube in 20x20 bins

and all measurements streamwise direction as well as across 500 frames are averaged per bin to
obtain the mean velocity profile shownkigure7a. The mean velocity profile along the middle
y-plane is compared with the true solutiorFigure 7b. The expected true velocity profil&

for the measured flow rate is shown by the blue solid line.flbemeter has a 10% uncertainty

and its corresponding standard uncertainty is shown by the blue shaded region. The mean
velocity profile obtained from particle tracks (for the triangulation case) is shown by the black solid
line and the standard deviation of the velocity measurements in each bin is shown by the shaded
grey regim. The peak measured velocity reaches 94% of the true maximum velocity. The standard
deviation of the measured velocity is observed to increase in the depth direction moving away from
the camera. Overall, the mean velocity profile agreed with the exppatatolic profile of a

laminar pipe flow.

Reservoir Top View Side View
Pump Tank
Inline ﬂ @)
Tank flow rneter.
Illuminated volume
Clamp o.n 0.25"pipe J
flow meter refractive index matched fluid

Figure 6: Schematic of laminar pipe flow set up showing the flow loop and camera

arrangement.



The measured streamwisemponent ofrelocity () is compared with the true expected velocity

(Y ) and the disthiution of velocity tracking erroiQ and the estimated corresponding
uncertainty, is shown inFigure 7c andFigure7d for the triangulation and IPR reconstruction
cases respectively. In both cases the error distribution is skewed with a higher bias error for the
triangulation case of about 0.1 pixels/frame. The predicted unugrtaalues are distributed
closely about the RMS error value. The RMS error and RMS uncertainty valuégdog7c are

0.17 pixels/frame and 0.14 pixels/frame andr Figure 7d are 0.23pixels/frame and 0.19
pixels/frame respectivelyhus, the predicted uncertainty using the current framework shows 0.04

pixels underprediction and reasonably predicts the appropnedsurement uncertainty level.
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Figure 7: The mean streamwise velocity profile for a 3D PTV measurement of a
laminar pipe flow is shown in a). The velocity profile is compared with the true
solution in b). The error and estimated uncertainty histogram are shown for

triangulation-based reconstruction in ¢) and for IPR based reconstruction in d).



4 Conclusion

We presenteda comprehensive framework to predict the uncertainty in the reconstructed 3D
particle positions in a volumetric PTV measurement and subsequently propagate the uncertainty in
the tracked velocity estiates. The variance estimated from the histogram of the projection error
provides the uncertainty bound on the particle image position and contributes to the uncertainty in
the mapping function coefficients. The uncertainty on the reconstructed 3D pestimtained as

a combination of the particle image position uncertainty and the mapping function coefficient
uncertainty. The bias uncertainty on the reconstructed particle positions due to the residual mean
disparity is also considered. For the trackeelogity uncertainty, the uncertainty in the
reconstructed particle positions is directly combined for each matching particle pair. The
covariance between particle position error for paired particles in frame 1 and frame 2 is estimated
using the correlationoefficient of the disparity error values for corresponding particles. Analysis
with the synthetic vortex ring images showed good agreement between the RMS of the predicted
uncertainties inc ho i positions and the RMS error. The estimated unitéytain the
displacement field was within 0.04 voxels/frame of the RMS error for both the vortex ring case and
the experimental pipe flow case. Overall, the predicted uncertainties are sharply distributed close
to the RMS error values and showed strongiigity to the variation in RMS erroacross a range

of seeding densities.

The proposed methodology is applicable, in general, for any given set of 3D reconstructed particle
positions, even when they are obtained using advanced tracking methods like @& er, for

STB, the uncertainty in particle trajectory fitting should also be quantified. The current
methodology assumes negligible variance in laser pulse separation and thus ignores any temporal
uncertainty in the particle tracking. The method @lssumes that any covariance in particle image
position and calibration coefficient is implicitly taken into account by the uncertainty in the
projection error. Another key assumption in this process is the independence betare)

particle image posibn estimation errors. These limitations can be further explored and the
covariance terms can be quantified in futerk. The distinction of uncertainty levels for true and
false reconstructions should also be further analyzed to explore uncertadtittipne for ghost
particle reconstruction#n conclusiontheproposedramework demonstrategcurate uncertainty

predictions for both the vortex ring and the pipe fleatcasesThese results estiggh the current



methodology athe firstsuccessfupredictor for uncertainty in a 3D PTV measurement.
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