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Abstract:

Improved miniaturization capabilities for complex fisheye camera systems have recently led to the
introduction of many compact 360-degree cameras on the consumer technology market. Designed primarily
for recreational photography, several manufacturers have decided to allow users access to raw imagery for
further editing flexibility, thereby offering data at sensor level that can be directly exploited for absolute-light
quantification. In this study, we demonstrate methodologies to carefully calibrate a consumer-grade 360-
degree camera for radiometry use. The methods include linearity analysis, geometric calibration,
assessment of the illumination fall-off across the image plane, spectral-response determination, absolute
spectral-radiance calibration, immersion factor determination and dark-frame analysis. Accuracy of the
calibration was validated by a real-world experiment comparing sky radiance measurements with a co-
localized Compact Optical Profiling System (C-OPS, Biospherical Instruments Inc.), which gave mean
unbiased percentage differences of less than 21.1 %. Using the photon-transfer technique, we calculated
that this camera consisting of two fisheyes with a 182° field of view in air (152° in water) has a limit of
detection of at least 4.6 x 107 W-sr-m2-nm™ in its three spectral channels. This technology, with properly
stored calibration data, may benefit researchers from multiple scientific areas interested in radiometric
geometric light-field study. While some of these radiometric calibration methods are complex or costly, this
work opens up possibilities for easy-to-use, inexpensive, and accessible radiance cameras.

© 2024 Optical Society of America under the terms of the OSA Open Access Publishing Agreement

1. Introduction

Spectral radiance describes the positional, directional, temporal, and spectral nature of the light
field when measured at a certain point inside a medium [1]. A wide range of scientific fields
such as biophotonics, remote sensing, astronomy, oceanography, or medical imaging can
benefit from light-field geometrical information. For example, the angular distribution of
spectral radiance is used as ground truth to validate satellite measurements [2,3], to obtain
material bi-directional reflectance properties [4-7], to assess artificial light pollution of the
night sky [8-10], or visual comfort perception of architectural designs [11,12]. Collected over
47t steradians, radiance angular distributions can be used to retrieve and infer all apparent as
well as several inherent optical properties (AOPs and I0OPs) of different natural media
(assuming that the contributions of inelastic diffusion are negligible) such as oceanic or inland
waters [13-16], sea ice [17,18], atmosphere [19] or canopies [20]. Optical quantities thus
obtained can be used to better understand light-matter interactions, energy budgets,
biogeochemistry, and physical-biological processes.
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In oceanography, angular distributions of spectral radiance are valuable to derive water optical
properties properly and to understand the propagation of radiation through the medium.
However, such measurements have not been taken frequently because of the associated
technological challenges and the lack of commercial instrumentation. Based on the Gershun
tube concept [21], one of the earliest radiance instruments consisted of photometer heads of
6.6° in field of view (FOV) mounted on a tilt and azimuthal control unit for measurements in
discrete directions [22]. The very first camera dedicated to instantaneous capture of the
complete light-field geometrical distribution was developed by Smith, Austin, and Tyler [23].
Their radiometer was made up of two assemblies — for the upwelling and downwelling light
field respectively — of fisheye lenses, broadband photopic spectral filters and photographic
films. The optimized versions, named RADS, had four automatically changing spectral filters
and two different sensors for two distinct versions of the camera: a charge-injection device
(CID) in the first version [24] and a charge-couple device (CCD) for the second [25].
Technological advances in electronics led to the development of a reduced-size version of the
camera assembly, NURADS, measuring 30 cm in diameter and length [26]. This camera had a
bulky form factor resulting in difficult mitigation of self-shadowing effects contributing to
erroneous radiance measurements [27]. Significant improvements in miniaturization were
made more recently with a radiance camera, CamLum CE600 (2011), that fitted inside a 9.6
cm diameter and 13 cm-length housing, representing a 15-fold reduction in volume compared
to the NURADS camera [15]. The CE600 radiometer had a custom-built fisheye lens coupled
with a high-sensitivity complementary metal-oxide semiconductor CMOS (measurements over
7 decades) and 6 spectral filters changed by a motorized wheel. At the same time, another
radiance camera named RadCam was designed specifically for large intra-scene dynamic
range [28]. This system with an equidistant fisheye lens and a single 555 nm spectral filter
could capture 6 decades of dynamic range in one scene. A large dynamic range is required as,
in natural environments such as the ocean, light levels vary up to 6 decades depending on the
state of the incident light field (sun elevation, presence of clouds in the sky, etc.), the highly
mobile and dynamic ocean surface, and the presence or absence of optically active constituents
(phytoplankton, colored dissolved material, non-algal particles, etc.) [14,15,26,29]. Between
measurements taken in the downwelling or upwelling hemisphere, radiance values can be
separated by several decades due to the highly anisotropic nature of the underwater radiance
angular distributions [28]. In sea ice, transmitted light varies by several orders of magnitude
over few tens of centimeters.

Currently, narrow to wide-angle micro-optics are becoming increasingly popular. While
miniature fisheye lenses (FOV > 180°) are challenging to design, new manufacturing tools and
techniques, as well as ever-growing optical engineering skills, have led to the fabrication of
small form factor fisheyes (total track length below 5 mm) [30]. It benefited the recreational
photography market as some manufacturers have started to design 360-degree cameras
capturing light rays coming from every direction. In 2018, Insta360® (Arashi Vision Inc.)
launched the ONE omnidirectional (360-degree) device, whose technology lends it to use as a
radiance camera suitable for new environmental applications due to its low cost, easy usage,
wide availability, and small form factor.

An example of application is sea-ice internal measurements. In the past, researchers faced
significant technical challenges when they wanted to measure optical properties in sea ice using
available cumbersome radiometers [31-34]. This led to the under-sampling of various in situ
internal AOPs, which currently limits the understanding of radiative transfer inside the medium.
The 360-degree radiance camera, with its reduced footprint and self-shading, can be inserted in
holes drilled inside ice to acquire the angular distribution of the light-field, from which all
AOPs can be derived at a precise depth. Such a miniaturized omnidirectional assembly can also
be integrated to drones or autonomous underwater vehicle (AUV) payloads, due to its light



weight. In this way, directional reflectance properties (e.g. hemispherical-directional
reflectance factor, HDRF) of surfaces like sea ice [6], open ocean and cloud [35], marginal sea-
ice zones [36] or canopies [37,38], can be assessed in multiple spectral bands, over most
upwelling hemispherical directions and on large spatial transects. Surface reflectance
anisotropy is a key parameter for Earth energy-budget calculations and is used in multiple
corrections/calibrations of satellite-sensor measurements [35,39].

The aim of this study is to offer an initial assessment and proof of concept regarding the
camera’s radiometric potential. These 360-degree cameras are not designed primarily for that
purpose and could potentially respond non-linearly, present unwanted transformations of the
available raw values or have insufficient sensitivity. We present the calibration methodologies
used to properly transform the measures into spectral radiance as well as multiple
characterizations to evaluate the radiometric quality of the measurements. The methods include
calibration for in-water and in-air usage as many applications are related to the field of optical
oceanography. We begin by setting out background radiometric equations before we describe
all the methods involved in the calibration and characterization steps, then show key results
from those methodologies, and finally offer statistical analysis of a sky radiance real-world
validation experiment performed with the Compact-Optical Profiling System (C-OPS)
radiometer [40].

2. Methods
2.1 Radiometric equations

The 360-degree camera, with a diameter of 5 cm, includes two fisheye lenses of fixed 2.2 f-
number that measure light over a 2z-steradian sphere each. The imaging detectors are two Sony
CMOS sensors with pixels covered in a repeated Bayer mosaic of four filters of three
conventional RGGB. The CMOS have sizes of 1/2.3” (~7.8 mm in diagonal), 12 megapixels
resolution (3456 x 3456 pixels) and an analog-to-digital converter (ADC) of 14 bits (16 384
possible values). An important feature of this camera is the availability of raw imagery. These
are images minimally modified from the sensor-level capture. Raw images are available before
being altered by an image signal-processor unit which performs tasks such as demosaicing,
white balancing, noise reduction, color correction, etc. The images are saved in Digital
Negative format (DNG, Adobe Inc.) which includes raw images as well as useful metadata.
This opens up the possibility of using the Insta360® ONE camera for radiometry.

The readouts (digital number) yp, ... in Analog-to-Digital Units (ADU) of a given detector
element on the imaging detector are related to spectral radiance L(A) (units of W-srt-m2-nm-
1) through the following equation [41]:

yDN,raw,i :tint 'SISO A 'Qi _0an L(ﬂ)ﬁ. (l)/’id/?"i' yDN,bias,i (1)

where the subscript i refers to the spectral band, t,, the exposure time in seconds, S, the
overall sensitivity or gain of the camera which is normalized based on 1SO speed, A (m?) the
entrance pupil area [42], Q, (sr) the solid angle covered by a single pixel, h (J's) the Planck’s
constant, ¢ (m-s*) the speed of light, q (e~ADU™) the quantization step equivalence, 7, (1) (-
) is the quantum efficiency and y,, ,..; (ADU) the dark offset. The quantization step

equivalence is the analog-to-digital conversion factor representing the digitization of electrons.
Prior to every radiometric conversion, the images are subtracted by the dark offset and
normalized by exposure parameters, i.e. gain and exposure time following:
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with y, ; (ADU-s™) being the digital numbers removed from the dark offset and 0.01 scaling

Yon,i =

S,so relative to x1 instead of x100. The image is also downsampled into its three RGB

components with the green band having pairs of consecutive rows averaged over the entire
height. This method was selected to avoid modification by the demosaicing algorithm to the
radiometric quality of each pixel. The spectral distribution of radiance is convolved with the
spectral response of the camera for each waveband i (combined responses of the lenses, the
Bayer filters, and the detector element), hence the integral in Eq. (2). This integral is removed

by introducing the effective spectral radiance Li (W-sr-m2nm-L) expressed as:
Li =L L(l)-SR,i(ﬂ)-di/LSR‘i (A)-dA ©)

where S, (4) is the peak normalized spectral response 7 (1)- 4 [43]. Constants in Eq. (2)
and Eq. (3) are merged into a coefficient R (ADU/(W-sr:-m2:nms)), corresponding to the

radiance responsivity. We refer to the inverse of this coefficient as the calibration coefficient.
To project the absolute-radiance calibration to every pixel forming the image sensor, a roll-off
correction g; is added to the measurement equation [15]. We refer to roll-off as the decrease

in radiance reaching the pixels on the imaging plane due to vignetting and modification of the
optical throughput [44]. The optical throughput is a metric of how much light flux an optical
system can collect and is proportional to the geometrical extent (also referred as etendue or
optical invariant) A -Q, (m?-sr). A factor of immersion I, is also included to account for the

response variation of the camera immersed in water, a consequence of the change in refractive
index of the medium in contact with the external optical surface [45]. The measurement
equation becomes:

Yon,i 0.4)=9:(6,9) |1 R ‘[i (4)

with 8 and ¢ being respectively the zenithal and azimuthal angles of radiance seen by the

pixels. The immersion factor is calculated for the measurements along the lens optical axis
(camera zenith). The difference between this immersion factor and those required for the other
angles is then included in the roll-off measured in water for the other angles.

The RGB channels have broad band-pass filters designed to render colors as perceived by
human vision, resulting in mixed spectral information within each channel. Given this
characteristic and the necessity to adapt to various natural illumination conditions, we
calibrated the camera for the effective spectral radiance, which represents the average radiance
within each band, as shown in Eqg. (3). We acknowledge that this approach introduces averaging
errors (that add to the calibration uncertainties) compared to measurements obtained with
narrow-band sensors. These errors are influenced by the spectral variability within the bands
and the presence of out-of-band signals [46] . Despite these limitations, we consider the 360-
degree camera to be a viable solution for low-cost radiometry, providing useful data for our
applications.

The following sections describe the calibration and characterization methodologies of the
variables involved in Eq. (4). Linearity, relative spectral response, and dark-noise evaluations
are also presented. These experiments were conducted on both electro-optic systems of the
camera assembly, but results for only one of them are presented. The geometric calibration as



well as the roll-off assessment were performed in air and water to allow use of the camera in
both media.

2.2 Linearity

The digital outputs of a camera can’t be assumed linear with exposure parameters even in raw
format. The radiometric calibration of the camera depends on its linear behavior with exposure
time and ISO gain as the digital numbers are scaled by those quantities before the application
of the absolute calibration coefficient as shown in Eg. (2). Moreover, deviations from linearity
can result in inaccuracies in roll-off, spectral response, immersion factor, and absolute radiance
calibrations. These calibrations depend on the camera’s linear response, underscoring the
critical importance of this characterization. Linearity can be verified either by variation of the
camera-exposure parameters using a constant light source or by attenuation of the same
source [47]. We used the former method. Images of a spatially uniform and stable radiance
source were captured. This source consists of the output port of an integrating-sphere
(Labsphere 3P-GPS-040-SF, 10.16 cm diameter, Spectraflect 98 % reflectance coating)
illuminated by a fiber-coupled quartz tungsten halogen (QTH) lamp (Thorlabs SLS201L). The
QTH lamp had a color temperature of 2796 K generating visible and IR light.

We tested the two types of linearity separately. First, we assessed the linearity of the sensor by
varying the exposure times whiles keeping the ISO constant. Images of the light source were
acquired at exposure times of 8.33, 16.67, 33.33, 66.67, 100, 200, and 500 ms, which was the
only range possible without pixel saturation. Next, we verified the linearity of the analog-to-
digital converter by varying the ISO gain at a constant exposure time. The ISO gain was
changed between 100 and 3200, doubling the value each time.

For every exposure condition, 4 images were acquired. Linearity over the range of exposure
time and ISO was verified by calculation of the Pearson correlation coefficients r for each pixel
individually [47], thus requiring no roll-off correction. For the Pearson coefficient, only one
image (among the four acquired) was used to verify the worst-case scenario without any noise
reduction. The linearity curves were computed after averaging the four images pixel-wise and
then taking the average inside a 5° field of view mask.

2.3 Geometric calibration

Fisheye lenses generally suffer from distortion because of their wide field of view [48]. To
correct the images for distortion, we performed a geometric calibration using the Matlab™
OCamcCalib toolbox [49]. The algorithm uses a general Taylor series expansion function f (o)

to model the distortion as a function of the radial distance p in pixels from the principal point:
f(p)=a0+a2‘p2+"'+aN'pN ®)
with a, the polynomial coefficients. The first-degree coefficient a, is null to satisfy the

condition ;J_f =0at p=0 [49]. The radial distance is calculated using p = (x* + y*)*? where
P

(x , y) are the pixel coordinates of a hypothetical plane orthogonal to the lens optical axis with

the plane-axis intersection as the origin. They are related to the distorted real coordinates
(x’,y') by an affine transformation which considers misalignment between the optical

G GG ®

elements and the sensor plane:



with(xc Ye ) being the position of the principal points while ¢, d, e are the variables of the

stretch matrix for optic misalignments. A chessboard plate of known square size is used for the
calibration. With the board imaged at multiple positions and orientations, the equation system
that links a 3D point to its corresponding position on the image plane becomes overdetermined.
The coefficients of the distortion function f(p) are then fitted by a pseudoinverse of the

matrix-like development of the equation system. Equation (5) was set to a fourth-order
polynomial as suggested by Scaramuzza et al. (2006) [50]. The angle between a vector in the
direction of a scene point and the optical axis is simply obtained by:

tan 0= p/f(p) (7)

The central 6 x 6 corners of a 9 x 7 checkerboard with squares of 16 mm were kept for the
calibration. The positions of the corners were detected using the Python OpenCV [51]
findChessboardCorners routine as it was found to be more robust in different lighting
conditions than the Matlab™ built-in algorithm detectCheckerboardPoints. As mentioned
earlier, the calibration was performed in air as well as in water using a water tank and for the
three channels separately. Inside water, a total of 20 images of the target in different positions
were taken corresponding to 720 calibration points. Sixteen images were acquired for the air
calibration as these provided sufficient precision. Attention was paid to cover the entire FOV
to ensure validity of the inferred intrinsics (polynomial coefficients, stretch matrix variables
and principal point positions) at the limit of the FOV.

2.4 Roll-off

Multiple methods are proposed in the literature to characterize radiance roll-off. The most
common ones make use of plain white paper [52], integrating spheres covering a large part of
the optic FOV [43,47], or spectralon targets with camera rotation [15,24]. We followed the later
methodology with a slight modification of replacing the spectralon by an integrating-sphere.
The method solely requires rotation of the camera in such a way that the constant and spatially
uniform source is imaged at different positions across the complete circle image of the sensor
plane. By monitoring the average digital value of the imaged source, we observe its decline as
a function of the field angle. We used the same spatially uniform and stable radiance source
described in Section 2.2 for the experiment. For the in-water experiment, the 2.54 cm-diameter
integrating-sphere output opening was placed in contact with one of the external walls of the
aquarium (see Fig. 1a). Images were captured every 2° for camera rotations between -70° and
70° in water, and from -80° to 80° with increments of 5° for the in-air characterization. The
acquired digital numbers were dark subtracted, then averaged inside a circular mask of 15 pixels
in radius centered on the source spot (for noise reduction). We normalized the values by the
curve’s maximum. The azimuthal isotropy of the roll-off was verified by repeating the
manipulations for 0° and 90° azimuthal planes.

2.5 Relative spectral response

Spectral response can be characterized using light beams generated from single [43,53,54] or
double monochromators [47,55,56]. We used the double-grating excitation spectrometer of
Horiba Fluorolog®-3 in FL3-22 configuration. Figure 1(b) shows the schematic of the
characterization experiment. Two 2.5 mm-thick Edmund Optics opal diffusing glasses (100 x
50 mm) positioned in front of the camera spread the collimated beam to avoid concentrating all
the light on a small number of pixels (see Fig. 1(b)). Depending on the incident beam spatial
uniformity, these diffusers can create near-Lambertian sources when used in transmission [57]
and have wavelength dependencies below 5 % across the visible spectrum. To correct for the
spectrofluorometer Xenon lamp spectral variations, a reference photodiode — located just before
the sample compartment — monitored the beam’s intensity. Based on an experience with a



similar instrument (Fluorolog-2) and the use of a chemical quantum counter (oxazine; [58]),
spectral relative difference between light received by the reference photodiode and that
reaching the sample compartment (effects of beam splitter and two surface mirrors) is smaller
than 2% in the visible.

We started the experiment by acquiring approximately 250 intensity points of the 1 nm-slit
beam with the reference photodiode at an exposure time of 0.1 s. Simultaneously, we captured
four images with the radiance camera at a gain of 100 and an exposure time of 0.1 s. The images
were then dark corrected and pixel-wise averaged. Further noise averaging was accomplished
using pixels inside a 1° mask around the centroid of the beam. We repeated this procedure for
wavelength increments of 10 nm between 400-700 nm. Each spectral digital number was
normalized by the beam intensity at the specific wavelength. The curves were finally divided
by their peak value to obtain the relative spectral radiance. We computed the effective
wavelength from the following relationship:

jz-sm (A)-dA
[Sai()d2
while the bandwidth of each spectral band was found from A, = I Sqi(4)-dA. We used the
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trapezoidal rule for numerical integrations.
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Fig. 1. Experimental setups for (a) roll-off calibration (view from above) in air and in water — the latter executed inside
a tank filled with water —, (b) relative spectral response obtained from usage of Horiba Fluorolog®-3 spectrofluorometer
in FL3-22 configuration, (c) absolute spectral-radiance calibration (view from above) and (d) immersion factor (side
view). The calibration setups for the roll-off, the absolute-spectral radiance and the immersion factor all included a
quartz tungsten halogen (QTH) lamp fiber-coupled to an integrating sphere.

2.6 Absolute spectral radiance

A source of known spectral radiance L, (1) is needed for the absolute calibration. From this

information, the effective radiances Lisource are calculated using Eqg. (3). The ratio of these



values to the digital outputs generated by the source — dark subtracted and normalized by
exposure parameters — give the inverse radiance responsivity R™:

R-,l _ Li,source (9)

i
yDN Ji,source

Conventional radiometric absolute calibrations make use of an expensive NIST-calibrated FEL
lamp with a reflecting spectralon plaque [15,24,26]. Instead, we used the isotropic source
described in Section 2.2. We characterized the spectral radiance emitted from the 1-inch (1 in.
= 2.54 cm) port using two measurement units: a fiber optic spectrometer (FLAME-S-XR1-ES,
Ocean Optics Inc.) for spectrum determination and the C-OPS radiometer (calibrated 19 months
earlier) [40] for absolute spectral radiance scaling. This scaling was achieved by applying a
factor to the measured spectral distribution that matched the value at 589 nm to the radiance of
the C-OPS measured at this same wavelength. The spectrometer was calibrated using Ocean
Optics Inc. HL-3P-INT-CAL lamp (calibrated in irradiance 7 months prior) as recommended
by the manufacturer. A schematic of the calibration experiment is shown in Fig. 1(c). After
characterizing the light source spectral radiance, we replaced the C-OPS by the camera and 10
images of the light source, and 5 dark frames were taken. Each image stack was averaged pixel-
wise for noise reduction. The digital values inside a mask of <5° around the optical center were
averaged for further noise reduction while keeping the angular range low enough so that
illumination fall-off would be negligible. The experiment was conducted in a dark laboratory.

2.7 Immersion factor
The theoretical equation for the immersion factor adopted by the ocean optic community is
expressed as follows:
n, -(n, +n,)°
| = M (10)
@+n,)
with n,, the refractive index of water and n; the refractive index of the external surface [45].

We used the procedure described in Zibordi (2006) to experimentally characterize the
immersion factor [45]. Compared to their original setup, we inverted the detector and source
positions. A schematic of the experiment is shown in Fig. 1(d). The immersion factor I; is found
following:

:—yDN'i(0+) . ‘N
I yDN,i (07) ™ "
with yp,;(07) and g, ; (07) being the digital measurements when the camera is above and in

(11)

water respectively, t,, the transmittance at the air-water interface and n,, the refractive index
of water [45]. These two last variables correct for the increase in radiance below water. The
experiment was conducted using Milli-Q water to ensure repeatability and usage of known
values for t,, and for n, . At first, the in-air response was captured in an empty tank. The

Yoni (07) value was estimated with the intercept of a linear regression of the log-transformed

digital measurements as a function of water level z over the camera. This fitting method reduces
the uncertainties due to source anisotropy [45]. Water levels hy (Fig. 1(d)) were varied between
6 and 11 cm by 0.5 cm increments. Five images were acquired at each water level for noise

reduction. We calculated Yy, ;(0") and y, ;(z) for the three spectral channels using the
average of pixel values inside a mask of 1.5° around the central point. This small angular mask

prevents the effect of roll-off attenuation and ensures remaining within the small-angle regime
of the transmittance.



2.8 Dark frame

Dark frames are a combination of an offset bias and sensor-level noises such as reading and
thermal noises. Offset bias may vary from one pixel to another resulting in a spatially fixed
pattern noise (FPN). For the noise which adds to the bias, the level depends on the selected
gain, the exposure time and the sensor temperature. As the sensor temperature was unavailable,
we did not test the temperature dependency. As for the linearity method in Section 2.2, the ISO
gain was varied between 100 and 3200 by doubling the value at each step. Exposure time was
changed over 5 orders of magnitudes between 0.25 ms and 2000 ms. The frames were taken in
a dark laboratory at a temperature of approximately 20°C with a black absorbing fabric covering
the camera. A total of 15 frames for each combination of 1SO and exposure time was acquired.

2.9 Real-world validation

To verify the precision and accuracy of the radiometric calibrations, we carried out a
comparison between the sky spectral radiances measured with the Insta360® ONE camera and
the Compact-Optical Profiling System (C-OPS) radiance sensor (calibrated in February 2019).
We chose to take the measures at the end of the day as the sunset allowed more dynamic range.
On 18 March 2021, the C-OPS was placed on a tripod in the middle of an open field on the
campus of Université Laval in Quebec City (46°46°48.1” N, 71°16°31.3” W). It was oriented
to point upward toward the zenith. The radiance camera was fixed approximately 10 cm away
from the radiometer with the optical axis of one of the fisheye lenses also oriented toward the
zenithal direction. The sky conditions were clear that day with few clouds and the temperature
was around 2°C. We started the experiment at 16h00 (Eastern Daylight Time, North America)
and it lasted 1 hour as the camera failed because of battery shortage. The sun elevation during
that hour decreased from 27.5° to 18.5°. The C-OPS was set at an acquisition rate of 6 Hz while
images were acquired manually every 2 minutes with the radiance camera.

The pixel digital values were transformed into calibrated spectral radiance using the inverse of
Eq. (4). We then calculated the average for each band of the camera using a 9° mask around the
principal point, angle which corresponds to the in-air half FOV of the C-OPS
microradiometer [40]. With the timestamp of both the C-OPS data and the camera images (in
DNG metadata), we temporally matched the radiance values from both instruments and
calculated the mean unbiased percentage difference (MUPD):

MUPD, = 2-100- (12)

1 N |LCOPS,i(tn)_[i (tn)
N Zn:l Leors, (tn)+Ei (tn)|,

with Loeg; and Li representing respectively the C-OPS and camera spectral-radiance

measurements for each band i and every co-localized timestamp t between n=1 and n=N

. In order to obtain proper comparisons, we chose the C-OPS spectral channels closest to the
radiance camera spectral bands’ effective wavelength characterized in the experiment described
in Section 2.5.

3. Results and discussion
3.1 Linearity

Pixel-wise linearity for a single acquisition at each exposition time was evaluated for 24 866
pixels inside a 5° mask around the principal points. The Pearson coefficients of linearity for
ISO (gain) and exposure time were computed for each pixel and are presented as histograms in
Fig. 2. The CMOS sensor had highly linear behavior with average coefficients r of 0.9992 and
0.9961 for exposure time and gain, respectively. Figure 3 shows the mean digital outputs as a
function of exposure time and 1SO gain for the three bands separately. Linearities for the



exposure times and gains presented in Fig. 3 are higher (r> 0.99996) than the ones in Fig. 2
because of the multiple frames averaged for noise reduction. The linearity holds up to saturation

Yo st =15576=2" —y, ,..c; reached by the red and green bands ((a) and (b) of Fig. 3,

respectively) because of their larger sensitivities and the absolute spectral radiance of the
source. Linearity is higher for variations over exposure time compared to gain as the latter also
amplifies noise. Nonlinearities were assessed using the residuals of the fitted curves (see Fig.
S3 in the supplementary document). For exposure time, they are less than 4 % for pixels above
100 ADU. Nonlinearity in the blue band reaches 18.2 + 38.1 % at 55.4 ADU, observed with an
exposure time of 8.33 ms. This deviation from linearity may be overestimated due to high noise
levels and the uncertainty associated with the fitted line, as reflected in the total uncertainty of
38.1 %. As apparent for gain linearity (bottom row of Fig. 3), the digital number at an 1ISO/100
of 1.0 seems to also be affected by nonlinearity effects compared to the other digital outputs.
These nonlinearities range from 23.9 + 14.2 % to 25.1 + 13.8 %, whereas for other gains, they
remain below 1.5 % (see Fig. S3). Nonlinear responses are more prevalent in CMOS imaging
detectors compared to their CCD counterparts [59]. If possible, users should always set a fixed
ISO gain and then vary the exposure time to achieve better a signal-to-noise ratio (SNR).
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Fig. 2. Histograms of Pearson coefficients r for linearity of exposition time and gain of 24 866 pixels. In both cases,
pixels show linear behavior. The average r for linearity in exposure time t and 1ISO gain S, are respectively 0.9992
and 0.9961.
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Fig. 3. Linearity of the camera over exposure time in milliseconds (upper row) and ISO gain S__ x 0.01 (bottom row).

From left to right, the figures show the results for the red (a)-(d), green (b)-(e), and blue (c)-(f) bands, respectively.
The linear-regression estimators are given with their uncertainties corresponding to confidence intervals for 95 %. The
error bars (not visible for each data point) are the standard deviations of the pixel inside the averaging mask.
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3.2 Geometric calibration

Viewing angles as a function of pixel Euclidean distances p are given in Fig. 4(a) and Fig.
4(b) for in-air and in-water geometric calibration respectively. The square markers in the graphs
show the direct relationship between the angles of the points in the scene (relative to the optical
axis) and their corresponding positions on the sensor, i.e. before any geometric correction is
applied. In those figures, we also display common stereographic and orthographic fisheye
projection curves as references. It appears that the radiance camera mapping function is close
to equidistant f-theta projection, meaning that the resolution in pixels per degree is nearly
constant over the entire field of view. Figures 4(a)-(b) present solely the calibration results for
the green spectral channel, while Fig. 4(c)-(d) (air and water respectively) show the absolute
differences in the mapping function of the other bands compared to the green channel. The
maximum departures are at the edge of the FOV and are of -0.27° (in air) and 0.52° (in water).
This suggests that the chromatic aberrations are well corrected. As the camera was designed
mainly for in-air utilization, higher chromatic aberrations were expected in water. The
reprojection error is an indicator of the geometric calibration accuracy. In air, the average
deviation in pixels (degrees) between the positions of the corner-algorithm extracted and the
re-projected points are 0.36 px (0.026°), 0.29 px (0.023°) and 0.34 px (0.026°) for the red, green,
and blue wavebands. In water, they are respectively 1.59 px (0.094°), 1.34 px (0.076") and 1.78
px (0.102°). The errors are slightly higher in the red and blue channels. This may have resulted
from the lower level of signal, thus lower SNR for those bands because of their narrower
spectral bandwidth, which decreased the performance of the corner-detection algorithm. Figure
S1 in the supplemental document shows the reprojection errors as a function of the radial
distance from the principal points.



The FOV was estimated by fitting the best radial distance from the principal points to the edge
of the circular images. The canny edge detector algorithm was used to generate the borders of
the fisheye circular image. From the edge image, we fitted the best circle using a Circular
Hough Transform. The isolated radius was used with the geometric calibration to retrieve the
angle at the limit of the circular image, giving the FOV. Both algorithms were part of the Python
image-processing toolbox scikit-image [60]. Using 10 different images, each waveband gave
the same half field of view (HFOV) of 76° (total field of view of 152°) in water. This reduction
in field of view conforms to expectations as there is an optical power loss for the first lens
surface due to the lower refractive index differential between water-plastic compared to air-
plastic. In the air, the fited HFOV is 91° for a full field of view of 182°.
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Fig. 4. Geometric calibration results. The left and right columns present respectively the calibration achieved in air
and in water. The two graphs in the first row (a)-(b) show the projection function between a scene point and its
corresponding radial position on the sensor. Other commonly found projection functions for fisheye lenses were also
added for comparison (stereographic and orthographic curves). Only the green band calibration is shown as the spectral
differences were not distinguishable. The absolute differences of the red and blue channels with the green curves are
shown in (c) and (d). The spectral discrepancies are all below 0.52° across the entire image plane.

3.3 Roll-off

Relative fall-off of illumination for off-axis points on the image plane is shown in Fig. 5. For
each medium and spectral band, the measurement points shown in Fig. 5 include the two
azimuthal planes ¢=0" and ¢=90°. The azimuthal plane measurements were merged as no
significant discrepancies were found between them. The acquisitions between -80° and 0° (or -
70° and 0° for water) were converted into absolute angles using the angular calibration results
of Section 3.2. The relative illumination (RI) for each spectral band shows good symmetry in
the absolute angles (see Fig. 5). An 8"-degree polynomial function of even terms was used to
fit the observations:



g(@)=a,+a,-0°+a,-0"+a,-0° +a,-6° (13)

with a,,a,,a,,a,,a, being the polynomial coefficients. The resulting curves are given in Fig.

5 with their respective coefficient of determination, while the fitted 8-degree polynomials are
provided in the supplemental document (see Table S2). The in-air fall-off at 80° are 0.645,
0.637 and 0.577 for the blue, green, and red bands respectively. For the field angle of 70° in
water, the results are 0.570 (0.728 in air), 0.562 (0.719 in air) and 0.491 (0.669 in air) for the
blue, green, and red pixels. For each roll-off measurement, we used the standard deviation of
the pixels contained in the region of averaging as uncertainty. The mean relative uncertainties
over all the angles for the red, green and blue channels are respectively 3, 2 and 4 % in air.
These same values increase to 8, 5 and 12 % in water.
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Fig. 5. Roll-off measurements as a function of angle 6 relative to the camera optical axis for characterizations inside
air and water. The graph shows the measurements for each band and both media as well as their respective fit using
8"-degree even-term polynomials. The full, dotted and dashed-dotted lines fit the blue, green, and red spectral channels
in order. The coefficients of determination are given for each fit.

Illumination fall-off curves inside water have almost the same shape as their in-air counterparts
but are compressed toward smaller angles. The RI at a certain pixel position will be determined
by the entrance pupil area A (affected by pupil aberrations, vignetting) and solid angle O,

(affected by distortion) as seen by that same element [42]. As we move away from the optical
center, the geometrical extent A -, reduces. For one pixel position on the image plane, an

optical ray comes from a larger object-space angle for a system immersed inside air compared
to water in accordance with Snell’s law. This largely explains why the same level of g(8)

occurs at a greater angle in air than in water (see Fig. 5). The dependence of the illumination
roll-off on the medium is largely determined by the projection function (distortion), which may
be also affected by different levels of in-air versus in-water aberrations. The dependent
aberrations of those mediums can further modify pupil area, which ultimately has an impact on
the RI. Also, for rays ending at the same position on the sensor but from different incoming
angles that depend on the external medium, Fresnel reflection-loss discrepancies at the interface
may be significant enough to affect the roll-off [61]. Values of g(&) are the same for the blue
and green spectral bands, but decrease more strongly for the red. As shown in Fig. 4(c)-(d), the

spectral differences between the projective functions are below 0.52°. Thus, the spectral roll-
off discrepancies could not have resulted from chromatic lateral color only. However, larger



pupil aberrations and vignetting in the red spectral band reducing A may explained those
divergences [42].

3.4 Relative spectral response

Spectral responses normalized by their peak value are presented in Fig. 6 for the red, green, and
blue wavebands. The results of 4, £ A, /2 for the red, green, and blue wavebands are 600 + 38

nm, 540 + 60 nm, and 480 + 49 nm. As expected, the spectral responses are broad and overlap
each other. These result mainly from the combination of the spectral responses of the filters in
front of the pixels and those of the pixels themselves. The green band has the largest bandwidth
of ~120 nm and will generate a larger number of counts given a spectrally constant incident-
light field. The shaded region around the curves in Fig. 6 was obtained by a propagation of
uncertainties related to the spectrofluorometer beam spectral energy and the digital numbers
measured inside the averaging region. For signals over 10 % of the peaks, the maximum
uncertainties are respectively 5.5, 4.5 and 4.5 % for the red, green, and blue pixels. Larger
uncertainty for the red band may be explained by the smaller bandwidth of the channel coupled
to an important decrease of the beam flux in that spectral region, both of which contribute to a
reduced signal-to-noise ratio.
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Fig. 6. Relative spectral response for the three channels of the radiance camera measured with a Fluorolog®-3
spectrofluorometer. The spectral range of the measurements is between 400-700 nm. The shaded regions present the
uncertainties for every spectral measurement.

3.5 Absolute spectral radiance

Table 1 gives the absolute spectral-radiance calibration coefficients and the variables involved
in their calculations. The images of the integrating-sphere output are shown in the supplemental
document (see Fig. S2). The coefficients R™ should not, in theory, have dependencies on the

calibration-source spectral radiance. Lisource and Yonisarce areé both proportional to
.[Lsme (4)-Sg; (4)-d A, which make the latter cancel out using Eq. (9). With the calibration
coefficients proportional to the reciprocal of J'SRyi(ﬂ)-dA, the multiplication between y,
and R™ gives the convolution of L, .. (4) with the spectral bands of the camera as computed

from Eq. (3). For broad spectral responses, significant differences between measured Li,scene



and the true spectral radiance at A, may exist as Lisene represents the spectral average of

radiance within each band. Such errors are greater for unsmooth radiance spectra inside the
spectral channels [46], which is certainly happening in natural scenes.
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Fig. 7. Calibration-source (QTH lamp) spectral-radiance distribution. The circular markers show the spectral
convolution of the source radiance with the camera channel using Eq. (3). These effective spectral-radiance values are
plotted at the effective wavelength A, of each channel with the horizontal bars giving their bandwidth. The triangle
marker represents the 589 nm-band C-OPS radiance value used to scale the source spectral flux.

The uncertainties relating to R are 10.4, 10.6 and 11.0% for the red, green, and blue channels,

respectively. They were calculated by error propagation using Eq. (9). Uncertainties relating to
digital numbers y,, ; correspond to the standard deviations of the averaging region. The latter

uncertainties were at the level of photon shot noise. Spectral-radiance Lisource uncertainties
(shaded region in Fig. 7) are a combination of Ocean Optics HL-3P-INT-CAL absolute
calibration lamp errors, C-OPS uncertainties, and Ocean Optics FLAME-S-XR1-ES
spectrometer noise levels. The largest contributor is the Ocean Optics calibration lamp as the
uncertainties given by the manufacturer are 9.1 and 6.9 % at 400 and 800 nm, respectively.
Spectral radiance at 589 nm measured with the C-OPS is 0.68 + 0.02 mW-sr'>-m2-nm™ as shown
by the diamond in Fig. 7. A conservative uncertainty of £2.5 % was given to this measurement.
C-OPS radiometers are commercial off-the-shelf (COTS) instruments whose measurements are
often used as ground truth to validate optical properties inferred from ocean-color satellite
observations. They therefore require high accuracy, in the 1 % range. From Morrow et al.
(2010) [40], the average unbiased percentage difference between the C-OPS calibrated
instrument and the SUBOPS (Submersible Biospherical Optical Profiling System) reference for
a subset of 9 spectral channels was 1.8 %. This £2.5 % uncertainty also includes possible drifts
of the C-OPS in the range of 1-2% per year (instrument calibrated 19 months prior our usage).

Table 1. Effective spectral-radiance calibration coefficients R ™ for each spectral band i calculated using Eq.
(9). The exposure time and 1SO x 0.01 gain of the calibration images are respectively 0.1 s and 1.0.

Spectral band | [i,source yDN,i,source Ri71 Uncertainty
[MW-srim?nm?] [x 103ADU-s?]  [W-srim?nm’-ADUs] [%]
r 0.74 + 0.08 61+1 1.2x 10 104
g 0.48 + 0.05 65+ 1 7.5x10° 10.6

b 0.26 £+ 0.03 219+ 05 1.2x10°8 11.0




3.6 Immersion factor

Figure 8 shows the depth-dependent natural logarithm of digital numbers below water and the
extrapolated Iny, ;(07). The in-air measurements are given in Table 2. As pointed out by

Zibordi (2006), the need to correct for absorption (a [m™]) and scattering (b [m]) of pure
water — light attenuation following e ®*?— is largely relaxed by using the logarithm of the
Yon,i (2) . A relatively good linear fit of the log-transformed digital numbers as a function of

depth was obtained with R? values over 0.75 (see Fig. 8). Fluctuations in the measurements at
a certain depth can result from small surface wavelets or an accumulation of bubbles on the
optic external interface. Table 2 gives the immersion factors and relevant quantities to compute
them using Eq. (11). We found immersion factors of 1.69 + 0.02, 1.69 + 0.02 and 1.71 £ 0.03
for the red, green, and blue bands. The increase in radiance below water (n-squared law t,, -n,,
) was calculated using the refractive index of pure water from Hale and Querry (1973) [62] at
the effective wavelength 4, of the wavebands. We also used Fresnel equations for the
transmittance. The fitted immersion factors of the three channels are equivalent inside their
uncertainties due to little dispersion in visible light of the involved media and the large
overlapping spectral bands.
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Fig. 8. Immersion factor characterization in the (a) red, (b) green and (c) blue wavebands. The circle markers represent
the natural logarithm of the averaged in-water y_ . measurements as a function of water height z above the camera

and corrected for n-squared law. The linear regression results are shown with the intercept b corresponding to the
camera response just below water (triangle markers).

Using the refractive index of pure water ( n,, ) at 25 °C at the effective wavelength of the spectral
bands, we obtained external surface refractive indexes (n,) of 1.60, 1.63, and 1.58 from the
theoretical equation of immersion factor (see Eq. (10)) for the red, green, blue channels
respectively. These values fall within the range of refractive indexes for various plastics. The
uncertainties relating to |, as presented in Table 2, were calculated by a propagation of in-air
digital-numbers uncertainty, which is the standard deviation of the values inside the averaging
region and uncertainty relating to yy, ; (0~) calculated by taking the 95 % confidence interval
of the regression intercept standard error. From Eq. (10), the effect of salinity and temperature
on the refractive index of water and therefore on |, was verified. Using the empirical equation

of Quan and Fry (1995) [63] (valid for brine water [64]) for temperature T between -2°C and
25°C and salinity S between 0 and 35 PSU, it was found that the maximum variation in I, isan



increase of approximately 0.02 from the value for pure water (T=25° C, S=0 PSU), which is in
the same range as the uncertainties. Thus, no further correction was applied for variations in
temperature and/or salinity.

Table 2. Immersion factor results for each waveband. In order from left to right, the table shows the spectral
bands, the measurements taken in-air 0%, the increase factor of radiance (n-squared law), the measurements just
below water, 0", and the retrieved immersion factor. The measurements below water are corrected for the n-
squared law as mentioned in the heading of the 4™ column.

Spectral band i Yoni (07) t nvzV Yon, (07) / tawnf, Immersion factor
[ADU] [ADU]
r 5267 + 68 1.738 3111+ 12 1.69 £+ 0.02
g 8259 + 90 1.742 4877 + 26 1.69 £+ 0.02
b 3737 + 60 1.748 2191 + 12 1.71 £ 0.03

3.7 Dark frame

Dark-frame characterization and analysis were performed to estimate electronic noise levels
and determine whether some of these could be problematic in specific acquisition conditions
(e.g. low light).

Figure 9(a) presents the histograms of the dark signal (15 frames pixel-wise average) at a
minimum ISO of 100 and for each exposure time: 1/4000 s, 1/1000 s, 1/240 s, 1/60 s, 1/15 s,
1/5s, 1 s, and 2 s. The gaussian-shaped curves do not vary significantly with exposure time at
the lowest gain. Between 1/4000 s and 2 s, the central values of the histograms increase from
800.20 to 801.90 (over 16 384 possible counts) while the widths increase from 1.92 to 2.02.
The central and width values are given in Fig. 9(c) and correspond respectively to the average
and standard deviation of gaussian fits. This suggests that the temporal thermal dark current is
rather low and that for the minimal gain setting, pixel bias (FPN) and reading noise mostly
contribute to the dark frame. The dark current seems to start to become significant when
grabbing times are in the order of seconds and over (see Fig. 9(c)). However, more exposure
times would be required to clearly identify dark current as the cause. We noticed that the
frames’ average and standard deviations deviate from the fitted values when exposure time
reaches 1/15 s and above. Histograms in Fig. 9(a) show only digital numbers between 790 and
810 as the majority of the 12 megapixels are in that range. Thus, the fit does not consider hot
pixels that appear at high exposure-time settings. Careful attention should be taken to remove
those hot pixels in low-light conditions, when t._ goes over 1/15s.
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Fig. 9. Dark-frame characterization of the entire CMOS area (3456 x 3456 pixels) for multiple exposure conditions.
The dark frames were analyzed using 15 captures at each condition. (a) Pixel dark-value histograms for ISO gain S
of 100 and multiple exposure times: 1/4000 s, 1/1000 s, 1/240 s, 1/60°s, 1/15 s, 1/5's, 1 s and 2 s. (b) Dark counts for
1SO-gain variation from 100 to 3200 by doubling the values each time and with exposure time of 1.0 s. The gaussian-
fit central values and standard deviations of the dark images for exposure time and 1SO-gain variations are presented
in (c) and (d) respectively. For 1ISO 1600 and 3200 in figure (d), high noise levels across images caused the central
values of the histograms (black points and curve) to deviate from the general trend, making these points appear as
outliers.

Figure 9(b) shows the histograms of pixel counts for the pixel-wise averaged dark image of 15
frames for gain variations. We display a limiting case scenario with the exposure time at 1.0 s
for each setting of 1SO gain varied from 100 to 3200 by doubling each time. As expected, the
dark image has more noise when the gain is increased. Both the average and standard deviations
of the gaussian fit over the histograms increase close to linearly with 1SO. From 100 to 3200,
the average digital value increases from 801.02 to 823.43 and the standard deviation rises from
1.93t0 39.17. This is expected because the gain, which is assumed to be analog, amplifies both
the signal and noise. For this reason, at low light, it is suggested that the exposure time be set
initially, and then, if it is not enough, that the gain be increased. Furthermore, each time an
acquisition with known exposure parameters is taken, it is recommended to take a dark frame
— by covering the camera — at the same exposure time and gain to correct for the bias. Such
dark frames should be taken in the same thermal conditions as frames exposed to light. If used
in 1SO-priority mode with unknown exposure times, an estimate of the bias level can be
obtained by averaging the values in one of the sensor corners (see Fig. S5 in the supplemental
document) that remain unexposed to light due to the circular fisheye image. This technique
does not correct for the dark noise non-uniformity (DSNU) but can compensate any drifts in
the bias.

3.8 Real-world validation



Figure 10 shows the results of the real-world validation. The subfigures in the left column
display the temporal measurements from the C-OPS radiometer (all data gathered at 6 Hz) and
the Insta360® ONE radiance camera (taken every 2 minutes) for the red, green, and blue
spectral channels. The C-OPS channels selected were those closest to the effective wavelength
of each radiance camera band, and correspond respectively to the channels at 625, 555 and 490
nm. The radiance time series from the omnidirectional camera follow those of the scientific
radiometer globally well. In the dynamic parts of the curves, discrepancies are observed. These
likely result from the passage of clouds over both sensors (see Fig. S5 in the supplemental
document). The error bars displayed for the radiance values of the 360-degree camera (see Fig.
10) also reflected their presence as they caused larger variations of the signal inside the 9° half
FOV averaging region. Clouds can completely modify the spectral composition of the incoming
light which, coupled with the camera’s broad spectral bands (as discussed in Section 3.5), may
cause greater errors in retrieved radiance. To a lesser extent, the gaps might be a consequence
of timestamp mismatches between both instruments caused by unsynchronized clocks or
differences in their temporal resolution.

In smoother regions — between 16h30 and 16h40 for example — there are better agreements
between the two curves. This is more evident in the right column (Fig. 10(b), (d), and (f)),
which compares measurements of the two sensors for a total of 30 data points. Some of these
points, particularly in the lower part, tend to fall below the 1:1 line, especially for the 480-nm
camera channel. Nonetheless, the fitted slopes — 1.0 £ 0.3 for the red and green bands, and 1.1
+ 0.3 for the blue channel — all include the 1:1 line within their uncertainty, indicating good
data correspondence despite the large uncertainties. The larger slope in the blue channel might
be explained by the broad camera bandwidths as the sky spectral radiance inside the spectral
range of the band is less smooth than for the two other channels (verified by plotting the C-
OPS radiance in its 19 spectral channels, see Fig. S4 in the supplemental document). We
however observed the highest linear correlation with the C-OPS measurements for the same
blue band. Its Pearson correlation coefficient is r = 0.856 (R?= 0.732), while r = 0.843 (R?=
0.710) at 540 nm and r = 0.837 (R?= 0.700) at 600 nm. The dispersion of the values from the
linear fit is large with root-mean-square error (RMSE) in the range of 0.010, 0.011 and 0.012
W-sr'lm2nm? for the red, green, and blue channels respectively. These values are high
considering that most of the spectral radiance measured is within 0.12 W-sr'>-m2:nm. The
dispersion seems to increase as the values rise, but again this may result from the cloud presence
and clock shifts during those measurements. We also computed the root-mean-square error
directly between the sensor measurements. The results were slightly higher but rounded off to
the same values as the RMSE from the linear fit: 0.010, 0.011 and 0.012 W-sr™-m2-nm for the
red, green, and blue channels respectively. This suggests that the comparison between both
radiometers closely aligns with the 1:1 line, despite having large uncertainties. The median
uncertainties of the 360-degree camera effective radiance values are 0.004 W-sr-m--nm-! for
the red and green bands, and 0.005 W-sr'>-m2-nm for the blue channel. For the mean unbiased
percentage difference (MUPD), the values are 21.1 % for 600 nm, 20.3 % for 540 nm and 18.6
% for 480 nm. We also calculated the MUPD between the camera measurements and C-OPS
values convolved with the camera spectral bands. We observed slight increase of the MUPD in
each band to 29.2 %, 26.1 % and 22.2 % in the red, green, and blue channels respectively. The
average percentage difference is lower for the 480 nm band, which may be because radiance in
this spectral region is greater. If the absolute differences are not divided by the mean between
the C-OPS and Insta360® measurements as done in Eq. (12), these differences are higher at
480 nm than in the other bands.

Other sources of error may explain the discrepancies between the two instruments. First, there
are calibration errors as discussed in previous sections. These include uncertainties relating to
the absolute spectral-radiance calibration coefficients (inverse radiance responsivities) and the
fitted relative illumination. In addition, there are inter-pixel variations in sensitivity that were



not accounted for. One way to reduce these sensitivity discrepancies would be to use a larger
integrating sphere for uniform illumination and to apply a correction factor for each pixel
illuminated. Another source of error is stray light which may impact the two radiometers at
different levels, especially in clear sky conditions. There is also possible drift in the response
of the C-OPS radiance sensor, as well as drift of the 360-degree camera since calibration. As
discussed several times already, the broad bandwidths of the camera spectral responses are
significant sources of bias. For future usage of the camera, we recommend conducting a
simulation exercise using different spectra typical of the specific natural environment probed,
in order to estimate the degree of errors introduced by the effective spectral radiance inside the
broad bands. Overall, the agreements between the trusted commercial C-OPS and the calibrated
omnidirectional radiance camera are in the range of what was expected for a consumer-grade
camera. Similar inter-comparisons between RadCam fisheye [28] and Sea-Bird Scientific
radiometers (HyperOCR and OCR-5041/R) were conducted with values of mean unbiased
percentage differences of 16.3 % in laboratory and 6.2 % for upwelling radiance profiles inside
the ocean. For commercial radiance sensors calibrated under the same conditions, the
percentage of differences reach as low as < 5 % over all the spectral points when compared
with one other in the field [65,66].

It is important to note that the real-world validation experiment was performed in air, and the
discrepancies observed cannot be fully generalized to in-water measurements. Indeed, the
calibration pipeline for underwater radiance includes an additional immersion factor.
Moreover, as presented in Section 3.3, the roll-off assessment in water has larger uncertainties
compared to the in-air counterpart due to the inherently more complex method required to
properly characterize the quantity in a wet medium. In future validations, real-world
experiments in wet environments should be performed. The roll-off and immersion factor
calibrations should be optimized to reduce their respective uncertainties.

The dynamic range of this real-world validation experiment is on one order of magnitude with
spectral-radiance values between 0.0096-0.1207 W-sr*m2-nm™. We are however confident
that with this 360-degree camera, we can obtain good radiance signal over 6 orders of
magnitude (10-%-10° W-sr'*-m2-nmt). From the linearity dataset of Section 3.1, it was possible
to evaluate the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) as a function of the dark-corrected digital numbers.
By fitting the SNR curves according to the photon-transfer equations [67], we obtained noise-
equivalent radiance (NER) signals — i.e. when the SNR is 1.0 —of 1.1 x 107, 4.5 x 108, and 1.1
X 107 W-sr'l-m2nm for the 600, 540 and 480 nm bands respectively. For these calculations,
we assumed an SO gain of 100 and an exposure time of 1.0 s. We could get smaller NER by
increasing the exposure parameters, but we kept conservative values of gain and exposure time
to ensure limited impacts of hot pixels and thermal noises on the image. As a basis of
comparison, Sea-Bird Scientific OCR-507, TriOS RAMSES ARC-VIS and Biospherical
Instruments Inc. C-OPS radiometers have NER of 3.0 x 103, 2.5 x 1077 (exposure time of 8.0
s, 500 nm), and 1.8 x 108 W-sr’m2-nm* (at an acquisition rate of 5 Hz, 490 nm) respectively.
A more reasonable limit of detection would be for a SNR of 3.0 which gives minimum
measurable spectral radiances for the Insta360® ONE camera of 4.6 x 107, 1.8 x 107, and 4.6
X 107 W-sr't-m2-nm-* for the red, green, and blue channels.
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Fig. 10. Real-world validation experiment between the radiance camera and the commercial Compact Optical Profiling
System (C-OPS) conducted on the Université Laval Campus in Quebec City. In the left column of the figure, the time
series of the spectral radiance (units of W sr'* m2nm-) from the sky light is shown for both instruments at three spectral
bands: respectively red, green, and blue for (a), (b) and (c) subfigures. The right column shows scatterplots of camera
versus C-OPS radiance measurements. The dotted line in each graphic is the 1:1 line, while the solid lines show the
linear regressions. The uncertainties of the slope m and intercept b (given in each subfigure) reflect the 95 % confidence
interval.

4. Conclusion

We successfully calibrated the Insta360® ONE 360-degree camera for in-air and in-water
radiometry. The CMOS sensor response was assessed linear with exposure time with a mean
Pearson correlation coefficient of 0.9992, and slightly less over gain with a value of 0.9961.
For this reason, we suggest fixing a low gain for minimum noise amplification, and then



allowing the camera to adjust its sensitivity with the exposure time. The projection functions
of the optics follow linear relationships with field angles over FOV of 182°, 152° in air and
water respectively. The minimum detectable radiance levels for a SNR of 3.0 are 4.6 x 107, 1.8
X 107, and 4.6 x 107 W-sr'>-m2-nm for the 600 nm, 540 nm, and 480 nm channels respectively.
Satisfactory agreements were reached by comparing sky downward radiance measurements
with simultaneous measurements of the C-OPS radiometer, which gave spectral MUPD
between 18.6-21.1 %. We suspect that the broad spectral responses of the channels are the
principal contributors to the observed discrepancies.

From these results, we confirm the potential of using raw images from the 360-degree camera
for radiometry. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first time that an off-the-shelf 360-
degree camera has been calibrated for radiometric/geometric absolute-light-field
quantification. Since this type of camera is cost-efficient, compact, and easy-to-use, it can be
easily adapted to a wide range of research needs. We believe that with proper calibration
parameters stored in a database, these cameras could democratize the measurement of spectral
radiance angular distributions and benefit numerous scientific and engineering projects. With
their reduced form factors and low weight, light-field geometric information could be gathered
from places such as unmanned aerial vehicles (UAV), AUV, or drilled holes inside solids (e.g.
snow, sea ice). This would allow a broad diversity of measurements such as directional
reflectance properties of multiple surfaces (sea ice, snow, ocean, clouds, etc.) over large spatial
transects, vertical profiles of most apparent optical properties inside sea ice, or transmittance
measurements below sea ice. Quantities thus captured would help increase understanding of
the transfer of radiation inside those natural environments. The results of this study further
support applications such as measurements of nondimensional geometric metrics like average
cosines in different media, leaf area index in canopies, and cloud cover fraction in the sky.
Moreover, the ratio between spectral band measurements could potentially be used as proxies
for detecting the presence or concentration of chlorophyll.

Future real-world validations will involve field inter-comparisons over a wider dynamic range,
under covered sky conditions — making the incident light field more isotropic —, and inside
water. We also plan to perform temperature-dependency analysis. One way to reduce the impact
of thermal noise is to acquire dark frames at the same temperature as the light frames. Future
investigations will, moreover, encompass characterizations of both stray light and hot pixels.
Quantification and spatial consistency across exposures of hot pixels will allow us to better
understand and mitigate potential impacts on the applications discussed above. For further and
more precise metrology usage, we emphasize on the need to calibrate for absolute radiance
using a standard FEL lamp. The next steps also include testing the repeatability of the
calibration for multiple ONE models to allow transferability of the calibration achieved in the
present study. Moreover, new models of 360-degree devices with better specifications in terms
of framerate, resolution, battery lifetime or sensitivity could also be added to the list of
radiometrically calibrated omnidirectional cameras.
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