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Summary

Deploying Lagrangian drifters that facilitate the state estimation of the underlying flow field within
a future time interval is practically important. However, the uncertainty in estimating the flow field pre-
vents using standard deterministic approaches for designing strategies and applying trajectory-wise skill
scores to evaluate performance. In this paper an information measurement is developed to quantitatively
assess the information gain in the estimated flow field by deploying an additional set of drifters. This
information measurement is derived by exploiting causal inference. It is characterized by the inferred
probability density function of the flow field, which naturally considers the uncertainty. Although the
information measurement is an ideal theoretical metric, using it as the direct cost makes the optimization
problem computationally expensive. To this end, an effective surrogate cost function is developed. It is
highly efficient to compute while capturing the essential features of the information measurement when
solving the optimization problem. Based upon these properties, a practical strategy for deploying drifter
observations to improve future state estimation is designed. Due to the forecast uncertainty, the approach
exploits the expected value of spatial maps of the surrogate cost associated with different forecast realiza-
tions to seek the optimal solution. Numerical experiments justify the effectiveness of the surrogate cost.
The proposed strategy significantly outperforms the method by randomly deploying the drifters. It is
also shown that, under certain conditions, the drifters determined by the expected surrogate cost remain
skillful for the state estimation of a single forecast realization of the flow field as in reality.

1 Introduction

Lagrangian observations are the drifters that follow a parcel of fluid’s movement [42, 7, 47, 76, 16].
They play an essential role in recovering the multiscale nature underlying the turbulent flow velocity
field in both the atmosphere and ocean, which is often not directly measured but can be inferred from
the observed tracer trajectories. One systematic way to estimate the underlying flow field is to utilize
Lagrangian data assimilation (DA) [4, 3, 5, 48], which combines the prior knowledge of the flow field from
a given forecast model with the observed drifter trajectories via Bayesian inference. It aims to obtain an
optimal statistical estimation of the flow state, known as the posterior distribution. Some of the well-
known Lagrangian data sets are the Global Drifter Program [17], which aims to estimate near-surface
currents by tracking the surface drifters deployed throughout the global ocean, and the Argo program [41]
that utilizes a fleet of robotic instruments drifting with the ocean currents for advancing the operational
ocean DA. The drifter observations also provide a powerful tool to facilitate the recovery of the ocean
eddies in the Arctic regions, where the sea ice floes play the role of the Lagrangian tracers [73, 22]. In
addition to the standard ocean drifters, other types of Lagrangian tracers include trash or oil in the ocean
[82, 39] and balloons collecting atmospheric data [14].

Due to their manufacturing cost, only a limited number of drifters are available in many practical
applications. Therefore, determining the optimal locations for placing these drifters becomes particularly
important to facilitate the recovery of the underlying flow field within a future time interval. In many
situations, a certain number of observations already exist, and the goal is to optimally deploy a few
additional drifters to obtain a maximum amount of information characterizing the flow field. Determining
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the preferable locations to discharge Lagrangian tracers fundamentally differs from assigning Eulerian
observations. The latter may directly measure the velocity field of the underlying flow, which helps
establish optimization problems with possibly fast solvers. Efficient methods to optimally assign Eulerian
observations include the data-driven inference [84, 13, 54, 29, 31, 83], the sparse optimization [71, 46, 28],
the deep learning [15, 37, 32] and the tensor-based flow reconstruction [34]. In contrast, the flow velocity
at fixed locations is not the direct output from the drifter observations. Furthermore, the flow velocity is a
highly nonlinear function of the drifter displacement [26, 4, 78, 75], which introduces additional difficulties
for mathematical analysis. These facts require new strategies to deploy the Lagrangian observations
distinct from those applicable to the standard Eulerian ones. Several theoretical studies [74, 79] and
numerical algorithms [45, 18, 80] have been developed to guide the drifter deployment by exploiting
the geometric properties of the flow field. However, one of the major challenges in practice is that the
exact underlying flow field is hard to obtain due to the intrinsic turbulent nature of the underlying flow
field. Significant uncertainty appears when the flow field is inferred from a limited number of existing
observations via Lagrangian DA. The uncertainty is further amplified when the statistical forecast is
applied to predict future states. Therefore, it is of practical importance to consider the uncertainty when
designing strategies for deploying Lagrangian drifters that facilitate the state estimation of the flow field
within a future time interval.

In this paper, an information measurement is developed to quantitatively assess the information gain
in the estimated flow field by deploying an additional set of drifters. This information measurement is
derived by exploiting causal inference and is justified from the information-theoretic viewpoint [?, ?].
One unique feature of such an information measurement is that the information gain is characterized by
the inferred probability density function (PDF) of the flow field, which is a statistical estimate. This
fundamentally differs from the standard approaches by minimizing the point-wise difference between the
recovered flow field and the truth or a certain deterministic reference solution. The PDF of the inferred
flow state naturally considers the critical role of uncertainty in the state estimation. Specifically, the
total information gain is measured by the additional information contained in the posterior distribution
from Lagrangian DA or the forecast distribution from ensemble prediction beyond the prior knowledge
given by the model equilibrium distribution without exploiting observations. Therefore, the information
gain in the inferred flow field is attributed to the drifter observations from the causal viewpoint. It is
also worth highlighting that since the model equilibrium distribution is utilized as the reference solution
for computing the information gain, the optimization procedure of finding the best locations to deploy
drifters based on this information measurement does not require the knowledge of the truth realization
of the flow field, which facilitates the information criterion to be applied in practice.

Despite systematically characterizing the information gain and the uncertainty reduction, computa-
tional challenges remain in solving the optimization problem by directly treating the information measure-
ment as the cost function. Specifically, evaluating such a cost function involves applying Lagrangian DA
to obtain the corresponding posterior distribution. However, when the underlying flow field is modeled
by a high-dimensional complex nonlinear system, Lagrangian DA is often computationally expensive and
is only affordable for a small number of runs within an allotted time. This prevents using a brute-force
search algorithm to find the optimal solution in practice. In addition, as there is no simple closed analytic
expression for representing the information measurement as a function of the locations of deploying the
drifters, calculating its gradient when applying gradient descent algorithms is also computationally pro-
hibitive. To overcome these computational challenges, an effective surrogate cost function is introduced
in this paper. It is highly efficient to compute and applies to high-dimensional complex underlying flow
systems while capturing the essential features of the information measurement when solving the opti-
mization problem. This surrogate cost function is based on a nonlinear trajectory diagnostic approach
that computes the approximate information gain and the uncertainty reduction along each Lagrangian
trajectory. Due to its computational efficiency, a phase portrait map of the surrogate cost can be easily
constructed. Each grid point in the map indicates the corresponding surrogate cost when a drifter is
placed at that location.

Finally, a practical strategy for deploying the drifter observations in a real-time forecast scenario is
developed in this paper. The goal is to seek the optimal locations to discharge drifters at the current
time instant that benefits the real-time state estimation of the flow field within a future period. Notably,
in addition to the unknown true flow field, uncertainty also appears in forecasting the trajectories of
the existing drifters beyond the current time instant. Therefore, applying an ensemble forecast of the
flow field and the corresponding drifter trajectories becomes essential. Given each possible realization of
the trajectories of the existing drifters, the efficient nonlinear trajectory diagnostic approach provides a
corresponding spatial map that indicates the cost of deploying new drifters at different locations. The
expected value of such spatial maps associated with different forecast realizations is then utilized to
determine the locations for deploying new drifters.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the causation-based information
measurement that is used to rigorously quantify the information gain by deploying additional drifters.
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Section 4 describes the stochastic modeling and efficient Lagrangian DA framework. Section 3 presents
the effective surrogate cost function using the nonlinear trajectory diagnostic approach that efficiently
determines the locations for discharging the additional drifters. The numerical experiments are included
in Section 5. Section 6 contains further discussions and conclusions.

2 A Causation-Based Information Measurement to Quantify the
Information Gain by Deploying Additional Drifters

2.1 State estimation with uncertainty

The available information includes a turbulent model characterizing the underlying flow field and the
observed trajectories of the existing L1 drifters within the time interval t ∈ [0, T ]. The goal is to develop
an appropriate strategy for optimally deploying additional L2 drifters that facilitate the state estimation
of the flow field.

The model is utilized to create the true flow field, which is one random realization of the system.
Note that the true flow field is unknown in practice and is required to estimate. Due to the turbulent
nature, two model simulations with slightly different initial conditions or random noise forcing will lead to
very different solutions. Therefore, using the model to estimate the true flow field will have a significant
uncertainty [65, 81]. Since the motion of the drifters is driven by the underlying flow field, combining
the model simulations with the observed drifter trajectories will naturally improve the state estimation
of the flow field. The drifter trajectories can provide more specific information about the flow field in
the nearby locations, which serve as the soft constraints for the flow dynamics to advance the estimation
of the flow field in other areas. This is the essence of the Lagrangian DA [4, 3, 5, 48]. Denote by x the
observed drifter trajectories and u the state of the flow field. DA provides a statistical estimation of the
state, which is more appropriate for turbulent systems. Due to the uncertainty in the initial condition and
the randomness of the system, the state forecast from the model is given by a PDF p(u), which is called
the prior distribution as it uses only the information from the model based on the prior knowledge. The
information from observations enters into the state estimation procedure by calculating the likelihood
p(x|u), which narrows down the possible range of the estimated state. The combination of the prior and
the likelihood via the Bayesian inference leads to the posterior distribution p(u|x), which is the solution
of the DA:

p(u|x) ∼ p(u)p(x|u). (2.1)

Due to the additional information in observations, the uncertainty in the posterior distribution is expected
to be smaller than that in the prior one p(u). DA facilitates uncertainty reduction in the state estimation
of the historical data, namely the reanalysis. It also provides a more accurate initial condition that
advances the uncertainty reduction in the forecast state.

Since estimating the flow field using the existing L1 drifters contains uncertainty, such a crucial factor
needs to be considered in determining the locations of deploying the additional L2 drifters. In the presence
of uncertainty, the standard point-wise measurement is not the most appropriate choice for designing the
drifter deploying strategy. Therefore, the pre-requisite of designing a suitable strategy to determine the
optimal locations of discharging the additional L2 drifters is to develop a new metric that builds upon
the statistical estimates and can systematically quantify the information gain with additional drifters.

2.2 Causation entropy: measuring the uncertainty reduction using informa-
tion metrics

The information gain quantifying the uncertainty reduction in one distribution related to another can
naturally be defined as distance-like quantity called a divergence between the two distributions. However,
the direct difference between the two PDFs is not a suitable choice to measure the gap between the two
statistical estimates. A more systematic way of computing the distance between the two distributions is
via the information metrics, which directly compare the statistics and are more appropriate than standard
point-wise measurements.

Denote by xSet1 := (x1, . . . ,xL1
)T the set of the existing L1 drifters and xSet2 := (xL1+1, . . . ,xL1+L2

)T

the set of the additional L2 ones, where xl should be understood as the trajectory of xl(t) from t = 0 to
t = T with [0, T ] being the period of observations. Further, denote by A and B two random variables,
where the associated values are given by a and b. Let H(B) be the entropy of B and H(B|A) the
conditional entropy of B conditioned on the given state of A. They are defined as:

H(B) = −
∫
b

p(b) log(p(b)) db and H(B|A) = −
∫
a

∫
b

p(a,b) log(p(b|a)) dbda. (2.2)

3



These entropies characterize the uncertainties in the distributions p(b) and p(b|a) from the information-
theoretic viewpoint [64]. Since the goal is to make use of the additional L2 drifters to maximize the
uncertainty reduction, or equivalently the information gain, in p(u|xSet1 ,xSet2) related to p(u|xSet1), it
is natural to compute the difference between the associated conditional entropies.

Coriginal
xSet2

→u = H(u|xSet1)−H(u|xSet1 ,xSet2). (2.3)

This leads to the so-called causation entropy [51, 2, 36, 1], which characterizes the additional information
due to using the extra L2 drifters. The causation entropy in (2.3) indicates that, given the existing
L1 drifters, if the set of the L2 drifters xSet2 has no contribution to further reduce the uncertainty in
recovering the underlying flow field, then the second term on the right-hand side of (2.3) will equal to
the first term. In such a situation, the causation entropy becomes zero. Clearly, a larger value of the
causation entropy implies a more significant contribution by imposing the additional L2 drifters.

2.3 Quantifying the information gain using a modified version of the causa-
tion entropy

The causation entropy in (2.3) provides a first path to study the information gain using a set of additional
drifter observations. With the information given by the additional observations, the two distributions
p(u|xSet1 ,xSet2) and p(u|xSet1) may become more separated when the difference between the mean of the
two distributions of alternative interpretations of the stochastic processes increases. Such a discrepancy
evidently indicates the additional information provided by p(u|xSet1 ,xSet2). However, as each of the
conditional entropy H(p(u|xSet1 ,xSet2)) and H(p(u|xSet1)) focuses on describing its intrinsic uncertainty,
their difference does not take into account the distance from one distribution to the other [85]. As a
consequence, if the two terms on the right-hand side of (2.3) have the same profile but different mean
values, then the causation entropy is zero, despite that the additional L2 observations indeed have a
contribution to improve the estimation of the underlying flow field.

To overcome such a shortcoming, a slight modification of the original causation entropy is introduced.
Instead of first computing the intrinsic uncertainty in the two distributions separately and then taking
the difference as in (2.3), the overall distance between the two distributions is adopted to represent the
information gain. This can be achieved by utilizing the relative entropy between these two distributions
[68, 63, 53],

Cmodified
xSet2

→u =

∫
p(u|xSet1 ,xSet2) log

p(u|xSet1 ,xSet2)

p(u|xSet1)
du, (2.4)

which is also known as Kullback-Leibler divergence or information divergence [57, 56, 55]. Despite the
lack of symmetry, the relative entropy has two attractive features. First, Cmodified

xSet2
→u ≥ 0 with equality if

and only if p(u|xSet1 ,xSet2) = p(u|xSet1). Second, C
modified
xSet2

→u is invariant under general nonlinear changes
of variables. These provide an attractive framework for assessing the information gain when the drifters
are placed differently. A larger value of Cmodified

xSet2
→u means the additional L2 drifter observations results

in a more significant change in p(u|xSet1 ,xSet2) related to p(u|xSet1) based on the existing L1 drifters.
As a remark, the information theory can also be utilized to quantify model error, model sensitivity, and
prediction skill [68, 69, 66, 10, 9, 53, 52, 30, 8, 12].

It is worth highlighting that the eventual goal is to use the L1 + L2 drifters to maximize the infor-
mation gain in the posterior distribution. Therefore, a more natural comparison is between the posterior
distribution p(u|xSet1 ,xSet2) and the distribution p∞(u) of the model statistical equilibrium without
any observational information. In fact, a large distance between p(u|xSet1 ,xSet2) and p(u|xSet1) does
not necessarily indicate p(u|xSet1 ,xSet2) provides additional information beyond the model equilibrium
distribution p∞(u). An extreme example is that p(u|xSet1 ,xSet2) = p∞(u) and both of them are very
distinguishable from p(u|xSet1). Therefore, it is more justified to compute directly the information gain in
p(u|xSet1 ,xSet2) beyond p∞(u), although the searching space of the optimization is only for the locations
of the additional L2 drifters,

Cfinal
xSet2

→u =

∫
p(u|xSet1 ,xSet2) log

p(u|xSet1 ,xSet2)

p∞(u)
du. (2.5)

One practical setup for utilizing the framework of information theory in many applications arises
when both the distributions are Gaussian so that p(u|xSet1 ,xSet2) ∼ N (ūSet1,2 ,RSet1,2) and p∞(u) ∼
N (ūm,Rm), where the subscript ·m indicates using the model only. In the Gaussian framework, Cfinal

xSet2
→u

has the following explicit formula [68, 64]

Cfinal
xSet2

→u =

[
1

2
(ūSet1,2 − ūm)∗(Rm)−1(ūSet1,2 − ūm)

]
+

[
−1

2
log det(RSet1,2R

−1
m ) +

1

2
(tr(RSet1,2R

−1
m )−Dim(u))

]
,

(2.6)
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where Dim(u) is the dimension of u. The first term in brackets in (2.6) is called ‘signal’, reflecting the
information gain in the mean but weighted by the inverse of the model variance, Rm, whereas the second
term in brackets, called ‘dispersion’, involves only the covariance ratio, RSet1,2R

−1
m . The signal and

dispersion terms are individually invariant under any (linear) change of variables which maps Gaussian
distributions to Gaussians.

2.4 The optimization problems using the information measurement as the
cost function

The information metric in (2.5) can naturally be used as the cost function for the optimization problem
of deploying the additional L2 drifters. The optimal solution is given by the drifter discharge locations
that correspond to the maximum value of the information metric.

It is worth noting that the time t of u is not specified in p(u|xSet1 ,xSet2). If t ∈ [0, T ], then the
problem corresponds to the reanalysis situation. If t > T , then a forecast scenario is considered. In the
latter case, the data assimilation solution p(u|xSet1) via the filtering technique at t = T is computed,
which serves as the initial value in the given flow model for continuously estimating the future states using
both xSet1 and xSet2 . In both cases, the averaged information gain within a time interval is calculated.
Although the focus of this paper is on the real-time estate estimation scenario, it is helpful to summarize
the reanalysis situation as well [23] to help understand the additional challenge in the real-time case.

2.4.1 The reanalysis scenario

In the reanalysis scenario, the goal is to determine the locations of deploying the L2 drifters at time
t = t∗ such that the information gain in the recovered flow field from Lagrangian DA within an interval
[t∗−τ, t∗+τ ] ⊂ [0, T ] in light of the total of L1+L2 observed Lagrangian trajectories is maximized. Once
the locations of the L2 new drifters at t∗ are determined, the associated trajectories within [t∗− τ, t∗+ τ ]
can be computed by integrating the governing equations of these drifters forward and backward in time
driven by the true flow field. Equivalently, this scenario can be regarded as optimally choosing L2

additional drifters within t ∈ [t∗ − τ, t∗ + τ ] among many candidate drifters covering the entire domain.
Note that the only uncertainty in determining the L2 additional drifter locations at time t∗ lies in the
imperfect estimation of the underlying flow field using the Lagrangian DA with the L1 existing drifters.
Once the L2 drifters are placed at time t∗, a nonlinear smoother (a typical DA method for reanalysis)
[77, 33] can directly be utilized to obtain the state estimation p(u|xSet1 ,xSet2) at each time instant within
the interval [t∗ − τ, t∗ + τ ]. Then (2.5) or (2.6) is utilized to compute the relative entropy that indicates
the information gain associated with the locations in deploying the L2 drifters.

2.4.2 The real-time state estimation scenario

In the real-time state estimation scenario, the goal is to determine the locations of deploying the additional
L2 drifters at time t = T such that the information gain in the real-time state estimation via Lagrangian
DA using these L1 + L2 drifters within the future interval [T, T + τ ] is maximized. Unlike the reanalysis
scenario, the true trajectories of the L1 + L2 drifters for estimating the future states within the time
interval [T, T + τ ] become unknown. Both the flow field and the Lagrangian trajectories need to be
forecasted. The latter introduces a second source of uncertainty.

The calculation of the cost function becomes different in the scenario for improving the real-time
future state estimation. First, the existing L1 drifters are used to estimate the underlying flow field up to
the current time instant t = T , where the state estimation of the flow field u(T ) is given by the filtering
solution

p(u(T )|xSet1(s ≤ T )), (2.7)

where xSet1(s ≤ T )) means the trajectories of xSet1 from t = 0 to t = T . The goal is to deploy the
additional L2 drifters at t = T . These L1 + L2 drifters are then used to minimize the uncertainty in
the real-time state estimation of the flow field within a future time interval [T, T + τ ] via filtering. To
achieve this goal, the flow field within the future time interval [T, T +τ ] needs to be predicted. The initial
uncertainty from the filtering solution p(u(T )|xSet1(s ≤ T )) and the turbulent nature of the underlying
flow dynamics lead to uncertainty in the predicted flow field. It can usually be characterized by an
ensemble of realizations. As the drifters are driven by the underlying flow field, each realization of the flow
field from the ensemble simulation corresponds to one possible set of future drifter trajectories. Because of
the ensemble of the drifter trajectories, the state estimation of the future flow field is given by a two-step
procedure. Denote by J the number of ensemble members. In the first step, Lagrangian DA is applied to
find the filtering posterior distribution of the estimated flow field conditioned on each ensemble member of
the forecast drifter trajectories. This results in J posterior distributions p(u(t)|xj

Set1
(s ≤ t),xj

Set2
(s ≤ t))

for j = 1, . . . , J at each time t ∈ [T, T + τ ]. Then (2.5) or (2.6) is utilized to compute the information
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gain associated with each posterior distribution. In the second step, the expectation of the information
gain over these J values is computed as the final cost, namely

EJ [C
final
xSet2

→u] =
1

J

J∑
j=1

[∫
p(u|xj

Set1
,xj

Set2
) log

p(u|xj
Set1

,xj
Set2

)

p∞(u)
du

]
. (2.8)

Note that only one forecast ensemble member corresponds to the true future flow field and the associ-
ated drifter trajectories. However, using an arbitrary future realization to determine the drifter locations
suffers from biases due to the turbulent nature of the system. In contrast, the expected information gain
in (2.8) provides a more robust criterion, which leads to a statistically accurate solution. In Section 5,
the expected information gain in (2.8) will be used to determine the locations of discharging additional
drifters. The study will show that the state estimation of a single future realization of the flow field will
remain skillful under certain conditions.

2.5 Computational challenges in the direct optimization

Since evaluating p(u|xSet1 ,xSet2) involves running nonlinear Lagrangian DA, there is, in general, no
simple explicit formula to compute its gradient that allows using gradient descent-type algorithm for the
optimization. In addition, Lagrangian DA is quite expensive for operational forecast systems. It is only
computationally affordable to evaluate p(u|xSet1 ,xSet2) a few times within an allotted time in practice.
This prevents using the brute-force (exhaustive) search algorithm as the total number of trials will be
M2L2 when a M ×M mesh grid is utilized.

3 A Computationally Efficient Surrogate Cost Function

Since evaluating p(u|xSet1 ,xSet2) and its gradient is computationally expensive, one practical approach to
solve the optimization problem is to introduce a surrogate cost function that is computationally efficient
while capturing the essential features of the information measurement when solving the optimization
problem.

3.1 Lagrangian descriptor: a computationally efficient trajectory diagnostic
approach

Lagrangian descriptor is a computationally efficient trajectory diagnostic approach, which has been widely
used in many different areas [72, 61, 60, 70]. It can be used as a surrogate cost function to seek the
optimal locations for discharging additional drifters. The link between the Lagrangian descriptor and the
information measurement will be discussed in the next subsection. This subsection aims to provide the
fundamental knowledge of the Lagrangian descriptor.

Denote by x = (x, y)T the two-dimensional displacement and u = (u, v)T the known two-dimensional
velocity field. The general formula of the Lagrangian descriptor is as follows [70, 60, 38]

L(x∗, t∗) =

∫ t∗+τ2

t∗−τ1

F (x, t) dt, (3.1)

where F = |F̃ | is a scalar field with positive values and t is time. According to (3.1), L is the integrated
modulus of F̃ along a trajectory from the past t∗ − τ1 to the future t∗ + τ2 that goes through a point x∗

at time t∗. This way yields a space- and time-dependent field computed for all x∗ and t∗. One commonly
used Lagrangian descriptor is by taking F to be the arc length of the path traced by the trajectory. That
is,

Mvel(x
∗, t∗) =

∫ t∗+τ2

t∗−τ1

√(
∂x

∂t

)2

+

(
∂y

∂t

)2

dt =

∫ t∗+τ2

t∗−τ1

√
u2 + v2 dt. (3.2)

Once the Lagrangian descriptor is computed, it is usually normalized to its maximum value in space for
illustration purposes. Several other Lagrangian descriptors have also been widely used in practice. One
is analog to (3.2) but exploits the vorticity instead of the arc length in defining F . Such a vorticity-based
Lagrangian descriptor is essential for identifying vortex-like patterns, such as the eddy detection in the
ocean. Another Lagrangian descriptor takes the direct difference between F at the current and a former
time instant. It is a useful metric to identify the source of a given target, which is crucial for tracing the
source of the oil split and many other environmental problems.
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3.2 Developing a surrogate cost function with the help of Lagrangian de-
scriptor

The Lagrangian descriptor based on the arc length of the trajectory in (3.2) will be adopted as the
building block in developing the surrogate cost function.

Despite the unknown true underlying flow field, the inferred flow field can be naturally used to compute
the Lagrangian descriptor. Notably, the uncertainty in the inferred or forecast states brings about multiple
possible realizations of the flow field. In the reanalysis situation, different realizations of the flow field can
be effectively sampled from the posterior distribution of the Lagrangian DA [23]. In the real-time forecast
scenario, the forecast ensemble members serve as possible realizations. To account for such uncertainties,
the Lagrangian descriptor is first computed based on each of these potential realizations of the flow field
and the corresponding drifter trajectories. Then taking an expectation over all these realizations leads to

Ex[Mvel(x
∗, t∗)] = Ex

∫ t∗+τ2

t∗−τ1

√(
∂x

∂t

)2

+

(
∂y

∂t

)2

dt

 = Ex

[∫ t∗+τ2

t∗−τ1

√
u2 + v2 dt

]
. (3.3)

A high value of the expected Lagrangian descriptor in (3.3) can be attributed to two reasons. First, the
large value is caused by the long distances traveled by the drifters. In such a situation, the drifters can
provide sufficient knowledge about the underlying flow field as they collect information at different spatial
locations. As the drifters travel fast, the locations they pass by usually have strong velocities that lead to
a large signal-to-noise ratio in identifying the flow field. In other words, the state variables have strong
observability, which allows them to be accurately estimated. Second, a large value of Ex[Mvel(x

∗, t∗)] can
also be triggered by the large uncertainty in the estimated states. When significant uncertainties appear
in the state estimation, many possible realizations of the flow field have strong values, which leads to large
values in the corresponding Lagrangian descriptors. When the expectation is taken, these realizations
enhance the value of Ex[Mvel(x

∗, t∗)] in (3.3). These empirical arguments have been justified using simple
analytically solvable examples in [23] for the reanalysis scenario. They will be further illustrated in Section
5.

The expected Lagrangian descriptor can be linked with the information measurement (2.5). The ex-
pected Lagrangian descriptor having a large value corresponds to the locations that either the underlying
flow field is strong or the uncertainty is significant. These findings indicate that discharging drifters at
those locations will allow the drifters to travel a long distance and carry a large amount of information
of the flow field (the former case) or advance the reduction of the local uncertainty (the latter case). In
both cases, the information gain is significant. In addition to determining the drifter deployment based
on the Lagrangian descriptor, it is also desirable to place the drifters at locations that are separate from
each other. This will prevent the drifters from carrying out similar information if their trajectories nearly
overlap.

With the above justifications, it is natural to adopt the expected Lagrangian descriptor in (3.3) as the
surrogate cost function in solving the optimization problem. Due to its computational efficiency, a phase
portrait map of this surrogate cost can easily be constructed. Each grid point in the map indicates the
corresponding surrogate cost when a drifter is placed at that location. By excluding the areas around the
existing drifters, the maximum of the remaining map corresponds to the optimal solution.

Finally, it is worth remarking that the surrogate cost function via the expected Lagrangian descriptor
is only used in solving the optimization problem. The original information measurement (2.5) will be
used to compute the exact cost and validate the result.

3.3 Sequential strategy

In the reanalysis scenario, the Lagrangian descriptor can be used to determine the optimal location
for one new drifter, with which an updated flow field and the associated Lagrangian descriptor can be
computed to determine the location for the next drifter. Such a sequential drifter deploying strategy via
the greedy algorithm helps improve the results. However, in the real-time state estimation scenario, the
newly deployed drifters at time t = T will not help improve state estimation at this instant, as it takes
time for the flow estimation to respond to the additional observations. In other words, the newly deployed
drifters will not help reduce the forecast uncertainty of the flow field. This implies the sequential drifter
deployment strategy is not applicable.

3.4 The entire procedure of deploying drifter observations

The entire procedure of deploying drifter observations is summarized in Figure 3.1. To distinguish the
differences between the reanalysis and the real-time state estimation scenarios, the procedures of these
two cases are compared in the figure.
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3.4.1 The reanalysis scenario

In the reanalysis scenario, the existing L1 drifters are used to estimate the underlying flow field via
Lagrangian DA based on the smoothing technique. The uncertainty in the state estimation allows us
to sample a set of flow trajectories, which is then used to form the expected Lagrangian descriptor.
Computing the resulting Lagrangian descriptor map for the surrogate cost function leads to the locations
of deploying the L2 new drifters.

To validate the result, the L1 + L2 drifters are used in Lagrangian DA to calculate p(u|xSet1 ,xSet2),
which is then used to compute the information gain via the relative entropy (2.5) or (2.6).

3.4.2 The real-time state estimation scenario

In the real-time state estimation scenario, the existing L1 drifters are first used to estimate the underlying
flow field via Lagrangian DA up to the current time instant t = T based on the filtering technique. The
conditional distribution p(u(T )|xSet1(s ≤ T )) is used as the initial value to forecast the underlying flow
field via an ensemble forecast method. Specifically, the initial condition of each ensemble member is
drawn from p(u(T )|xSet1(s ≤ T )) and then the flow model is run forward. The corresponding Lagrangian
descriptor can be computed for each forecast realization of the flow field. The Lagrangian descriptors for
different realizations are then averaged to yield an expected value of the Lagrangian descriptor. This is
utilized to determine the locations of discharging new drifters.

To validate the result, an ensemble forecast is adopted to predict the trajectories of the underlying
flow field, which is then used to obtain one set of the trajectories of L1 + L2 drifters for each ensemble
member. An estimated flow field via Lagrangian DA is computed for each ensemble member using the
drifter trajectories, which are used to calculate the associated information gain. Finally, the overall cost
is provided by the average information gain.

One nuance in characterizing the uncertainty in the two scenarios worth remarking on is the following.
The true flow field that drives the drifter trajectories is unknown in the reanalysis situation. Therefore,
the Lagrangian descriptor is naturally computed based on the information from the multiple sampled
flow field via Lagrangian DA that accounts for the uncertainty in the state estimation. In contrast, in the
real-time state estimation scenario, each forecast realization of the flow field that drives the associated
drifter trajectories, which are subsequently used for Lagrangian DA, is known. Although Lagrangian
DA can be applied to obtain the time evolution of the posterior estimate of such a realization, based
on which a set of sampled trajectories is used to account for the uncertainty, this step is not adopted in
the strategy developed here for three reasons. First, this sampling strategy has to be applied to all the
ensemble members of the flow realizations. The overall computational cost can be significant due to the
multiple runs of Lagrangian DA. Second, unlike the reanalysis situation, each true realization of the flow
field is known here. It can be naturally used to force the Lagrangian descriptor field to better characterize
the flow structure. Third, the dominant uncertainty in the real-time situation is already contained in the
ensemble spread of the forecast flow field. It has been considered in computing the expected value of the
Lagrangian descriptor.

8



Ensemble forecast of the flow trajectories 

O
ne

 s
pe

ct
ra

l m
od

e

Computing the total information gain

Computing the Lagrangian descriptor 
by incorporating the uncertainty

Initial state estimation with L1 drifters

Improved state estimation with 
L1+L2 drifters

Deploying L2 new drifters

Lagrangian descriptor map

O
ne

 s
pe

ct
ra

l m
od

e

Step 1.

Step 2.

Step 3.

Step 4.

State estimation up to the current 
time T with L1 drifters

C
om

puting the Lagrangian 
descriptor associated w

ith each 
predcited ensem

ble m
em

ber

Deplying L2 new drifters

Ensemble forecast of the drifter trajectories

Real-time state estimation using the L1 + L2 drifter 
trajectories associated with each ensemble member

Computing the total information gain 
in the real-time state estimation

Step 1.

Step 2.

Step 3.

Step 4.

Taking the 
expected value

Step 5.

Step 6.

Step 7.

Step 8.

Step 5.

Reanalysis scenario

Real-time forecast scenario

O
ne

 s
pe

ct
ra

l m
od

e

O
ne

 s
pe

ct
ra

l m
od

e

Expected value of the 
Lagrangian descriptor map

Lagrangian descriptor maps

up to time

Figure 3.1: Procedures of deploying drifters in both the reanalysis and real-time forecast scenarios.
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4 An Efficient Modeling and Lagrangian Data Assimilation Frame-
work

All the experiments in this paper are carried out by exploiting an efficient Lagrangian DA framework
that contains suitable stochastic forecast models. The unique structure of the stochastic forecast models
in such a nonlinear Lagrangian DA framework facilitates the use of analytic formulae for estimating
the state of the underlying flow field. With the resulting conditional Gaussian distribution of the flow
field, the analytic formula (2.6) can further be used to compute the information gain. These desirable
properties significantly reduce the computational cost and allow us to carry out a brute-force search
algorithm to obtain the optimal solution using the exact cost function defined by the causal inference.
The results help validate the effectiveness of the proposed approach. Recall that, in practice, the brute-
force search algorithm is prohibitively expensive when the standard ensemble DA is applied. Therefore,
the computationally efficient strategy developed in this work becomes essential. Notably, the stochastic
modeling approach in such an efficient Lagrangian DA framework can provide applicable approximate
forecast models that accelerate the Lagrangian DA for many practical problems.

4.1 Modeling random flow fields

The underlying turbulent flow model utilized in this work is assumed to be given by a finite summation
of spectral modes. Random spectral coefficients are adopted to mimic the intrinsic turbulent features
in the flow field, which have been widely used in practice [27, 62]. In such a modeling framework, the
underlying flow velocity field reads

u(x, t) =
∑

k∈K,α∈A

ûk,α(t)e
ikxrk,α, (4.1)

where x = (x, y)T is the two-dimensional coordinate with a double periodic boundary condition x, y ∈
[−π, π]. There are two indices for the spectral modes. The index k = (k1, k2)

T is the wavenumber, and
the index α represents the characteristic of the mode, including, for example, the gravity modes and
the geophysically balanced modes in the study of many geophysical systems. The set K consists of the
wavenumbers that satisfy −Kmax ≤ k1, k2 ≤ Kmax with Kmax being an integer that is pre-determined.
The vector rk,α is the eigenvector, which links the two components of velocity fields u and v. For
conciseness of notations, the explicit dependence of α on ûk,α and rk,α in (4.1) is omitted in the following
discussions. This is a natural simplicity when only one type of characteristic mode is used, which will
be the case in the numerical simulations of this work. There, the incompressible flow is considered that
includes only the geophysically balanced modes. Therefore, the Fourier coefficient and the eigenvector
are written as ûk and rk. Since the left-hand side of (4.1) is evaluated at physical space, the Fourier
coefficient û−k and the eigenvector r−k are the complex conjugate of ûk and rk, respectively, for all k. It
is worth noting that the framework is not limited to the Fourier basis. Other basis functions and boundary
conditions can be utilized in (4.1) for various applications in practice. Therefore, the representation in
(4.1) is general.

Stochastic models are used to describe the time evolution of each Fourier coefficient ûk in (4.1), which
is a computationally efficient way to mimic the turbulent flow features. Among different stochastic models,
the linear stochastic model, namely the complex Ornstein-Uhlenbeck (OU) process [40], is a widely used
choice:

dûk

dt
= (−dk + iωk)ûk + fk(t) + σkẆk, (4.2)

where dk, ωk and fk(t) are damping, phase and deterministic forcing, σk is the noise coefficient and Ẇk is
a white noise. The constants dk, ωk and σk are real-valued while the forcings are complex. The stochastic
noise in the linear stochastic model is utilized to effectively parameterize the nonlinear deterministic time
evolution of chaotic or turbulent dynamics [65, 35, 6, 11, 67, 58, 43, 50] such that different Fourier
coefficients (excluding those complex conjugate pairs) are independent with each other. This significantly
reduces the computational cost as the operations on the summation of complicated nonlinear terms are
replaced by a single stochastic term. The decoupled equations for different modes also accelerate the
model forecast. These features are particularly useful for efficient data assimilation since the forecast
focuses on the statistics instead of the precise value of each single trajectory. Note that the decoupling
between different spectral modes does not break the spatial dependence between the state variables at
different grid points in physical space, which is automatically recovered after the spatial reconstruction
in light of all the spectral modes.

The mathematical framework of modeling random flow fields in (4.1)–(4.2) has been widely applied
to studying turbulent flows. Examples include modeling the rotating shallow water equation [27] and the
quasi-geostrophic equation [20]. Such a framework has also been utilized as an effective surrogate forecast
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model in data assimilation to recover the flow fields associated with the Navier-Stokes equations [11], the
moisture-coupled tropical waves [44] and a nonlinear topographic barotropic model [21]. In addition, the
framework has been used to quantify the uncertainty in geophysical turbulent flows [8, 21, 24].

4.2 Lagrangian data assimilation

Lagrangian data assimilation exploits the observed moving trajectories from drifters to infer the under-
lying velocity field [4, 3, 5, 48]. It is a widely used approach for state estimation and prediction in
geophysics, climate science, and hydrology [42, 7, 47, 76, 16].

The observational process is given by the evolution equation of the Lagrangian trajectory,

dx

dt
= u(x, t) + σxWx, (4.3)

where Wx is a two-dimensional real-valued white noise representing the observational uncertainty and
small-scale perturbations to the observed drifter trajectories while σx is the noise coefficient. The velocity
field u in (4.3) is given by (4.1), which is a highly nonlinear function of x. Usually, L equations of (4.3)
are used in Lagrangian data assimilation, representing the observed trajectories of L Lagrangian drifters.

Define X = (x1, . . . ,xL)
T the collection of the L observed drifter trajectories and U = {ûk} the vector

that collects the Fourier coefficients. In light of (4.1), (4.2) and (4.3), the Lagrangian data assimilation
can be written in the following form:

dX(t)

dt
= A(X, t)U(t) + σxẆX(t), (4.4a)

dU(t)

dt
= FU +ΛU(t) +ΣUẆU(t), (4.4b)

whereA(X, t) contains all the Fourier bases and is, therefore, a highly nonlinear function ofX. Despite the
strong nonlinearity in the observational process (4.4a), analytic solutions are available for the Lagrangian
data assimilation when the linear stochastic models are used as the surrogate forecast model [59]. This
facilitates the state estimation and uncertainty quantification [26].

Proposition 4.1 (Posterior distribution of Lagrangian data assimilation: Filtering). Given one realiza-
tion of the drifter trajectories X(s ≤ t), the filtering posterior distribution p(U(t)|X(s ≤ t)) of Lagrangian
data assimilation (4.4) is conditionally Gaussian, where the time evolutions of the conditional mean µ
and the conditional covariance R are given by

dµ

dt
= (FU +Λµ) + σ−2

x RA∗
(

dX

dt
−Aµ

)
, (4.5a)

dR

dt
= ΛR+RΛ∗ +ΣUΣ∗

U − σ−2
x RA∗AR, (4.5b)

with ·∗ being the complex conjugate transpose.

Proof. The proof can be found in [59, 25].

The filtering data assimilation is used in the real-time scenario. For the reanalysis situation, the data
assimilation solution is given by the smoothing, the details of which can be found in Appendix.

5 Numerical Experiments

5.1 Comparison of the optimization with the computationally efficient sur-
rogate cost function and the brute-force search

The experiment in this subsection is based on the reanalysis scenario, which is more straightforward than
the real-time forecast situation and is, therefore, more appropriate to be used to explain the effectiveness
of the surrogate cost function.

The underlying flow model is given by (4.1)–(4.2) with double periodic boundary conditions. The flow
field is assumed incompressible, and no mean background flow is included. The parameters are

dk = 0.5, ωk = 0, fk = 0 and σk = 0.5, (5.1)

for all k such that the flow field has an equipartition of the energy. The range of the spectral modes
is within k ∈ [−3, 3]2 and there are in total 48 modes. The initial distribution of drifters is uniform,
consistent with the statistical equilibrium state [26]. The time instant t∗ = 5 is chosen for deploying
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new drifters in both scenarios described in Section 2.1. Note that since the decorrelation time of all
Fourier coefficients is only 2 time units, the initial value has little impact on the flow field at t∗ = 5. The
parameter τ = 1 is chosen and the time window [t∗ − τ, t∗ + τ ] is adopted.

The number of existing drifters is L1 = 10 and additional L2 = 4 drifters are added to the field.

5.1.1 Comparison of the computational costs

The experiments are based on a laptop with the Processor: Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-1065G7 CPU 1.30GHz
and RAM 16.0GB.

When brute-force search algorithm is carried out, a coarse mesh grid with only 10 × 10 grid points
is used to compute the field of the information gain. It takes in total 3428.6 seconds (57.14 minutes)
using the greedy algorithm to discharge L2 = 4 additional drifters. On average, 850 seconds is needed
in even such a coarse grid to compute once the map of the information gain. The computational cost is
proportional to the number of grids. If a 32× 32 grid is used as in the Lagrangian descriptor case, it will
take about 10 hours to finish the calculation. In contrast, it takes only 131.83 seconds (2.20 minutes) for
computing the field of the Lagrangian descriptor on a 32 × 32 mesh grid. The comparison is also taken
by including a set of random strategy of deploying the drifters. When 100 random trials is included,
the total computational cost is 1614 seconds (26.92 minutes) without the distance criterion, and 2264
seconds (37.73 minutes) with the distance criterion. Therefore, the computational time of carrying out
the Lagrangian descriptor is equal to roughly 8 (without the distance criterion) or 6 (with the distance
criterion) random trials. One run of the brute-force searching algorithm equals to about 270 runs of the
Lagrangian descriptor. To summarize:

2.2minutes = Lagrangian descriptor = 8 or 6 random trials = 0.37% of the brute-force search.

5.1.2 Comparison of different methods

Panel (a) shows the flow map of the information gain using the brute-force search and the greedy algorithm
of sequentially determining the locations of the L2 = 4 drifters. In each subpanel, the color map shows
the information gain (2.6) if the next drifter is placed at that location. It can be seen that the flow map
stays in the low values if the new drifter is too close to the existing ones. This is the first justification
for imposing the distance criterion. As a second justification, it is seen from the two sets of random
experiments in Panel (d) that the information gain stays at a higher level if the distance criterion is
used. Next, the L1 drifters are adopted to recover the underlying flow field, which is then used to
compute the Lagrangian descriptor as the surrogate cost function. Based on the surrogate cost map,
the L2 = 4 drifters are placed all at once. It is seen that when the Lagrangian descriptor is included as
one of the criteria, the resulting information gain is higher than the average value of the random trials,
even with the distance criterion. If the minimum instead of maximum of the Lagrangian descriptor is
utilized, then the corresponding information gain will be lower by about two units, below the average
value of the random trials. If the four drifters are placed sequentially, then the information gain is further
enhanced. Here, the sequential method means each time one drifter is placed. Then, all the drifters on
the field are used to re-compute the surrogate cost map using the expected Lagrangian descriptor, as was
described in Section 3.3. See Figure 5.2 for the change of the map of the surrogate cost function computed
from the Lagrangian descriptor. Applying the sequential strategy, the resulting information gain is more
significant than all the 100 random trials without the distance criterion. Note that the maps from the
Lagrangian descriptor using the sequential strategy are similar overall, but the uncertainty triggers some
differences. Such differences may slightly change the locations to deploy new drifters, which then helps
improve the information gain. Nevertheless, since the maps of the surrogate cost using the all-at-once and
sequential strategies do not differ too much, it can be concluded that the all-at-once strategy provides
an appropriate suboptimal solution. Finally, it is also remarkable that three drifter locations using the
Lagrangian descriptor are close to the selected locations from the brute-force search. This proves using
the Lagrangian descriptor as a surrogate optimization cost function.

One interesting finding is that the brute-force search result depends on the spatial resolution. In
the experiment here, the smallest scale mode has a wavenumber k = (3, 3). It can be seen that using
3× 3 mesh grids, the information gain is even worse than 99 out of 100 random trials with the distance
criterion. With a 5×5 mesh grid, the information gain is still not as high as the one from the Lagrangian
descriptor, which is much cheaper. Notably, in practice, the spatial resolution of the system will be much
higher. If the choice of the mesh grid cannot resolve a certain range of scales, then it is questionable if the
brute-force search will even provide a useful result, not to mention its prohibitively high computational
cost. Note that the computational cost of Lagrangian DA also shoots up when the dimension of the
underlying flow system increases.
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Figure 5.1: Comparison the information gain of different methods. Panel (a): using brute-force search
algorithm to sequentially deploy L2 = 4 drifters, one at each time. The contour shows the exact information
gain computed from the relative entropy (2.6). The red dot shows the location of the newly added drifter,
which is at the location corresponding to the maximum information gain. Panel (b): the true flow field
at t∗ = 5, where the color map shows the amplitude

√
u2 + v2. Panel (c): the surrogate cost computed

from the expected Lagrangian descriptor using the flow field recovered from L1 drifters. The large shading
circles indicate the use of distance criterion, where the minimum distance is 1.5 units here. Panel (d):
information gain using different methods. The three green lines represent the information gain using the
brute-force search but with different numbers of mesh grids (namely different spatial resolutions). Note that
the information gain for the red line and blue dots will have slight shift up- or down-wards if a slight different
minimum distance is used as the criterion. But the red line (all-at-once strategy) always stays above most
(∼ 90%) of the blue dots and the sequential strategy slightly outperforms the all-at-once strategy.

5.2 Determining the drifter discharging locations in the real-time state esti-
mation scenario

5.2.1 Setup

Now consider the real-time state estimation scenario. With k ∈ [−3, 3]2 and in total 48 modes, the
parameters of the underlying dynamics are the same as those in (5.1) except σk, which is reduced to
σk = 0.125 such that the trajectories will not travel too far away. There are in total L1 = 10 drifters
existing in the field, which are uniformly distributed in the domain at the initial time instant. Their
trajectories from t = 0 to t = T = 2 are available. The additional L2 = 4 drifters are discharged at
t = 2 aiming to improve the state estimation for a future period t ∈ [2, 2.5], which is also the interval
used to compute the Lagrangian descriptor. Following the general procedure described in Section 3.4, an
ensemble of the forecast realizations of the flow field and the associated drifter trajectories is computed.
The ensemble size is Ens = 20. The minimum distance between the new drifter and the existing ones is
set to be 1.

5.2.2 A numerical experiment

Panel (a) of Figure 5.3 shows the truth and the estimated time series of mode (−3,−3). The cyan and
blue curves from t = 0 to t = 2 represent the true signal and the posterior mean from Lagrangian DA.
The posterior mean roughly follows the truth, but the uncertainty, indicated by the shading area, is non-
negligible. The resulting posterior distribution at t = 2 is used as the initial value for forecasting the flow
model. As is expected, the forecast uncertainty increases from t = 2 to t = 2.5. The twenty thin blue and
red curves from t = 2 to t = 2.5 are the ensemble members of the forecast trajectories and the posterior
mean when the L2 additional drifters are placed at the locations determined by the surrogate cost function
at t = 2. The initial value of each random realization is drawn from the posterior distribution at t = 2,
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Figure 5.2: Surrogate cost maps by sequentially deploying the L2 = 4 drifters. In each column, the top
and bottom panels have the same contour plot, representing the surrogate cost. But the bottom panel also
includes the locations of the drifters. The existing drifters are represented by black dots. Each time one
new drifter is deployed and it is indicated by the red dot. The surrogate cost maps given by the expected
Lagrangian descriptor are similar, but the uncertainty triggers some differences. Such differences will change
the locations to deploy new drifters, which then helps improve the information gain.

and then the model (4.2) is run forward. The initial value of the Lagrangian DA is simply the posterior
distribution at t = 2. One of these realizations is shown in Panel (d), and the associated time evolution of
the posterior variance is shown in Panel (e). It is seen that the posterior distribution has a rapid response
when the new drifters are placed. Despite the possible initial gap between the posterior mean and the
true signal, the posterior mean adjusted quickly towards the posterior mean. The posterior uncertainty
also experiences a sharp drop corresponding to the uncertainty reduction with the additional L2 drifters.

Panel (b) of Figure 5.3 shows the map of the surrogate cost function computed from the expected
Lagrangian descriptor (3.3). The blue dots indicate the existing L1 drifters, while the red dots are the
locations of the L2 additional drifters at t = 2 determined by the locations of the maximum values of the
expected Lagrangian descriptor and the distance criterion. Panel (c) shows the flow field at t = 2 and the
predicted trajectories of the drifters from t = 2 to t = 2.5. These trajectories move in a similar direction
but are separate enough, indicating the forecast uncertainty. Among the four newly added drifters, drifter
#1 is placed where the velocity field is the strongest in the domain. This drifter will travel a long distance
over the forecast horizon. Drifters #2 and #3 are placed where the local flow velocity is relatively strong
after excluding the areas close to the existing drifters. In contrast, drifter #4 is discharged at a location
that has a significant uncertainty, which is caused by no drifters in the nearby areas. Therefore, a new
drifter placed in such a place will help collect the local information and reduce the overall uncertainty.

Figure 5.4 illustrates the surrogate cost maps associated with each of the twenty realizations of the
forecast flow field in the case presented in Figure 5.3. Despite the apparent discrepancy between different
surrogate cost maps due to the uncertainty, these maps share some common features. For example,
the surrogate cost around the area discharging the new drifter #1 is always significant. These coherent
structures are crucial for the method to remain skillful for helping the state estimation based on a single
forecast realization of the flow field as in reality. Otherwise, the uncertainty will dominate the map, and
the underlying features of the flow field will not play a vital role in determining the locations for deploying
the new drifters.

5.2.3 Statistical analysis

The previous subsection illustrates the procedure for one single experiment. To systematically study the
skill of the proposed strategy, Figure 5.5 includes the results of 100 sets of independent experiments. In
each experiment, the true flow field from t = 0 to t = 2 is randomly generated. The averaged information
gain based on Ens = 20 forecast realizations when the drifters are deployed using the proposed strategy
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Figure 5.3: Determining the locations of discharging drifters in the real-time state estimation scenario. The
parameters are the same as those in (5.1) except σk = 0.125. There are, in total, L1 = 10 drifters existing
in the field. Their trajectories from t = 0 to t = T = 2 are available. The additional L2 = 4 drifters are
discharged at t = 2, aiming to improve the state estimation for a future period t ∈ [2, 2.5]. Panel (a): the
truth and the estimated time series of mode (−3,−3). The cyan curve from t = 0 to t = 2 is the true signal
(only the real-part is shown). The blue curve within the same interval is the posterior mean from Lagrangian
DA (again only the real-part is shown). The blue shading area shows the two standard deviations from the
mean, representing the uncertainty in the Lagrangian DA, where the standard deviation is the square root
of the posterior variance of this mode. The uncertainty of the model ensemble forecast from t = 2 to t = 2.5
is shown in the blue shading area, where the posterior distribution at t = 2 serves as the initial condition
of running the forecast model (4.2). The twenty thin blue curves from t = 2 to t = 2.5 are the ensemble
members of the forecast trajectories, and the red curves and the red shading areas are the posterior mean
and two standard deviations when the L2 additional drifters are placed at the locations determined by the
surrogate cost function at t = 2. Panels (d) is a zoom-in illustration showing one of the twenty realizations.
The associated time evolution of the posterior variance is shown in Panel (e). The contour plot in Panel
(b) shows the map of the surrogate cost function computed from the expected Lagrangian descriptor (3.3).
The blue dots indicate the existing L1 drifters, while the red dots are the locations of the L2 additional
drifters at t = 2. Panel (c) shows the flow field at t = 2 and the predicted trajectories of the drifters from
t = 2 to t = 2.5.

is shown in red. It is compared with the averaged information gain when the drifters are discharged
randomly based on the same number of Ens = 20 forecast realizations, and the result is shown in one
blue dot. Such a test is carried out for 30 independent groups of random assignments, providing 30 blue
dots for each experiment. Panel (a) shows the results of the random assignments without considering
the distance criterion. The information gain from the proposed strategy outperforms almost all these
random trials by a significant amount. Panel (b) includes the results by considering the distance criterion
in the random assignments. The improved results from the random trials again justified the necessity of
incorporating the distance criterion, which has been validated by the causal analysis. It is also seen that
the overall uncertainty in each experiment, namely the difference in the information gain between the
random trials, shrinks, which is as expected. Nevertheless, the proposed strategy leads to overall higher
information gain than the random assignments, which implies the significance of using the Lagrangian
descriptor beyond simply applying the distance criterion.

It is worth highlighting again that the optimization problem is formed by maximizing the averaged
information gain over an ensemble of forecast realizations. The motivation is that the truth of the future
realization is unknown, and it is natural to consider the expectation of the information gain. The above
study has validated that the proposed strategy succeeds in finding a nearly optimal solution that leads
to a large information gain. However, in reality, the truth is given by one single trajectory. Therefore, it
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Figure 5.4: Surrogate cost maps associated with each of the twenty realizations of the forecast flow field in
the case presented in Figure 5.3.

is helpful to see whether deploying the drifters at the locations determined by maximizing the expected
information gain remains skillful for a random single forecast realization. Figure 5.6 includes such a
study. Panel (a) shows that the proposed strategy still outperforms the method by randomly deploying
the drifters by an apparent amount overall. Although the advantage of the proposed strategy shrinks
when the distance criterion is further included in the random assignments, the proposed strategy still wins
77% of the experiments in such a tough test; namely, the information gain using the proposed strategy
is larger than the mean of those from the random assignments. Note that since the truth of the future is
unknown, applying a large number of random assignments based on a single trajectory and selecting the
locations that correspond to the maximum of the information gain among these random trials may not
necessarily remain informative for the true realization. The proposed strategy provides a systematic and
reliable way to determine the locations of deploying the additional drifters.

Figure 5.7 shows a skill score of the proposed strategy in comparison with the random trials based on
the results shown in Figures 5.5 and 5.6. Recall that, for each experiment (with one true realization), a
number of random tests (30 in Figure 5.5 and 50 in Figure 5.6) have been carried out. In addition to the
mean of each random test, the percentiles can also be computed. In this figure, the x-axis shows different
prescribed percentiles of the information gain from the random trials. The y-axis shows the percentage
of the random trails with a smaller information gain than the proposed strategy. If the proposed strategy
gives an indistinguishable result from the random trials, then the value should be located in the dashed
black threshold line. It is seen from the blue and the red curves that the proposed strategy outperforms
the mean of the random tests (50% on the x-axis) in 100% and 97% of the experiments without and with
the distance criterion in the random assignments, respectively, when comparing the expected information
gain. The numbers remain at 98% and 79% when comparing the 95 percentiles of the random trials (the
last point in the two curves). When focusing on the information gain for a single realization (green and
purple curves), the results become worse, as expected. Nevertheless, the green and the purple curves
always stay above the dashed black threshold line, implying that the proposed strategy is always more
skillful than random assignments, even with the distance criterion. The information gain associated with
the proposed strategy in 95% and 77% experiments is higher than those using the random assignments
without and with the distance criterion. The number remains at 44% and 18% when compared with the
95 percentiles of the random experiments.
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(b) Comparison with random trials with the distance criterion

Figure 5.5: Comparison of the averaged information gain (2.6) based on Ens = 20 forecast realizations using
the proposed strategy (i.e., by determining using the surrogate cost function) and the one by randomly
deploying the drifters. Panel (a) shows the results of the random assignment without considering the
distance criterion, while Panel (b) includes the distance criterion. Each panel shows 100 sets of independent
experiments. In each experiment, the true flow field from t = 0 to t = 2 is randomly generated, which is
different from other sets of experiments. The blue dots show the information gain from 30 different random
trials of assigning drifters in each experiment. The black color indicates the mean. The red dot shows the
information gain using the proposed strategy. For illustration purposes, the experiments in Panel (a) are
re-ordered according to the mean of the 30 random trials. The same order is used in Panel (b) such that
the trend of the red dots remains the same.

6 Discussions and Conclusions

6.1 Sources of uncertainty

This paper highlights the importance of uncertainty in designing the strategy for discharging Lagrangian
drifters. One dominant source of the uncertainty comes from the estimated state using Lagrangian DA.
This contrasts with using only the mean of the state estimation, which is usually the output of the
standard reanalysis data. If the uncertainty is significant, then the mean time series may lack sufficient
information.

The model used in this paper is assumed to be a perfect model, which means the same model is
used to generate the true signal, act as the forecast model for Lagrangian DA, and predict the future
flow field. Since the model is stochastic (or, in general, turbulent), its realizations with slightly different
initial values or random forcing quickly become separate. Thus, statistics are crucial for characterizing
the model properties. Regarding the observations, the observational noise level (e.g., the observational
noise coefficient σx) is also assumed to be known. In addition, the solution of the Lagrangian DA is
exact and given by closed analytic formulae. Therefore, in the reanalysis scenario, the uncertainty solely
comes from the state estimation via the Bayesian inference. In the forecast scenario, a second source of
uncertainty comes from the intrinsic predictability limit of a turbulent system when the model forecast
is carried out.

In applications there are other potential sources of uncertainties. One or some of these uncertainties
may appear in a specific situation. Unlike the intrinsic uncertainty from state estimation and forecast
that can be handled systematically, as was studied in this paper, these additional uncertainties usually
need to be dealt with case by case. First, several additional sources of uncertainties may appear in the
models. Since reduced-order models are often adopted in practice to improve computational efficiency,
the model error due to coarse-graining, stochastic parameterizations, and imperfect knowledge of physics
in these approximate models account for the extra uncertainties [67], not only in the DA but also in the
forecast. Second, uncertainty may also result from estimating model parameters. In this paper the exact
parameters are known. Yet, if the parameter estimation needs to be carried out simultaneously with
the DA, then expectation-maximization algorithms have to be applied. The resulting state estimation
naturally contains more uncertainty. See the studies in [21]. Third, ensemble DA is often needed for more
complicated operational systems. Additional uncertainty will naturally come from the sampling error due
to insufficient ensemble sizes and the necessary tuning processes, such as the localization and covariance
inflation [33]. Finally, uncertainty also exists in estimating the observational noise level, which is related
to the representation error and may affect the DA skill [49, 86]. Studying the effect of these additional
uncertainty sources in affecting the drifter deployment can be an interesting topic for future work.

Besides these uncertainties, when the posterior or the model equilibrium distributions are non-
Gaussian, applying the Gaussian approximation in (2.6) for computing the relative entropy may lead to
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(a) Comparison with random trials without the distance criterion
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(b) Comparison with random trials with the distance criterion

Figure 5.6: Similar to Figure 5.5 but the information gain is based on only one forecast realization. The
number of random trials is also increased to 50 in each experiment. Note that an ensemble of the forecast
realizations is still used to determine the locations for deploying the drifters at t = 2 in the proposed strategy.
This study mimics the realistic situation since the true future trajectory is only one of the realizations of
the underlying system.

errors. However, since computing the information gain based on the exact formula of the relative entropy
in (2.5) requires calculating a high-dimensional integration and suffers from the curse of dimensional-
ity, the Gaussian or other approximations that facilitate the evaluation of the information gain become
essential. Understanding such approximation errors in determining drifter locations is also practically
important.

6.2 The solvability of the problem

Recall that the locations for discharging the additional L2 drifters are determined by the map of the
surrogate cost function, which is computed based on an ensemble of the forecast realizations of the
flow field. In Figure 5.6, it has been shown that these drifters still provide skillful results for the state
estimation of a single forecast realization.

One crucial reason for such a promising result is that the ensemble realizations contain the essential
information of a single trajectory. This can be seen from the maps associated with each individual
ensemble member shown in Figure 5.4, which share some common features as the averaged map in Panel
(b) of Figure 5.3. These facts provide valuable evidence to answer a question: When is the strategy
determined by the ensemble realizations skillful for a single realization? If the forecast trajectories are
fully turbulent and lose predictability, for example, the forecast horizon being much longer than the
decorrelation time of the system or the initial uncertainty being too large, then the map of the cost
function will be nearly homogeneous, which indicates the uncertainty being equally strong everywhere.
In such a situation, the considerable uncertainty makes the problem unsolvable. This means a sufficient
number of existing drifters is essential to help reduce the uncertainty and provide helpful guidance for
discharging additional drifters.

6.3 Other application scenarios

In this paper, the information gain is characterized over the entire flow field. The same procedure can
be applied to maximize the gain of the local information by calculating the total cost function map,
where the cost is computed based on the pre-determined local area. The strategy can also be applied
to maximize the information gain at a specific future time instant instead of the averaged one within a
period. In addition, the uncertainty in this work is given by the state estimation using the L1 existing
drifters from the Lagrangian DA. Yet, the uncertainty can come from other state estimation methods
using either the available Eulerian or Lagrangian observations.
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Figure 5.7: A skill score of the proposed strategy in comparison with the random trials based on the results
shown in Figures 5.5 and 5.6. The x-axis shows different prescribed percentiles of the information gain
from the random trials. The y-axis shows the percentage of the random trails with a smaller information
gain than the proposed strategy. If the proposed strategy gives an indistinguishable result from the random
trials, then the value should be located in the dashed black threshold line.

Appendix

Smoothing and sampling in Lagrangian data assimilation

With the filtering solution (4.5) in hand, closed analytic formulae are also available for the smoothing
solution.

Proposition 6.1 (Posterior distribution of Lagrangian data assimilation: Smoothing). Given one re-
alization of the drifter trajectories X(t) for t ∈ [0, T ], the smoother estimate p(U(t)|X(s), s ∈ [0, T ]) ∼
N (µs(t),Rs(t)) of the coupled system is also Gaussian, where the conditional mean µs(t) and conditional
covariance Rs(t) of the smoother satisfy the following backward equations

←−−
dµs

dt
= −FU −Λµs + (ΣUΣ∗

U)R−1(µ− µs), (6.1a)

←−−
dRs

dt
= −(Λ+ (ΣUΣ∗

U)R−1)Rs −Rs(Λ
∗ +R−1(ΣUΣ∗

U)) +ΣUΣ∗
U, (6.1b)

with µ and R being given by (4.5). The notation
←−
d·/dt corresponds to the negative of the usual derivative,

which means that the system (6.1) is solved backward over [0, T ] with the starting value of the nonlinear
smoother being the same as the filter estimate (µs(T ),Rs(T )) = (µ(T ),R(T )).

Proof. The proof can be found in [19].

The smoother estimate (6.1) provides a PDF at each time instant for the recovered velocity field,
which includes the uncertainty. Given these PDFs and the temporal dependence, an efficient sampling
algorithm of the time series of the velocity field U from the posterior distributions can be developed. The
sampled time series of the velocity field is utilized to compute the Lagrangian descriptor with uncertainty
discussed in [23] to find the appropriate locations for deploying drifters in the reanalysis scenario.
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Proposition 6.2 (Sampling trajectories from posterior distributions). Based on the smoother estimate,
an optimal backward sampling of the trajectories associated with the unobserved variable U satisfies the
following explicit formula,

←−−
dU

dt
=

←−−
dµs

dt
−
(
Λ+ (ΣUΣ∗

U)R−1
)
(U− µs) +ΣUẆU(t). (6.2)

Proof. The proof can be found in [19].

The temporal dependence in the sampled time series of U is extremely important. It contains the
memory effect of the recovered velocity field, which is a crucial dynamical feature that affects the pre-
diction of the Lagrangian trajectories X(t). The sampling approach in (6.2) fundamentally differs from
drawing independent samples at different time instants, giving a noisy time series that lacks the physical
properties of U. The sampled trajectories is essential in the Lagrangian descriptor to help determine the
location of placing drifters in the reanalysis scenario.
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