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Abstract

We examine five machine learning-based architectures to estimate the droplet

size distributions obtained using digital inline holography. The architectures,

namely, U-Net, R2 U-Net, Attention U-Net, V-Net, and Residual U-Net are

trained using synthetic holographic images. Our assessment focuses on evaluat-

ing the training, validation, and prediction performance of these architectures.

We found that U-Net and R2 U-Net to be the most proficient, displaying con-

sistent performance trends and achieving the highest Intersection Over Union

(IOU) scores compared to the other three architectures. We employ additional

training using experimental holographic images for the two top-performing ar-

chitectures to validate their efficacy further. Subsequently, they are employed

to segment an experimental dataset illustrating the bag breakup phenomenon,

facilitating the extraction of size distribution. The extracted size distribution

from U-Net and R2 U-Net segmentation is then compared with the analytical

model proposed by Jackiw and Ashgriz (2022) by employing the gamma and

log-normal distributions. Our findings indicate that the gamma distribution

provides a more accurate prediction of the multi-modal size distribution than

the log-normal distribution owing to its long exponential tail. The present study
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offers valuable insights into the effectiveness of machine learning architectures

in estimating particle/droplet sizes, highlighting their practical application in

real-world experimental scenarios.

Keywords: Machine Learning, Deep Neural Network, Droplet Size Distribution,

Holography, Breakup

1. Introduction

The fragmentation of droplets and the resulting distribution of smaller droplet

sizes are important in various applications, including combustion, spray coating

and deposition, pharmaceuticals, drug delivery, and modelling disease transmis-

sion (Jackiw and Ashgriz, 2021; Kirar et al., 2022; Marmottant and Villermaux,

2004; Soni et al., 2020; Villermaux, 2007; Xu et al., 2022). Beyond their signif-

icance in industrial and medical contexts, child droplets in the form of aerosols

also play a significant role in understanding natural phenomena, particularly

influencing atmospheric processes such as cloud formation and precipitation

(Villermaux and Bossa, 2009; Villermaux and Eloi, 2011).

The analysis of satellite droplet size distribution resulting from fragmenta-

tion is commonly performed using Laser Diffraction (LD), Phase Doppler Par-

ticle Analyser (PDPA), and in-line holography techniques (Dumouchel et al.,

2009; Gao et al., 2013; Katz and Sheng, 2010; Kumar et al., 2019; Swithen-

bank et al., 1976). The LD technique is based on Mie’s scattering theory, which

describes how spherical particles scatter light. Laser diffraction instruments

operate on the principle that the diffraction pattern produced by particles is

inversely related to their size. As droplets pass through a laser beam, the

diffracted light pattern is captured and analysed to determine the size distri-

bution of the droplets. The PDPA technique operates on the principle of in-

terferometry and laser Doppler velocimetry. It analyses droplets by measuring

the phase difference and frequency shift of scattered light from particles. This

provides simultaneous measurements of droplet size and velocity. Both LD and

PDPA techniques are applicable in scenarios like continuous spray atomisation.
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However, these methods suffer from restricted spatial resolution. Additionally,

PDPA is limited to spherical particles, while LD provides an average drop size

measurement along a designated line of sight.

Recent advancements in digital in-line holography (DIH) have demonstrated

its effectiveness as a reliable method for acquiring detailed three-dimensional in-

formation about particles (Katz and Sheng, 2010; Shao et al., 2020). In contrast

to point measurement approaches such as the LD and PDPA techniques, the

DIH operates as a comprehensive, whole-field particle size measurement tech-

nique. The DIH technique utilises a coherent light source, such as a laser, and a

single camera to capture the interference pattern. This pattern results from the

interaction between the scattered light from the particles and the unscattered

part of the illumination light source (Katz and Sheng, 2010). Traditionally, the

hologram is numerically reconstructed, and subsequently, the size and location

information of particles within the hologram is obtained through a segmentation

process applied to the reconstructed optical field.

The primary challenge in the DIH technique lies in the segmentation of par-

ticles after reconstruction from the hologram. Numerous strategies have been

proposed in the literature to tackle this challenge. For instance, Tian et al.

(2010) utilised a Gaussian mixture model for segmentation to determine the

size distribution of bubbles in a well-mixed water tank. They also employed a

minimum intensity matrix on the particle edge in the holograms to determine

particle depth. Similarly, Sentis et al. (2018) adopted a comparable approach

to differentiate between bubbles and oil droplets in holograms. On the other

hand, several researchers (Gao, 2014; Wu et al., 2014) utilised a minimum in-

tensity metric for particle size measurement and a pixel intensity metric for

measuring particle depth. This methodology has found application in spray

measurement within a wind tunnel, as demonstrated by Kumar et al. (2019).

Additionally, Wu et al. (2014) implemented a wavelet filter for the reconstructed

hologram and used the resulting filtered image as the focus metric, successfully

applying this approach to coal particle size distribution. Moreover, Talapatra

et al. (2012) applied particle shape segmentation criteria, determining particle
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depth based on pixel intensity gradient calculated from a Sobel filter. Li et al.

(2017) employed a comparable approach for measuring the size distribution of

droplets generated by breaking waves impinging on an oil slick. Furthermore,

Shao et al. (2019) introduced an approach that combines the intensity focus and

wavelet-based focus metrics to estimate particle size distribution across a wide

range of sizes. This method identifies small particles based on pixels showing

a prominent peak in the longitudinal intensity profile, while larger particles are

identified by minimum intensity projection. Several other studies, such as (Gao

et al., 2013; Guildenbecher et al., 2017), apply a match probability method to

the reconstructed hologram to obtain the size and location of particles.

In the segmentation of reconstructed holograms with noisy data, machine

learning utilizing deep neural networks (DNNs) has proven to be a powerful

tool (Barbastathis et al., 2019). In the context of particle analysis, Ilonen et al.

(2018) demonstrated that the implementation of CNN (Convolutional Neural

Network) can provide higher accuracy in segmentation compared to methods

such as watershed segmentation and intensity thresholding. While many holog-

raphy studies employing machine learning for segmentation have focused on

image modality transformations (Liu et al., 2019) and intensity and phase re-

construction of holograms (Rivenson et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2018a), a subset

of researchers (Hannel et al., 2018; Jaferzadeh et al., 2019; Ren et al., 2018)

has utilised a learning-based regression approach for segmenting reconstructed

holograms containing a single object.

In machine learning, various neural network architectures are widely em-

ployed for image segmentation, with notable examples including U-Net, R2

U-Net, attention U-Net, V-Net, and residual U-Net. U-Net is a convolutional

neural network architecture extensively utilised for semantic segmentation tasks

(Ronneberger et al., 2015). It features a U-shaped structure with contracting

and expansive paths to capture context and spatial information. U-Net can

categorise each pixel in an image into a specific class or object. Moreover, the

U-Net architecture excels when there is limited training data, which is com-

mon in holographic image segmentation. R2 U-Net, proposed by Alom et al.
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(2018) as an enhancement over U-Net, incorporates a recurrent residual module

into the upsampling path. This augmentation facilitates the capture of broader

context and refined information propagation across layers, which is essential

for precise segmentation in holographic image analysis. Attention U-Net in-

tegrates self-attention mechanisms, allowing selective focus on relevant image

regions and enhancing feature extraction. V-Net, tailored for medical image

segmentation, employs volumetric convolutions to capture spatial dependencies

(Milletari et al., 2016) effectively. Residual U-Net combines the advantages of

residual connections and U-Net, contributing to improved training convergence

and feature learning (Guo et al., 2021). Recently, several studies (Ade et al.,

2023b; Shao et al., 2020) have applied the U-Net architecture in machine learn-

ing for holographic segmentation to determine size distribution. To the best of

our knowledge, there has been limited exploration into different architectures

for the segmentation of holographic images to extract particle size distribution.

In the present study, two crucial aspects are investigated. Initially, we de-

termine the efficacy of advanced semantic segmentation architectures, including

U-Net, R2 U-Net, Attention U-Net, V-Net, and Residual U-Net, in accurately

determining the size of droplets/particles from reconstructed holograms. We

evaluate these architectures in terms of their training, validation, and predic-

tion performance. The optimised architecture is then tested against experi-

mental data relating to bag breakup. Additionally, we extend our analysis by

comparing these experimental findings with the analytical model developed by

Jackiw and Ashgriz (2022). The performance of the analytical model using

Gamma-normal and Log-normal distributions is compared with experimental

size distributions.

2. Methodology

The machine learning algorithm requires multiple training datasets, specifi-

cally involving reconstructed holograms and their corresponding binary masks.

In the following section, we discuss the generation of synthetic holograms,
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holographic reconstruction, and the processes involved in training the model.

Furthermore, we evaluate the model using an experimental dataset related to

droplets undergoing bag breakup. The description of the experimental setup,

encompassing the shadowgraphy and holography systems, is provided below.

2.1. Generation of synthetic hologram

We adopt the methodology outlined by Latychevskaia and Fink (2015) for

generating synthetic holograms, which is concisely summarised as follows. The

process commences with calculating the Fourier transform of the object trans-

mission function, representing the interaction of light with an object. Subse-

quently, the simulation of the Fourier transform of the Fresnel function is con-

ducted to capture wavefront information during propagation. The outcomes of

these two steps are multiplied, combining the spatial and spectral characteristics

of the object. Following this multiplication, the holographic information is re-

constructed by computing the inverse Fourier transform of the combined result.

The final step involves obtaining the intensity distribution on the hologram by

taking the square of the absolute value of the inverse Fourier transform.

The synthetic holograms are generated with a resolution of 5.08 µm/pixels,

and each hologram has a size of 256×256 pixels. Figure 1 shows sample images

of synthetic holograms for spherical particles/droplets, generated using the de-

scribed approach. The particles in the synthetic hologram adhere to a standard

normal distribution in size and exhibit a random distribution in depth. The

smallest and largest particle sizes (Rmin and Rmax) in the synthetic hologram

are 10.16 µm and 152.40 µm, respectively. A total of 15 synthetic holograms

are generated, each containing a minimum of 5 particles and a maximum of 60

particles.

2.2. Holographic reconstruction and training dataset

The synthetic holograms are numerically reconstructed using the Rayleigh-

Sommerfeld equation, given by

Ir(x, y, z) = Ih(y, z)⊗ h(x, y, z), (1)
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(a) (b) (c) (d)N = 30 20 60 5

(Rmin, Rmax) = (10.16, 50.80) (25.40, 101.60) (15.24, 25.40) (10.16, 152.40)

Figure 1: A sample of synthetic holograms featuring spherical particles. The number of

particles (N) is indicated at the top of each panel. The minimum (Rmin) and maximum

(Rmax) particle sizes in µm are specified at the bottom of each panel. Within each panel, the

particles follow a standard normal distribution in size and exhibit a random distribution in

depth.

where Ir(x, y, z) represents the 3D complex optical field obtained from recon-

struction. The term Ih(y, z) denotes the synthetic hologram, ⊗ signifies the

convolution operation, and h(x, y, z) is the diffraction kernel. The Rayleigh-

Sommerfeld diffraction kernel in the frequency domain is expressed as (Katz

and Sheng, 2010):

H(fx, fy, z) = exp
(
jkz
√

1− λ2f2
x − λ2f2

y

)
, (2)

wherein j =
√
−1 and k = 2π/λ represent the imaginary unit and the wavenum-

ber, respectively; λ is the wavelength of the incident beam. The spatial frequen-

cies in the x and y directions are denoted by fx and fy, respectively. In the

frequency domain, using the convolution theorem, the complex optical field (3D

image of objects), Ir can be evaluated as

Ir(x, y, z) = FFT−1 {FFT [Ih(y, z)]×H(fx, fy, z)} . (3)

Here, the operator FFT denotes the Fast Fourier Transform. The intensity in-

formation within a given plane is derived from the magnitude of the complex

optical field in that specific plane. The reconstruction process is executed across

a sequence of planes, each separated by a depth spacing of 1 µm. The dimen-

sions of the reconstructed volume measure 1.3 mm in each direction. Figure

2 depicts the reconstruction results, showcasing both the synthetic holographic

and reconstructed images at various depths (x).
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x = 65 µ x = 1105 µ x = 1340 µ

Figure 2: Numerical reconstruction using the Rayleigh-Sommerfeld equation. (a) Depicts a

synthetic hologram, and (b), (c), and (d) show the reconstructed images at different depths.

The dataset is created for model training using images obtained through the

reconstruction process and their corresponding binary masks of particles/droplets.

In order to enhance the diversity of the dataset, various data augmentation

techniques, such as translation, rotation, and shear deformation, are applied to

the reconstructed images. These augmentations are crucial in capturing varia-

tions in droplet orientation, position shifts, and deformations observed in holo-

graphic images. By incorporating these techniques, we ensure the robustness of

the model in accurately predicting droplet sizes. A detailed illustration of the

training process is provided in the subsequent section.

2.3. Model training

We outline the training process for five distinct architectural configurations:

U-Net, R2 U-Net, Attention U-Net, V-Net, and Residual U-Net. A set of 500

droplet images, generated through synthetic hologram reconstruction and sub-

sequent data augmentation, is employed to train these configurations. The

augmented dataset enhances the capability of the model to capture variations
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and patterns within the data, resulting in improved generalisation and perfor-

mance on new or unseen data (Frid-Adar et al., 2018). The training process

also utilises the corresponding ground truth masks for these 500 images. These

masks serve as pixel-wise classifications that the network aims to predict as

the optimal outcome. The training procedure was executed using Keras ver-

sion 2.11.0 on an NVIDIA RTX A5500 GPU. Before inputting the images into

the architectural configurations, normalisation is applied to scale the dataset

within the range of 0 and 1. The hyperparameter values, such as the learning

rate, epochs, and batch size used in our training algorithm, are set to 0.001, 800,

and 10, respectively. The dataset is partitioned into training and validation sets

in an 8:2 ratio during the training process. These sets are then used to feed the

models, and their corresponding performance metrics are computed (Alpaydin,

2020).

The training accuracy is defined as the ratio of the number of correct pre-

dictions in the training dataset to the total number in the training dataset.

Similarly, the validation accuracy is defined as the ratio of the number of accu-

rate predictions in the validation dataset to the total number in the validation

dataset. The Intersection over Union (IOU) is defined as the area of overlap

(P ∩Q) divided by the area of union (P ∪Q), where P and Q represent the

predicted segmentation map and the actual ground truth, respectively.

The intersection over union (IOU) metric, also known as the Jaccard Index,

is utilised to assess the predicted segmentation against the ground truth, pro-

ducing values between 0 and 1. This metric measures the similarity between

two sets of samples, where a score of 0 signifies no overlap, and a score of 1

indicates complete and identical overlap. To refine the model’s precision, we

conducted multiple iterations of the training process over 800 epochs, adjust-

ing hyperparameters to evaluate their impact on performance. The model aims

to minimise binary cross-entropy loss, employing the Stochastic Gradient De-

scent (SGD) optimisation algorithm to update weights after each batch. SGD,

a modified version of Gradient Descent, is designed to enhance the performance

of machine learning models by addressing computational challenges associated
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with handling large datasets. This comprehensive training routine enabled us to

improve model accuracy by identifying optimal parameter values and achieving

convergence.

The architectures incorporate max pooling layers to downsample feature

maps, reducing their spatial dimensions progressively. This non-linear down-

sampling focuses on the most activated features, decreasing computational re-

quirements for subsequent layers and simultaneously serving as a form of reg-

ularisation to mitigate overfitting. Following the bottleneck, transposed con-

volutions are employed to upsample feature maps back to the original input

resolution. This un-pooling process reconstructs high-resolution activations by

interpolating the spatially reduced outputs from max pooling, resulting in a

symmetric contraction and expansion of the feature representation. The leaky

rectified linear unit (Leaky ReLU) is applied as an activation function for hidden

layers, enhancing computational speed during the training process, preventing

the occurrence of the ”dying ReLU” problem, and allowing for a small non-

zero gradient for negative inputs compared to the use of the traditional ReLU

activation function (f(x)). The model utilises the sigmoid activation function

in the output layer to generate probability predictions for classifying pixels as

background or droplets. This commonly used classifier maps any real value to a

probability between 0 and 1. Applying the sigmoid activation function enables

the network to produce likelihood predictions that a given pixel belongs to the

droplet class based on the learned features. The activation function, f(x) is

given by

f(x) =

0.01x for x < 0

x for x ≥ 0

 , (4)

where x denotes the weighted sum of inputs into a node or artificial neuron.

In the present study, the segmentation task involves classifying pixels into

droplets or non-droplets. Given our focus on binary semantic segmentation

of droplets, we framed the problem as binary pixel-wise classification. Conse-

quently, we chose binary cross-entropy as the primary loss function for model

optimisation. Mathematically, the binary cross-entropy loss for each pixel can
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be expressed as (Alpaydin, 2020):

H = − 1

n

n∑
i=1

(yilog(ŷi) + (1− yi)log(1− ŷi)), (5)

where H is the binary cross entropy loss. n is the number of images. yi is the

ground truth, and ŷi is the actual output of the model network.

2.4. Experimental setup

We employ a dual technique setup involving shadowgraphy to observe the

morphology of a droplet undergoing fragmentation and digital in-line holography

to analyse the size distribution of child droplets resulting from this breakup.

The experimental arrangement includes (i) an 18 mm diameter air nozzle, (ii)

a droplet dispensing needle, (iii) a continuous wave laser, (iv) a spatial filter

arrangement, (v) collimating optics with concave and convex lenses, (vi) two

high-speed cameras, and (vii) diffused backlit illumination. Figure 3 illustrates

a schematic diagram of the complete experimental setup.

A Cartesian coordinate system (x, y, z) is used to describe the dynamics,

with its origin situated at the centre of the air nozzle as shown in Figure 3. The

dispensing needle is positioned at (x/Dn, y/Dn, z/Dn) = (0, 0.35, 1.08). The

high-speed camera 1 is dedicated to shadowgraphy and is located at x = 180

mm, making an angle of −30◦ with the x axis. A high-power light-emitting

diode, combined with a uniform diffuser sheet, is used for background illumi-

nation. The images captured by high-speed camera 1 at 1800 frames per sec-

ond (fps), with an exposure duration of 1 µs and a spatial resolution of 31.88

µm/pixel, have a resolution of 2048× 1600 pixels.

A continuous wave laser, with an output power of 100 mW and a wavelength

of 532 nm, along with a spatial filter, collimating lenses, and high-speed camera

2 positioned at x = 180 mm, as illustrated in Figure 3, are employed for dig-

ital in-line holography. The spatial filter comprises an infinity-corrected plan

achromatic objective (20X magnification) and a 15 µm pin-hole to generate a

clean beam. This beam is expanded using a plano-concave lens and collimated

using a plano-convex lens, illuminating the droplet field of view. The resulting
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𝑥/𝐷𝑛 = 0
𝑦/𝐷𝑛 = 0.35
𝑧/𝐷𝑛 = 1.08

Figure 3: Schematic of the experimental setup (top-view) involving shadowgraphy and digital

in-line holography to acquire the size distribution of child droplets resulting from the breakup

of a parent droplet. The inset provides the positioning of the dispensing needle with respect

to the centre of the air nozzle, where Dn represents the diameter of the air nozzle, set at 18

mm.
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interference patterns from the child droplets are captured by high-speed camera

2 at a resolution of 2048× 1600 pixels. The camera records at 1800 fps with an

exposure duration of 1 µs and a spatial resolution of 15.56 µm/pixel.

3. Results and discussion

The presentation of our results begins with an analysis of the performance

of five different architectures trained with 500 synthetic images. The evaluation

encompasses testing performance during the training, validation, and prediction.

After this initial assessment, the two best-performing architectures undergo ad-

ditional training using experimental images of droplet breakup. Ultimately, the

trained architectures are deployed to segment the experimental data, enabling

the determination of the size distribution of droplets.

3.1. Performance of the model trained using synthetic images

We utilise R2 U-Net, U-Net, Attention U-Net, V-Net, and Residual U-Net

architectures, and the resulting performance parameters are presented in Table

1. A detailed examination of these parameters reveals that R2 U-Net and U-

Net perform superiorly among the five architectures. It can be observed that

the performance metrics for R2 U-Net and U-Net closely align, except for the

validation IOU.

Figure 4 depicts the variation in training and validation loss across different

architectures with respect to the number of epochs. It is evident that both

R2 U-Net and U-Net consistently demonstrate a stable performance trajectory

in terms of validation loss during training. Conversely, the Attention U-Net,

V-Net, and Residual U-Net architectures exhibit a more pronounced noise com-

ponent and large sharp jumps in validation loss, indicating undesirable features

in their training history. Figure 5 shows the IOU variation with epochs. It can

be seen that R2 U-Net and U-Net architectures outperform other architectures,

showcasing the highest IOU scores. These architectures also display a more sta-

ble rise in validation IOU throughout training compared to others. Conversely,
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Architecture R2 U-Net U-Net Attention V-Net Residual

U-Net V-Net U-Net

Loss 0.0096 0.0098 0.0102 0.0129 0.0152

Accuracy 0.9900 0.9900 0.9898 0.9889 0.9885

IOU 0.8543 0.8524 0.8469 0.8070 0.7425

Validation loss 0.0101 0.0169 0.0273 0.0204 0.0230

Validation accuracy 0.9959 0.9936 0.9911 0.9921 0.9899

Validation IOU 0.8636 0.8241 0.7632 0.7668 0.7389

Table 1: Comparison of performance parameters obtained using input data set of 500 synthetic

images for different architectures.

(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e)

Figure 4: The variation of the training loss and validation loss with the number of epochs

obtained using a data set of 500 synthetic images for different architectures. (a) R2 U-Net,

(b) U-Net, (c) Attention U-Net, (d) V-Net and (e) Residual U-Net.
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e)

Figure 5: The evolution of intersection over union (IOU) across epochs for various architecture-

trained models using a synthetic dataset comprising 500 images. The architectures include

(a) R2 U-Net, (b) U-Net, (c) Attention U-Net, (d) V-Net, and (e) Residual U-Net.

Attention U-Net, V-Net, and Residual U-Net experience intensified fluctuations

with sharp drops in validation IOU, as depicted in Figures 5(c-e), respectively.

Next, we evaluate the predictive performance of the two most effective ar-

chitectures in identifying droplets within an image. During this assessment, the

architectures make predictions for droplet regions, which are then compared

to the ground truth (i.e., mask). The predicted droplet regions are assigned a

value of 1, while the remaining areas are assigned a value of 0, forming an image

based on these pixel values. Figure B.11 compares droplet segmentation results

obtained from the U-Net and R2 U-Net architectures against the ground truth

data. As illustrated in the figure, both architectures efficiently detect droplet

regions within the background. Figure B.11(d) and (e) clearly show that the

droplet size distribution, as determined by the number probability density (Pn),

closely aligns with the ground truth data for both U-Net and R2 U-Net.
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Figure 6: Comparison between the ground truth and the measured distribution from the U-

Net and R2 U-Net architectural configurations for a dataset consisting of 60 droplets randomly

distributed in depth. (a) The ground truth image. (b) and (c) The predicted results from

the U-Net and R2 U-Net architectures, respectively. Panels (d) and (e) illustrate the size

distribution comparison between the U-Net and R2 U-Net architectures with the ground

truth data. Here, d and Pn represent the diameter of the droplets and the number probability

density, respectively.
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3.2. Model trained with experimental images

After successfully training the model architectures using 500 synthetic im-

ages, each sized at 256 × 256 pixels, we train the models using experimental

images. Fifty experimental images, also sized at 256 × 256 pixels each, are

employed for this phase. Based on the insights gained from the performance

of R2 U-Net and U-Net on synthetic images, we exclusively utilise these two

architectures to train and assess their performance on the experimental image

dataset. The experimental images undergo two preprocessing steps before be-

ing utilised for training. The background image is initially subtracted from

the recorded holograms in the first step. Subsequently, in the second step,

intensity normalisation is performed to eliminate noise and rectify uneven il-

lumination present in the images. This normalisation process is expressed as

IN = (I − Imin)/(Imax − Imin), where IN denotes the normalised image, and

Imin and Imax represent the minimum and maximum intensities in the image,

respectively. Additionally, 30 holograms without particles are recorded before

each experiment commences, which is then averaged to obtain the mean in-

tensity image of the background. Figure 7 illustrates the sequential stages of

pre-training, training, and post-training processing images obtained from digital

inline holography experiments. The process commences with hologram recon-

struction using the Rayleigh Sommerfeld equation, following the methodology

outlined for synthetic holograms in Section 2.2. The subsequent step involves

training the model for two architectural configurations, namely, U-Net (Figure

7a) and R2 U-Net (Figure 7b), to segment droplet images. Before entering

the training phase, the reconstructed images undergo data augmentation. The

model iterates through multiple epochs using the training dataset in the train-

ing process. Within each epoch, batches of augmented data are presented to the

model. It computes the loss by comparing its predicted outputs with the actual

ground truth. Then it adjusts its weights using backpropagation and gradient

descent to minimise this loss. Across successive epochs, the model progressively

acquires the ability to identify the underlying patterns within the data, thus im-

proving its performance over time. Additionally, validation data is employed to
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Holographic reconstruction Network training Post-processing

Untrained network

Trained network

Trained network

             Hologram

Reconstruction

Reconstruction

Binary masks of droplets

Annotations

Minimum intensity projection

Droplet size estimation

Droplet boundary 
identification

Figure 7: Sequential steps involved in processing the hologram obtained from digital inline

holography experiments.

evaluate the performance of the model on unseen data and mitigate overfitting.

After each epoch, the model assesses its performance on the validation dataset,

computing metrics like loss and accuracy.

In the current investigation, a set of 50 experimentally obtained images

from the reconstructed volume, each manually annotated as ground truth, is

employed for network training. The ground truth annotations are carried out

through local thresholding around each satellite droplet. The final step involves

post-processing of the 3D reconstructed volume to determine droplet bound-

aries. The trained network is applied to each plane within the reconstructed 3D

volume, as illustrated in Figure 7. The output of the network directly provides
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Parameters R2 U-Net U-Net

Loss 0.0093 0.0091

Accuracy 0.9883 0.9883

IOU 0.9093 0.9109

Validation loss 0.0651 0.0745

Validation accuracy 0.9876 0.9867

Validation IOU 0.8400 0.8292

Table 2: Comparison of performance parameters obtained using input data set of 50 experi-

mental images for R2 U-Net and U-Net architectures.

binary masks corresponding to droplet boundaries in each plane. The ultimate

processing steps include maximum intensity projection of the binary mask, re-

moval of droplets smaller than 3 pixels, and the estimation of diameters of the

remaining droplets.

Table 2 presents a comparative analysis of performance metrics for the ex-

perimental image-based training. Notably, the training loss, accuracy, and IOU

metrics demonstrate closely aligned values for both architectures. This coher-

ence extends to trends observed in validation loss, validation accuracy, and vali-

dation IOU as well. In this context, the difference between R2 U-Net and U-Net

validation IOU has decreased. Nevertheless, R2 U-Net exhibits a slight perfor-

mance advantage over the U-Net architecture, underscoring its effectiveness in

handling experimental image data.

3.3. Prediction of size distribution of child droplets

In this section, we demonstrate the size distribution of child droplets re-

sulting from the fragmentation of a parent droplet under an airstream using

U-Net and R2 U-Net architectures. Furthermore, we compare these experimen-

tal findings with the analytical model developed by Jackiw and Ashgriz (2022).

Additionally, we apply this analytical model for droplet size prediction, con-

sidering both Gamma and log-normal distributions. These distributions are
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τ = 0 4.632.50

Figure 8: Temporal evolution of the morphology of the droplet in air airstream and undergoing

fragmentation. Panel (a) shows shadowgraphy images, while panel (b) presents the recorded

hologram at τ = 4.63. In panel (c), the depicts the corresponding focused hologram obtained

after reconstruction, followed by minimum intensity projection from the recorded hologram

in panel (b).

commonly used to characterise droplet size distribution in drop fragmentation

and spray.

Figure 8(a) shows the temporal evolution of the morphology of the parent

water droplet (d0 = 3.2 mm) in an airstream and its subsequent fragmentation.

For the flow rate of the airstream considered in the experiment, the Weber num-

ber is given by We = ρaU
2d0/σ = 17.5, where ρa, U and σ represent the air

density, average velocity of the airstream, and liquid surface tension, respec-

tively. In Figure 8a, the dimensionless time is denoted as τ = Ut
√

ρa/ρ/d0 and

is indicated at the top of each panel. Here, t and ρ refer to the physical time and

density of water, respectively, and τ = 0 signifies the moment when the freely

falling parent droplet enters the potential core of the airstream. The fragmen-

tation process of the droplet for various Weber numbers has been thoroughly

investigated in Ade et al. (2023a).
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In Figure 8a, it is evident that the initially spherical droplet (at τ = 0)

undergoes deformation into a disk shape at τ = 2.5, driven by the influence

of drag force over surface tension force. For this Weber number, with the pro-

gression of time (τ = 3.38), aerodynamic forces come into play as the parent

droplet enters the potential core region of the airstream, causing the central

region of the disk to elongate and form a thin liquid sheet (bag), accompanied

by the development of a thick toroidal rim on the periphery. In the subsequent

phase, the liquid sheet undergoes breakup due to Rayleigh-Taylor instability,

and the rim fragments due to capillary instability. Finally, at τ = 4.63, the

entire droplet undergoes fragmentation, marking the completion of the breakup

process. Figure 8b illustrates the recorded hologram corresponding to the shad-

owgraphy image at τ = 4.63. Figure 8c presents the focused hologram achieved

through reconstruction from the recorded hologram followed by minimum inten-

sity projection. The reconstructed images from this hologram are subsequently

segmented using the U-Net and R2 U-Net architectures to determine the size

distribution.

3.3.1. Prediction of droplet size using gamma distribution

The volume probability density (Pv) is defined as the fraction of the total

volume occupied by all child droplets of a particular diameter relative to the

overall volume occupied by droplets of different diameters. Using the gamma

distribution function, this is expressed as

Pv =
ζ3Pn∫∞

0
ζ3Pndζ

=
ζ3Pn

β3Γ(α+ 3)/Γ(α)
. (6)

Here, Pn is the number probability density function and can be evaluated as

Pn = ζα−1e−ζ/β/βαΓ(α), where ζ (= d/d0) and Γ(α) represents the gamma

function, wherein α = (ζ̄/σs)
2 and β = σ2

s/ζ̄ are the shape and rate param-

eters, respectively. The mean and standard deviation of the distribution are

denoted as ζ̄ and σs and are estimated based on the characteristic breakup sizes

corresponding to each mode.

When the parent droplet undergoes a bag breakup, the associated frag-
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Figure 9: Comparison of the analytical predictions of the droplet size distribution obtained

using the gamma distribution function with experimental data segmented via (a) U-Net ar-

chitecture and (b) R2 U-Net architecture.

mentation processes involve the node, rim, and bag modes. For an accurate

representation of the size distribution, it is crucial to consider the contributions

of each mode (node, rim, and bag). Typically, this is achieved by performing

a weighted summation, where the contribution of each mode is multiplied by

a weight factor that reflects its importance in the breakup process. Therefore,

the total volume probability density (Pv,Total) can be calculated as:

Pv,Total = wNPv,N + wRPv,R + wBPv,B , (7)

where wN = VN/V0, wR = VR/V0 and wB = VB/V0 represent the contributions

of volume weights from the node, rim and bag, respectively. Here, VN , VR, VB

and V0 are the node, rim, bag and the initial droplet volumes, respectively. The

volume probability density for the node, rim and bag breakup modes are denoted

as Pv,N , Pv,R and Pv,B , respectively. More details about the characteristic

breakup sizes and the weight contributions for each mode are given in Appendix

Appendix A. In the following, we present the size distribution of child droplets

obtained from three repeated measurements for each set of parameters.

Figure 9(a) shows the experimental size distribution of child droplets seg-

mented using U-Net architecture for the bag breakup case at a typical instant
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τ = 4.63 and We = 17.5. The analytical prediction of the size distribution

for individual modes and the overall size distribution are also depicted. In the

bag breakup phenomenon, three distinct modes contribute to the overall size

distribution: the first involves the bag rupturing due to the Rayleigh-Taylor

(R-T) instability, the second comprises the rim fragmenting due to capillary

instability, and the third entails the nodes breaking up due to R-T instability.

In Figure 9(a), the initial peak at d/d0 ≈ 0.07 is attributed to the bag rupture,

while the subsequent peak at d/d0 ≈ 0.20 corresponds to the rim fragmenta-

tion. The third peak at d/d0 ≈ 0.60 signifies the node breakup. Additionally,

Figure 9(a) reveals that the analytically estimated contributions for bag, rim,

and node breakups reasonably agree with the experimental size distribution re-

lated to these modes. Moreover, the theoretically predicted characteristic sizes

align reasonably well with the corresponding experimental results. Notably, the

volume fractions of bag, rim, and nodes are 15%, 45%, and 40%, respectively.

Figure 9(b) depicts the size distribution of child droplets obtained through

the segmentation via R2 U-Net architecture. Here, the first peak at d/d0 ≈ 0.10

is attributed to the bag rupture, while the second peak at d/d0 ≈ 0.20 corre-

sponds to the rim fragmentation. The third peak at d/d0 ≈ 0.57 signifies the

node breakup. Additionally, Figure 9(b) also reveals that the analytically esti-

mated contributions for bag, rim, and node breakups agrees well with experi-

mental size distribution related to these modes.

In summary, the segmentation of experimental data utilising U-Net and R2

U-Net architectures for bag breakup yields a multimodal size distribution char-

acterised by three distinct peaks (see Figure 9(a) and 9(b) of the manuscript).

For U-Net (Figure 9(a)), the first, second, and third peaks corresponding to bag,

rim, and node distribution exhibit deviations from the analytical distribution,

with percentage discrepancies of 9.6%, 8.1%, and 6%, respectively. Conversely,

for R2 U-Net (Figure 9(b)), the first, second, and third peaks linked with bag,

rim, and node distribution display deviations from the analytical distribution,

with percentage discrepancies of 7%, 9.5%, and 29%, respectively. These dis-

crepancies underscore notable differences in the experimental size distributions
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Figure 10: Comparison of the analytical predictions of the droplet size distribution obtained

using the log-normal distribution function with experimental data segmented via (a) U-Net

architecture and (b) R2 U-Net architecture.

following segmentation using U-Net and R2 U-Net architectures, respectively.

3.3.2. Prediction of droplet size using log-normal distribution

The volume probability density (Pv) for log-normal distribution is given by

Pv =
ζ3Pn∫∞

0
ζ3Pndζ

=
ζ3Pn

3µ+ 4.5σ2
l

, (8)

where, ζ (= d/d0) and Pn is the number probability density function for log-

normal distribution and it can be determined using following equation as

Pn =
1

ζσl

√
2π

exp

{
−(log(ζ)− µ)2

2σ2
l

}
. (9)

Here, µ and σl are the logarithmic mean and logarithmic standard deviation of

the distribution, which are given by

µ = log

(
ζ̄2√

σ2
s + ζ̄2

)
and σl =

√
log

(
σ2
s

ζ̄2
+ 1

)
. (10)

The process of estimating characteristic sizes and the overall size distribution

for the log-normal probability density function is similar to that of the gamma

distribution function, as discussed in Section 3.3.1. Figures 10(a) and 10(b)

depict the experimental size distribution of child droplets segmented using the
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U-Net and R2 U-Net architectures, respectively, at τ = 4.63 and We = 17.5.

Additionally, Figures 10(a) and 10(b) present the analytical predictions for in-

dividual modes and the overall size distribution obtained using the log-normal

distribution function. It can be seen that the analytical distribution for the

bag fragmentation mode under-predicts the corresponding experimental distri-

butions obtained using U-Net and R2 U-Net architectures. This discrepancy is

attributed to the long exponential tail inherent in the log-normal distribution.

For U-Net (Figure 10(a)), the first, second, and third peaks corresponding to

bag, rim, and node distribution exhibit deviations from the analytical distri-

bution, with percentage discrepancies of 141.3%, 1%, and 10%, respectively.

Conversely, for R2 U-Net (Figure 10 (b)), the first, second, and third peaks

linked with bag, rim, and node distribution display deviations from the analyt-

ical distribution, with percentage discrepancies of 100.1%, 20.4%, and 22.6%,

respectively. Furthermore, Figure B.11 illustrates the comparison between the

size distributions obtained using the conventional method (Hough transform)

and the ground truth data. It is evident that the traditional method (Hough

transform) exhibits inaccuracies in accurately segmenting the particles/droplets.

4. Conclusions

We systematically examine and compare the performance of five machine

learning-based architectures, namely, U-Net, R2 U-Net, Attention U-Net, V-

Net, and Residual U-Net, to estimate the particle/droplet sizes obtained using

digital inline holography. To ensure the robust training of these architectures,

we create a synthetic dataset that includes numerous holograms with varying

particle diameters and number densities. The evaluation of these architectures

focuses on training and validation accuracy as well as IOU (Intersection over

Union). The results emphasise U-Net and R2-U-Net as the most effective ar-

chitectures, demonstrating superior accuracy and IOU scores compared to the

other three architectures. We conduct digital inline holographic experiments

involving a drop undergoing the bag breakup phenomenon. The performance

25



of U-Net and R2-U-Net architectures is tested against the reconstructed holo-

graphic data from these experiments. Both U-Net and R2-U-Net successfully

extract size information from the experimental data. We observe that the child

droplets resulting from bag breakup exhibit a tri-modal distribution, indicating

the occurrence of three distinct physical processes involving bag, rim and node

fragmentation.

Subsequently, we compare the experimental size distributions with the pre-

dictions from an analytical model utilising gamma and log-normal distribution

functions. These distribution functions are commonly employed to comprehend

the size distribution of child droplets in drop breakup and spray research. Our

findings reveal that the gamma distribution offers a more accurate prediction

of the intricate multi-modal size distribution resulting from bag fragmentation

for the set of parameters considered. It is observed that while the gamma dis-

tribution function accurately captures the complex size distribution dynamics

associated with bag breakup, the log-normal distribution, with its inherent long

exponential tail, tends to underestimate the size distribution in the case of a

bag breakup. This emphasises the crucial significance of selecting a fitting an-

alytical model to ensure accurate predictions of size distribution in scenarios

involving bag breakup. The comprehensive analysis conducted in this study

provides valuable insights into the efficacy of machine learning architectures for

particle/droplet size measurement in the context of digital inline holography

and their application in real-world experimental scenarios.

Appendix A. Analytical model for droplet size distribution

In this segment, we present the volume weights and characteristic sizes re-

lated to each mode, namely, bag, rim, and node, as described in Jackiw and

Ashgriz (2021) and Jackiw and Ashgriz (2022).

The node breakup volume weight, wN , can be evaluated as follows:

wN =
VN

V0
=

VD

V0

VN

VD
, (A.1)
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where the disk volume VD is given by (Jackiw and Ashgriz, 2021)

VD

V0
=

3

2

[(
2Ri

d0

)2(
hi

d0

)
− 2

(
1− π

4

)(2Ri

d0

)(
hi

d0

)2
]
. (A.2)

In eq. (A.2), hi represents the thickness of the disk, and 2Ri denotes the

major diameter of the rim. The expressions for calculating hi and 2Ri are

provided as follows: (Jackiw and Ashgriz, 2021, 2022)

hi

d0
=

4

Werim + 10.4
, (A.3)

and
2Ri

d0
= 1.63− 2.88e(−0.312We). (A.4)

In eqs. (A.3) and (A.4), Werim denotes the rim Weber number, reflecting

the equilibrium between the radial momentum generated at the outer edge of

the droplet and the surface tension responsible for droplet stabilisation. The

calculation of this parameter is based on the formula Werim = ρwṘ
2d0/σ. The

constant rate of radial expansion of a droplet (Ṙ) can be determined as Ṙ =

1.125
2

(
U
√

ρa/ρw

1−32/9We

)
(Jackiw and Ashgriz, 2022). The ratio of VN/VD indicates

the volume fraction between the nodes and the disk, which is approximately

equal to 0.4 according to Jackiw and Ashgriz (2022).

The volume weight of the rim, wR, can be calculated from the following

equation (Jackiw and Ashgriz, 2021):

wR =
VR

V0
=

3π

2

[(
2Ri

d0

)(
hi

d0

)2

−
(
hi

d0

)3
]
. (A.5)

The volume weight of the bag, wB is given by:

wB =
VB

V0
=

VD

V0
− VN

V0
− VR

V0
. (A.6)

The above-mentioned discussion outlines the procedure for calculating vol-

ume weights for each mode. To obtain both individual and overall size distri-

butions, it is crucial to identify the characteristic droplet sizes for each mode.

Consequently, the subsequent sections provide an overview of the estimation of

these characteristic sizes for each mode.
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Node droplet sizes (dN )

The nodes form along the rim because of the Rayleigh-Taylor (RT) insta-

bility, wherein the lighter fluid (air phase) displaces the heavier fluid (liquid

phase) (Zhao et al., 2010). The droplet size (dN ) resulting from node breakup,

according to the RT instability theory, is elucidated by (Jackiw and Ashgriz,

2022) as follows:

dN
d0

=

[
3

2

(
hi

d0

)2
λRT

d0
n

]1/3
, (A.7)

where n = VN/VD denotes the volume fraction of nodes relative to the disk.

According to Jackiw and Ashgriz (2022), the approximated minimum, mean,

and maximum values for n are 0.2, 0.4, and 1, respectively. By employing

these three n values, the characteristic sizes of the node droplets can be eval-

uated. Subsequently, the number-based mean and standard deviation for node

breakup can be determined based on these characteristic sizes. The maxi-

mum susceptible wavelength of the Rayleigh-Taylor instability is provided as,

λRT = 2π
√
3σ/ρwa, such that a = 3

4CD
U2

d0

ρa

ρw
(Dmax/d0)

2
is the acceleration of

the deforming droplet. According to Zhao et al. (2010), the drag coefficient (CD)

of the disk shape droplet is about 1.2, and the extent of droplet deformation is

expressed as Dmax/d0 = 2/(1 + exp (−0.0019We2.7)).

Rim droplet sizes (dR)

The formation of child droplets during rim breakup occurs due to three pri-

mary mechanisms: the Rayleigh-Plateau instability, the receding rim instability

as elucidated by Jackiw and Ashgriz (2022), and the nonlinear instability of

liquid ligaments near the pinch-off point.

The size of child droplets (dR) resulting from the Rayleigh-Plateau instability

mechanism is as follows:
dR
d0

= 1.89
hf

d0
. (A.8)

Here, hf is the final rim thickness, which is given by

hf

d0
=

hi

d0

√
Ri

Rf
, (A.9)
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where Rf is the bag radius at the time of its burst and it can be evaluated as

(Kirar et al., 2022)

Rf =
d0
2η

[
2eτ

′√p +

(√
p

√
q
− 1

)
e−τ ′√q −

(√
p

√
q
+ 1

)
eτ

′√q

]
, (A.10)

where η = f2 − 120/We, p = f2 − 96/We and q = 24/We. In eq. (A.10), the

dimensionless time, denoted as τ ′, is defined as the ratio of the bursting time

(tb) to the characteristic deformation time (td). These times can obtained as

follows (Jackiw and Ashgriz, 2022):

tb =

[(
2Ri

d0

)
− 2

(
hi

d0

)]
2Ṙ
d0

−1 +

√√√√√1 + 9.4
8td√
3We

2Ṙ
d0[(

2Ri

d0

)
− 2

(
hi

d0

)]√VB

V0

 ,

(A.11)

and

td =
d0
U

√
ρw
ρa

. (A.12)

The second mechanism contributing to rim breakup is the receding rim in-

stability, as described by Jackiw and Ashgriz (2022). This mechanism yields a

droplet size (drr) determined as follows:

drr
d0

=

[
3

2

(
hf

d0

)2
λrr

d0

]1/3
. (A.13)

Here, λrr denotes the wavelength of the receding rim instability and is deter-

mined as λrr = 4.5brr. In this context, brr represents the thickness of the

receding rim and is calculated using the formula brr =
√
σ/(ρwarr), where

arr = U2
rr/Rf characterises the acceleration of the receding rim, as outlined by

Wang et al. (2018b). The receding rim velocity, denoted as Urr, is determined

experimentally.

The rim breakup occurs as a result of the nonlinear instability of liquid

ligaments in proximity to the pinch-off point. To find out the characteristic size

associated with this mechanism, it is essential to account for both the Rayleigh-

Plateau and receding rim instabilities, as articulated in (Keshavarz et al., 2020).

dsat,R =
dR√

2 + 3OhR/
√
2

and (A.14)
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dsat,rr =
drr√

2 + 3OhR/
√
2
, (A.15)

respectively. In this context, OhR is defined as the Ohnesorge number based

on the final rim thickness, calculated as OhR = µ/
√
ρwh3

fσ. The characteris-

tic sizes described in eqs. (A.8), (A.13), (A.14), and (A.15) are employed to

determine the number-based mean and standard deviation for the rim breakup.

Bag droplet sizes (dB)

The droplet size distribution resulting from the rupture of a bag film is influ-

enced by several factors, including the minimum bag thickness, the receding rim

thickness (brr), the Rayleigh-Plateau instability, and the nonlinear instability

of liquid ligaments. These factors collectively contribute to four characteristic

sizes for the satellite droplets, as expressed in Jackiw and Ashgriz (2022).

dB = hmin, (A.16)

drr,B = brr, (A.17)

dRP,B = 1.89brr, (A.18)

dsat,B =
dRP,B√

2 + 3Ohrr/
√
2
. (A.19)

Jackiw and Ashgriz (2022) found that hmin = ±2.3 µm. Here, Ohrr denotes the

Ohnesorge number with respect to the receding rim thickness, indicated as brr.

These characteristic dimensions are utilised for determining the number-based

mean and standard deviation related to the bag fragmentation mode.
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Appendix B. Comparison of droplet size distribution obtained from

the traditional method (Hough transform) and the ground

truth data

Figure B.11: Comparison between the ground truth and the measured distribution from Hough

transform for a dataset consisting of 60 droplets randomly distributed in depth. Panels (a)

and (b) represent the ground truth image and droplet segmentation image using the Hough

transform, respectively. Panel (c) illustrates the size distribution comparison between the

hough transform with the ground truth data. Here, d and Pn represent the diameter of the

droplets and the number probability density, respectively.
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