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Abstract

Monitoring the atmospheric dispersion of pollutants is increasingly critical for environmental impact
assessments. High-fidelity computational models are often employed to simulate plume dynamics, guid-
ing decision-making and prioritizing resource deployment. However, such models can be prohibitively
expensive to simulate, as they require resolving turbulent flows at fine spatial and temporal resolutions.
Moreover, there are at least two distinct dynamical regimes of interest in the plume: (i) the initial ejec-
tion of the plume where turbulent mixing is generated by the shear-driven Kelvin-Helmholtz instability,
and (ii) the ensuing turbulent diffusion and advection which is often modeled by the Gaussian plume
model. We address the challenge of modeling the initial plume generation. Specifically, we propose a
data-driven framework that identifies a reduced-order analytical model for plume dynamics – directly
from video data. We extract a time series of plume center and edge points from video snapshots and
evaluate different regressions based to their extrapolation performance to generate a time series of co-
efficients that characterize the plume’s overall direction and spread. We regress to a sinusoidal model
inspired by the Kelvin-Helmholtz instability for the edge points in order to identify the plume’s dispersion
and vorticity. Overall, this reduced-order modeling framework provides a data-driven and lightweight
approach to capture the dominant features of the initial nonlinear point-source plume dynamics, agnostic
to plume type and starting only from video. The resulting model is a pre-cursor to standard models such
as the Gaussian plume model and has the potential to enable rapid assessment and evaluation of critical
environmental hazards, such as methane leaks, chemical spills, and pollutant dispersal from smokestacks.

1 Introduction

Wildfires, volcanic eruptions, chemical spills, and industrial emissions disperse plumes of pollutants into the
atmosphere. For example, approximately 1.2 to 2.6 million tons of methane leakage occurs from natural gas
pipelines per year [1]. Locating and monitoring air pollutant dispersion like methane leaks is an important
action towards reducing harmful climate pollution [2, 3, 4], it is also important issue in national security [5].
By modeling plumes, scientists, public health officials, and emergency responders can understand the con-
centration and spread of pollutants carried by the plume to evaluate health, safety, and environmental risks.
This paper seeks to develop a data-driven reduced order model for the initial plume formation which is
driven by the Kelvin-Helmholtz instability. This is critical part of the overall plume dynamics and is a
potential pre-cursor to more standard models for the ensuing diffusion and advection dynamics of the plume,
thus scientists and emergency responders can use such reduced models to understand the overall drift and
dispersion of pollutants. While other computational models to model plumes exist, the aim for our model
is to construct models directly from data which characterizes the initial plume formation; the only required
data collection being video such as from a smartphone.

Mathematical modeling of plume dynamics has allowed the prediction, management, and understanding of
air pollutant dispersion [6]. Mathematical models can be used inversely for management, such as source
localization or emission rate estimation; forward models can be used for prediction, like emergency response
planning or designing emission control strategies. A standard mathematical model used in the community is
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known as the Gaussian plume model [7, 8] which assumes the plume to be a Gaussian spreading through a
coarse-grained description of the turbulent diffusion and advection of the atmosphere. The Gaussian plume
model focuses on the dynamics once plume has already formed. A spectrum of additional dispersion models
exist, with the most powerful being computational fluid dynamics (CFD) models, which offer high-fidelity
simulations of complex flow scenarios [9, 10, 11, 12, 13]. However, CFD simulations of plume dynamics can
be impractical for rapid assessment and evaluation in time-critical scenarios.

While high-fidelity simulations represent the state of the art in accurately tracking plume dispersion and lo-
calizing sources over time, their computational demands are often prohibitively high. Early research into air
pollution dispersion dates back nearly 100 years, with Bosanquet and Pearson evaluating the spread of chim-
ney smoke [14]. In the following decade, mathematical models evolved to incorporate additional complexities
in air pollution dispersion equations, such as vertical dispersion, crosswind dispersion, and ground effects [15].

In the 1960s, environmental control regulations in the United States triggered a surge in computational
approaches to modeling pollutant plumes [16]. The foundation for these computational approaches was the
Gaussian dispersion model of continuous and buoyant air pollution plumes [17]. Additionally, the Briggs
equations enabled trajectory modeling of more complex plume behaviors [18].
Advancements in computational technology have since enabled high-fidelity CFD simulations to more ac-
curately model particulate dispersion in complex environments and flow regimes [19, 20, 21, 22]. However,
such simulations can easily become computationally intractable for large spatial domains and fine spatial
resolutions [13]. This is further compounded by the complexity of such simulations and their sensitivity to
model parameters [23, 12]. Accurately modeling plume dynamics is highly dependent on the specific type
of plume, such as methane or hydrothermal. This dependency limits the generalization of a model without
significant upfront effort to fine-tune it using first principles.
To address these challenges, reduced order models (ROMs) and data-driven modeling techniques have
emerged as practical solutions.

Reduced order models (ROMs) can significantly reduce computational requirements while preserving accu-
rate approximations of complex phenomena. Classical approaches like proper orthogonal decomposition and
dynamic mode decomposition [24, 25, 26, 27, 28] are widely used to find a low-dimensional and data-driven
basis that capture dominant flow structure. These methods have been used to study urban airflow and
pollutant dispersion [29, 30, 31]. However, two major drawbacks of these methods are: (i) they have limited
spatial extrapolation ability, and (ii) they learn optimal linear subspaces, while fluid dynamics such as plume
behavior are strongly nonlinear. Indeed, nonlinear dimensionality reduction techniques have demonstrated
improved system characterization of fluid flow [32, 33, 34]. However, the black-box nature of deep learning
paradigms like autoencoder architectures can limit physical interpretability.

In this work, we introduce a data-driven framework that identifies a reduced-order analytical model of point-
source plume dynamics, agnostic to plume type, directly from video data. Our framework operates in a
two-step procedure: (i) time series extraction from video data (ii) and reduced-order model (ROM) discov-
ery from the extracted time series data, described in detail in section 2. For the time series extraction, we
obtain a best fit of the plume’s mean path in each video frame by performing various regressions along the
path of highest pixel density. Next, for each video frame, we fit a linearly-growing sinusoid to the plume
edge. This process extracts the polynomial and sinusoidal cofficients over time that characterize the plume’s
average trajectory and spread. An overview the pipeline can be seen in Figure 1. In section 3, we interrogate
our framework’ s ability to automatically extract dominant plume features from video data by extensively
testing plume (i) point reduction, (ii) center-line (mean) curve fitting, and (iii) edge-line (variance) curve
fitting. Section 4 describes important future work, including time-dependent modeling of the plume cen-
ter, time-dependent dimension reduction, and experiments needed to establish the utility of the model in situ.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 1: A sketch of each step in this paper and the composite product. (a) Cleaning the video and
calculating the edge/center points. (b) Testing different regressions to find the curve that best extrapolates
center points for each frame. (c) Modeling the spread of the edge points from the center path, and (d) the
composite discovered centerline and edge dispersion, drawn on top of the original plume video
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2 Methods

2.1 Video Pre-processing

An unprocessed video of a plume that is recorded with ideal background conditions.1 All frames are con-
verted to gray scale, that is n × d arrays taking on values between 0 and 1 (or 0 to 255). Two main steps
are used in pre-processing prior to applying our model: background subtraction and Gaussian blurring.

Background subtraction. A fixed background subtraction method is applied to isolate the plume, where
the first kfixed subtraction frames of video (where no plumes are have formed) are used to create an average
background image. The average image is subtracted against the remaining frames to create the isolated
plume frames. Once the plume dynamics have been isolated from background across selected frames, Gaus-
sian blurring is applied.

Gaussian Blurring. Two separately tuned Gaussian filters are applied—a temporal and spatial filter,
respecitvely. First, a Gaussian filter is applied across the time series of frames to add a time blur, reducing
the high resolution of the plume dynamics. Second, a Gaussian filter is applied to each frame independently
to coarse grain the image, adding spatial blur.

2.2 Coarse-graining for Centerline and Edge modeling

We denote the output of data pre-processing as Z = [z(t0), . . . ,z(tK)], where background subtraction and
Gaussian filters have been applied. We extract a time series of second-order polynomial coefficients that
model the center path of the plume for each frame. Additionally, we learn the parameters of a growing
sinusoidal function that best characterizes the spread, or edge-model, of the plume. We theorize there exists
a connection between the Kevin Helmholtz shear velocity and the sinusoidal frequency.

Each frame z(ti) is converted to a reduced order model describing the center and edge paths in a three
step procedure: (i) contour detection, (ii) a concentric circle search, and (iii) regression. For each array,
z(ti), image recognition techniques are used to identify the plume contour and subsequently search along
concentric circles, centered at the leak source, to identify the path of highest density, where we denote raw
pixel value as a proxy for plume density, and the edge paths, as seen in Fig. 2.

Figure 2: The plume point reduction step converts a frame of video into a scatter of edge and center points:
(a) the raw frame image, (b) background subtraction, (c) contour selection, and finally (d) Along various
ranges from origin, identify the max intensity (center) and intersection (edge) points with contours. (e)
displays the final points on the original frame.

(i) Contour Detection. We apply a binary threshold to identify the contours outlining the plume
for each array z(ti). Hyperpameter selection for the thresholding is done by using opencv’s Otsu’s
binarization. Optimal global threshold selection is performed by inspecting the image histogram for
each array z(ti). The n largest contours, by area, are then selected for remainder of the pipeline. We
denote the identified plume at time tk as ψk.

(ii) Concentric Circle Search. A search is performed along a set of ℓ concentric circles, centered at the
plume leak source, with incrementally growing radii of ri = r · i for i = 1, . . . , ℓ where r is some fixed

1A solid black background is used when filming plume dynamics.
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positive value. Along each concentric circle, three values are attained: the largest pixel value that lies
within the identified contour, ψk, and the two intersection points of the concentric circle ri with the
identified plume contour, ψk. These denote the points for the center and edge paths respectively.

(iii) Regression. Two regression techniques are implemented for the final steps for learning the centerline
and edge plume paths. Center Path. Multiple second order polynomial regression are applied to
the de-centered Cartesian coordinates of the centerline points identified in each frame from step (ii).
Which produces a timeseries of collected polynomial coefficients. Edge Paths. At each time, tk, along
each concentric circle with radii r the Euclidean distances between the edge points and center point is
attained. Giving set of distances for each radial value. We denote this process as flattening the edge
points. The flattened data is then bootstrapped and a series of growing sinusoid regression are applied
via an Levenberg Marquardt optimization scheme. The mean set of values of the bootstrap bags are
then selected for the final edge model.

3 Experiments

We investigate each step of our plume data-reduction method in order to identify the best parameter choices.
To provide data for experiments, we filmed a smoke machine, where plumes were formed by vaporizing a
water based triethylene glycol liquid, under three different intensities of crosswind, resulting in fifteen different
videos. Each video lasts for between twenty and one hundred seconds. Ten of the videos are designated
training videos, and five are reserved to test conclusions drawn on the training videos, balanced between
crosswind levels. We conducted different experiments to learn the ideal parameters for fitting the model
described in section 2: First, how best to reduce the greyscale frames to points along the center and edges
of the plume; Secondly, how to fit a curve through the centerpoints that could extrapolate the direction of
the plume, potentially off-frame. Thirdly, how to identify spatiotemporal frequencies of the plume edge in
hopes that these frequencies, associated with the Kelvin-Helmholtz instability, would reflect some physical
parameters of the fluids. The appendix contains additional information to reproduce the experiments. A
pseduo code of the complete pipeline is shown in algorithm 1.

Figure 3: A visual comparison of the ideal parameters for our data set, along with selected less-than-ideal
parameters.

3.1 Plume point reduction

At a macro scale, the first step is to transform video frames into scattered points representing the center
and edges of the plumes. We investigate parameters for space and time Gaussian smoothing, as well as
more exotic OpenCV parameters for detecting contours and determining the intersections of the contours
and concentric circles. Because this step has no true value by which to evaluate goodness of fit, we manually
review the same fifteen frames from each video’s period of steady emission. While it is possible to add
additional smoothing via a stronger Gaussian blur or minimizing the number of contour points or concentric
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circles, we aimed to reserve smoothing explicitly for the subsequent, curve-fitting steps. The goal of this step
is merely to provide a good representation of the video.

We a priori identify the coordinates of the plume emission point in each video. We compare the results of
different parameterizations by visually evaluating the how well the plume points match the raw video. Table
1 shows the different parameters we varied, and Figure 3 shows an example of a frame, comparing each step
of plume point reduction against less-effective parameterizations.

The review of all the training frames suggested, and comparison of test frames confirmed, that a minor
amount of spatial blurring and no time blurring were the best parameter selection. In addition, since
contour thresholding often rejected part of the plume, finding up to three contours improved the accuracy of
plume point reduction. An increased amount of spatial blurring, when tested, provided little to no benefit
in reconstruction. We conclude that results were not terribly sensitive to blurring.

Spatial Blur (px) Time Blur (1 s/29.97) Number of contours
0 0 1
15 3 2
45 9 3
301 27 4

Table 1: The plume point reduction parameters compared across all trials. We additionally tested out
blurring more strongly along the direction of the plume, different versions of OpenCV parameters on contour
thresholding (settling on “OTSU”) and concentric circle parameters (resulting in the saved defaults)

3.2 Center-line curve fitting

The next step is to fit a curve to the center points of the plume. With this in mind, we describe our coor-
dinate origin as the plume emission point and compare four different curve-fitting methods: three that are
a regression of y = f(x) (linear, quadratic, and square-root), and one parametric quadratic fit that tries
to identify x = f(r), y = g(r). It is worth noting that while the expression of the square root curve is the
inverse of the quadratic curve, they are both fit on y-error, making the former nonconvex and bounded by
a nonconvex domain. To attempt to resolve these problems, we re-parameterize the square-root curve based
upon the coordinates of the origin and the steepness of the curve and split the domain into four convex
subdomains, fitting a constrained regression in each. Additionally, while quadratic and square-root curves
can be described as instances of a parametric quadratic curve, in implementation, the regression does not
require the fitted curve to enforce r2 = x2 + y2 (nor can it, while retaining quadratic terms).

We seek, in the situation where video data is close to a point emission source, to describe where the plume
is drifting off-camera. With this in mind, we split each frame into points near the origin, used to fit a
curve, and points away from the origin, used to evaluate the curve, effectively creating a test regime for
extrapolation. We compare the l2 error of different curve fitting methods on the test points for each frame
in order to determine the best method, as demonstrated in Figure 4.

From initial review of the training data, we hypothesized the square-root curve would be the best curve-fitting
method based on visual inspection. We evaluated the results on the test dataset that comprises 6000 individ-
ual frames. With information on the best fitting method for each frame, we concluded that the square-root
curve was the best fitting method overall at the 99% confidence level, with p-values near machine precision
(see Table 2). However, the magnitude of the advantage over a linear regression was often small; relative
error of extrapolation for each method is demonstrated in Figure 5. The advantage was most significant in
low-wind datasets, where the plume arcs throughout the frame, and mostly disappeared in high-crosswind
datasets, where the force from high-crosswind would rapidly dominate the initial point-source ejection force
of the plume.
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The results showed that the square-root curve was effective at extrapolating the direction of the fitted points
with less than 20% relative error in most frames. This is even more substantial in context of how the fitted
points were created in the previous step: the assumption that points of highest pixel intensity represent the
greatest concentration of the plume, and that the points of greatest concentration best described the path
of the plume. If, on the contrary, the plume’s path at a particular radius is better described by its center
of mass, or by the midpoint of the identified contours, the data fed into this experiment would naturally be
smoother.

Nevertheless, the method and the experiments could be improved in a few ways. The choice of evaluat-
ing methods based upon extrapolation may result in worse models when trying to understand the physics
before the dissipative regime. Changing the metric from extrapolation to interpolation would also unlock
fitting with a spline curve, which allows parametric paths. Additionally, one could replace the parametric
curve with a function θ(r) in polar coordinates. This would also make it easier to enforce the constraint
that the fit curve crosses the origin, i.e. the plume emission point. Currently, only the square-root curve
regression incorporates knowledge about the origin or rather, about the extremal points and the direction
of the plume—a better comparison would provide similar information to the alternate regression methods.

Root curve Linear Parametric-Quadratic Quadratic
Root curve N/A 0.0 0.0 0.0

Linear 1.0 N/A 0.0 0.0
Parametric-Quadratic 1.0 1.0 N/A 0.0

Quadratic 1.0 1.0 1.0 N/A

Table 2: P-Values for one-direction T-Test that method on left is more often a better curve-fitting method
for extrapolation than method across top

Figure 4: The experiment to find the best regression method for the plume path on a given frame: (a) The
points of highest pixel intensity discovered by the previous step, overlayed on original frame. (b) A regression
of each method against the centerpoints, up until the split between training and validation points. (c) The
regression with the lowest validation score, overlaid on the original frame.

3.3 Edge-line curve fitting

The goal is to understand plume spread with accurate edge modeling and capture the frequencies con-
nected to Kelvin-Helmholtz instability. After the initial laminar emission, the plume appears to exhibit
instability, with the edge experiencing rapid irregularities, before ultimately moving to a dissipative regime
off-camera. This could be characterized by Kelvin-Helmholtz instability between the velocity different be-
tween two fluids: namely the plume vapor and surrounding air. The frequency of oscillations would relate to
the mass flow rate of the plume emission to which we hope to identify the frequency directly form video data.
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Figure 5: A histogram of the extrapolation errors for different regression methods across ∼ 6000 frames of
test data. The square root regression performs the best, followed by linear, parametric quadratic, and then
quadratic.

We opt to model the edge spread as a distance from the mean path of the plume trajectory. That is, before
any regression, the edge points identified along the contour of the plume, ψi, from the step of concentric
circles, are converted from Cartesian coordinates (x, y) to the ordered pair (t, r, d)–where d is the distance
from the edge point to the corresponding center point identified along the concentric circle with radii r, at
time t. For any given video this is done across all edge points from all frames. This “flattening” process
transforms the data into a form more easily interpretable to apply regression.

Due to the oscillatory nature observed in the raw video data, we fit a growing sinusoid function of the form

d(r, t) ≜ A sin (ωr − γt+B) + Cr +D (1)

to the flattened data, where (A,ω, γ,B,C,D) are to be discovered. For all videos a bootstrap method was
used to reduce data variability. Approximately 80% of the data was randomly selected for training. Upon
which, sampling with replacement was done to create 2000 to bags to fit equation (1) too. Fitting is done
by solving the unconstrained optimization problem via the Levenberg-Marquardt algorithm, to which if no
optimal parameters are found within a given number of iterations, the trail is rejected and disregarded. The
mean parameters from the non rejected trials are selected for the final model output. The learned function is
mapped back onto the original frames by a processing of unflattenning. Where points calculated from (1) are
shifted by their polar angles against either the true center points or the learned center path regression. An
example of points mapped back onto the original frames, where shifts were applied against the true center
points can be seen in figure 7.

A distribution of learned parameters can been seen in figure 6. Where we note the observations (occurring
frequently across all videos) namely the tight distribution for the “bottom” set of parameters and the bi-
modal behavior of the amplitudes, A. In general both the train and validation accuracies, shown in table 3,
tended to also be higher on the “bottom” fit of frames. This is likely a computational artifact of the plume
formation progressing off screen at the bottom, causing edge points to be identified along the boundaries of
the video. Leading to a simple function to be fit.

Despite the narrow range of frequencies, the amplitude appears bimodal: positive and negative modes offset
each other, resulting in a mean near zero. Such bimodal behavior, exhibited in figure 6, could be an artifact
of the nonconvex optimization problem, but could just as well indicate a nonlinear phase shift. In order
to investigate further, an alternative approach to frequency identification would be a 2D Fourier transform.
Because our data is ragged, such a Fourier transform would need to be formulated as a matrix completion
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problem, but would be convex and could provide additional insights to the instability based upon a range
of frequencies.

Figure 6: Histogram of amplitude and frequencies for video 920 across 2000 bootstrap bags. Top row denotes
learned parameters for top sinusoid fit and bottom row is for the bottom edge of plume. The redline denotes
the mean selected parameters used for the final model.

Figure 7: Edge regression path shifted by true center points detected.

4 Discussion

The result of the complete pipeline is demonstrated in Figure 8. Experiments have borne out the decision
to treat the plume as following a square-root curve, which maintains low relative error in extrapolation.
Alternate curve-fitting performed poorer in extrapolation, though promising variations remain unexplored.
For modeling the edge of the plume, we found that a linear relationship, constant in time, does reasonably
well to describe the edge of the plume as it drifts away from the source. While regression found substantial
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Video ID Train Accuracy Validation Accuracy

Top Bot Top Bot
low 862 0.6166 0.3847 0.6097 0.3910
low 865 0.4681 0.5089 0.4689 0.5106
low 867 0.4005 0.4957 0.3982 0.5073
low 869 0.4063 0.4985 0.4083 0.5026
low 913 0.5581 0.6544 0.5563 0.6501
med 871 0.4835 0.4937 0.4868 0.4936
med 914 0.4610 0.6150 0.4562 0.6151
med 916 0.4279 0.4821 0.4280 0.4801
hi 919 0.4180 0.4992 0.4172 0.5059
hi 920 0.5006 0.5364 0.4939 0.5411

Table 3: Train and Validation Accuracy (Top/Bottom)

Figure 8: The complete model applied to a video. Edge model is shown attached to the regressed center,
rather than the raw center points.

sinusoidal behavior, more work needs to be done to identify frequencies associated with the Kelvin-Helmholtz
instability, and from there determine plume emission rate.

This effort fits within the ambit of “Go Pro physics”, which seeks to conduct investigations on raw video of
dynamical phenomena. In the real world, however, conditions will be less than ideal. Issues such as camera
jitter or low plume contrast would degrade the video, and its unclear how the difficulty would scale with
these introduced factors. In particular, we aimed to remove as much Gaussian blur as possible, as additional
smoothing in the first step would buoy regression metrics, potentially obscuring problems in our method.
When using noisier data from the field, more blurring may be needed.

A more robust dataset would include not just more videos, but from more angles and with a wider aspect in
order to capture higher Reynolds number behavior. The experiments could also be improved, as mentioned
in their respective sections. But more ambitiously, once we can get useful frequencies from the we could sim-
ulate a plume using an accurate CFD engine such as OpenFoam2 This would allow us, knowing the physics

2We attempted with Blender, but it only simulates in the purely dissipative regime.
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Algorithm 1 Video to Reduced Order Model

1: Clean video
2: 1a. Background subtract
3: 1b. Apply Gaussian blur
4: Calculate Plume Points
5: 2a. Compute contours using Otsu’s method
6: for each range ring from plume origin to edge of image do
7: 2bi. Of all contour pixels crossed by the Concentric Circle (CC), select the pixel with max intensity

as center
8: 2bii. Find intersections of contour and CC
9: 2biii. Perform barycentric interpolation of intersections onto the range ring

10: 2biv. Choose the furthest clockwise (CW) and counterclockwise (CCW) interpolants as edge points
11: end for
12: for each frame do
13: Regress the height of the plume center as a square-root function of horizontal distance
14: end for
15: Regress edge points for each frame

parameters a priori, to evaluate how well the discovered frequencies reflect the Kelvin-Helmholtz frequencies
and thus the mass flow rate. In doing so, it may help to cluster the plume points in space and time in order to
separate the laminar flow, unstable flow, and turbulent dissipation, e.g. using Spatio-temporal K-means [35].

More ambitiously, it may be possible to get a more robust model from using time-series data reduction mod-
els such as Dynamic Mode Decomposition [27] or Sparse Identification of Nonlinear Dynamics [36] directly
on the raw video. These methods may also be able to directly recover the oscillatory frequency or fluid
parameters of interest.

5 Conclusion

We have produced a reduced-order model for a point-source plume that, with enough crosswind, can de-
scribe the behavior of a plume on video. The model captures the dominant features of nonlinear plume
dynamics using a low dimensional representation that, in contrast to Galerkin models, extrapolates beyond
the spatial bounds of the frame. Against a handful of lab-condition but varied datasets, we have refined
the parametrization and calibrated its effectiveness. We have opened the door to questions about using this
reduced-order model to understand important physical properties of the plume: how much is being emitted
in the first place, and how will it dissipate. These questions could, in the long run assist the management
of industrial accidents, monitoring of pollution, and understanding natural phenomena such as volcanic and
geothermal emissions.

We propose a natural extension to parameter initialization for Gaussian plume modeling, addressing a key
challenge in this well-established technique—determining the initialization that corresponds to a desired
plume formulation. Our approach integrates a data-driven paradigm to bridge video data with the com-
monly used first-principles model for plume dynamics, capturing the transition from source-dominated forces
to turbulent diffusion and advection. Additionally, we have developed the open-source Python packages
rom-plumes and plumex to facilitate experiment creation and replication.
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Appendix

Code for the experiments are split between two Python packages: rom-plumes [37] and rom-plumex [38].
The former includes all functionality a user needs to apply the methods in this paper to their own data.
The latter includes the the experiments in this paper, experimental configuration, as well as the code to
regenerate the figures. Each experiment is a callable, run through the command line program mitosis [39].
Cloning the rom-plumex repository and editably installing it will install all the required dependencies for
the experiments. To exactly reproduce the results of the experiments, download [40] and unzip as a folder
plume videos in the repository. We have uploaded the mitosis artifacts of our experiment trials to [41], which
includes an environment file (requirements.txt) and a source file (source.py), among other plot artifacts, logs,
configuration, and data. Once the plume videos folder is in the repository, installing a particular environment
file and running the source file should produce the visual results in the experiment.html file and the python
objects in results 0.dill, results 1.dill, etc. where each file refers to a different step of the experiment.
To re-run the experiments with different parameters, see the documentation for mitosis. While different
experiments were run on different commits of rom-plumex, the final commit as of publication is tagged 0.2
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[3] Gunnar Myhre, Drew Shindell, F-M Bréon, William Collins, Jan Fuglestvedt, Jianping Huang, Dorothy
Koch, J-F Lamarque, David Lee, Blanca Mendoza, et al. Anthropogenic and natural radiative forcing.
Climate Change 2013-The Physical Science Basis, pages 659–740, 2014.

[4] Ilissa B Ocko, Vaishali Naik, and David Paynter. Rapid and reliable assessment of methane impacts on
climate. Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 18(21):15555–15568, 2018.

[5] Gary S Settles. Fluid mechanics and homeland security. Annu. Rev. Fluid Mech., 38(1):87–110, 2006.

[6] Gary A Briggs. Plume rise predictions. In Lectures on air pollution and environmental impact analyses,
pages 59–111. Springer, 1975.

[7] S Pal Arya et al. Air pollution meteorology and dispersion, volume 310. Oxford University Press New
York, 1999.

[8] John M Stockie. The mathematics of atmospheric dispersion modeling. Siam Review, 53(2):349–372,
2011.

[9] Yoshihide Tominaga and Ted Stathopoulos. Cfd simulations of near-field pollutant dispersion with
different plume buoyancies. Building and Environment, 131:128–139, 2018.

[10] Julia E Flaherty, David Stock, and Brian Lamb. Computational fluid dynamic simulations of plume
dispersion in urban oklahoma city. Journal of Applied Meteorology and Climatology, 46(12):2110–2126,
2007.

[11] Huixin Ma, Xuanyi Zhou, Yoshihide Tominaga, and Ming Gu. Cfd simulation of flow fields and pol-
lutant dispersion around a cubic building considering the effect of plume buoyancies. Building and
Environment, 208:108640, 2022.

[12] Schalk Cloete, Jan Erik Olsen, and Paal Skjetne. Cfd modeling of plume and free surface behavior
resulting from a sub-sea gas release. Applied Ocean Research, 31(3):220–225, 2009.

12



[13] Steven R Hanna, Michael J Brown, Fernando E Camelli, Stevens T Chan, William J Coirier, Olav R
Hansen, Alan H Huber, Sura Kim, and R Michael Reynolds. Detailed simulations of atmospheric flow
and dispersion in downtown manhattan: An application of five computational fluid dynamics models.
Bulletin of the American Meteorological Society, 87(12):1713–1726, 2006.

[14] CH Bosanquet and James L Pearson. The spread of smoke and gases from chimneys. Transactions of
the Faraday Society, 32:1249–1263, 1936.

[15] OG Sutton. The problem of diffusion in the lower atmosphere. Quarterly Journal of the Royal Meteo-
rological Society, 73(317-318):257–281, 1947.

[16] John S. Irwin. A historical look at the development of regulatory air quality models for the united
states environmental protection agency. NOAA Technical Memorandum OAR ARL 244, Air Resources
Laboratory (U.S.), 2002.

[17] Milton R Beychok. Fundamentals of stack gas dispersion. MR Beychok, 2005.

[18] Gary A Briggs. A plume rise model compared with observations. Journal of the Air Pollution Control
Association, 15(9):433–438, 1965.

[19] GMD Joseph, DM Hargreaves, and IS Lowndes. Reconciling gaussian plume and computational fluid
dynamics models of particulate dispersion. Atmospheric Environment: X, 5:100064, 2020.

[20] Silvana Di Sabatino, Riccardo Buccolieri, Beatrice Pulvirenti, and Rex Britter. Simulations of pol-
lutant dispersion within idealised urban-type geometries with cfd and integral models. Atmospheric
environment, 41(37):8316–8329, 2007.

[21] SA Silvester, IS Lowndes, and DM Hargreaves. A computational study of particulate emissions from an
open pit quarry under neutral atmospheric conditions. Atmospheric Environment, 43(40):6415–6424,
2009.

[22] IS Lowndes, SA Silvester, SW Kingman, and DM Hargreaves. The application of an improved multi-scale
computational modelling techniques to predict fugitive dust dispersion and deposition within and from
surface mining operations. In Proceedings of 12th US/North American Mine Ventilation Symposium,
Wallace (ed), pages 359–366. Citeseer, 2008.

[23] Qingqing Pan, Stein T Johansen, Schalk Cloete, Mark Reed, and Lars Sætran. An enhanced k-epsilon
model for bubble plumes. In Proceedings of the Eighth International Conference on Multiphase Flow,
2013.

[24] John Leask Lumley. The structure of inhomogeneous turbulent flows. Atmospheric turbulence and radio
wave propagation, pages 166–178, 1967.

[25] Philip Holmes. Turbulence, coherent structures, dynamical systems and symmetry. Cambridge university
press, 2012.

[26] Clarence W Rowley. Model reduction for fluids, using balanced proper orthogonal decomposition.
International Journal of Bifurcation and Chaos, 15(03):997–1013, 2005.

[27] J Nathan Kutz, Steven L Brunton, Bingni W Brunton, and Joshua L Proctor. Dynamic mode decom-
position: data-driven modeling of complex systems. SIAM, 2016.

[28] Jonathan H Tu. Dynamic mode decomposition: Theory and applications. PhD thesis, Princeton Uni-
versity, 2013.

[29] Shahin Masoumi-Verki, Fariborz Haghighat, and Ursula Eicker. A review of advances towards effi-
cient reduced-order models (rom) for predicting urban airflow and pollutant dispersion. Building and
Environment, 216:108966, 2022.

13



[30] D Xiao, F Fang, J Zheng, CC Pain, and IM Navon. Machine learning-based rapid response tools for
regional air pollution modelling. Atmospheric environment, 199:463–473, 2019.

[31] Bastien X Nony, MC Rochoux, Thomas Jaravel, and Didier Lucor. Reduced-order modeling for param-
eterized large-eddy simulations of atmospheric pollutant dispersion. Stochastic Environmental Research
and Risk Assessment, 37(6):2117–2144, 2023.

[32] Rui Fu, Dunhui Xiao, Ionel Michael Navon, Fangxin Fang, Liang Yang, Chengyuan Wang, and Sibo
Cheng. A non-linear non-intrusive reduced order model of fluid flow by auto-encoder and self-attention
deep learning methods. International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering, 124(13):3087–
3111, 2023.

[33] Stefania Fresca, Luca Dede’, and Andrea Manzoni. A comprehensive deep learning-based approach to re-
duced order modeling of nonlinear time-dependent parametrized pdes. Journal of Scientific Computing,
87:1–36, 2021.

[34] Songlin Xiang, Xiangwen Fu, Jingcheng Zhou, Yuqing Wang, Yizhou Zhang, Xiurong Hu, Jiayu Xu,
Huazhen Liu, Junfeng Liu, Jianmin Ma, et al. Non-intrusive reduced order model of urban airflow with
dynamic boundary conditions. Building and Environment, 187:107397, 2021.

[35] Olga Dorabiala, Devavrat Vivek Dabke, Jennifer Webster, Nathan Kutz, and Aleksandr Y. Aravkin.
Spatiotemporal k-means. ArXiv, abs/2211.05337, 2022.

[36] Steven L Brunton, Joshua L Proctor, and J Nathan Kutz. Discovering governing equations from data by
sparse identification of nonlinear dynamical systems. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences,
113, 2016.

[37] Ike Griss Salas and Jacob Stevens-Haas. rom-plumes. https://github.com/Jacob-Stevens-Haas/

ROM-Plumes, October 2024.

[38] Ike Griss Salas and Jacob Stevens-Haas. rom-plumex. https://github.com/MalachiteWind/

ROM-Plumes-Experiments, October 2024.

[39] Jacob Stevens-Haas. mitosis. https://github.com/Jacob-Stevens-Haas/mitosis, April 2024.

[40] Ike Griss Salas. Data in support of Plume Dynamics Reduced- Order Models. https://doi.org/10.

5281/zenodo.13984493, October 2024.

[41] Ike Griss Salas and Jacob Stevens-Haas. Experiments in support of Plume Dynamics Reduced- Order
Models. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.13968226, October 2024.

14

https://github.com/Jacob-Stevens-Haas/ROM-Plumes
https://github.com/Jacob-Stevens-Haas/ROM-Plumes
https://github.com/MalachiteWind/ROM-Plumes-Experiments
https://github.com/MalachiteWind/ROM-Plumes-Experiments
https://github.com/Jacob-Stevens-Haas/mitosis
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.13984493
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.13984493
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.13968226

	Introduction
	Methods
	Video Pre-processing
	Coarse-graining for Centerline and Edge modeling

	Experiments
	Plume point reduction
	Center-line curve fitting
	Edge-line curve fitting

	Discussion
	Conclusion

