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Accurately and efficiently measuring the pressure field is of paramount importance in
many fluid mechanics applications. The pressure gradient field of a fluid flow can be deter-
mined from the balance of the momentum equation based on the particle image velocimetry
(PIV) measurement of the flow kinematics, which renders the experimental evaluation of
the material acceleration and the viscous stress terms possible. We present a novel method
of reconstructing the pressure fields from error-embedded pressure gradient measurement
data. This method utilized Green’s function of the Laplacian operator as the convolution
kernel that relates pressure to pressure gradient. A compatibility condition on the boundary
offers equations to solve for the boundary pressure. This Green’s function integral (GFI)
method has a deep mathematical connection with the state-of-the-art omnidirectional inte-
gration (ODI). As mathematically equivalent to ODI in the limit of an infinite number of
line integral paths, GFI spares the necessity of line integration along zigzag integral paths,
rendering generalized implementation schemes for both two and three-dimensional problems
with arbitrary geometry while bringing in improved computational efficiency. In the current
work, we apply GFI to pressure reconstruction of simple canonical and isotropic turbulence
flows embedded with error in two-dimensional and three-dimensional domains, respectively.
Uncertainty quantification is performed by eigenanalysis of the GFI operator in a square
domain. The accuracy and computational efficiency of GFI are evaluated and compared
with ODI.

I. PRESSURE FIELD ESTIMATION FROM PIV

Pressure is of paramount importance for characterization and modeling of a variety of flow
phenomena and engineering applications, e.g., unsteady and turbulent flows [1], pressure-related
turbulence modeling [2–4], cavitation [5, 6], acoustics [7, 8] and lift and form drag generation over a
moving body in fluid [9], etc. Accompanying the advancement in Particle Image Velocimetry (PIV)
theory, measurement techniques and data post-processing algorithms, it has been shown over the
past two decades that the instantaneous spatial pressure distribution in a turbulent flow field can
be measured non-intrusively using PIV, as demonstrated through a variety of experimental efforts,
e.g., [10–14], to name a few.

As introduced in [15] and [10], the non-intrusive pressure measurement technique stems from
the Navier-Stokes equation,

∇p = −ρDu
Dt

+ µ∇2u (1)

from which, the pressure gradient can be determined non-intrusively by measuring the material
acceleration and the viscous terms using PIV. Once the pressure gradient is obtained, further
integration of the measured pressure gradient using appropriate pressure reconstruction algorithms
can then lead to the reconstructed pressure distribution over the measurement domain. Thus, a
complete experimental campaign for obtaining pressure distribution encompasses both an initial
stage of kinematic quantity measurement for obtaining the pressure gradient and a subsequent
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stage of data post-processing for obtaining the reconstructed pressure from the measured pressure
gradient.

For high Reynolds number flows and for regions away from solid walls, the material acceleration
is the dominant contributor to the pressure gradient [10]. Theoretically, the material acceleration
can be obtained using either the Eulerian approach [11, 16, 17], where the material acceleration is
calculated indirectly through the Eulerian expansion of the material acceleration into the unsteady
and convection terms, or the Lagrangian approach where the material acceleration is calculated
directly by tracing imaginary fluid particles along their trajectories based on the so-called pseudo
tracking method [11, 15, 16, 18]. Through investigations of error propagation from velocity to
acceleration, [11, 13, 16, 19, 20] and [14] demonstrate that for advection-dominated flows, the La-
grangian approach shows consistently less sensitive to noise than the Eulerian approach. Therefore
the Lagrangian approach is the method of choice for the material acceleration measurement using
PIV.

Even with thoughtful consideration and careful implementation of the PIV measurement for
the flow kinematics, errors associated with the measurement data are still inevitable. These errors
impose great challenges to pressure reconstruction from the measured pressure gradient. This
situation, as shown in [21], is especially acute when one tries to solve the Poisson equation to obtain
the reconstructed pressure from the error-embedded pressure gradient using Neumann boundary
condition, which in many cases is the only available condition for a Poisson solver approach.

To overcome this difficulty, [10, 15] introduced the original Omni-Directional Integration (ODI)
algorithm to minimize the influence of the pressure gradient measurement error on the final re-
constructed pressure result. Subsequently, [22] improved the algorithm to the Rotating Parallel
Ray Omni-Directional Integration, a state-of-the-art version of its kind. [21] and [23] further
demonstrated that for both simply-connected and multiply-connected flow domains, ODI methods
outperform the conventional Poisson equation approach in pressure reconstruction accuracy, with
the parallel ray being the algorithm with the best performance in accuracy among all ODI methods.
Essentially, as shown in [21] based on theoretical analysis, the ODI algorithms provide an effective
boundary pressure error reduction mechanism through iteration, which upon final convergence,
effectively renders Dirichlet boundary conditions to ensure accurate pressure reconstruction over
the entire measurement domain.

However, although the computation cost of using a 2D version of the parallel ray omnidirectional
integration is acceptable (less than a minute) for calculating a planar measurement domain with
250 × 250 nodal points, the computation cost for a 3D domain with a typical tomo-PIV vector
space of 100 × 50 × 50 grid is daunting. Therefore, the 3D implementation of the parallel ray
omnidirectional integration algorithm [24] has to rely on GPU-based computation to accelerate the
computation speed and cut the computation time. Motivated by this shortcoming, in this paper we
introduce a novel method to reconstruct the pressure field from error-embedded pressure gradients.
This method utilizes Green’s function of the Laplacian operator and relates pressure to pressure
gradient through a convolution kernel. The compatibility condition offers equations to solve for the
boundary pressure. In this paper, we demonstrate that Green’s function integral (GFI) method is
mathematically equivalent to omnidirectional integration (ODI) in the limit of an infinite number
of ODI line integral paths. Yet GFI spares the necessity of line integration along zigzag integral
paths in ODI, rendering general schemes easier to be implemented and more affordable for both
two and three-dimensional problems with arbitrary inner and outer boundary geometry shapes.

The paper is organized in the following fashion. In §II, we discuss the theory and formulation of
Green’s function integral method, as well as the mathematical relationship between the GFI and
the ODI methods. In §III A, we analyze the impulse response for GFI and ODI to demonstrate
the mathematical equivalence. §III B applies GFI to pressure reconstruction of simple canonical
and isotropic turbulence flows embedded with error in a two-dimensional domain and shows that
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the accuracy of GFI is equivalent to that of ODI, yet GFI has much more significantly improved
computational efficiency in comparison with ODI. In §III C we perform eigenanalysis for the GFI
operator in two-dimensional setups to demonstrate the denoising mechanism of GFI. The framework
is further briefly extended to a three-dimensional problem with complex geometry in §III D.

II. GREEN’S FUNCTION INTEGRAL METHOD

A. Field inversion from pressure gradient to pressure using Green’s function

The pressure at a point x′ inside domain Ω can be evaluated from the integration between the

pressure field and a Dirac delta function at that point, i.e. p(x′) =

∫
Ω
p(x)δ(x − x′)dx. Suppose

that the Green’s function for the Laplacian operator is G(x,x′), satisfying

∇2G(x,x′) = δ(x′ − x), (2)

where ∇2 represents the Laplacian with respect to the variable x. It can be proven that in

two-dimensional space, G(x,x′) =
1

2π
ln |x − x′|, while in three-dimensional space G(x,x′) =

− 1

4π|x− x′|
[25, 26]. For convenience, we denote r = |x − x′| and the Green’s function can be

written as a function of r.

Applying the divergence theorem to the vector field p∇G yields,∮
∂Ω
p∇G · dS =

∫
Ω
∇ · (p∇G) dV =

∫
Ω
∇p ·∇G dV +

∫
Ω
p∇2G dV. (3)

This above identity is also coined as the first Green’s identity. The last term on the right-hand
side is, ∫

Ω
p∇2G dV =

∫
Ω
pδ(x− x′)dV = p(x′). (4)

Combining the above two equations, the pressure at x′ inside the domain Ω can be related to the
pressure gradient at other locations x, specifically,

p(x′) = −
∫

Ω
∇p ·∇G dV +

∮
∂Ω
p∇G · dS. (5)

The determination of pressure can be split into two parts: the convolution between the pressure
gradient and the kernel ∇G, and the contribution from the boundary pressure. The convolution
kernel ∇G is the same as the velocity field for a potential source flow with unit intensity, which
implies the influence for a perturbation in the pressure gradient is similar to a potential source
flow.

B. Compatibility condition on the boundary

Equations for pressure on the boundary ∂Ω would involve the Dirac delta function at the
boundary of the domain. Normally, such a delta function is ill-defined and its property is problem-
dependent. In the current setup, we regard the delta function as a heuristic “radial” function that
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FIG. 1: Schematic of the mesh

only depends on r. Therefore, it can be defined that

∫
Ω
p(x)δ(x − x′)dx =

1

2
p(x′) for x on the

boundary ∂Ω, and ∂Ω is smooth at x′.

p(x′) = −2

∫
Ω
∇p ·∇G dV + 2

∮
∂Ω
p∇G · dS, x′ ∈ ∂Ω. (6)

Therefore, if we assume Nb grid points on the boundary, the above equation would result in Nb

linear equations coupling all pressure on the boundary together, from which we can solve for the
pressure field on the boundary. Notice that adding a constant to the pressure field does not change
the pressure gradient field, representing one redundant equation. In practice, we also replace one
equation with the averaged boundary pressure assuming zero value in order to invert the system.

C. Numerical Discretization

Based on equation 5 and 6, an algorithm to evaluate the pressure distribution both inside and
on the boundary of the domain can be formulated. Throughout this study, we adopted a finite
element type of approach that can be applied to both structured and unstructured mesh with any
shape.

We divide the domain Ω into Nv elements with volume δVj , j = 1, 2, . . . , Nv. As shown in
the schematic (Figure 1), the pressure gradients, i.e. (∇p)j , j = 1, 2, . . . , Nv, are given at the
cell centers while the pressure fields p is to be determined on the inner nodal points (marked by
red circles in the schematic). Suppose that the number of boundary elements is Nb, the boundary
pressure pb,k, k = 1, 2, . . . , Nb are located at the center of the boundary segment, with normal
vector δSk pointing out of the domain and perpendicular to the surface element. Throughout the
paper, we use indices i, j, and k for inner nodal points, cell centers, and boundary element centers,
respectively. For a two-dimensional setup, the magnitude of δSk is the length of the line segment of
the boundary element, while in a three-dimensional setup, the magnitude is the area of the surface
elements.

For two-dimensional (D = 2) and three-dimensional (D = 3) problems, the unified expression

for the gradient of the Green’s function is ∇G =
1

2(D − 1)π

r

rD
, and the equation 5 can be written
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discretely as,

pi = − 1

2(D − 1)π

Nv∑
j=1

[
(∇p)j ·

rij

rDij

]
δVj +

1

2(D − 1)π

Nb∑
k=1

pb,k

(
rik
rDik
· δSk

)

=

Nv∑
j=1

− δVj
2(D − 1)π

rij

rDij︸ ︷︷ ︸
αij

· (∇p)j +

Nb∑
k=1

1

2(D − 1)π

(
rik
rDik
· δSk

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

βik

pb,k,
(7)

where rij = xj − xi, rik = xk − xi are the displacement vectors from inner nodal points xi to
cell centers xj and boundary element centers xk, respectively. the magnitude of the displacement
vector is denoted as r = |r|. The compatibility condition on the boundary can be discretized as,

pb,k = − 2

2(D − 1)π

Nv∑
j=1

[
(∇p)j ·

rkj

rDkj

]
δVj +

2

2(D − 1)π

Nb∑
k′=1

pb,k′

(
rkk′

rDkk′
· δSk′

)

=

Nv∑
j=1

− 2δVj
2(D − 1)π

rkj

rDkj︸ ︷︷ ︸
2αkj

· (∇p)j +

Nb∑
k′=1

2

2(D − 1)π

(
rkk′

rDkk′
· δSk′

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

2βkk′

pb,k′

= 2γk +

Nb∑
k′=1

2βkk′pb,k′ .

(8)

Here rkk′ = xk − xk′ is the displacement vector from boundary element center xk to x′k. In the
vicinity of xk on the boundary, the displacement vector is tangent to the boundary and perpen-
dicular to the normal vector δSk. Therefore,

lim
xk′ → xk

(
rkk′

rDkk′
· δSk′

)
= 0. (9)

Numerically, this singularity can be resolved by adding a small number (e.g. on the order of 10−10)
to the denominator rDkk′ .

The equation 8 can also be written in matrix form, if we denote Pb as the column vector
containing all pb,k, k = 1, 2, . . . Nb,

Pb = 2Γ + 2BbPb, (10)

where Γ containing all the γk, and Bb is the matrix with elements of βkk′ . Therefore, the boundary
pressure can be solved by

Pb = 2(I− 2Bb)
−1Γ. (11)

For large-scale problems with more than thousands of boundary points, direct matrix inversion is
expensive both for memory and computational time. To compensate for such difficulty, we have
utilized the conjugate gradient (CG) method [27–29] to solve the linear system iteratively, which
is equivalent to solving the modified equation,

(I− 2BT
b )(I− 2Bb)Pb = 2(I− 2BT

b )Γ. (12)

The CG solver requires the matrix-vector multiplication for the matrices I − 2B and I − 2BT to
be calculated on the fly, without the need to store the whole matrix. The transposed system is
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FIG. 2: (a) The rotating parallel ray ODI algorithm. (b) Ray orientation with respect to the
pressure calculation domain as a function of d (distance from the domain center) and α (ray

rotation angle).

implemented in the manner of an adjoint operator [30, 31] and therefore circumvents the unfeasible
memory requirement when the number of boundary points is large.

In principle, the above linear system for boundary pressure should be linearly dependent, given
that a difference in the mean pressure still results in the same gradient field. Therefore, it is
recommended to replace one equation with the condition ITPb = 0, declaring the mean pressure
on the boundary is zero.

To summarize the process using matrix form, equations 7 and 11 can be combined, and

P = A∇P + BPb = A∇P + 2B(I− 2Bb)
−1Ab∇P =

(
A + 2B(I− 2Bb)

−1Ab

)︸ ︷︷ ︸
K

∇P , (13)

where A and Ab are the matrices with elements αij and αkj in equations 7 and 8, respectively.

D. Interpretation of Omnidirectional Integration (ODI)

The design of the ODI algorithm was based on the observation of the scalar potential properties
according to the field theory, which states that pressure is a scalar potential and its gradient forms
a conservative field. Thus, spatial integration of the scalar potential gradient is independent of
the integration path. With this understanding, the ODI algorithm first integrates the measured
pressure gradient from all directions toward the point of interest, and then further averaging of the
pressure values obtained along different integration paths allows the minimization of the effect of the
errors embedded in the measured pressure gradient so as to obtain the final reconstructed pressure
with improved accuracy. Specifically, the state-of-the-art parallel ray ODI method [21, 22] utilizes
parallel rays as guidance for integration paths (see figure 3) Effectively, by rotating the parallel rays,
omnidirectional paths with equal weights coming from all directions toward the point of interest at
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any location within the computation domain can be generated. The orientation of the parallel rays
is characterized by the angle α with respect to the horizontal direction of the pressure calculation
domain. The distance between adjacent parallel rays is denoted as ∆d, where d is the distance
from the domain center to the ray, i.e. the guideline for the pressure reconstruction path. When
∆d and ∆α become infinitesimal, the average of the line integrations becomes a two-dimensional
surface integration with a convolution kernel that decays with 1/r, where r is the distance from
the point of interest. This convolution kernel can be demonstrated to be equivalent to ∇G in an
infinite domain where boundary conditions can be ignored. This sets the mathematical equivalence
between ODI and GFI.

FIG. 3: The integration path

We derive this equivalence in detail using parallel rays for a
two-dimensional pressure field but is similar for a three-dimensional
problem. Suppose that the pressure gradient is given with noise,
∇p(x, y) = ∇pt(x, y) + ε(x, y), where pt is the true pressure field
and ε is the error or noise in the pressure gradient. Also suppose
the true pressure are given on the circle with radius r = R, namely
p(R cos θ,R sin θ) are given. We pick a line at a angle θ with the
x-axis, as shown in the schematic. For this single line integration,
the reconstructed pressure at the origin is,

p̃θ(0) = p([R cos θ,R sin θ]) +

∫ r=0

r=R
∇p · dl = p([R cos θ,R sin θ]) +

∫ r=R

r=0
∇p · erdr (14)

If we use M different radial integral lines, with gap in the angle, ∆θ = 2π
M , the averaged pressure

at the origin will be,

p̃θ(0)
θ

=
1

M

M∑
i=1

p([R cos θi, R sin θi]) +
1

M

M∑
i=1

∫ r=R

r=0
∇p · erdr, θi =

2πi

M
. (15)

Using the quantity ∆θ = 2π
M , we can rewrite the above expression in integral form,

p̃θ(0)
θ

=
1

2π
∆θ

M∑
i=1

p([R cos θi, R sin θi]) +
1

2π
∆θ

M∑
i=1

∫ r=R

r=0
∇p · erdr, θi =

2πi

M

=
1

2π

∫
r=R

pdθ +
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

∫ R

0
∇p · erdrdθ

=
1

2π

∫
r=R

pdθ +
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

∫ R

0
∇p · er

r
rdrdθ

=
1

2π

∫
r=R

pdθ +
1

2π

∫∫
A

(
∇p · er

r

)
dA.

(16)

Notice that the exactly equation holds for the true pressure field, namely,

pt(0) =
1

2π

∫
r=R

ptdθ +
1

2π

∫∫
A

(
∇pt ·

er
r

)
dA. (17)

Suppose that we have perfect boundary condition for pressure, e.g. p = pt at r = R, and that R is
large enough. The subtraction between the above two equations lead to,

δp(0) =
1

2π

∫∫
A

(
ε · er

r

)
dA =

∫∫
A

(ε ·∇G(r)) dA. (18)

Therefore, the noise-reduction mechanism for ODI is a result of the integral kernel ∇G(r).
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FIG. 4: Comparison of the influence of localized perturbation in ∂p/∂x at the center of a square
domain with the size (π × π). The difference in resulting pressure fields is shown for GFI (left)

and ODI (right). Dashed lines show the iso-contour of the horizontal component of ∇G with the
same contour levels.

III. RESULTS

A. Influence of pressure gradient perturbation at a single point

As demonstrated in §II D, the ODI method is equivalent to the GFI framework as they have
exactly the same convolution kernel ∇G in an infinite domain. The convolution kernel ∇G also
represents the influence of a single-point perturbation in the pressure gradient onto the resulting
reconstructed pressure field.

Therefore, as a solid validation, evidence of the equivalence between ODI and GFI is shown
in figure 4, where the perturbation in the reconstructed pressure field is shown as a result of
perturbation in the pressure gradient at the center of a finite, square domain of size π × π. We
pick ε = [exp

[
− 1

2πσ2

(
(x− π/2)2 + (y − π/2)2

)]
, 0] as a concentrated perturbation on the pressure

gradient field, where σ = 0.01 is the width of the Gaussian. The difference in the reconstructed
pressure fields using GFI and ODI are shown as colored contours in the left and right panels.
Dashed lines mark the iso-lines of the streamwise component of the convolution kernel ∇G. Despite
that the ODI method exhibits spurious contour lines because of the zigzag integration paths, it is
apparent that GFI and ODI have very similar behavior, with the pressure perturbation agreeing
with ∂G

∂x near the center of the domain. In fact, in an infinite domain, it is anticipated that δp
agrees perfectly with ∇G. However, in an infinite domain, the boundary condition affects the
pressure perturbation field δp, causing the pressure perturbation δp to deviate from ∇G.

B. Reconstruction of turbulent pressure field in a two-dimensional plane

We first apply Green’s function integral method in a canonical setup of forced isotropic turbu-
lence. Pressure gradient field ∇p on a Cartesian grid of size 254× 254 within a square domain of
size π

2×
π
2 are obtained from the Johns Hopkins Turbulence data based (JHTDB) [32, 33]. It should
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FIG. 5: (a) Contour plots of the true pressure and reconstructed pressure from GFI and ODI.
The reconstructions utilized error-embedded observations of pressure gradient. (b) the relative
error between the reconstructed pressure using GFI and ODI methods. (c) Comparison of true

and reconstructed pressure distribution over the boundary of the square domain.

Method Grid size Noise level
εp,std
pstd

(
εp,std
pstd

)
std

(
εp,std
pstd

)
max

CPU time(s)

ODI 254× 254 40% 0.149 0.0153 0.23 59.6
GFI 254× 254 40% 0.143 0.0156 0.23 4.3

TABLE I: Comparison between GFI and ODI methods.

be noted here that although the turbulent field is three-dimensional, the pressure reconstruction on
a plane can be done using only two components of the pressure gradient. For the reconstruction,
uniform-distributed, independent noise of 0.4|∇p|max is added to the pressure gradient at every
observation. The true pressure is obtained at the inner nodal points and the boundary centers
for comparison. This dataset has been used previously to demonstrate the accuracy of pressure
reconstruction in case of realistic noisy measurements [21]. Comparisons between the true and
sample reconstructed pressure fields using both GFI and ODI are shown in figure 5. The GFI
and ODI methods yield very similar results, with a relative difference within 10% of the standard
deviation of the isotropic turbulence pressure fluctuation (i.e., a relatively small value), as shown
in panels (a) and (b). The reconstructed boundary pressure shown in panel (c) has additional
fluctuations due to the added noise in the pressure gradient. Nevertheless, the agreement with the
true pressure is reasonable.

Statistics demonstrating the accuracy of ODI and GFI are shown in table I. Taking a testing
approach similar to [21], we generated 1000 samples of error-embedded observations of pressure
gradient and summarized the mean, standard deviation, and maximum error in the reconstructed
pressure. A good agreement is demonstrated between ODI and GFI methods. In addition, the
GFI requires much less computational time and is 14 times faster than ODI for the case tested,
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FIG. 6: (a) Singular values for the leading 30 modes of matrix K in equation 13. (b) The first 16
singular vectors of matrix K, the left and right singular vectors, p̃l and (∇p̃)l, are shown in

colored contours and vectors, respectively. Pairs of eigenmodes, as marked in (a), are shown only
once.

due to the exemption from zigzag integration paths.

C. Denoising effect and spectral analysis

From the original expression of pressure reconstruction 5, the convolution kernel ∇G is respon-
sible for the denoising effect of ODI and GFI. In a finite domain where we can ignore the boundary
conditions, the effect of applying the convolution is equivalent to modifying the Fourier components
of the pressure gradient fields. However, in a finite domain, the boundary effect cannot be ignored
and the eigenmodes of the operator in 13 are not all Fourier modes.

For two-dimensional pressure reconstruction in a square domain, we computed the singular
values and vectors of matrix K in equation 13, namely

K =

Ni∑
l=1

λlp̃l (∇p̃)Tl , (19)

where p̃l, (∇p̃)l, λl are the left and right singular vectors and singular values, respectively. Through
the Singular Value Decomposition of K, we achieved modal analysis for the relationship between
pressure gradient and reconstructed pressure field in the square domain. The leading singular values
and vectors are shown in figure 6. A majority of the modes are Fourier because of the homogeneous
convolution kernel in a regularized domain. Nevertheless, the effect of a finite domain is apparent
and creates radial modes (e.g. modes 13, 14).

This spectral analysis is helpful to understand the accuracy of GFI when observations of the
pressure gradient are noisy. Suppose that the noise in the pressure gradient at each observation
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FIG. 7: (a) The logarithmic of error attenuation factor σ̃p/σ̃∇p versus the grid spacing ∆x and L.
(b) Demonstrating of the power law, σ̃p/(Lσ̃∇p) = aN−κ.

location has identical, independent Gaussian distribution with standard deviation σ̃∇p, the linear
transformation K transfers the noise into the reconstructed pressure, with the covariance matrix,

C(εp) = K
(
σ̃2
∇pI2Nv

)
KT = σ̃2

∇pKKT . (20)

The number 2Nv is due to the two components of the pressure gradient in a two-dimensional setup.
The standard deviation of the error in the pressure, is thusly

σ̃p =

√
1

Ni
Tr(C(εp)) = σ̃∇p

√
1

Ni
Tr (KKT ) = σ̃∇p

√√√√ 1

Ni

Ni∑
l=1

λ2
l . (21)

Therefore, the noise in the reconstructed pressure is attenuated with a factor σ̃p/σ̃∇p =√
1
Ni

∑Ni
l=1 λ

2
l . We focus on the square domain with uniform Cartesian grids and evaluate this

factor from the eigenvalues of KKT for different domain lengths L and grid spacing ∆x. The re-
sults are plotted in figure 7(a). The log-log plot shows an apparent trend of a non-dimensionalized
potential power law of the form σ̃p/(Lσ̃∇p) = aN−κ. Using least-square fitting, we find that
κ = 0.89 in the current case, and a = 0.7239, the result showing this power law is plotted in 7(b).

D. Three-dimensional pressure reconstruction within a multi-connected domain

The GFI framework we present here is general and can be applied to three-dimensional prob-
lems with complex geometry, including multiply connected domain [34], i.e., domain with void
regions inside. To demonstrate the capability of the GFI algorithm, we pick a challenging case of
reconstructing pressure with observations of pressure gradients randomly distributed inside a unit
cube. In addition, a spherical void region without any observations is allocated at the center of
the cube. This setup is relevant to scenarios where we have PIV data for a rising bubble in liquid,
for example.

For this three-dimensional pressure reconstruction, a tetrahedral unstructured mesh is con-
structed inside the multi-connected domain, as shown in figure 8(a). Pressure gradients are ob-
tained at the cell centers of the mesh from the turbulent database, and the pressure field is recon-
structed at the nodal points. Figure 8(b) and (c) show iso-contours of the true and reconstructed
pressure fields. The relative difference is 2%. However, the current version of the algorithm does
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FIG. 8: Sample pressure reconstruction using GFI in a three-dimensional domain. (a) 3D domain
and grids for pressure reconstruction; (b) Iso contour of true pressure field; (c) Iso-contour of the

reconstructed pressure field.

not involve higher-order interpolations, and the tetrahedral mesh creates extra spurious behavior
in the reconstructed pressure field.

Furthermore, SVD is performed for matrix K for this three-dimensional reconstruction. The
leading 7 modes are plotted in figure 9. The singular values of the 3-D case is smaller than the
two-dimensional case in §III C, meaning a stronger denoising effect in three dimensional scenario.
The iso-contours of the left singular vectors p̃l are shown in panel (b). Similar to two-dimensional
cases, where singular modes appear in pairs, many singular modes in the 3-D case appear in triads,
representing the same mode with three different orientations.

IV. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In summary, Green’s function integral (GFI) method offers a promising approach for pressure
field reconstruction in fluid mechanics applications. The GFI method is shown to have a deep math-
ematical connection with the state-of-the-art omnidirectional integration (ODI) method, which is
used for pressure reconstruction from measured pressure gradient fields. Comparisons of GFI and
ODI show that they are equivalent in pressure reconstruction, while GFI appears to be more com-
putationally efficient for both 2D and 3D domains, making it a suitable alternative for practical
applications. In addition, the GFI method offers a way to quantify the denoising effect through
eigenanalysis, with the reconstructed error decreasing as the number of samples increases, which
is an important consideration for improving measurement accuracy. Future research may focus on
improving computational efficiency further by exploring multi-grid formulations and applying the
method to a wider range of geometries. Overall, the GFI method offers the potential for enhancing
pressure measurement accuracy and efficiency in fluid mechanics research.
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