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List of symbols
�V 	� Probe volume of LII
ηo	� Optical efficiency
�	� Solid angle
�c	� Detector collection solid angle
φd	� Detector sensitivity
σ	� Standard deviation
ε	� Emissivity
AP	� Surface area of particle
c	� Speed of light
Cdet	� Detector constant
Cem	� LII emission constant
D	� Particle diameter
Dij	� Function of linear Abel transform operators Iij(0) 

and Iij(1)
E 	� Radiation power per unit solid angle and area
E(m)	� Absorption function of soot particle, 

E(m) = −Im
(

m2−1
m2+2

)

, where Im means the imagi-
nary part

fv	� Local soot volume fraction
h	� Planck constant
I0	� Incident laser beam intensity before entering cavity
i1	� Current from photodiode 1
i2	� Current from photodiode 2
IT	� Total transmitted laser power
Iij	� Operator in Abel transform
Ii	� Incident laser intensity
It	� Transmitted laser intensity through a extinction 

volume
kB	� Boltzmann constant
KLII	� LII calibration coefficient
Ka	� Local absorption coefficient
Ke	� Local extinction coefficient
m	� Complex refractive index of soot particles
n	� Number density of soot particles

Abstract  Accurate measurement techniques for in  situ 
determination of soot are necessary to understand and mon-
itor the process of soot particle production. One of these 
techniques is line-of-sight extinction, which is a fast, low-
cost and quantitative method to investigate the soot volume 
fraction in flames. However, the extinction-based technique 
suffers from relatively high measurement uncertainty due 
to low signal-to-noise ratio, as the single-pass attenuation 
of the laser beam intensity is often insufficient. Multi-pass 
techniques can increase the sensitivity, but may suffer from 
low spatial resolution. To overcome this problem, we have 
developed a high spatial resolution laser cavity extinction 
technique to measure the soot volume fraction from low-
soot-producing flames. A laser beam cavity is realised by 
placing two partially reflective concave mirrors on either 
side of the laminar diffusion flame under investigation. 
This configuration makes the beam convergent inside the 
cavity, allowing a spatial resolution within 200 μm, whilst 
increasing the absorption by an order of magnitude. Three 
different hydrocarbon fuels are tested: methane, propane 
and ethylene. The measurements of soot distribution across 
the flame show good agreement with results using laser-
induced incandescence (LII) in the range from around 
20 ppb to 15 ppm.
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P0	� Single-pass laser extinction projection
Pt	� Total laser extinction projection
R	� Product of the reflectivity of the two cavity mirrors
r	� Radial coordinate
r0	� Inner radius of fuel tube
r1	� Reflectance of mirror 1
r2	� Reflectance of mirror 2
SD	� LII signal intensity for single soot particle
SLII	� Integrated LII signal intensity with probe volume
T	� Product of the transmittance of the two cavity 

mirrors
t1	� Transmittance of mirror 1
t2	� Transmittance of mirror 2
Tp	� Temperature of soot particle
ux	� Uncertainty in variable x
V	� Output voltage of logarithmic amplifier
x	� Running integration variable
y	� Chord position
�e	� Extinction laser wavelength
�s	� LII signal wavelength

1  Introduction

Soot particles generated from combustion are both a sig-
nificant atmospheric pollutant and a contributor to climate 
change [1–4]. Many techniques have therefore been devel-
oped to measure soot particles from a variety of sources, 
both via sampling and via non-intrusive techniques. Eck-
breth [5] discovered laser-induced incandescence (LII) 
from soot, and Melton [6] proposed the possibility of a 
laser-heating method to investigate soot particles based on 
the linear response of LII signal to soot volume fraction. 
Over the last several decades, LII has become the main 
non-intrusive method for in situ soot volume fraction meas-
urement in flames, given its ability to resolve soot concen-
trations quantitatively and with good spatial resolution. 
Nevertheless, LII requires independent calibration, typi-
cally via line-of-sight extinction (LOSE) measurements [7], 
and unsteady measurements are only possible with high 
power, high repetition rate lasers. As an alternative to cali-
bration via extinction, Snelling et al. [8] developed a quan-
titative LII calibration system by collecting the radiation 
from a strip filament lamp of known brightness temperature 
to relate to the observations using LII, after certain assump-
tions are made about the soot particle temperature. Cali-
bration via extinction remains the preferred (and simpler) 
method for quantitative LII measurement of soot particles 
in flames. Shaddix et al.  [9, 10] exploited these combined 
measurements to produce a popular database of quantita-
tive soot measurements in laminar hydrocarbon diffusion 
flames. The same technique was also applied by other 
researchers in the investigations of various flames, such as 

laminar diffusion flames [11–13], laminar premixed flames 
[14–16] and turbulent diffusion flames [17–20].

On the other hand, LOSE measurements have some 
intrinsic advantages: they (a) provide close to absolute 
measurements of soot mass fraction, (b) are easily adapted 
to unsteady measurements and (c) are relatively simple and 
inexpensive to set-up. Thus, they have been used to monitor 
unsteady soot formation in diesel engines during the cycle 
[21–23], as well as in heavily sooting flames [24], requir-
ing only continuous wave (CW) lasers with modest powers 
(tens of milliwatts), and photodiodes. The key disadvan-
tages of LOSE are: (a) as line-of-sight measurements, they 
provide an integrated measurement of the soot attenuation, 
which can only be deconvoluted for symmetric paths or by 
multi-path tomography, (b) limited signal-to-noise ratio 
(SNR) due to low extinction in single-pass configurations 
and (c) poor spatial resolution in the cross-path direction, 
particularly when multi-pass configurations are adopted.

The cross-path spatial resolution can be improved, for 
example by using CCDs rather than point detectors for 
measurements, such as those used by Thomson et al.  [11, 
25], but which require sources with high power stability 
and spectral selectivity. Solutions for the limitations of low 
SNR can be mitigated by adding a beam stabiliser [9, 26], 
but which cannot eliminate other instrumental noise. SNR 
issues can be improved by using multi-pass cells, often at 
the expense of spatial resolution [27–30]. As alternatives, 
cavity ring-down spectroscopy (CRDS) [14, 31–36] and 
multi-pass tunable diode laser absorption spectroscopy 
(TDLAS) absorption methods [37–46] have been devel-
oped to obtain high SNR when concentrations are very 
small.

In the present study, we combine the advantages of 
LOSE to a multi-pass cavity absorption system using 
spherical mirrors to compensate for the typical loss of spa-
tial resolution. This improves the SNR by two orders of 
magnitude over a single-pass system, whilst maintaining a 
spatial resolution of the order of 200 μm in measurements 
of low-sooting laminar diffusion flames. The primary dis-
tinction between the present technique and previous efforts 
in soot detection via CRDS [14, 34] is that the present tech-
nique does not rely on pulsed, shot-to-shot measurements, 
but rather a low-power, low-cost CW laser. This allows 
for a much simpler, less expensive system, which does not 
require a fast response detector and signal receiver capable 
of nanosecond time resolution. Moreover, it becomes pos-
sible to employ the LOSE system in unsteady situations, 
as demonstrated in engines [21–23]. Since soot absorption 
takes place over a wide range of wavelengths, the method 
does not require a tuneable light source. As demonstrated 
further on, however, the present CW-cavity LOSE method 
sensitivity is limited to around tens of ppb, which is higher 
than what CRDS methods can possibly achieve. The results 
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obtained by this CW-cavity LOSE system are used to cali-
brate the LII measurements taken on the same flames. The 
calibrated LII and deconvoluted LOSE measurements are 
then compared across the radial dimension. The next sec-
tions describe the background theory, experimental set-up 
and results, including a detailed uncertainty analysis.

2 � Methodology

2.1 � Theory of cavity extinction

The LOSE method is based on the fact that light pass-
ing through a flame is scattered and absorbed by particles 
according to the Beer–Lambert law [47, 48]:

where It and Ii are the intensities of the transmitted and 
incident beams, respectively, Ke is the extinction coefficient 
of the medium—which is determined by local soot volume 
fraction and optical properties—and P0 represents the loga-
rithmic loss of intensity across one pass.

In many conditions, the extinction of light by soot is 
very small and cannot be detected accurately over a single 
pass. A multi-pass system can be organised as shown in 
Fig. 1.

In this diagram, the medium is confined between two 
mirrors of high reflectivity, r1 and r2, and low transmis-
sivities t1 and t2, whose values are carefully measured. The 
total transmitted intensity IT after adding up an infinite 
number of passes through the mirrors is:

where R = r1r2, T = t1t2and A is the ratio of intensities 
across the flame, A = exp(−P0). The ratio of transmitted to 
incident power across the cavity system is:

(1)ln
It

Ii
= −

∫ +∞

−∞

Ke(x) dx = −P0

(2)IT =

∞
∑

n=1

It(n) =
I0TA

1− A2R

and the logarithmic loss of intensity across the cavity, Pt,  
is:

Assuming we can measure the total ratio 
IT
I0

= B = exp(−Pt), we can solve for A and thus P0 by 
solving the quadratic equation (4):

Once the value of P0 is known for each chord location 
across the flame, it is possible to invert the function to 
obtain the extinction coefficient using the Abel transform, 
by assuming radial symmetry. The projection of the line-
of-sight extinction coefficient along the chord coordinate y 
from the centreline is:

Taking x2 + y2 = r2 and substituting for dx at fixed y, we 
have:

which admits the inverse Abel transform:

The integration is conducted by using the three-point 
scheme by Dasch [49]. The details of the calculation of 
Ke(r) are described in “Appendix 1”.

2.2 � Extinction coefficient and soot volume fraction

The extinction coefficient Ke(r) represents the sum of the 
scattered and absorbed energy fraction per unit length. The 

(3)
IT

I0
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TA

1− A2R

(4)Pt = − ln
IT
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= − ln

IT
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Fig. 1   Schematic of the cavity (in the figure, A = e−P0; BS beam 
splitter; ND neutral density filter; PD photodiode; PRM partial reflec-
tive mirror)
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scattered light contribution to the extinction increases with 
the relative size of aggregate particles. Primary soot par-
ticles have been shown to be sufficiently small relative to 
the wavelength of the light, so that their direct scatter con-
tribution is negligible [50–52]. However, soot particles are 
formed of aggregated and transformed primary particles, an 
effect that becomes more significant under high soot load-
ing. Krishnan et  al.  [53] found that the ratio of scattering 
to extinction cross section could be as large as 0.47 in the 
visible range for heavy sooting diffusion flames fuelled 
with n-heptane, benzene and toluene. Nevertheless, Liu 
et al. investigated the signal trapping effect in LII measure-
ments using the Rayleigh–Debye–Gans model to show that 
the contribution of scattering of soot particles in laminar 
diffusion flames should be negligible [52].

In the approximation of negligible contribution of scat-
tering, the extinction coefficient is equal to the absorption 
coefficient, which is expressed as [50]:

where n is the number density of soot particles, D is the 
particle diameter, p(D) is the particle diameter probability 
function and E(m) is the soot absorption function:

where m is the complex index of refraction of soot. Given 
that the soot volume fraction is equal to fv = nπD̄3/6, and 
taking D̄ to be the mean diameter D̄3 =

∫∞

0 P(D)D3 dD, 
we have:

(11)Ka = n
π2

�e
E(m)

∫ ∞

0

p(D)D3 dD

(12)E(m) = −Im

(

m2 − 1

m2 + 2

)

(13)Ke = Ka =
6πE(m)

�e
fv

In reporting the experimental results, we therefore have 
two options: (a) neglect the contribution of scattering and 
choose a value for the refraction coefficient to extract 
the soot value fraction and (b) report the experimentally 
obtained values of Ke, so that the results are useful even 
as the controversy regarding the contribution of scattering 
and the value of the refraction coefficient is resolved. In the 
present study, we use the same assumptions as in Shaddix 
et al. [9, 10], in comparison with the respective values, e.g. 
negligible scattering and the same assume value of E(m), 
in order to compare the published values of E(m). The LII 
results of the present study are thus calibrated and com-
pared with extinction data. Meanwhile, the values of Ke are 
reported as well, which are independent of any assumptions 
about E(m), and can be useful in the validation of future 
models. The values are available in the form of numerical 
data as supplemental material.

3 � Experiment

3.1 � Burner and flames

The experiments were performed on a laminar diffusion 
burner and operating conditions almost identical to that 
used by Shaddix et al. [9, 10] (Fig. 2). The diameter of the 
inner fuel tube is 10.5  mm, and that for the outer air co-
flow tube is 96.8  mm. The mass flow controllers (MFC, 
Alicat MC20 for fuel, MCR500 for air, accuracy ±0.8% 
FS) are used to control the mass flow of fuels and co-flow 
air. The burner is mounted on a traverse platform to scan 
the position with precision of 0.01 mm along the horizontal 
direction and 0.5  mm along the vertical. Methane, ethyl-
ene and propane flames are investigated, with operational 
conditions listed in Table  1, mirroring the prior work of 

Fig. 2   Schematic cross section 
(left) and top view (right) of the 
burner used in present work
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Shaddix et al. Figure 3 shows natural light photographs of 
the five tested flames.

3.2 � Cavity extinction measurement

The schematic of the laser cavity measurement sys-
tem is shown in Fig.  4. A diode laser (Omicron 
LuxX − 638− 150, 638 nm wavelength, 150  mW maxi-
mum power) is used as laser source. Near-infrared light 
is preferred because visible wavelengths can be absorbed 
by polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), creat-
ing uncertainties. A longer wavelength also means that 
the Rayleigh approximation is still valid for larger soot 
aggregates. The incident laser beam is split via a beam 
sampler (Thorlabs BSF05-A) into a reference laser 
beam (≤1  % of the power) and the probe laser beam. 
A neutral density filter ND1 (Thorlabs NE40A, opti-
cal density =  4.0) is used to attenuate the beam density 
to a range relevant for the reference photodiode. The 
probe beam is focused by a planar-convex lens P-CVL1 
(Thorlabs LA1301-A, 250  mm focal length) and a pla-
nar-concave lens P-CCL (Thorlabs LC4888, −100  mm 

focal length) down to a diameter of 200  µm before 
entering the cavity. The two mirrors PRM1 (COMAR 
Optics customised, 25  mm diameter, 1000  mm focal 
length, reflectivity: r1 = 98.11± 0.20%, transmissiv-
ity: t1 = 1.530± 0.147% at 638  nm wavelength) and 
PRM2 (COMAR Optics customised, 1000  mm focal 
length, reflectivity: r2 = 98.11 ± 0.19%, transmissivity: 
t2 = 1.537± 0.159% at 638 nm wavelength) are aligned 
and separated by 17.5 cm, with the burner in the middle. 
The small separation distance and the large radius of cur-
vature of the mirror surfaces ensure that the laser beam 
diameter is nearly constant between the mirrors. The spa-
tial resolution of the measurements has been character-
ised by profiling of the laser beam using a sharp blade to 
block the radial intensity and differentiating. The results 
show that the beam profile is approximately Gaussian, 
with FWHM ≈  210 μm. The distance selected between 
two points in the LOSE measurements is 0.25 mm, which 
is larger than the diameter of the beam. The spatial reso-
lution of the measurements is therefore approximately 
200 μm throughout the measurement region. Unlike spe-
cies with low molecular weight, absorption of soot laser 
light takes place over a wide range of wavelengths, so 
that phase matching is not required for maximum light 
extinction. The detection system consists of two identi-
cal photodiodes, PD1 and PD2 (Thorlabs SM05PD1A 
Silicon Photodiode, 350–1100  nm, Cathode Grounded), 
which detect the light sampled from the transmitted and 
reference beam, respectively. Maximum signal-to-noise 
ratio is ensured by selecting mirror reflectivity close to 
unity. The photocurrents obtained from the two photodi-
odes PD1 and PD2 (i1 and i2) have been determined to 
be linearly proportional to the respective incident inten-
sities. These are compared using a logarithmic amplifier 
(Texas Instrument LOG104), which improves the SNR 
relatively to a linear amplifier for this application. The 
output voltage of the amplifier, V, is obtained as:

Table 1   Tested conditions for laminar diffusion flames

Case CH4 (A) CH4 (B) C3H8 C2H4 (A) C2H4 (B)

Fuel flow velocity 
(cm/s)

7.69 10.08 2.69 3.62 4.43

Air flow velocity 
(cm/s)

7.92 14.60 8.65 7.92 8.65

Fuel mass flow 
rate (slpm)

0.40 0.53 0.14 0.18 0.23

Air mass flow rate 
(slpm)

35.0 65.8 38.2 35.0 38.2

Visible flame 
height (mm)

75± 2 98± 2 85± 2 65± 2 85± 2

Fig. 3   Natural luminosity of 
laminar diffusion flames tested 
(camera model: Canon EOS 6D 
DLSR, exposure time = 1/60 s, 
photographic sensitivity 
(ISO) = 1250; lens model: 
Canon EF 24–105 mm f/4L IS, 
f = 4.0, focal length = 105 mm)
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where the calibration constant C = 0.496± 0.0088 V was 
obtained using an accurate reference current. A data acqui-
sition board (NI USB-6009) was used to acquire the ampli-
fier signal at 14-bit resolution and at 2000 Hz for 10 s using 
LabView software. The value of the current ratio is affected 
by laser intensity fluctuations, flame luminosity and dark 
noise of the photodetectors. The description of the uncer-
tainty calculations is detailed in “Appendix 2”.

3.3 � LII measurement

The 2D LII measurements were taken using the set-up 
described in Fig. 5. The laser source is a 532 nm Nd:YAG 
laser (Litron nanoPIV) firing at 10–25  Hz. The laser sheet 
was collimated into a parallel sheet by a series of beam shap-
ing optics (Thorlabs cylindrical lens with focus lengths of 
75, −25 and 100 mm, respectively), followed by an aperture 
to generate a top-hat profile. The laser beam energy pro-
file was detected using a cuvette filled with fluorescent dye 
(Rhodamine 6G in ethanol solvent) using an unintensified 
CCD camera (LaVision Imager Pro X 4M, 1 µs gate width, 
1024× 1024 pixels) equipped with a Nikon AF Micro Nikkor 
60 mm lens (f/5.6) and a narrow band filter (Thorlabs FB600-
10, central wavelength = 600± 2 nm, FWHM = 10± 2 
nm). The laser power was verified to be top hat from dye 

(14)V = C log10
i1

i2

imaging measurements. The LII signal induced by the laser 
sheet was captured by an ICCD camera (LaVision Inten-
sified Relay Optics and Imager Pro X 4M, 1024× 1024 
pixels) through a Nikon AF Micro Nikkor 60  mm lens 
175 (f/2.8) and band filter (Thorlabs FB400-40, central 
wavelength = 400± 8 nm, FWHM = 40± 8 nm) to 
minimise luminosity from PAH fluorescence, C2 radiation 

Fig. 5   Schematic of LII measurement setup (P prism, BS beam split-
ter, NB1 400± 20  nm band filter, NB2 600± 5  nm band filter, BD 
beam dump)
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and flame. A gate width of 100 ns was used to maximise the 
signal-to-noise ratio. The relatively long gate width may bias 
the SVF measurements towards larger particles [7], but since 
focus of the paper is on comparisons between the multi-pass 
method and LII, this effect is relatively unimportant.

Figure 6 shows the dependence of the LII signal on the 
fluence of the laser sheet. The LII signal at each fluence is 
an average value of all pixels of the LII signal (100 ns gate 
width) from HAB = 34 to 66 mm for ethylene flame case B. 
In the low laser fluence region (∼0.2 J/cm2), the LII signal 
rises rapidly with increasing laser fluence, since the radia-
tion intensity scales with T4. As the fluence increases, the 
sublimation of soot particles becomes significant, so that 
the LII signal reaches a maximum around 0.2–0.3 J/cm2), 
as indicated in the marked rectangle. In this region, the LII 
signal is less sensitive to local laser fluence. In this work, 
it is assumed that the fluence dependence of LII signal is 
similar in the CH4 and C2H4 flames, even though the soot 
particle sizes in these two flames are likely to be signifi-
cantly different, as discussed by Shaddix et al. [9]. Figure 7 
shows the beam profile and variance over 500 shots, as 
characterised by the resulting fluorescence in a cuvette con-
taining Rhodamine 6G dye. The local intensity fluctuation 
of laser sheet is as small as 2.5 % in 500 shots as shown in 
Fig. 7, and the error introduced by either laser shot fluctua-
tions or spatial fluency is smaller than 1 %. A total of 250 
LII images are acquired for each condition, at an acquisi-
tion rate of 25 Hz. All images are averaged, with the back-
ground noise subtracted. The nominal spatial resolution is 
33 µm/pixel for an imaging area of 34.1× 34.1 mm2.

3.4 � LII calibration

According to Planck’s law, the power per unit area and 
solid angle emitted by an object with emissivity of ε�s at the 
respective wavelength equal:

where h is Planck’s constant, c is the speed of light, kB is 
Boltzmann’s constant, �s is the emission signal wavelength 
and T is the surface temperature, often taken to be the sub-
limation temperature of the soot. The total solid angle for 
a grey element of surface dAP is the hemispherical 2π , 
and the total area of a spherical particle of diameter D is 
AP = πD2, so that the total emitted power is:

According to Kirchhoff’s law [54–56], absorptivity is equal 
to emissivity; thus, the spectral emissivity is assumed to be:

(15)E = ε�s
2hc2

�5s

[

exp
(

hc
�skBT

)

− 1
]

(16)SD = ε�s
2π2D2hc2

�s
5
[

exp
(

hc
�skBT

)

− 1
]

Taking Eq. (17) into Eq. (16), we have:

where Cem depends on �s, T and the index of refraction of 
the particle at the emitting wavelength. The LII signal from 
a collection of particles in the sample region is obtained 
as the integrated signal from each particle over the probe 
volume �V , and accounting for the mean collection angle 
�c, optical efficiency ηo, detector sensitivity φd, number of 
particles per unit volume n and particle size probability dis-
tribution function p(D), we have:

where Cdet =
�c
4π

ηoφd�V , and KLII = CdetCem is the cali-
bration constant connecting the LII signal to the soot vol-
ume fraction. KLII is obtained by connecting the measured 
extinction to the corresponding integrated soot volume 
fraction, as follows:

(17)ε�s =
4πDE(m)

�s

(18)SD =
48π2hc2E(m)

�s
6
[

exp
(

hc
�skBT

)

− 1
]

πD3

6
= Cem

πD3

6

(19)
SLII = Cem

�c

4π
ηoφd�Vn

∫ ∞

0

p(D)
πD3

6
dD

= CdetCemfv = KLIIfv

(20)P0(0) =

∫ +∞

−∞

Ke(r) dr =
6πE(m)
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The calibration constant KLII can therefore be obtained 
from measurements using:

Cdet is only a function of the probe volume and light col-
lection efficiency, and Cem is a function of soot emissivity 
characteristics. Their product, KLII is the ratio of the mean 
collected LII signal at �s per unit soot extinction.

The calibration hinges on the assumption that scatter-
ing is unimportant relative to absorption, as has been dis-
cussed above. In these particular calibrations, the meas-
urement height is selected to be in the region where the 
highest soot concentration exists (as determined from 
extinction measurements). For the calibration of the meth-
ane flames, we consider case B at a height of 75  mm 
above the burner (HAB = 75  mm). For the ethylene and 
propane flames, we consider the ethylene flame (Case B) 
at HAB = 50  mm. The calibration constants, calculated 
via Eq.  (22), give KLII = 8.75× 108 for methane flames 
and KLII = 3.33× 107 for ethylene and propane flames. 
The difference in the calibration constants arises due to 
the difference in the detector sensitivity via the intensi-
fier gain used. Methane soot production is much lower 
than that of ethylene, requiring a gain of 75 % compared 
to 40 % for the other fuels. A linear change in gain setting 
on the camera changes the actual gain constant exponen-
tially; thus, the ratio in calibration constant is not linear. 
The value of the soot absorption function, E(m), used for 
comparison with the work of Shaddix [9, 10], is assumed to 
be 0.26, based on an estimated value of the index of refrac-
tion m = 1.57− 0.56i by D’Alessio et  al.  [57]. However, 
as discussed above, the particular value of the constant is 
not important for the comparisons, but only for the absolute 
value obtained of the soot volume fraction.

4 � Results and discussion

4.1 � Measured extinction coefficient Ke

Since measurements of soot volume fractions depend on 
the particular choice of E(m), it is useful to consider the 
direct, Abel unwrapped measurements of Ke(r) from the 
light attenuation. Figure 8 shows measured extinction coef-
ficient Ke for all tested flames at different HABs. We note 
that in all cases, the peak extinction moves from the outer 
to the inner region as the HAB increases, and that values 
for the extinction coefficient in the case of ethylene and 

(21)=
6πE(m)

�e

1

KLII

∫ +∞

−∞

SLII(r) dr

(22)KLII =
1

P0(0)

6πE(m)

�e

∫ +∞

−∞

SLII(r) dr

propane are up to two orders of magnitude higher than in 
the case of methane. The numerical measured values of 
Ke(r) appear as supplemental material to the paper. The 
measured values of Ke are used to obtain the SVF accord-
ing to Eq. (13) and an E(m) value of 0.26, for calibration of 
LII and further comparison with other studies, as shown in 
the next subsection.
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Fig. 8   Extinction coefficient Ke measured for various test flames at 
different HABs. a methane case A; b methane case B; c propane; d 
ethylene case A; e ethylene case B. Note that not all HABs’ data are 
shown in this figure. The dataset of Ke data is available in the supple-
mental material of this paper
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4.2 � Comparison of cavity extinction and LII

Figure  9 shows LII images for each case considered. In 
order to accommodate the length-to-width ratio of the 
flames, three different series of images were taken (250 
images for each series), with images connecting at heights 
of 34–68  mm. Comparisons with the extinction measure-
ments are provided for one half of the flame, which is sym-
metric. The methane flame produces significantly less soot 
(sub-ppm) than the other two fuels.

The present LII measurements are compared with pre-
vious measurements by Shaddix et  al.  [9, 10], extracted 
from NIST’s website [58], as shown in Fig.  10. The two 
studies differ slightly in the size of the diffusion jet diam-
eter (10.5  mm for the current study and 11  mm in [9, 
10]). Therefore, the results are compared based on the 
non-dimensional radius r/r0, where r0 is the inner radius 
of the fuel tube for each burner. The peak concentrations 
measured in this study are within 20 % of those previously 
measured, for the worst case scenario of low soot (meth-
ane). Other cases for propane and ethane differ by around 
15 %. There are two differences between the current study 
and the previous one: (a) the tube diameter is different by 
0.5 mm and (b) the tube material may be different. In the 
present study, the tube is made of copper, but the material 
in the previous work is not reported. If the original meas-
urements were taken using a material with lower thermal 
conductivity, one would expect lower soot production, as 
shown in Fig. 10.

The LII and cavity extinction measurements obtained 
are directly compared in Figs.  11, 12, 13, 14 and 15 at 
various flame heights, for methane, propane and ethylene 
flames. The error bars represent the combined uncertainty 
associated with estimated instrument error, variances due 
to flame fluctuations, and the tomographic inversion, as 
discussed in further on. Since the LII is calibrated from the 
extinction measurements from the integral of the volume 
fraction, the absolute uncertainties from the extinction 
measurements are propagated to the LII measurements, 
and the error bars on the latter only represent the variances 
in the images.

Starting with the measurements with higher concentra-
tions, for propane and ethylene flames shown in Figs. 13, 
14 and 15, it is clear that the cavity LOSE measurements 
are in good, if not perfect agreement with the LII meas-
urements throughout the domain. Measurements in the 
outer zone are in better agreement than in the inner zone, 
owing to the compounded uncertainties in the inversion 
(Sect. 4.3). Nevertheless, the peaks are well resolved, and 
the agreement is good throughout the flame. In cases where 
the peak concentrations are of the order of tens of ppm, the 
resolution of the peak is very good (Case B, Fig. 15). As 
the peak SVF dips below 1 ppm, however (Figs.  11, 12), 
the uncertainties become larger, and disagreements appear. 
Nevertheless, the LOSE measurements are able to cap-
ture the gradients indicated by the LII images, at values 
below 1 ppm. To our knowledge, there have been no prior 
reported CW-extinction measurements of soot volume frac-
tion extending below 0.1 ppm. Further data analysis shows 
that for a stable measurement target without flickering, the 
measurement error can be lower than 20 ppb, resulting in a 
measurement range of down to tens of ppb, but not lower.
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4.3 � Analysis of uncertainties

The uncertainties attributed to the LOSE measurements 
arise from three sources: (a) instrumentation error, (b) 
tomographic inversion via the Abel transform and (c) flame 
fluctuations. Systematic errors in fv can also arise from 
errors in the assumed value for E(m). These uncertainties 
are discussed in the following paragraphs.

The instrumentation errors are due to the intrinsic 
uncertainty in light signal measurements, as outlined in 
“Appendix 2”. The relative importance of instrumentation 
uncertainty can be considered by selecting a region of the 
flame where flame fluctuations and Abel transform errors 
are negligible. This is done by selecting a point sufficiently 
far upstream on the flame, at an edge position. Figure 16 
shows the relationship between the instrumentation uncer-
tainty and local soot volume fraction at r = 3.75  mm, 
height above burner (HAB) =  10, 15  mm, which closely 
obeys a linear relationship with slope of 0.15 and intercept 
of 0.0171 ppm.

The Abel transform leads to cumulative errors between 
the edge and the centreline of the domain. These errors 
are a function of the intrinsic fluctuation, convoluted with 
the discretisation of the field. Dasch [49] investigated 
the error generated by the three-point Abel transform 
and compared it with three other one-dimensional tomo-
graphic methods (two-point transform, onion-peeling and 
filtered back-projection methods), concluding that the 
three-point Abel transform generated the smallest error. 

The uncertainty arising from the algorithm depends on 
the field, so it cannot be quantified in general, but only 
in reference to a particular field. Here, we use a numeri-
cal test to bracket the uncertainties, as shown in Figs. 17 
and 18. The smooth Gaussian test distributions in Figs. 17 
and 18 are similar to the distribution of the soot volume 
fraction in positions downstream and upstream of the 
flames, respectively. Different sampling intervals (0.125, 
0.25 and 0.5  mm) are used to test the inversion uncer-
tainties. The projection values are obtained based on the 
field given, and the three-point Abel transform is utilised 
to calculate the constructed field value. As expected, the 
smallest interval resolution offers the lowest error. In the 
present work, the spatial resolution of the cavity extinc-
tion measurements is around 200 μm, so a 0.25 mm inter-
val is representative, yielding a relative error around the 
peak of 10 % for the lower flame height (where we have 
more soot in flame edge) and 18 % for the greater flame 
height (more soot in flame centre). For a sample interval 
of 0.125  mm, the error values are 5 and 12  %, respec-
tively. The error due to tomography is therefore relatively 
large, and the spatial resolution is very important. How-
ever, a smaller sampling interval does not always result 
in a reduction in error. Because of the cumulative effect 
of the Abel transform, the error at the edge region can be 
accumulated to the centre. If we simply assume the instru-
mental error of each projection value P to be the same, the 
error of each deconvoluted value (after Abel transform) 
can be calculated as [49]:

Fig. 10   LII measurements in 
the present work (blue) and 
from Shaddix et al.’s [9, 10, 
58] (red) for methane flame 
Case B, plotted against the 
non-dimensional radial distance 
r/r0, for different heights above 
the burner (HAB) 0
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where ri = i�r is the distance from the centre of the field, 
up is the error in the projection value and �r is the sam-
pling interval. Dij is a function of the linear Abel transform 
operators Iij(0) and Iij(1):

(23)u(ri) =
up

�r





∞
�

j=0

Dij
2





1
2

proportional to �r, which means that smaller sampling step 
can yield a larger cumulative error. The noise coefficients 
for sampling steps of 0.125, 0.25 and 0.5 mm are plotted 
in Fig. 19. This suggests that even if the instrumental error 
in the projection value is constant at each measuring point, 
deconvolution leads to error accumulation towards the 
centre.

Figure  20 shows representative estimates of uncertain-
ties across the radial distance. For the methane cases [(a) 

Fig. 11   Soot volume frac-
tion fv measured using cavity 
extinction (blue circles) and LII 
(red line) for the methane flame 
(case A). Error bars for extinc-
tion (blue) are discussed in the 
text; upper and lower limits for 
LII (light red regions) represent 
image variances
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(24)Dij =























0 j < i − 1

Ii,j+1(0)− Ii,j+1(1) j = i − 1

Ii,j+1(0)− Ii,j+1(1)+ 2Iij(1) j = i

Ii,j+1(0)− Ii,j+1(1)+ 2Iij(1)− Ii,j−1(0)− Ii,j−1(1) j ≥ i + 1

Ii,j+1(0)− Ii,j+1(1)+ 2Iij(1)− 2Ii,j−1(1) i = 0, j = 1

One can define 
(

∑∞
j=0 Dij

2
)1/2

�r−1 as a noise coeffi-
cient, which indicates a transfer efficiency from the error 
of the projection value to the error of the deconvoluted 
value. Equation  23 suggests that the noise is inversely 

and (b) in Fig.  20], the uncertainty increases towards the 
centre of the flame, due to the cumulative effect of the 
three-point Abel transform. The flame oscillation causes an 
increase in uncertainty at the edge of the flame (≈4 mm), 
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which is more obvious in ethylene and propane flames [(c) 
to (e) in Fig.  20], because the soot concentrations at the 
edge of those flames are tens of times higher than in meth-
ane flames, so that a small oscillation of this region can 
generate large uncertainty. The error progressively accumu-
lates towards the centre region of the flame.

Figure 21 shows the composition of experimental uncer-
tainties at 40  mm flame height for two different flames, 
methane Case A (top) and ethylene Case A (bottom). For 
the methane flame, the Abel transform uncertainty and 
instrumental uncertainty play the main roles in the overall 
uncertainty, as the flame is shorter and experiences lower 
flame oscillations. For the ethylene flame Case A (lower), 
the flame oscillation contributes a significant portion of the 
total uncertainty, because of the high soot concentration at 
the flame edge.

4.4 � Uncertainty from E(m)

The absorption function, E(m), is a function of the complex 
refractive index of soot m (Eq. 12), where m and E(m) are 
both wavelength and fuel dependent [59, 60]. Dalzell et al. 
suggested that within the wavelength range from 435.8 to 
806.5  nm, the mean value of m is 1.57− 0.46i for acety-
lene and 1.57− 0.50i for propane diffusion flames [60]. In 
1973, D’Alessio [57] suggested the value 1.57− 0.56i as a 
mean value in visible range [61]. Whilst this value has been 
widely cited for its simplicity, a number of values of m have 
been reported by various of investigators as well, as shown 
in Table 2. For a wavelength of around 638 nm, calculations 
using the values suggested by D’Alessio’s rather than Yon’s 
data [E(m) = 0.30 at 632 nm] yield a difference of 15 %; 
however, when compared with Williams’ data [E(m) = 0.37 

Fig. 12   Soot volume frac-
tion fv measured using cavity 
extinction (blue circles) and LII 
(red line) for the methane flame 
(case B)
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at 638 nm], the discrepancy can be as large as 40 %. Using 
the value of 0.26 is likely to underestimate the SVF deduced 
by extinction measurement. However, given the Rayleigh 

approximation may still overestimate SVF (by neglecting 
scatter) [61], further accurate measurements of E(m) would 
still directly improve the accuracy of the LOSE method.

Fig. 13   Soot volume frac-
tion fv measured using cavity 
extinction (blue circles) and LII 
(red line) for propane. The blue 
error bars for the extinction 
measurements are too small to 
be displayed at this scale
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Fig. 14   Soot volume fraction 
fv using cavity extinction (blue 
circles) and LII (red line) for 
LII results for ethylene flame 
(case A)
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5 � Conclusions

A high spatial resolution laser cavity extinction technique 
has been developed and implemented to measure soot vol-
ume fractions from producing laminar diffusion flames 
down to sub-ppm levels. Data analysis shows that for stable 
measurement targets, the measurement error can be lower 
than 20  ppb. The high sensitivity is obtained through the 
multiple reflections of the high reflectivity mirrors, and the 

fine spatial resolution of the cavity system can be obtained 
with the use of concave mirrors.

The extinction measurements are used in the absolute 
calibration of LII measurements. The direct compari-
sons with LII measurements across the flame on the same 
flame show good agreement and good ability to resolve 
peaks, particularly in the cases with higher volume frac-
tions. The spatial resolution of around 200 μm compares 
well with the LII resolution of 33 μm, given the simplic-
ity of the technique. The uncertainty arising due to tomo-
graphic inversion and discretisation of the Abel transform 
is estimated to be around 10–20 % at the peak SVF posi-
tion along flame radials, with a sampling resolution of 
0.25 mm. The study shows that the laser cavity extinction 
technique can be successfully applied even for low soot 
concentrations, with uncertainties and spatial resolution 
similar to those in LII, but with the significant advan-
tage of an absolute measurement and following unsteady 
fluctuations.
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Appendix 1: Abel transform

Since the measurements of P0(y) are taken at discrete 
points along the y axis, one uses discretization of the 

Fig. 15   Soot volume fraction 
fv using cavity extinction (blue 
circles) and LII (red line) for 
ethylene flame (case B)
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ume fraction at flame edge positions (r = 3.75  mm, HAB  =  10, 
15 mm)
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integral in y, which is replaced by the index j for each ele-
ment spaced by delta point yj [49]:

(25)
f (ri) = −

1

π

∞
∑

j=i

∫ ∞

0,j=i;−
�y
2 ,j>i

P′
0(yj + δ)

√

(yj + δ)2 − ri2
dδ

P′
0(y) is approximated by the second-order derivative with 

respect to y, as follows:

(26)

P′
0
(yj + δ) =

P0(yj+1)− P0(yj−1)

2�y

+
[P0(yj+1)+ P0(yj−1)− 2P0(yj)]δ

�y2

Fig. 17   Reconstruction of a 
given Gaussian field distribu-
tion similar to the soot volume 
fraction distribution at the base 
of the flame, for different sam-
pling distances (top), absolute 
error (middle) and relative error 
(bottom)

Fig. 18   Reconstruction of a 
given Gaussian field distribu-
tion similar to the soot volume 
fraction distribution at the top of 
the flame, for different sampling 
distances (top), absolute error 
(middle) and relative error 
(bottom)
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In Eqs.  (25) and (26), the quantity f(r), which is the local 
extinction coefficient Ke(r) , can be obtained from:

in which:

Iij(k) is the linear deconvolution operator of Abel trans-
form, and k = 0 or 1.

(27)
Ke(ri) = f (ri) = −

1

�y

∞
∑

j=i

{[

Iij(1)− Iij(0)
]

P0(yj−1)

−2Iij(1)P0(yj)+
[

Iij(1)+ Iij(0)
]

P0(yj+1)
}

(28)Iij(k) =
1

2π

∫ 1

0,j=i;−1,j>i

δn
√

(2j + δ)2 − 4i2
dδ

Fig. 19   Comparison of noise 
coefficients using different 
sampling distances
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Appendix 2: Uncertainty propagation in extinction 
coefficient

The extinction coefficient, and ultimately the volume frac-
tion, is extracted from the total extinction measured, to yield 
P0 via Eq. (7), which is susceptible to uncertainties in Pt and 
the smaller uncertainties in R and T. Pt is obtained from the 
measurement in the attenuation of light using the photode-
tectors. The uncertainties are obtained from estimates of the 
error induced by laser light fluctuations, flame intensity inter-
ference and background currents, estimated from their respec-
tive rms fluctuations. These are collected in expressions using 
the logarithmic amplifier (base 10) to allow the uncertainties 
to be calculated from the overall expression for Pt:

where V is the vector representing the various measured 
voltages detailed in Table 3 and C is a calibration constant 
for the amplifier.

(29)

Pt = f (V,C) = − ln
iT

i0
= −

ln 10

C
(VLF − VIN)+ ln

(

1− 10
Vref1−VIN

C

)

− ln

(

1+ 10
Vref3−Vref2

C − 10
Vref1−VB

C − 10
VF+Vref3−Vref2−VLF

C

)

The uncertainty in P0 can be calculated via error propa-
gation as:

where U = [uVIN ; uVLF ; uVF ; uVB; uVref1; uVref2; uVref3] con-
tains the uncertainties in V. The additional uncertainty in 
the local extinction ratio, uKe, due to the Abel transform 
may be expressed as [49]:

where Iij(0) and Iij(1) are the operators in the Abel trans-
form and �y is the horizontal distance between the two 
measured positions.
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(31)

u2Ke
=

1

�y2

∞
∑

j=i

{

[

Iij(1)− Iij(0)
]2
u2P′(yj−1)

−
[

2Iij(1)
]2
u2P′(yj)

+
[

Iij(1)+ Iij(0)
]2
u2P′(yj+1)

}

Table 2   Previously measured 
complex refractive indices

References �e (nm) Fuel m (�e) E(m)

Dalzell et al. [60] 435.8–806.5 Acetylene 1.57− 0.46i 0.21

Propane 1.57− 0.50i 0.23

Williams et al. [26] 635 Ethylene and nitrogen-diluted kerosene 1.75− 1.03i 0.37

D’Alessio et al. [57] 250–650 Methane 1.57− 0.56i 0.26

Kohler et al. [18] 1064 Ethylene 1.60− 0.59i 0.27

Yon et al. [59] 266 Diesel/rapeseed methyl ester 1.61− 0.74i 0.32

532 1.61− 0.74i 0.32

632 1.68− 0.73i 0.30

1064 1.81− 0.76i 0.28

Table 3   Definition of variables and case studies for decoupling interferences

Variables are: ii, i2, photocurrent of incident laser to PD1 and reference laser to PD2, respectively; iF, photocurrent of PD1, laser on, flame on; 
iF1 and iF2, photocurrent due to flame in PD1 and PD2; iB1 and iB2, background ambient luminosity currents in PD1 and PD2; it, photocurrent of 
photodiode 1, laser on, flame on; iref, steady reference current used for photocurrent of PD1

V Definition Expression

VIN Laser on, flame off C log ii+iB1
i2+iB2

VLF Laser on, flame on
C log

it + iF1 + iB1

i2 + iF2 + iB2
VB Laser off, flame off C log iB1

iB2

VF Laser off, flame on C log iF1+iB1
iF2+iB2

Vref1 Laser on, flame off PD1 blocked C log iB1
i2+iB2

Vref2 Laser off, flame on, using stable reference current iref for PD1 C log iref
iF2+iB2

Vref3 Laser on, flame off, using stable reference current iref for PD1 C log iref
i2+iB2



486 B. Tian et al.

1 3

References

	 1.	 J.S. Lighty, J.M. Veranth, A.F. Sarofim, Combustion aerosols: 
factors governing their size and composition and implications 
to human health. J. Air Waste Manag. Assoc. 50(9), 1565–1618 
(2000)

	 2.	 G. Yang, T. Steven, P. Kent, I.M. Kennedy, Synthesis of an 
ultrafine iron and soot aerosol for the evaluation of particle toxic-
ity. Aerosol Sci. Technol. 35(3), 759–766 (2001)

	 3.	 R.F. Service, Study fingers soot as a major player in global 
warming. Science 319, 1745 (2008)

	 4.	 H. Wang, Formation of nascent soot and other condensed-phase 
materials in flames. Proc. Combust. Inst. 33(1), 41–67 (2011)

	 5.	 A.C. Eckbreth, Effects of laser-modulated particulate incandes-
cence on Raman scattering diagnostics. J. Appl. Phys. 48(11), 
4473–4479 (1977)

	 6.	 L.A. Melton, Soot diagnostic based on laser heating. Appl. Opt. 
23(13), 2201–2208 (1984)

	 7.	 C. Schulz, B.F. Kock, M. Hofmann, H. Michelsen, S. Will, B. 
Bougie, R. Suntz, G.J. Smallwood, Laser-induced incandes-
cence: recent trends and current questions. Appl. Phys. B 83(3), 
333–354 (2006)

	 8.	 D.R. Snelling, G.J. Smallwood, F. Liu, Ö.L. Gülder, W.D. Bach-
alo, A calibration-independent laser-induced incandescence tech-
nique for soot measurement by detecting absolute light intensity. 
Appl. Opt. 44(31), 6773–6785 (2005)

	 9.	 C.R. Shaddix, K.C. Smyth, Laser-induced incandescence meas-
urements of soot production in steady and flickering methane, 
propane, and ethylene diffusion flames. Combust. Flame 107(4), 
418–452 (1996)

	10.	 C.R. Shaddix, J.E. Harrington, K.C. Smyth, Quantitative meas-
urements of enhanced soot production in a flickering methane/air 
diffusion flame. Combust. Flame 99(3–4), 723–732 (1994)

	11.	 A.E. Karata, Ö.L. Gülder, Soot formation in high pressure lami-
nar diffusion flames. Prog. Energy Combust. Sci. 38(6), 818–845 
(2012)

	12.	 J.V. Pastor, J.M. García, J.M. Pastor, J.E. Buitrago, Analysis of 
calibration techniques for laser-induced incandescence meas-
urements in flames. Meas. Sci. Technol. 17(12), 3279–3288 
(2006)

	13.	 A. Fuentes, G. Legros, H. El-Rabii, J.P. Vantelon, P. Joulain, 
J.L. Torero, Laser-induced incandescence calibration in a three-
dimensional laminar diffusion flame. Exp. Fluids 43(6), 939–948 
(2007)

	14.	 P. Desgroux, X. Mercier, B. Lefort, R. Lemaire, E. Therssen, 
J.F. Pauwels, Soot volume fraction measurement in low-pressure 
methane flames by combining laser-induced incandescence and 
cavity ring-down spectroscopy: effect of pressure on soot forma-
tion. Combust. Flame 155(1–2), 289–301 (2008)

	15.	 B. Axelsson, R. Collin, P.E. Bengtsson, Laser-induced incandes-
cence for soot particle size and volume fraction measurements 
using on-line extinction calibration. Appl. Phys. B 72(3), 367–
372 (2001)

	16.	 J. Zerbs, K.P. Geigle, O. Lammel, J. Hader, R. Stirn, R. Hadef, 
W. Meier, The influence of wavelength in extinction measure-
ments and beam steering in laser-induced incandescence meas-
urements in sooting flames. Appl. Phys. B 96(4), 683–694 (2009)

	17.	 N.H. Qamar, Z.T. Alwahabi, Q.N. Chan, G.J. Nathan, D. Roe-
kaerts, K.D. King, Soot volume fraction in a piloted turbulent 
jet non-premixed flame of natural gas. Combust. Flame 156(7), 
1339–1347 (2009)

	18.	 M. Köhler, K.P. Geigle, W. Meier, B.M. Crosland, K.A. Thom-
son, G.J. Smallwood, Sooting turbulent jet flame: characteriza-
tion and quantitative soot measurements. Appl. Phys. B 104(2), 
409–425 (2011)

	19.	 Y. Xin, J.P. Gore, Two-dimensional soot distributions in buoyant 
turbulent fires. Proc. Combust. Inst. 30(1), 719–726 (2005)

	20.	 K. Frederickson, S.P. Kearney, T.W. Grasser, Laser-induced 
incandescence measurements of soot in turbulent pool fires. 
Appl. Opt. 50(4), A49–59 (2011)

	21.	 D. Tree, J. Dec, Extinction measurements of in-cylinder soot 
deposition in a heavy-duty DI diesel engine. SAE Technical 
Paper, 2001-01-1296, 2001

	22.	 K. Song, Y. Lee, T. Litzinger. Effects of emulsified fuels on soot 
evolution in an optically-accessible DI diesel engine. SAE Tech-
nical Paper, 2000–01-2794, 2000

	23.	 M.P.B. Musculus, L.M. Pickett, Diagnostic considerations for 
optical laser-extinction measurements of soot in high-pressure 
transient combustion environments. Combust. Flame 141(4), 
371–391 (2005)

	24.	 R. Di Sante, Laser extinction technique for measurements of car-
bon particles concentration during combustion. Opt. Lasers Eng. 
51(6), 783–789 (2013)

	25.	 K.A. Thomson, M.R. Johnson, Diffuse-light two-dimensional 
line-of-sight attenuation for soot concentration measurements. 
Appl. Opt. 5(47), 694–703 (2008)

	26.	 T.C. Williams, C.R. Shaddix, K.A. Jensen, J.M. Suo-Anttila, 
Measurement of the dimensionless extinction coefficient of soot 
within laminar diffusion flames. Int. J. Heat Mass Transf. 50(7–
8), 1616–1630 (2007)

	27.	 K. Krzempek, M. Jahjah, R. Lewicki, P. Stefaski, S. So, D. 
Thomazy, F.K. Tittel, CW DFB RT diode laser-based sensor for 
trace-gas detection of ethane using a novel compact multipass 
gas absorption cell. Appl. Phys. B 112(4), 461–465 (2013)

	28.	 A. Manninen, B. Tuzson, H. Looser, Y. Bonetti, L. Emmenegger, 
Versatile multipass cell for laser spectroscopic trace gas analysis. 
Appl. Phys. B 109(3), 461–466 (2012)

	29.	 D. Mazzotti, G. Giusfredi, High-sensitivity spectroscopy of CO2 
around 4.25 μm with difference-frequency radiation. Opt. Lasers 
Eng. 37, 143–158 (2002)

	30.	 C.G. Tarsitano, C.R. Webster, Multilaser Herriott cell for plan-
etary tunable laser spectrometers. Appl. Opt. 46(28), 6923–6935 
(2007)

	31.	 Y. Bouvier, C. Mihesan, M. Ziskind, E. Therssen, C. Focsa, J.F. 
Pauwels, P. Desgroux, Molecular species adsorbed on soot par-
ticles issued from low sooting methane and acetylene laminar 
flames: a laser-based experiment. Proc. Combust. Inst. 31(1), 
841–849 (2007)

	32.	 C. Schoemaecker-Moreau, E. Therssen, X. Mercier, J.F. Pau-
wels, P. Desgroux, Two-color laser-induced incandescence and 
cavity ring-down spectroscopy for sensitive and quantitative 
imaging of soot and PAHs in flames. Appl. Phys. B 78(3–4), 
485–492 (2004)

	33.	 E. Therssen, Y. Bouvier, C. Schoemaecker-Moreau, X. Mercier, 
P. Desgroux, M. Ziskind, C. Focsa, Determination of the ratio 
of soot refractive index function E(m) at the two wavelengths 
532 and 1064 nm by laser induced incandescence. Appl. Phys. B 
89(2–3), 417–427 (2007)

	34.	 R.L. Vander Wal, Calibration and comparison of laser-induced 
incandescence with cavity ring-down. Int. Symp. Combust. 
27(1), 59–67 (1998)

	35.	 R.L. Vander Wal, T.M. Ticich, Cavity ringdown and laser-
induced incandescence measurements of soot. Appl. Opt. 38(9), 
1444–1451 (1999)

	36.	 R. Engeln, G. Berden, R. Peeters, G. Meijer, Cavity enhanced 
absorption and cavity enhanced magnetic rotation spectroscopy. 
Rev. Sci. Instrum. 69(11), 3763 (1998)

	37.	 W. Cai, C.F. Kaminski, Multiplexed absorption tomography 
with calibration-free wavelength modulation spectroscopy. Appl. 
Phys. Lett. 104(15), 154106 (2014)



487High spatial resolution laser cavity extinction and laser-induced incandescence in low-soot...

1 3

	38.	 L. Ma, J. Ye, P. Dubé, J.L. Hall, Ultrasensitive frequency-mod-
ulation spectroscopy enhanced by a high-finesse optical cav-
ity: theory and application to overtone transitions of C2H2 and 
C2HD. J. Opt. Soc. Am. B 16(12), 2255–2268 (1999)

	39.	 S. Gersen, A.V. Mokhov, H.B. Levinsky, Extractive probe/
TDLAS measurements of acetylene in atmospheric-pressure 
fuel-rich premixed methane/air flames. Combust. Flame 143(3), 
333–336 (2005)

	40.	 T. Cai, G. Wang, Z. Cao, W. Zhang, X. Gao, Sensor for head-
space pressure and H2O concentration measurements in closed 
vials by tunable diode laser absorption spectroscopy. Opt. Lasers 
Eng. 58, 48–53 (2014)

	41.	 S. Basu, D.E. Lambe, R. Kumar, Water vapor and carbon diox-
ide species measurements in narrow channels. Int. J. Heat Mass 
Transf. 53(4), 703–714 (2010)

	42.	 R.R. Skaggs, J.H. Miller, Tunable diode laser absorption meas-
urements of carbon monoxide and temperature in a time-varying, 
methane/air, non-premixed flame. Symposium (international) on 
combustion, pp. 1181–1188, 1996

	43.	 T. Le Barbu, I. Vinogradov, G. Durry, O. Korablev, E. Chasse-
fière, J.L. Bertaux, TDLAS a laser diode sensor for the in  situ 
monitoring of H2O, CO2 and their isotopes in the Martian atmos-
phere. Adv. Space Res. 38(4), 718–725 (2006)

	44.	 G. Durry, L. Joly, T. Le Barbu, B. Parvitte, V. Zéninari, Laser 
diode spectroscopy of the H2O isotopologues in the 2.64  μm 
region for the in  situ monitoring of the Martian atmosphere. 
Infrared Physics & Technology 51(3), 229–235 (2008)

	45.	 S. Wagner, B.T. Fisher, J.W. Fleming, V. Ebert, TDLAS-based 
in situ measurement of absolute acetylene concentrations in lam-
inar 2D diffusion flames. Proc. Combust. Inst. 32(1), 839–846 
(2009)

	46.	 J. Ropcke, L. Mechold, M. Kaning, W.Y. Fan, P.B. Davies, Tun-
able diode laser diagnostic studies of H2 –Ar–O2 microwave 
plasmas containing methane or methanol. Plasma Chem. Plasma 
Process. 19(3), 395–419 (1999)

	47.	 J.H. Lambert, Photometria, sive, De mensura et gradibus 
luminis, colorum et umbrae (Photometry, or On the Measure and 
Gradations of Light, Color, and Shade) (Eberhardt Klett, Augs-
burg, 1760)

	48.	 H.W. Beer, Bestimmung der absorption des roten lichts in fär-
bigen flüssigkeiten (determination of the absorption of red light 
in coloured liquids). Annalen der Physik und Chemie 86, 78–88 
(1852)

	49.	 C.J. Dasch, One-dimensional tomography: a comparison of 
Abel, onion-peeling, and filtered backprojection methods. Appl. 
Opt. 31(8), 1146–1152 (1992)

	50.	 R.J. Santoro, H.G. Semerjian, R.A. Dobbins, Soot particle meas-
urements in diffusion flames. Combust. Flame 51, 203–218 
(1983)

	51.	 M.F. Modest, Radiative Heat Transfer, 3rd edn. (Academic 
Press, Boston, 2013), pp. 303–386

	52.	 F. Liu, K.A. Thomson, G.J. Smallwood, Numerical investigation 
of the effect of signal trapping on soot measurements using LII 
in laminar coflow diffusion flames. Appl. Phys. B 96(4), 671–
682 (2009)

	53.	 S.S. Krishnan, K. Lin, G.M. Faeth, Extinction and scatter-
ing properties of soot emitted from buoyant turbulent diffusion 
flames. J. Heat Transf. 123(2), 331 (2001)

	54.	 S. De Iuliis, F. Migliorini, F. Cignoli, G. Zizak, Peak soot tem-
perature in laser-induced incandescence measurements. Appl. 
Phys. B 83(3), 397–402 (2006)

	55.	 S. De Iuliis, F. Migliorini, F. Cignoli, G. Zizak, 2D soot volume 
fraction imaging in an ethylene diffusion flame by two-color 
laser-induced incandescence (2C-LII) technique and comparison 
with results from other optical diagnostics. Proc. Combust. Inst. 
31(1), 869–876 (2007)

	56.	 M.I. Mishchenko, L.D. Travis, A.A. Lacis, Scattering, Absorp-
tion, and Emission of Light by Small Particles (Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, Cambridge, 2002)

	57.	 A. D’Alessio, A. Di Lorenzo, F. Beretta, C. Venitozzi, Optical 
and chemical investigations on fuel-rich methane-oxygen pre-
mixed flames at atmospheric pressure. Int. Symp. Combust. 14, 
941–953 (1973)

	58.	 Profiles in steady and flickering methane/air, ethylene/air, and 
propane/air diffusion flames at atmospheric pressure using an 
axisymmetric burner geometry, http://www.nist.gov/el/fire_
research/flamereduc/diffusion_notesb.cfm. Accessed 01 Jan 
2013

	59.	 J. Yon, R. Lemaire, E. Therssen, P. Desgroux, A. Coppalle, K.F. 
Ren, Examination of wavelength dependent soot optical prop-
erties of diesel and diesel/rapeseed methyl ester mixture by 
extinction spectra analysis and LII measurements. Appl. Phys. B 
104(2), 253–271 (2011)

	60.	 W.H. Dalzell, A.F. Sarofim, Optical constants of soot and their 
application to heat-flux calculations. J. Heat Transf. 91, 100–104 
(1969)

	61.	 K.C. Smyth, C.R. Shaddix, The elusive history of 
m ≈ 1.57− 0.56i for the refractive index of soot. Combust. 
Flame 107(3), 314–320 (1996)

http://www.nist.gov/el/fire_research/flamereduc/diffusion_notesb.cfm.
http://www.nist.gov/el/fire_research/flamereduc/diffusion_notesb.cfm.

	High spatial resolution laser cavity extinction and laser-induced incandescence in low-soot-producing flames
	Abstract 
	1 Introduction
	2 Methodology
	2.1 Theory of cavity extinction
	2.2 Extinction coefficient and soot volume fraction

	3 Experiment
	3.1 Burner and flames
	3.2 Cavity extinction measurement
	3.3 LII measurement
	3.4 LII calibration

	4 Results and discussion
	4.1 Measured extinction coefficient Ke
	4.2 Comparison of cavity extinction and LII
	4.3 Analysis of uncertainties
	4.4 Uncertainty from E(m)

	5 Conclusions
	Acknowledgments 
	References




