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Abstract

We present a manifold-based surface construction extending the C*° construction of Ying and Zorin (2004a).
Our surfaces allow for pircewise-smooth boundaries, have user-controlled arbitrary degree of smoothness and
improved derivative and visual behavior. 2-flexibility of our surface construction is confirmed numerically
for a range of local mesh configurations.
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1. Introduction

Manifold-based parametric surface representations, unlike most commonly used arbitrary-topology con-
structions (free-form splines and subdivision surfaces) are based on blending overlapping local surface ap-
proximations, rather than stitching nonoverlapping patches together. Manifold-based representations of
surfaces offer a unique combination of features: arbitrary topology, arbitrary-order smoothness, flexibility,
explicit analytic expressions for local parametrizations and linear dependence on control points.

High-order smoothness, while having relatively little impact on visual surface quality, is useful for nu-
merical purposes: for example, for C3-continuous surfaces variation of curvature functionals are well-defined
everywhere and C*-continuity makes it possible to use quadratures of order k 4 1 to ensure rapid conver-
gence. Smooth explicit analytic parametrization makes it possible to evaluate the surface and its derivatives
at arbitrary points in a straightforward manner. Flexibility, 2-flexibility in particular, is essential for good
local approximation of smooth shapes.

Manifold surfaces are a natural setting for solving equations on surfaces as the chart overlap simplifies
maintaining smoothness of solutions across boundaries. It is often easier to apply algorithms designed for
parametric patches which treat the surface as a function f(u,v) on a planar domain to surfaces of arbitrary
topology without handling special cases for inter-patch boundaries needed for patch-based representations.

A number of manifold surface constructions were proposed in the past; in this paper, we present a
generalization of the C* construction of Ying and Zorin (2004a), and explore the properties of resulting
surfaces. Our goal is to construct surfaces with improved mathematical properties (higher derivative conti-
nuity, closed-form parametrization, flexibility) while maintaining, to the extent possible, visual appearance
of Catmull-Clark surfaces.

In comparison to Ying and Zorin (2004a), our surfaces need not be closed. We define special charts and
local geometry construction needed to represent surfaces with piecewise smooth boundaries, with boundary
curves defined only using boundary control points.

We relax the requirement that surfaces are C'*°°: it turns out, that by considering surfaces of arbitrarily
high but finite degree of continuity, it is possible to decrease derivative magnitudes and improve surface
quality. We describe geometry functions and several possible choices of blending functions for C%-continuous
surfaces.
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One of our motivations for considering manifold-based surfaces comes from solving boundary integral
equations on surfaces with high-order accuracy. Such equations arise in a variety of contexts, including
electrostatic computations, electromagnetic scattering, Stokes equations and other. To achieve high-order
convergence rates, a high-order smooth nonsingular parametrization is necessary. Our manifold-based sur-
faces are an essential part of the boundary integral equation solver described in (Ying et al., 2006), which
achieves high convergence rates in part thanks to high degree of continuity of manifold-based surfaces.

This paper is organized as follows: in Section 2, we discuss related work and briefly compare our con-
struction with other manifold constructions. Section 3 reviews the definitions of of smooth surfaces with
piecewise-smooth boundaries. In Section 4, we review the C'* manifold surface construction and extend it to
surfaces with piecewise-smooth boundaries. Section 5 describes local geometry functions for C%-continuous
surfaces with improved derivative behavior, with blending partition-of-unity functions discussed Section 6.
In Section 7 we examine derivative behavior, present numerical evidence of flexibility and compare visual
quality of different versions of the manifold construction and subdivision surfaces.

2. Previous Work

A considerable number of C?%, d > 1 surface constructions for arbitrary meshes of various types were
proposed over years, with the important case of d = 2 receiving most attention. Known constructions can
be partitioned into three groups, based on spline patches, subdivision surfaces and manifolds respectively.
We briefly review other high-order smoothness constructions and consider manifold-based constructions in
more detail.

In (Hagen and Pottmann, 1989) C? interpolants of boundary position, tangent and curvature data are
constructed. Gregory and Hahn (1989) describe a C? hole-filling algorithm; Bohl and Reif (1997) describe
C? conditions on degenerate patches and how N patches can be joined at a point. C? spline surfaces on
arbitrary meshes were constructed by Peters (1996) and C? spline surfaces for general d are described by
Prautzsch (1997). More recently, various types of constructions based on polynomial patches were proposed
in (Peters, 2002), (Loop, 2004) and (Karciauskas and Peters, 2005). C? subdivision algorithms based on
standard schemes and with zero curvature at extraordinary vertices were proposed by Prautzsch and Umlauf
(1998) and Biermann et al. (2000a). Flexible C? modifications of subdivision surfaces are described in (Zorin,
2006a) and (Levin, 2006).

The idea of manifold-based constructions was introduced in (Grimm and Hughes, 1995) where a manifold
surface is built from a polygonal mesh using one chart per mesh element (vertices, edges and faces). In their
construction, all interior vertices are required to have valence four (which can be achieved by a subdivision-
based pre-process), and faces have to be polygons with no more than six edges. In (Grimm, 2002) and
(Grimm and Hughes, 2003) this manifold-based construction is used to generate parametrizations, where
manifolds are used as parameter domains for surfaces of different topologies.

In Navau and Garcia (2000) another manifold-based method for generating C'¢ surfaces is described. This
method requires a pre-process of repeated Catmull-Clark subdivision steps in order to isolate irregularities
of the mesh. The number of such steps is O(logn) in worst case, where n is an input parameter describing
the extent of the influence of control points. Parts of regular and irregular subgraphs of the resulting mesh
are chosen as charts with corresponding transition functions. The shapes and sizes of charts are dependent
on the input parameter n and the regularity. In order to generalize the B-spline approach with this method,
each chart is then mapped to a control point which describes the shape of the resulting surface. In (Navau
et al., 2002), three realizations of this general scheme is described.

Extensions of these methods for surfaces with smooth boundaries have been outlined in most construc-
tions mentioned above. In (Grimm and Hughes, 1995) the extension involves the definition of a different
set of charts for boundary edges and vertices similar to our construction. On the other hand in Navau and
Garcia (2000), the extension for boundaries is achieved by adding auxiliary layers of faces around the mesh
boundary such that all vertices can be treated the same. Compared to previously considered boundary
constructions, our construction has the following distinctive features: boundary curves can be independent
of the interior, and include corner points.

An important recent direction of work is manifold splines (Gu et al., 2005, 2006, 2007; Wang et al., 2008).
Compared to other manifold constructions, manifold splines use an atlas of affine transition maps. The
advantages in this case are considerable: transition maps are greatly simplified, and it becomes feasible not
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Figure 1: The charts for a surface with piecewise smooth boundary.

to use a partition of unity to merge local geometries together: one can use a spline construction on arbitrary
triangulations (e.g. DMS splines or Powell-Sabin splines) to build a purely polynomial surface; alternatively,
one can fit splines defined on a regular grid in the plane. For meshes with boundary, in principle, one can
construct a purely affine atlas, and for closed meshes one can construct an affine atlas after a number of
points determined by the genus of the mesh are removed. One can observe that manifold splines reduces the
task of building a surface of arbitrary topology to mapping the mesh to a plane and local constructions on
arbitrary triangulations. While methods for these constructions are available, they are relatively complex,
especially for high order smoothness. They are not commonly used for ab initio construction of surfaces of
high-order smoothness from relatively coarse control meshes, which is our primary goal. One can regard
manifold splines and our construction as complementary, each targeting a different scope of applications.

3. Surfaces with Boundaries

Our first goal is to describe the manifold-based construction of surfaces with boundaries. A more gen-
eral class of piecewise smooth surfaces can be easily obtained from this class by stitching smooth surfaces
with boundaries along boundary curves. To be able to do this, the boundary curves have to be defined
independently of the interior, i.e. the shape of the boundary curve should be completely determined by
the control points on the boundary of the control mesh (Figure 3, left). We describe ways to obtain both
interior-dependent and interior-independent boundaries.

Defining surfaces with boundaries requires additional chart types. Recall that for a closed C'!-continuous
surface in R3, each point has a neighborhood that can be smoothly deformed (that is, using a C' map of
maximal rank) into an open planar disk D. A surface with a smooth boundary can be described in a similar
way, but neighborhoods of boundary points can be smoothly deformed into a half-disk H, with a closed
boundary segment (Figure 1). In order to allow piecewise smooth boundaries, we introduce two additional
types of local charts: concave and convex corner charts, Q3 and Q;. A C'-continuous surface with piecewise
smooth boundary looks locally like one of the domains D, H, @1, or 3. Convex and concave corners, while
being equivalent topologically, are not C'-diffeomorphic, that is, there is no C'* non-singular map from Q to
Q3. One can show that almost all C''-continuous surfaces obtained as linear combinations of basis functions
are diffecomorphic. This implies that separate constructions are needed for convex and concave boundary
corners, just as it is the case for subdivision surfaces (Biermann et al., 2000a). Rather than having one type
of star-shaped chart domains per valence, as it was the case for closed surfaces, we need to consider three
chart types as shown in the Figure 2.

Figure 2: Left: valance 4 smooth boundary chart. Center: valance 2 convex corner chart. Right: valance 6 concave corner
chart.

While the number of chart types one needs to consider increases, the main elements of the construction
3



remain similar: we can use similarly constructed chart maps, partition of unity functions, and geometry func-
tions. While geometry functions can be obtained using essentially the same fitting idea, interior-independent
boundary curves require additional constraints.

Figure 3: Left: Comparison of corner behavior in the case of interior-dependent and independent boundaries. Right: An
example of a C3 surface with smooth boundary, convex and concave corners

4. C°° Manifold Surfaces

4.1. C*°-continuous surfaces without Boundaries

We start with a brief review of the manifold-based construction of Ying and Zorin (2004a), which our
construction extends. For a control mesh, this construction is based on defining a set of planar charts,
depending only on mesh connectivity, local smooth geometry functions on each chart, and a way to blend
all local functions together.

A set M (in our case, the control mesh) has 2D manifold structure, if a collection of charts (C;, ;) is
defined, where C; are open domains in the plane and ¢; are one-to-one maps C; — M, such that the images
©:(C;) cover all of M (we define charts for a mesh M below). M is a C* (or C¢) manifold if the transition
maps from chart to chart ¢j;, = goj_l o ;, defined for pairs of charts for which ¢;(C;) and ¢;(C;) intersect,
are C* (or C%).

Ying and Zorin (2004a) construct functions f!°¢: C; — R? defining the geometry embedding functions
locally on each chart. Then partition of unity functions w; (i.e. functions with support restricted to
individual charts C; and summing up to 1) are used to combine local geometry embeddings. On M, the
complete surface is defined by Y. (w; f/°°) o p;*. However, in practice it is evaluated on individual charts

C; via
fimy = Y wi(t(@) £ () (1)
Jupi(z)€p;(Cy)
Figure 4 illustrates the construction. All three components are designed to be C™ to guarantee that

the function f;(z), i.e. the resulting surface is C°°, and can be evaluated using closed-form expressions
(polynomials and trigonometric functions).

Charts and Transition Maps. Chart maps ; are defined per vertex. Fach chart domain is a curved star
shape C, obtained by mapping the ring of faces sharing vertex v; to the plane as described below. The
overlap between the images of two charts in the mesh is a pair of faces. Instead of constructing the maps ¢;,
the maps <pi_1 are constructed. The chart construction proceeds in two steps: first, the faces adjacent to a
given vertex are mapped piecewise bilinearly to the plane (maps L; to domains S;). Then a transformation
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Figure 4: Components of the manifold-based surface construction.

¢; is applied to each wedge of the regular star S;; ¢; deforms it so that it becomes a conformal image of a
square. Therefore, the transition maps are compositions of two functions (Figure 7):

w; L=¢ 0L,
The map ¢; is another composition of two maps, a linear map lx, and a conformal map gg;:
¢i = gk, ok,
where gg, = 2(4e/Ki) o — ¢ + 4y, and
cos(am/4) 0
I, = < COS(%/Ki) sin(am/4) ) . (2)
sin(7/K;)

« is 1 for charts away from the surface boundary. Other values of o are used for constructing boundary
charts.

Cz

4/k

lmear conformal

>

C
L<>A transition map t,,
¢

Figure 5: Chart map construction.

Note that only the bilinear maps L; depend on the mesh geometry, and the transition maps t;; depend
only on the compositions L; o Li_l. While each of the maps L; and L; depends on mesh geometry, their
composition (which is also bilinear on each face) depends only on the shape of S; and S; which do not
depend on mesh geometry. We conclude that f; depends on mesh geometry only through the local geometry
functions lef’C.
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Partition of Unity. The partition of unity is built from identical pieces defined initially on the standard
square [0,1] as a product of two identical one-dimensional C* functions n(u)n(v). The function n can be
chosen in different ways, and the choice has a significant impact on surface behavior. We discuss possible
choices in detail in Section 6. Ying and Zorin (2004a) uses 1 from Bruno and Kunyansky (2001):

1 :0<t <4
= h((t=5)/a) .
n(t) - h((t—(s)/a)-i-h(l—(t—é)/a) . 5 <t < 1-— (5
0 1-6<t<1

where § > 0 (1/8 is used), a = 1 — 20 and h(s) = exp(2exp(—1/s)/(s—1)). Once the function is defined on
the square, a rotation by /4 combined with the map gl}l is applied to remap 7n(u)n(v) to a single wedge.
Then the function is defined by rotational symmetry on the rest of the chart.

Defining Geometry. In Ying and Zorin (2004a) geometry is defined using polynomials. Two steps of Catmull-
Clark subdivision are applied to the mesh to define the coarse shape of the surface and then polynomials
are used to fit the shape to these data points in the least squares sense. Every vertex of the refined mesh
after the subdivision step can be assigned to points with bilinear coordinates (I/4,n/4) in each sector of
the star S (we omit the subscripts referring to the chart index). For each vertex v, these points in S are
remapped to the chart domain C' using the map c¢. There are m = 12K + 1 sample points in the interior
of C, which are denoted z, ..., x;,—1 (Figure 7). The 3D subdivision surface positions for these points are
denoted as sq, ..., S;m—1. The polynomial geometry function f1°¢ of total degree < d = |min(14, K + 2)] is
defined by minimizing the differences f(z;) — s; in the least squares sense. The choice of 14 as the maximal
polynomial degree resulted from experiments with high valence vertices; higher degrees result in small-scale
surface artifacts (see Figure 6); reducing the degree makes it impossible to match the overall smooth shape
of a subdivision surface.

Figure 6: A valance 12 vertex chart with a lifted point on the right represented by polynomial fits of degree 14, 15, and 16
respectively.

As this optimization problem leads to a linear system of equations for polynomial coefficients, the matrix
W mapping sample points s to polynomial coefficients depends only on the central vertex valence and can
be precomputed for efficient geometry evaluation. For the fitting process, monomials pg, ..., p,_1 where
n = d(d+ 1)/2 are used as basis functions. A least squares fit is used to solve for the basis coefficients a;

such that f = Z;L;()l a;p;j. Let a be the vector of coefficients a;, s be the vector of values s; and B be the m
x n matrix of monomials p;(z;). Then the vector of coefficients a minimizing || Ba — s||* can be computed as

a=Ws=DB"s=(B'B)"'BTs, (3)

where BT denotes the pseudo-inverse of B. In our construction, we use a similar approach, however,
additional constraints need to be imposed for the boundary.

One can observe that the formula (3) does not guarantee translation invariance by construction, which
requires that the rows of W sum up to one. In practice, we observe the rows of W sum up to 1 with high
degree of accuracy, but it is desirable to guarantee translation invariance precisely. For this reason, we use a
slightly altered formula for a: we set ag, the coefficient of the constant monomial py = 1, to s¢, the position
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of the central sample point of the chart, and fit the remaining monomials to the differences s — s¢. The
vector of coefficients a® with ag excluded is computed as

at = W(s — 5°) (4)

where W is redefined to be pseudoinverse of B¥f/ with Bf?ff =pj(x:), j=1...n—1, and s¢ is a vector
of the same length as a with all components equal to s¢, the sample point in the center of the chart.

Catmull - Clark e
subdivision .

Dyadic points | 4

Figure 7: Defining geometry functions.

Summary. To define a manifold surface, we choose chart maps ¢;, geometry maps f/°° and functions 7
determining partition of unity functions w;.

We add more types of charts (C;, ;) to handle surfaces with boundaries, and consider different choices
for fl°¢ and n in Sections 5 and 6 respectively.

4.2. C* Surfaces with Boundary

We extend the construction to surfaces with piecewise smooth boundary reusing most elements. The
input to our construction is a quadrilateral mesh, with tags for convex and concave corners.

The charts and transition maps for boundary vertices are constructed using star-shaped areas shown in
Figure 2, obtained by joining together k equal sectors for a vertex of valence k. However, instead of choosing
the angular size of each sector to be 27 /k, we use w/k for smooth boundary vertices, 3w /(2k) for concave
corners and 7/(2k) for convex corners. The formulas for the maps are obtained by choosing « to be 1/2,
3/4 and 1/4 respectively in (2). The partition of unity functions are constructed per quad, in the same way
it is done in the interior vertex case.

The most significant difference is in the geometry definition. As discussed in Section 3, one can either
constrain the boundary curves to be dependent only on the boundary control points, or allow boundary curves
to be influenced by arbitrary points. In both cases, we start with two steps of Catmull-Clark subdivision,
as in the interior case. The number of control points is now m = 12k + 5 instead of m = 12k + 1, as shown
in Figure 8. We use the modified Catmull-Clark scheme described in Biermann et al. (2000a) to handle all
types of boundary vertices.

Interior-depedent boundary.. The local geometry function is computed as in the interior case using a polyno-
mial fit with a precomputed matrix W. We use monomials of total degree < d = |min(14, k + 2)| as before,
except in two empirically determined cases: for a smooth boundary vertex with valance k = 2 (valence for
regular meshes with boundary) we choose d = 6, and for concave corner vertices with valance k > 6 we
choose degree d = max (14, k).

Independent boundary. In this case, we proceed in two steps: first, we compute the matrix W for fitting
polynomials only to the boundary points obtained by Catmull-Clark subdivision. Next, we compute a matrix
to determine the coeflicients of the remaining monomials in the basis, with boundary monomial coefficients
fixed.
The smooth boundary vertices and corner vertices have to be treated differently in the first step, because
in the case of corners the boundary curve consists of two polynomial pieces. We assume that for a smooth
7
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Figure 8: Left: 12k + 4 sample points for a smooth boundary chart are shown in red (interior points) and green (boundary
points). Blue points are not included. Right: coordinate systems for boundary charts.

boundary chart the boundary is aligned with the u axis, and for the corner chart the two boundary pieces
are aligned with u and v axes respectively, with the corner at zero. The sample points z; have coordinates
(ui,vi), 1=1...m.

For a smooth boundary chart, we define the set of boundary monomials Pib”d(u,v), i=1...n" to
be the monomials u'~! with n®"? = d 4+ 1. For a corner chart (either convex or concave), n®*? = 2d + 1,
PPrd(yv) =u~t i =1...d+1, and P4 (u,v) = v*=971 i =d+2...2d+1. The remaining monomials up
to total degree d, are denoted ¢;, j = 1...n — nyq. We also split the sample points into two groups: xbnd
i=1...7T,and 2i" i=1...m —7. s"d and sint

The complete geometry function has the form

7 )

are corresponding 3D points obtained by subdivision.

Nbnd N—"Nbnd

floc(u,’l}) _ Z (li—md,PZ-bnd(u7’U) + Z aéntpiint(uﬂ))

=1 i=1

Let B™* be the matrix [p](z})] of the values of monomials evaluated at sample points, with r, s being
one of bnd and int.

We first obtain the coefficients a®"? by minimizing the difference ||B'ndtndgbnd — $bnd|| hetween the
polynomial boundary curve and sample values s?*%; as the number of polynomials typically exceeds the
number of sample points on the boundary, the solution is not unique. We use the standard approach to
under-constrained optimization and minimize the sum of the squares of the coefficients to obtain a unique
solution. This solution is given by (Bbnd:bnd)+gbnd — yybndgbnd T4 compute (a regularized) inverse of the
possibly singular matrix (Btndbnd)T(pbnd.bnd) needed for (B*"4P"d)+ we use SVD regularization. For a
matrix A = USVT, the regularized inverse is computed as US’V”, where S’ is a diagonal matrix with
entries S/, = 1/S;; for |Si| > €, and 0 otherwise. We use e = 10719,

Note that this procedure works as well for smooth and corner boundary cases. In the corner boundary
case, it is equivalent to fitting polynomials in u to the segment of the boundary aligned with the u axis,
and polynomials in v to the segment of the boundary aligned with the v axis. The point samples on the
boundary are interpolated, as the degree of the polynomials we use always exceeds the number of points.
One could entirely eliminate the fitting step, and simply interpolate the points with sufficiently low degree
polynomials, setting the coefficients for higher-order monomials to zero; however, using all polynomials up
to degree d and minimizing the norm of coefficients appears to produce better results.

We determine the remaining coefficients a™ by minimizing > /"o (f/¢(x;) — s;)?, while keeping the
boundary coefficients a?"¢ fixed. The matrix form of this expression is || Bintintgint 4 pintbndgbnd _ gint|2
which leads to the following expression for a™™:

aint _ (Bint,int)+(sint _ Bz’nt,bndabnd)

To sum up, the vector of coefficients a is computed from the vector of sample points s as

int intint\+  _ int,int\+ Rint,bnd bnd,bnd\+ int
()= (7 G ) ()

almd 0 (and,bnd)+ Sbnd

where W depends only on the valence of the center of the chart and can be precomputed.
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Figure 9: Limitation of concave corners with independent boundary: Catmull-Clark surface with corners cannot be approxi-
mated well by C* surfaces; a much closer approximation can be obtained with spline-based C¥* surfaces.

Limitation of the interior-independent construction.. For concave corners and interior-independent bound-
aries, the construction described above may produce somewhat undesirable shapes, independently of the
parameters of the subdivision scheme used to compute the points x;. Specifically, in cases when a concave
corner is prescribed for a control mesh vertex for which the plane formed by the boundary edges meeting
at the vertex is close to perpendicular to the nearby mesh faces (See Figure 9). In this case, even if the
underlying subdivision surface makes a sharp turn to approach the boundary curve from the outside, as it
is necessary for a concave corner, the polynomial approximation deviates significantly from the surface, and
“overshoots” in a significant way:.

The reason for this behavior can be understood as follows. Consider the curve on the local surface
corresponding to line u = 0 in the chart. Note that all polynomials P{™ vanish, so this curve on the surface
is completely determined by the expression Y, a?®?P"4(0,v); as the coefficients a?™® are computed using
boundary data only, the points si** have no effect on the curve behavior, even if it passes through corre-
sponding points s in the interior of the surface. This is in contrast to the interior-dependent construction,
which results in better behavior.

To a large extent, this problem can be addressed by using C%continous surfaces based on splines, as

explained in the next section (See Figure 9).

5. C%-continuous Surfaces

While for C'*° surfaces derivatives of parametrizations are formally defined for all orders, their magni-
tudes of these derivatives can grow rapidly. There is a lower bound for this growth: for linear parametric
surface constructions with localized influence of control points it is impossible to have an upper bound for
parametrization derivatives uniform in the derivative order (see Section 6). It turns out that derivative
magnitudes can be reduced and better surface quality can be achieved if we consider C%continuous surfaces
for some finite d, constructed using splines instead of polynomials both for geometry and partition-of-unity
functions (Figure 10)).

5.1. C% Construction for Interior Charts

The C* and C?, d < oo, constructions are similar for interior vertices. Charts and transition maps
remain the same as for C> construction. For C%continuity, we replace the 1D partition of unity functions
h with a polynomial function (Section 6). We use a uniform bi-degree (d + 1) tensor product B-Spline fit
for the geometry.

Similar to the C'°° construction, we start with two steps of modified Catmull-Clark subdivision to get m
points g, ..., Zm—1 in the domain C (Figure 7) and corresponding surface points by sq, ..., S;m—1

We found it important to include an extra ring of points on the subdivision surface corresponding to
the outer boundary of the chart domain to ensure a better match between adjacent patches. Thus, we have
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Catmull-Clark C* surface C? surface, g = 5. C? surface, g =1.

Figure 10: A flat mesh with a single extraordinary vertex of valence 12. The regular vertex adjacent to valence 12 vertex is
lifted. C* spline-based surfaces can closely match the reflection line pattern for the subdivision surface, although the match is
not perfect due to larger area influenced by each vertex.

m = 20K + 1 for interior charts and m = 20K + 5 for smooth boundary and corner charts, where K is the
valence of the vertex.

The domain of our spline surface is the minimal box containing sample points zg, ..., Zm,—1 (Figure 11).
For the geometry function defined using splines, in addition to the degree, we can also choose the number
of spline patches for the domain. We use a g x g grid, uniformly spaced in both directions on this domain,
separating it into (¢ — 1) X (g9 — 1) patches. The case of g = 2 is essentially identical to the case of monomial
basis functions used for the C'* construction. Experimentally, we have observed that increasing g above 3
does not have any significant advantages for interior points, but leads to improvements for smooth boundaries
and concave corner points. We note that increasing g results only in a modest additional cost for surface
evaluation, as it is primarily determined by the degree of splines, not the number of patches.

We use coordinates (u,v) in the range [0...g — 1] in each direction, scaling the grid of sample points so
that the domain is square. The center of the chart corresponds to the point ((¢g—1)/2, (g—1)/2). We choose
the axis direction so that one of them is aligned with an edge direction in the chart. The choice of the edge
is arbitrary, and the resulting surface does depend on the way this alignment is chosen for valences which are
not multiples of 4. However, we did not observe any significant effects on either surface visual appearance
or parametrization derivative behavior. For a spline of degree d + 1 (and continuity C?), n, = g + d control
points are needed in each direction. The geometry function is given by

Nne—1lne—1

fluv) =" > aN;(u)Ng(v) (6)

i=0 k=0

where a;j, are the control points. In many cases, it is convenient to use a single index for the spline control
points aj, and basis functions N;(u)Ng(v). We define ajp, 4x) = ajr and B(jpn k) (u,v) = Nj(u)Ny(v).
Then f(u,v) can be compactly written as a’ B(u, v), where a and B(u,v) are vectors of length n?2.

The fit for spline patches proceeds similarly to the C°° surface construction. An important change
essential for spline surfaces is regularization of the fit, especially for higher values of g: the support of basis
functions centered away from the chart center may overlap few if any sample points. We use the thin-plate
energy [(Ouuf)? + 2(0uuf)? + [(Duyf)? for regularization: the energy can be written as a” R™'a, where
R is a constant matrix. This energy ensures that in areas where there are no sample points the function
f(u,v) is as close to linear as possible.

We construct the matrix B of basis functions evaluated at sample points, B;; = Bj(u;,v;), where i =
0...m—1and ! =0...n2 —1. The matrix W is obtained as regularized pseudoinverse of B:

W = ((BTB + EintRint)BT)il 7

The choice of €;,; and regularization parameters for all other cases is discussed in Section 5.4.

To ensure translation invariance, we fit the differences between sample point positions s; and the central
sample position s¢, as we did for the C*° construction. The monomial py = 1 is no longer a basis function,
so we still retain a full matrix B in the fit. We observe that if we shift the sample positions s; by s¢,
so that the central sample position becomes 0, apply the fit, and shift them back, resulting surface is

10



translation-invariant thanks to the standard spline property >, Bi(u,v) = 1. This allows us to define the
spline coefficients as
a=W(s—s°)+ s (7)

where as before s¢ is a vector of the same length as a with all components equal to s¢, the sample point in
the center of the chart.

5.2. C? Surfaces with Boundary

We do not discuss the interior-dependent boundary construction in detail, as it is identical to the interior
chart case, and focus on the interior-independent boundary construction. We use a grid of knots defined in
the same way as for the interior charts.

For a smooth boundary chart, we assume that the parametric line corresponding to the surface boundary
coincides with the u axis, with the chart center ¢ = (u®,v¢) = (¢,0), with ¢t = (1/2)(g — 1). (Figure 11).
For a convex corner, two perpendicular sides of the chart are on u and v axes with the corner at (0,0) and
the concave corner chart is centered at (¢,t) as it was the case for the interior chart. (See Figure 11).

(0,n¢0-1)Y (ne-1,nc-1)  (0,n¢-1)Y (ne-1,n¢-1

(e %

(0,n¢-1 v (ne-1,ne-1)

(0,0 (n¢-1,0)

(0,0 (nc-1,0) (0,0 (n¢,0)

Figure 11: Knot numbering and patch layout for smooth boundary, convex and concave charts for g = 3.

As before, we need to define a matrix W, depending on sample points x; = (u;, v;) and the degree of the
basis, which allows us to compute the vector of spline control points ¢ from the vector of sample positions
s as in (7). We split the vector of sample positions s into two subvectors: s = [s™, s*"] where 5" is the
vector of 9 boundary sample positions and s is the vector of m — 9 interior positions.

Our construction consists of two steps similar to the C*° case:

1. First, we compute the matrix "¢ mapping the boundary sample positions s*"? to the control points
a for the boundary curves. For the corner charts, we additionally constrain the corner point to be
interpolated.

2. In the second step, we use the curve control points a computed in the first step to define constraints on
the surface control points a, and compute the constrained least-squares fit matrix mapping the curve
control points @ and interior sample positions s to the control points of the spline a.

The composition of matrices obtained at two steps yields W.
Before we proceed with the details of the construction for smooth boundaries and two corner types, we
introduce additional notation.

Constrained least-squares fit matrices. In several cases in our construction, we need to compute a matrix
arising from a regularized constrained least-squares fit:

2T Rx + ||Qz — 7||*> — min, subject to Cz = h. (8)

where @ is a n X m matrix, and C' is r X n matrix of constraints for some r < n, R is a regularization matrix.
Solving this problem with Lagrange multipliers y leads to the system

<2QTQ+R BT)<x>_(2QTr)
B 0 y ) h
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The solution of this system can be written as
T = LT(Q;Ca R)T +LC(CQaCVa R)h (9)

where L,.(Q,C, R) is a n x n matrix and L.(Q,C, R) is a n x m matrix. The explicit expressions for the
matrices L. (Q,C, R) and L.(Q,C, R) are

L(Q,C) = (I - Q5'CTQ-0)(QsQT) ™
L(Q,0) = Q5'CTQz!

where Qs = QTQ+R, Qc = C’Q?C’T7 and the inverses are computed using SVD regularization for stability.
This notation allows us to derive the matrices W mapping sample positions to control points in a compact
form.

Step 1: Boundary computation

For smooth vertices, we compute the boundary for the chart by fitting a spline curve of degree d + 1
to the data points s?"¢ corresponding to boundary points #2"¢. For corners, we fit two separate curves to
the subsets of sample points on two edges of the chart. We also require the corner sample position to be
interpolated. In the second step, we ensure that boundary curves of the patch coincide with the curves
computed at this step.

As the number of boundary points we fit our curve to is 9 (smooth case) or 5 (for each of the curves in
the corner case). If the number of control points for a curve exceeds the number of sample positions we fit
to, the least-squares problem is underdetermined. As in the case of polynomial geometry functions, we use
SVD-regularized inverses in these cases to obtain a solution.

Smooth boundary charts. For a smooth boundary chart, there are n. control points a; of the boundary curve

c(u) which we arrange in vector a:
ne—1

c(u) = Y a;Nj(u)
§=0

In vector form, the boundary curve c(u) sampled at points 2274, i = 0...8, can be written as B"®*a, with

B = Nj(w), i =0...8,j=0...n.—1 (10)

The control points @ of the boundary curve are obtained by unconstrained minimization of || B*"%*a —
sP)|12 1 eyqal R9%a, where RP™4% is the second derivative regularizer matrix for the boundary basis
functions N;(u). Minimizing this expression leads to a = W"dsP"d with

and _ ((and,s)T(and,s) + Gbndend’s)_l (11)
i.e., the regularized pseudoinverse of B¢,

Convez and concave corner charts. The differences between the way boundary control points are computed
for convex and concave corners are minor, and we discuss these together. In both cases we define two
boundary curves ¢*(u) and ¢’ (v).

For a convex corner chart, there are n. control points for each of the boundary directions, and for concave
corners, there are d+ [g/2] = n., for each. In the latter case, there are fewer control points because only the
part of ¢(u) and ¢(v) corresponding to u® <u < g—1 (v* < v < g — 1) needs to be boundary independent,
and these curve segments require fewer control points than the complete boundary curves. We split the
vector of sample positions s*"? into three parts, s"% = [s°s"s"]: s¢ is the corner point, and s* and sV are
vectors of sample positions along u and v boundary directions. Due to use of (7) for the fit, we can assume
s¢ to be zero, but we do not rely on this assumption in our derivation. Corresponding parametric locations
are z' = (uj,v°), 7 = (u® u}), i =0...3. We assume that these are symmetric, that is, u}’ = v}.

Similarly to (10), we define
12



Bf]nd,u:Nj(u;‘), i=0...3,j=mg...nc—1

bnd,v __
Bij =N

(12)
i(v), 1=0...3,j=mg...n.—1

where mg = 0 for convex corners and mg = |g/2| for concave corners, so that the number of control points
is n’.
As the boundary parametric locations are symmetric, we use a single matrix instead:

and and u and,v. (13)

In addition to fitting the curves to s* and s, we need to enforce interpolation of s¢. The interpolation
conditions for the two curves are

ne—1 ne—1

3N ) = Y EN,(0°) = <.

Jj=mo Jj=mo

In vector form, b”¢* = b7 e = s¢ with b defined by
bj = Nj(u®) = N;(v°) (14)

(Here we take advantage of symmetry again: u® = v¢ =t.)

Now the problem of finding the boundary curve control points a* is formulated in the form (8), with
Q= B" C =b", R = €p,qR"%° (the second derivative regularizer for boundary basis functions), r = s*,
h = s¢ and x = @; this holds for a” as well. Using (9),

at = LT(and7 bT, 6ldebnd,c)Su + Lc(and; bT7 Ebndend,c)Sc’
al = Lr(and7 bT7 6ldebncl,c)sv + Lc(and; bT7 6ldebnd,C)Sc7

Combining these vectors together into a single vector of boundary control points @ = [@“,a"], we get the
following expression for W4 in block matrix form:

s¢
P andsbnd — ( ic OLr 0 ) ¥ (15)

L
c T S’U

where we have omitted arguments of L, and L.. We simplify this expression somewhat using s¢ = 0: the
first column in the matrix can be eliminated.

Step 2: Interior control point computation
We obtain the control points a;; for the surface patch by fitting f(u,v) to the interior sample positions

it while keeping the boundary curves fixed.

Smooth boundary chart. In the case of a smooth boundary chart, there is only one boundary curve f(u,0)
and we require that it coincides with the curve obtained at the first step:

f(u,0) Z a; Ny (

Rearranging terms, we observe that the boundary curve is a spline curve of degree d + 1

Ne—1 /me—1
flu,0) =Y (Zam ) i(u)

7=0

13



and it coincides with ¢(u) if and only if their control points coincide: EZ;BI a;xNi(0) = a;, or in matrix
form,

Mfa=a (16)
where the entries of the matrix M*® are

; (17)

~ ) 0 otherwise

s = { N—jn(0), for jn. <1< (j+ 1)n.
J

withl=0...n2-1,j=0...n.— 1.
The constrained least squares fit problem for the vector of control points a for the patch can now be
written as

esa’ R°a + ||B™a — s™||> — min, subject to Ma = a
with B = By(ut™, vi™), i =0...m —10,1=0...n2 — 1, i.e., is of the form (8).
Using (9), we obtain
a = LT(B””,M, ESRS)Sint + LC(Bint,M, GSRS)ZL _ LT(Bint,M, 6SRs)sint + LC(Bint,M, ESRS)andSbnd

or
a=Ws= (L.(B™, M, e;R*) L.(B™, M, e, R )W) s (18)

Convex and concave corner charts. In this case we need to consider two boundary curves, f(u,v®) and
f(u®,v). For convex corners, we require these curves to coincide with the curves ¢*(u) and ¢”(v) along two
boundaries of the patch 0 < u,v < g — 1. For concave corners, only one half of each patch boundary is the
surface boundary, so we require ¢*(u) = f(u° v) only for u® < u < g — 1. Similar to the smooth boundary,
these constraints are equivalent to constraints relating surface control points a;; to the boundary control
points:

ne—1 ne—1
a; = Z a;xNk(ve), ap = Z a;xNj(ue), j,k=mo...n.—1.
k=0 §=0
In matrix form,
a* = M"a, a¥ = M"a. (19)
with matrix entries M™ and MV defined by

w _ J Na—jny(ve), for jn. <1< (j+ 1)n. o _ | Niyn.(ue), for imodn. =k
it { 0 otherwise My = 0 otherwise (20)

for j,k=mg...n.—1and [ =0...n% — 1. Combining the two sets of constraints together, we get

Ma(%j)a(;) (21)

Again, we solve a constrained problem of the form (8).

S]

eca’ R°a + ||B™'a — s'||? — min, subject to Ma = a

with the same matrix B for convex corners as for smooth boundary.
This formulation yields formulas for W identical to (18).

14



5.8. Summary of the boundary construction.

For each chart type (smooth boundary, convex corner, concave corner) and each valence, we precompute
a matrix W, which depends only on the chart type, valence and the degree of smoothness d. At run-time,
the control points of the patch are computed from subdivision sample positions s as a = W's.
The matrix W is
W = (L,(B™, M,R), L.(B™, M, R)W"?)

where R is a second-derivative regularizer matrix. For smooth boundaries, W"? is given by (11); for corners,
Wbnd is given by (15) in terms of B*"®¢ and b, defined by (10) and (14) respectively.

The constraint matrices M are defined by (17) for the smooth boundary and (20) for convex and concave
corners.

5.4. Choosing regularization parameters.

We use four regularization parameters: €p,q for the boundary curve fit, and €;,;, €5 and €. for different
types of charts. We defined all of these parameters with respect to a a single reference parameter e setting
the overall scale of regularization.

The number of terms m;; in the least-squares part of the energy we use for fitting is equal to the number
of internal sample points with boundary points excluded: 20K + 1 for interior charts, 20K — 4 for boundary
charts and 9 on the boundary, and we need to scale the regularization term in a similar way so that the
ratio between the least-squares fit energy and regularization energy is (approximately) independent of K.
Because the domain of the spline has size (g — 1) X (g — 1), to make the regularization energy independent
of the choice of the number of patches, we can rescale it to unit size, yielding a scale factor (g — 1)2. The
combination of these terms leads to the normalization factor m (g — 1)? for the regularization term.

We choose all regularization parameters to be of the form e, = Cym i (g — 1)25,,, where the constants J,
independent of d, g and K, are determined experimentally based on quality of the results for basis functions.
The results are only moderately sensitive to the changes in regularization parameters, so we determine them
up to an order of magnitude. Most regularization is required for concave corner vertices, for which the fit
to the subdivision surface sample points is least accurate. The constants we use are shown below.

€bnd €int € €c,convex €c,concave

1071077 ]10°° 10°° 1071

6. Partition of Unity Functions

One of the reasons to consider the C% construction described in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 is to obtain better
behavior for lower-order derivatives than we get for the C*° construction. Numerical estimates show that
the magnitude of the derivatives is primarily determined by the magnitude of the derivatives of partition of
unity (POU) functions w; in (1), rather than chart maps or geometry functions. As our POU functions are
obtained as tensor products of one-dimensional POU functions, the magnitude of their derivatives can be
estimated using derivatives of these one-dimensional functions.

The POU function A from Bruno and Kunyansky (2001) used in the C'* construction is designed to be
C*°-continuous, but no attempt was made to optimize its derivative magnitudes. One of the difficulties in
using an optimization approach in C'*° setting is that the solutions of suitable optimization problems tend
to be in a space of functions of finite smoothness. This is not an obstacle for C?¢ surfaces, as long as POU
functions have smoothness d or higher. However, there are fundamental limitations to what can be achieved,
because of the fixed support of the basis functions used in our construction. In particular, we consider the
optimal (in the sense of minimal sup-norm of derivatives) POU function (a perfect spline), and observe that
it still has relatively fast derivative growth.

To simplify notation, in the remainder of this section we consider C¢~! rather than C'? surfaces, so that
d corresponds to the degree of the polynomials used to construct some of the POU functions. Given any
C4=1 function &, which we call blending function, satisfying

£D0)=eD1)=0,i=1...d—1; £0) =0,£(1) =1, (22)
15



we obtain a C%!-continuous partition of unity function for surfaces in the same way as in Section 4.1. The
partition of unity property is guaranteed if £(u) satisfies the natural symmetry condition

§u) =1-¢(1—u) (23)
In addition to C*° POU functions, we consider three more types of POU functions; all these functions
are piecewise-polynomial:
e Uniform spline of degree d, satisfying boundary conditions (22).
e POU function minimizing the L?-norm of d-th derivative (W7 norm).

e POU function minimizing the sup norm of d-th derivative (W2° norm).

For most geometric modeling applications, minimizing sup norm is likely to be most relevant. However,

as we demonstrate, the behavior of piecewise polynomial functions is qualitatively similar for practical values
of d.

Uniform spline blending function. This is the simplest C?~' POU function to define. We use a sequence of
2d + 1 knots 0,1/d,2/d...2(d — 1)/d,2d, with d control values all set to 1, that is,

Eunif,a(u) = Z B (du — i) (24)

where B%(u) is the B-spline basis function of degree d for knot spacing 1, supported on [0,d + 1].
As Eunif.a(u) is C471 by construction, and for u < 0 &(u) = 0, the boundary conditions (22) are satisfied

at u = 0. Using the standard spline partition-of-unity property, Z?:_i 4B (du—1i) =1 on [0,1], and spline
basis function symmetry B¢(u) = B(d — u), we obtain
d—1

gunlfdl_u ZBd 1—u —Z) ZBd((l—U)d—Z)
=0

i=—d

— i B(du +1i) = in(du — 1) = Eunif,a(u)

i=—d

We compute the maximal magnitude of d-th derivative of &,,;f 4(u), to compare with the other blending
functions. Using the equation for a B-spline derivative #-BP(u) = BP~(u) — BP~(u — 1), we obtain the
expression

d—1 d
(Cumir.a)@ (u) ddzz() 1Y B(du — i — j)
1=0 j=0

As B%(ud — ¢) is zero outside the interval [¢/d, (¢ + 1)/d, it is sufficient to consider the sum over 0 < / =
i+j < n to determine the derivative values on [0, 1]. Setting i = ¢ — j, and rearranging the terms, we obtain

(Euni.a)” (u) = d? f du—li: ()—ddZBdu—l )(dgl)

where we use the combinatorial equality ijo(—l)j (;l) = (—1)5( 7). As B(du—1)is 1 on [I/d, (I +1)/d],

the magnitude of the derivative on each such interval is constant, and equal to (dzl), which is maximal for

[(d—1)/2].

The properties of {unif,q are summarized in the following proposition:

Proposition 1. The blending function &unifa 15 C91 continuous and satisfies the boundary conditions
(22) and symmetry condition (23). Its d-th derivative is piecewise constant and its mazimum is ([(dij)l/Q]).
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d 1 2 3 4 ) 6 7 8
r(h) 195 | 274 | 534 | 13.2 | 394 179. 904. 4979
7 (&unif.d) 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.69 | 2.00 | 3.05 3.80 5.59 7.11
r(£2,4) 1.00 | 1.50 | 1.88 | 2.19 | 2.46 2.71 2.93 3.14
SUP[o,1) [€00.d] 1 4 32 384 | 6144 | 1.22e+05 | 2.94e+06 | 8.25e4-07
Table 1: Ratios r(§) = supgq \E(d))|/sup[0,1]|(§oo,d)(d)| for h, &unif,a and &z 4; the last row shows values of

sup[o,1] | (foo,d)(d> I

Wi3l-optimal blending function. In this case we compute the function minimizing the functional

[ (€)' a

with boundary conditions (22). The standard calculus of variations derivation yields the Euler-Lagrange
equation for this functional:

€@ — .

We conclude that the solution of the optimization problem &5 4 is a polynomial of degree 2d—1. 2d boundary
conditions define this polynomial uniquely, and an explicit expression for this polynomial can be obtained
by observing that its derivative g(t) = f’(¢) is a polynomial of degree 2d — 2 satisfying 2d — 2 homogeneous
boundary conditions ¢(”(0) = g (1) = 0. One can easily check that t4=!(1 — ¢)9~! satisfies the desired
boundary conditions, and, therefore, all possible g(t) are of the form Ct?~1(1 —¢)4—1,

The function &3 4(t) can be obtained by integrating g(t) over the interval [0...¢], and computing the
constant C' using the condition &3 4(1) = 1. This leads to the formula

g 241 R (C) g (d-1
§2,a(u) ((d_l)!)Q;i—i—d < i )

To compute the maximum of the derivative of £, 4, we observe that it is attained at one of the boundary
points 0 and 1. While we do not prove this in the general case, this fact is easily verified numerically for any
finite d computing the roots of (£2,4)?*! with guaranteed bounds and evaluating (£2.4)?. (We have verified
this for d < 20). The analytic expression for the value |(£2,4)(?| is easily obtained by differentiating (25).

(25)

Proposition 2. The blending function & 4 is C4™1 continuous and satisfies the boundary conditions (22)
(2d—1)!
a—1r -

and symmetry condition (23). Its d-th derivative is a polynomial of degree d — 1, its maximum is

W4 -optimal blending function. As the magnitude of the pointwise values of the derivatives is often most
important for applications, we consider blending functions defined as solutions of the following optimization
problem:

sup € (u)| — min, (26)

u€l0,1]
subject to (22).
This type of blending function is a perfect spline. It properties are summarized in the following proposi-
tion:

Proposition 3 ( Glaeser, Louboutin (Glaeser, 1967), also found in Schoenberg (1971)). The blend-
ing function &4, solving (22), is C4~1-continuous and satisfies the boundary conditions (22) and symmetry
condition (23). It is piecewise-polynomial of degree d, with points of discontinuity of d-th derivative are
ti =3 (1 —cos ). Its d-the derivative mazimum is 22?=2(d — 1)!.
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Explicit expressions for the maximal derivative values in Propositions 1-3 allow us to compare different
blending functions. The ratios of maximal derivative magnitudes to the W2 for the range d = 1...8 are
shown in the Table 1. Note that while the ratio grows, for low values of d, the difference between polynomial
blending functions is small; but all of them have significantly lower derivatives than h. We also observe a
fundamental limitation of compactly supported functions: the magnitude of the derivatives above 6 of the
optimal function can be regarded as infinite for most practical purposes.

Figure 12(a) compares different types of blending functions for d = 3. Figure 12(b)-(f) shows the plots of
d-th derivatives of all blending functions of smoothness d — 1 (note that W-optimal function is a piecewise
C?~! continuous polynomial of degree 2d — 1).

-
A

() (d
- Optimal
. / L2-Optimal
e =TT —— Spline
o o —— C-Infinity
()

Figure 12: Comparison of different blending functions. (a) Function plots (b)-(f): Derivatives of order d for C°°, uniform
spline of degree d, Wz‘i— and Wgo—optimal blending functions for d = 1...5. (g) Fifth derivative with the C*° blending function
omitted.

7. Properties of manifold surfaces

In the preceding sections we have discussed the possible choices for geometry and POU functions used
in the manifold surface construction. We examine several properties of the resulting surfaces: numerical
smoothness, flexibility and visual quality.

Our goal (cf. Section 1) is to construct surfaces of high-order smoothness, with explicit C> or C¢
parametrization, are at least 2-flexible, and are similar in visual quality to Catmull-Clark surfaces. We
evaluate our construction according to these criteria.

7.1. Parametrization Derivatives

By construction, derivatives of all orders are formally defined for C*° surface parametrization and deriva-
tives up to order d are defined for C?% surfaces. However, from a practical point of view, large derivative
magnitudes are indistinguishable from the absence of differentiability.

The tight lower bound on the maximal derivative norm for a compactly supported function f with fixed
Ly norm, follows from the bounds on the derivative of the optimal blending function (3). Indeed, if f is

C?~! and supported on an interval [0, 1], we can introduce an auxiliary function F(t) = fot f(s)ds, the Lo
norm constraint becomes F(1) = 1, and the problem reduces to the problem of finding the optimal blending
function. This yields the upper bound for the derivative 22¢d!. This bound is relatively conservative, and is
reached only for a bump of minimal support (e.g, with z coordinate for one control point set to 1 and the
rest to zero). To gain a better sense of the derivative behavior, we evaluate derivatives for different types of
charts for a simple smooth shape.

The derivative magnitude range and distribution is shown in Figures 13, 14, 15 and 16. We consider
derivatives up to order 5: as Table 1 indicates, derivatives of higher order are likely to have very large magni-
tudes. Figure 13 shows the behavior of derivatives on an interior chart of valance 6 for a C* surface(above)
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and C® surface(below). The remaining figures compares the behavior for smooth boundary, convex corner
and concave corner charts. We observe that for C® spline-based construction we get a substantial improve-
ment in derivative behavior primarily thanks to the change in the blending function.

0.3136 0.4500 0.6793 3.458 37.98

Figure 13: Distribution of derivative magnitudes for a C* (upper row) and a C® surface with g = 3 (lower row); the maximal
derivative magnitude is indicated below each image. The control mesh is flat with a single interior extraordinary vertex of
valence 5 raised to height 1.

2142.

3

187.8

Figure 14: Distribution of derivative magnitudes for a C> (upper row) and a C® surface (lower row) with boundary (g = 3).
The maximal derivative magnitude is indicated below each image. The control mesh is flat with a single smooth boundary
extraordinary vertex of valence 3 raised to height 1.

7.2. Flexibility

C%-continuity only guarantees that the surface parametrization derivatives exist, but does not preclude
undesirable behavior even locally: second or even first derivatives may vanish at certain fixed points of the
surface for any choice of control point positions. This has been recognized in the context of subdivision
surfaces (Reif, 1995): while it is relatively straightforward to construct C? subdivision surfaces with flat
points at extraordinary vertices (Biermann et al., 2000b), (i.e., vanishing curvatures and second derivatives
of a parametrization), it is far more difficult to define subdivision surfaces which have nonzero curvatures
and 2nd derivatives of a suitable parametrization at the extraordinary vertices. The absence of 2-flexibility
can be considered a major downside for a basis used to define surfaces, as it leads to visual artifacts and
numerically undesirable behavior.

19



S > b b
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0.5196 0.8212 6.100 56.24 1289.

Figure 15: Distribution of derivative magnitudes for a C> (upper row) and a C® surface (lower row) with a convex corner
(g = 3). The maximal derivative magnitude is indicated below each image. The control mesh is flat with a single convex corner
extraordinary vertex of valence 3 raised to height 1.

S
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>

Figure 16: Distribution of derivative magnitudes for a C> (upper row) and a C® surface with g = 7 (lower row) with a convex
corner. The maximal derivative magnitude is indicated below each image. The control mesh is flat with a single convex corner
extraordinary vertex of valence 3 raised to height 1.

Definition 1. We say that a set of C-continuous functions B;(u,v), (u,v) € Q@ C R?, i = 1...n, is
k-flexible at a point x = (u,v) if for any derivative 059", | +m = k, the span (3 i, ¢;0L0" Bi(z),l +m <

k) = RN, where N = k(k+1)/2 is the number of derivatives of order < k. In other words, for all derivative
of order < k any desired set of values can be obtained simultaneously by a choice of control points.

In matrix form, >, ¢; B;(u,v) = B(u,v)Tc. If M[B] is the N x n matrix with rows equal to 0507 B(u, v),
then flexibility of the set B; is equivalent to the condition that matrix M[B] has rank N.

One can easily show that manifold surfaces are at least 3-flexible by construction at the centers of charts,
as the value of the surface there is defined by the local geometry function only (Ying and Zorin, 2004b).
This does not guarantee however that the surface is flexible elsewhere. Flexibility at arbitrary points is in
general difficult to prove analytically (although an analytic proof for a C? construction of Zorin (2006a) for
meshes with nonadjacent extraordinary vertices is given in (Zorin, 2006b)).

For our construction, we examine flexibility at arbitrary points numerically. We focus on 2-flexibility, as
it is most relevant in applications, although our technique can be used for flexibility of arbitrary order. Our
numerical estimates cannot be regarded as a proof, but if desired could be converted to a formal proof of
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flexibility at a dense set of sample points by using interval arithmetic for all calculations, similar to (Zorin,
2000).
The local geometry function on a chart can be expressed as:

fLock(x) _ BT(x)Wp(C’Q) — BT(.’L‘)WSPC (27)

where p(®) are the set of data points after two steps of subdivision, p® are the control points of the initial
mesh M in the 2-neighborhood of the vertex, which determine p(©2) uniquely.

Recall that the domain of our surface is the mesh M; on each face F' of M, we can introduce bilinear
coordinates z = (u,v), in the range [0, 1]. For a surface patch corresponding to a face F, the direct formula
for the surface f is obtained by blending local geometry functions (similar to (1), but with face, rather than
chart, coordinates considered):

4 4
f Z flocwl o ()OZ — Z wz 0 ; 1WZS'I c,i
=1 i=1
where the subscript i refer to the chart centered at vertex i = 1...4 of the face F'. Let p be the vector of
all points in 2-neighborhood of F'. Each vector p®* can be obtained by selecting entries from p, so we can

write p©' = Q;p, where Q; is the selecting matrix with 0 and 1 entries. This leads to a combined expression
for f(z) on F:

4
f = <Z (wi(BYT) o p; 1W’SZQ”> p=(B")Tp (28)
i=1

where B is the vector of basis functions corresponding to vertices in the 2-neighborhood of the face F in
M. These functions depend only on vertex valences and chart types overlapping F', but not on control point
positions. Constructing the matrix 6 x n M[B¥] with 6 rows 020™BY', £ + m < 2, we reduce the question
of verifying 2-flexibility to verifying that this matrix has maximal rank for any point on F' and any choice
of valences and chart types.

While it is possible to estimate the rank of matrices M[B¥] numerically using SVD, we simplify our task
by applying a basis transformation to the basis B with the new basis chosen using geometric considerations.
To motivate our choice, we consider a simple example of polynomial basis P 1,u,v,u?,uv,v?..., up to
polynomials of total order k. Let M[P]® be the 6 x 6 matrix obtained from the full 6 x n matrix M[P] by
taking the first 6 columns. One can easily see that it is an upper-triangular matrix with constant non-zero
entries on the diagonal (reducing to a diagonal matrix for (u,v) = (0,0)), and, therefore, has rank 6. We
conclude that M[P] also has rank 6.

While BF does not reproduce polynomials other than the constant, it is reasonable to expect that a
configuration of control points ¢; sampled from a polynomial will lead to a function ), ¢; B F with qualitative
behavior similar to this polynomial. If we replace BY with a set of functions B approx1mat1ng polynomials,
one can hope to establish flexibility in most cases by examining only the determinant of a 6 X 6 submatrix
M|[B]® of the full matrix of derivatives M[B] and consider other submatrices only rarely. In this way, we
can check flexibility at any given point by evaluating a small number (typically one) matrix determinants.

To test flexibility over the whole face F', we evaluate the determinant M [B]6 on a dense grid, and verify
that all signs are the same. If the determinant changes sign, we replace one row with a different row from

M|B] and repeat the process for the new matrix.

Transformed basis construction. For a 2-neighborhood of face F', we construct the transformed basis func-
tions B; = > ; Cij B; in two steps. First, we construct the one-to-one map of the 2-neighborhood of F' to the
plane, with positions of points entirely determined by the mesh connectivity, and F' mapped to the square
[0,1]% (we discuss this step in more detail below). Each vertex gets coordinates u; and v;; we use these
coordinates to construct our approximations of linear polynomials B, = Z u;B; and B, = E v;B;. Ap-
proximations of higher-order polynomials P*™(u,v) = u™v! are constructed as Bumvz = Z vj ulB , that

is, by using sampled values P“™ (u;,v;) at vertices of the 2-neighborhood of F. The basis tranbformatlon

can be expressed in matrix form as B(u,v) = TB(u,v) where T is the matrix with entries v;"ué
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It remains to describe how the positions (u;, v;) are determined. We restrict our construction to the case
of meshes obtained by 1 step of Catmull-Clark refinement from an arbitrary mesh, to separate extraordinary
vertices by vertices of valence 4, as otherwise the number of possible distinct connectivities of 2-neighborhood
of a patch is very high (if desired, e.g., the Floater parametrization method can be used to determine wu;
and v; for an arbitrary mesh). For our restricted setting, a simple construction shown in Figure 17 suffices.
Let G be the parent patch of F', and let v be the vertex of G shared with F. We map the 1-neighborhood
of G to the plane, by mapping the 1-neighborhood of v to a symmetric star first, and then mapping the
remaining quads adjacent to G so that they are mapped to parallelograms of equal size. Finally, a single
step of midpoint subdivision is used to obtain the planar layout.

Figure 17: Construction of the planar map of a 2-neighborhood of a face for valences {7,5,6,5} in a mesh with no adjacent
extraordinary vertices. Left: initial layout for 1-neighborhood of the parent G of F'. Right: layout for the 2-neighborhood of
F.

Numerical verification of 2-flexibility. If only one vertex in the 2-neighborhood of F' is extraordinary, the
minimal det M°[B] as a function of the valence is shown in Figure 18, right). Figure 18 shows the value of
the determinant as function of the coordinates (u,v) on the face F.
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0.02

determinant at point (x,y)

0.015,

4 5 6 7 8
Valance of one vertex on face (rest are assumed 4)

Figure 18: Left: Determinant distribution on a face f with one valence six vertex at (0,0). Right: Plot of minimum determinant
on a face as a function of valance.

We have tested all combinations of valances for the four vertices surrounding the face F' for valences in
the range 3..12, in all cases observing that the determinant det M%[B] is nonnegative. For valances higher

than 13 det M [B] may change sign, and other submatrices using a different set of six columns. In all cases
we could successfully find other submatrices where the positivity of the determinants are maintained.
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7.8. Visual quality

C“-continuity and flexibility are local surface properties and do not capture the global surface behavior.
It is well-known that a formally C? or higher-order surface construction can exhibit severe artifacts that
preclude its use in practical applications. While various types of formal measures of global behavior can be
developed, visual comparison is often a more reliable criterion.

By using sample points from a Catmull-Clark subdivision surface, we ensure that the overall shape of
the manifold surface is close to the shape of the reference subdivision surface. However, relatively small
deviations may lead to subtle changes in surface appearance. The differences typically cannot be seen even
with specular shading, and we use reflection lines to show these clearly.

Figure 19 compares the appearance of Catmull-Clark C>°, C*-continuous surfaces build using our con-
struction. Only insignificant differences in reflection line patterns can be found in most cases. For some
models, one can identify areas where the reflection lines for higher-order C* surfaces are less even (Figure 20).

Control mesh

Control mesh Catmull-Clark o

Figure 19: For most meshes, overall Catmull-Clark surface and C* surface appearance are nearly identical, with some differences
apparent in flat areas (e.g., for the double torus).

The two main parameters of our spline construction are the degree of the spline and the number of spline
patches we use; In most cases (with an important exception of concave corners) the number of patches makes
little difference, as long as it is not a single patch, and the visual appearance of surfaces for k in the range
2 to 5 is similar (Figure 21).

Figure 23 compares the behavior of the reflection lines for (unmodified) Catmull-Clark C3, and C'*°
surfaces near boundary vertices of valence 3, 5 and 7.

Figure 22 compares the overall appearance of Catmull-Clark, C° manifold surfaces and C® manifold
surfaces for concave corners. One can once again see the limitations of the C'*° approach for concave corners:
even relatively high polynomial degree is insufficient to match the overall shape of the subdivision surface
closely, resulting in an overshoot. With sufficiently many patches, the spline surface results in a closer
match, although the deviation from the subdivision surface is still significant.
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Figure 20: On some meshes C*° and higher-order (e.g., C%) surfaces have minor artifacts in relatively flat areas absent in
lower-order (C? or C3) manifold surfaces and Catmull-Clark surfaces.

Figure 21: Upper row: surface appearance for fixed g = 3 and varying smoothness; Lower row: fixed smoothness C3 and
varying g

Figure 24 compares the effects of changing face aspect ratio on Catmull-Clark and C? surfaces. In the
top row, the mesh contains more elongated faces; in this case the reflection lines for the manifold surface
are noticeably less fair compared to the Catmull-Clark surface. For a mesh with more uniform face aspect
ratios, the difference is small.

8. Conclusion

We presented a manifold-based smooth surface construction which can handle all basic types of piecewise
smooth boundary behavior. Similarly to splines, it can be evaluated using a closed form parametrization
(although a significantly more complex one) allows choosing the degree of smoothness of the parametrization,
and exhibits nearly-optimal rate of growth of high-order derivatives for the class of parametric surfaces
defined on meshes with basis function support restricted to two rings around vertices. While it is difficult
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Catmull-Clark c= C3,g=11

Figure 22: A close-up of a concave corner of valence 3 (flat mesh with the corner vertex lifted to height 1) for different surface
definitions.

[ N

]

7 P =

valence control mesh Catmull-Clark

Catmull-Clark C? surface with g =

Figure 24: High aspect-ratio faces may result in more irregular reflection lines on manifold surfaces compared to Catmull-Clark
(upper row). Splitting such faces results in higher consistency with the appearance of the corresponding Catmull-Clark surface
(lower row).

to prove flexibility of our surface construction at arbitrary points analytically, an extensive numerical study
confirms that these surfaces are 2-flexible.
It appears unlikely that it is possible to improve the derivative behavior due to fundamental lower bounds

25



on the derivative growth, but it may be possible to achieve this by increasing basis function support and chart
size — a possible direction for future research. A fundamental limitation of our construction is using Catmull-
Clark surfaces as the “guide” surface. This means that our surfaces inherit all artifacts of Catmull-Clark
surfaces, e.g., severe problems near high-valence vertices. On the other hand, one can use our construction
in combination with any coarse-mesh construction to obtain surfaces of arbitrary smoothness, so a more
expensive or advanced technique yielding better quality surfaces can be used instead of Catmull-Clark.

We are able to match the visual quality and shape of Catmull-Clark surfaces very closely, with the
exception of concave corners. It may be possible to obtain better results using a different choice of spline
basis instead of tensor-product B-splines.

References

Biermann, H., Levin, A., Zorin, D., 2000a. Piecewise smooth subdivision surfaces with normal control. In: Akeley, K. (Ed.),
Siggraph 2000, Computer Graphics Proceedings. ACM Press / ACM SIGGRAPH / Addison Wesley Longman, pp. 113-120.

Biermann, H., Levin, A., Zorin, D., 2000b. Piecewise smooth subdivision surfaces with normal control. In: SIGGRAPH 2000
Conference Proceedings. pp. 113-120.

Bohl, H., Reif, U., 1997. Degenerate bézier patches with continuous curvature. Comput. Aided Geom. Des. 14 (8), 749-761.

Bruno, O. P., Kunyansky, L. A., 2001. A fast, high-order algorithm for the solution of surface scattering problems: basic
implementation, tests, and applications. J. Comput. Phys. 169 (1), 80-110.

Glaeser, G. (Ed.), 1967. Le Prolongateur de Whitney, vol. I (1966), vol. II (1967). Université de Rennes.

Gregory, J. A., Hahn, J. M., 1989. A C? polygonal surface patch. Comput. Aided Geom. Design 6 (1), 69-75.

Grimm, C. M., 2002. Simple manifolds for surface modeling and parameterization. In: Shape Modeling International.

Grimm, C. M., Hughes, J. F., Aug. 1995. Modeling surfaces of arbitrary topology using manifolds. In: Proceedings of SIG-
GRAPH 95. Computer Graphics Proceedings, Annual Conference Series. pp. 359-368.

Grimm, C. M., Hughes, J. F., 2003. Parameterizating n-holed tori. In: The Mathematics of Surfaces IX. pp. 14-29.

Gu, X., He, Y., Jin, M., Luo, F., Qin, H., Yau, S.-T., 2007. Manifold splines with single extraordinary point. In: SPM ’07:
Proceedings of the 2007 ACM symposium on Solid and physical modeling. ACM, New York, NY, USA, pp. 61-72.

Gu, X., He, Y., Qin, H., 2005. Manifold splines. In: SPM ’05: Proceedings of the 2005 ACM symposium on Solid and physical
modeling. ACM Press, New York, NY, USA, pp. 27-38.

Gu, X., He, Y., Qin, H., 2006. Manifold splines. Graphical Models 68 (3), 237-254.

Hagen, H., Pottmann, H., 1989. Curvature continuous triangular interpolants. In: Mathematical methods in computer aided
geometric design (Oslo, 1988). Academic Press, Boston, MA, pp. 373-384.

Karciauskas, K., Peters, J., 2005. Polynomial C? spline surfaces guided by rational multisided patches. In: Computational
methods for algebraic spline surfaces. Springer, Berlin, pp. 119-134.

Levin, A., 2006. Modified subdivision surfaces with continuous curvature. In: International Conference on Computer Graphics
and Interactive Techniques. ACM Press New York, NY, USA, pp. 1035-1040.

Loop, C., 2004. Second order smoothness over extraordinary vertices. In: SGP ’04: Proceedings of the 2004 Eurographics/ACM
SIGGRAPH symposium on Geometry processing. ACM Press, New York, NY, USA, pp. 165-174.

Navau, J. C., Garcia, N. P., 2000. Modeling surfaces from meshes of arbitrary topology. Computer Aided Geometric Design
17 (7), 643-671.

Navau, J. C., Garcia, N. P.; Anglada, M. V., 2002. A generic approach to free form surface generation. J. Comput. Inf. Sci.
Eng. 2 (4), 294-301.

Peters, J., Feb 1996. Curvature continuous spline surfaces over irregular meshes. Computer-Aided Geometric Design 13 (2),
101-131.

Peters, J., 2002. C? free-form surfaces of degree (3,5). Comput. Aided Geom. Design 19 (2), 113-126.

Prautzsch, H., 1997. Freeform splines. Comput. Aided Geom. Design 14 (3), 201-206.

Prautzsch, H., Umlauf, G., 1998. A G2-subdivision algorithm. In: Farin, G., Bieri, H., Brunnet, G., DeRose, T. (Eds.),
Geometric Modelling, Computing Suppl. 13. Springer-Verlag, pp. 217-224.

Reif, U., 1995. A degree estimate for polynomial subdivision surface of higher regularity. Tech. rep., Universitiat Stuttgart,
Mathematisches Institut A, preprint.

Schoenberg, I., 1971. The perfect B-splines and a time-optimal control problem. Israel Journal of Mathematics 10 (3), 261-274.

Wang, H., Jin, M., He, Y., Gu, X., Qin, H., 2008. User-controllable polycube map for manifold spline construction. In:
Proceedings of the 2008 ACM symposium on Solid and physical modeling. ACM New York, NY, USA, pp. 397-404.

Ying, L., Biros, G., Zorin, D., 2006. A high-order 3D boundary integral equation solver for elliptic PDEs in smooth domains.
Journal of Computational Physics 219 (1), 247-275.

Ying, L., Zorin, D., 2004a. A simple manifold-based construction of surfaces of arbitrary smoothness. ACM Trans. Graph.
23 (3), 271-275.

Ying, L., Zorin, D., 2004b. A simple manifold-based construction of surfaces of arbitrary smoothness. ACM Trans. Graph.
23 (3), 271-275.

Zorin, D., 2000. A method for analysis of C''-continuity of subdivision surfaces 37 (5), 16771708, sSIAM Jornal of Numerical
Analysis.

Zorin, D., 2006a. Constructing curvature-continuous surfaces by blending. Proceedings of the fourth Eurographics symposium
on Geometry processing, 31-40.

Zorin, D., 2006b. Flexibility of curvature-continuous surfaces obtained by blending loop subdivision surfaces with quadratic
patches. Tech. rep., New York University.

26



