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Abstract

This paper surveys and evaluates some popular state of the art methods for algorithmic cur-
vature and normal estimation. In addition to surveying existing methods we also propose a new
method for robust curvature estimation and evaluate it against existing methods thus demonstrat-
ing its superiority to existing methods in the case of significant data noise. Throughout this paper
we are concerned with computation in low dimensional spaces (N < 10) and primarily focus on
the computation of the Weingarten map and quantities that may be derived from this; however,
the algorithms discussed are theoretically applicable in any dimension. One thing that is common
to all these methods is their basis in an estimated graph structure. For any of these methods to
work the local geometry of the manifold must be exploited; however, in the case of point cloud
data it is often difficult to discover a robust manifold structure underlying the data, even in simple
cases, which can greatly influence the results of these algorithms. We hope that in pushing these
algorithms to their limits we are able to discover, and perhaps resolve, many major pitfalls that
may affect potential users and future researchers hoping to improve these methods.

1 Introduction

The robust and accurate estimation of surface curvature information from point cloud data is a crucial
task in many fields such as computer graphics, robotics, and manufacturing. For example, in the realm
of 3D surface analysis we would ideally work with mesh data; however, oftentimes the only information
available is that of point cloud data from which we must then estimate the underlying surface / mesh
[HKL20]. A particularly salient example demonstrating the need for estimates associated with point
clouds is that of LiDAR technologly. LiDAR is a popular remote sensing technology that generates data
in the form of point clouds by utilizing light pulses to estimate the distance to a target surface which
is currently being used in a variety of applications from autonomous vehicle navigation to atmospheric
science [LT19, KBP+04].

Although there are numerous examples of instances in which we lack explicit surface information,
the precise location of highly curved regions can be difficult to determine from just point cloud data;
however, there have been great strides made in this field of curvature estimation in the last few decades.
A particularly interesting challenge associated with point cloud data is the inherent uncertainty asso-
ciated with the data. We might imagine a scenario in which the point cloud data at hand was scanned
from an inherently noisy sensor and, as a result, there is great uncertainty in the location of the points
themselves. In addition to this common complication there are often numerous parameters to tune in
manifold learning models which effectively introduce additional noise to the algorithm as there is no
inherent ”best” parameter choice.

As a result, designing an algorithm capable of reliably and robustly estimating surface curvature
from nothing but point cloud data is an incredibly difficult task. There have been several papers which
have sought to solve this problem; however, few provide strict guarantees on notions such as error or
convergence. It is worth noting that there have been several papers that take a geometric measure
theory approach to solving similar problems which are typically able to prove convergence; however,
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many of these results do not hold in the case of highly irregular surfaces and are still highly sensitive
to the issues discussed [CCSLT08, CSM06, BLM18].

In the field of geometry it is well known that there are a slew of different notions of curvature;
however, here we will be primarily concerning ourselves with the the computation of the Weingarten
map and principle curvatures. Specifically, we will be implementing, building on, and analyzing the
results of [CLS+21] where we directly estimating the Weingarten map and of [MOG11] which per-
forms the estimation of curvature related quantities through the calculation of Voronoi Covariance
Measure. The benefit of these methods are that they claim robustness and are able to perform esti-
mation in arbitrary dimension. There are of course numerous other methods for computing curvature
(see [MSR07]); however, most of these methods are specific to R3. It is our hope that the methods
discussed are diverse enough, both methodologically and temporally, to provide an interesting avenue
for comparison. It is the purpose of this paper to evaluate the hardiness of these methods and work
to evaluate some potential improvements on them.

2 Background

The underlying assumption we will be working with is one common to the field of manifold learning;
although accumulated data may be presented in a high dimensional Euclidean space RN , it actually lies
within a low dimensional latent manifoldM⊆ RN . This manifoldM is the surface from which we hope
to determine our curvature information. Here we will review the necessary mathematical background
for the understanding of the algorithms to be presented. We start by defining the Weingarten map and
its relationship to the second fundamental form as well as its connection to the mean and Gaussian
curvature. As the algorithms discussed in this paper are theoretically viable for arbitrary dimension we
present these concepts in their full generality using notions from differential geometry. Following this
we develop the theory surrounding Voronoi cells and both establish the Voronoi Covariance measure
and its relevant variants. Before we proceed, however, we must establish some ubiquitous notation.
Throughout this paper we let M ⊆ RN be our m-dimensional manifold which is embedded in N -
dimensional space. Hence, for any point xi ∈M our tangent space Txi

is m-dimensional. Here we are
following the manifold hypothesis whereM is the ”low” dimensional manifold in which the data rests.

2.1 Curvature Estimation and PCA

When solving the problem of curvature estimation one often first simplifies the problem to that of
estimating normal and tangent spaces. This makes intuitive sense since, in R3, for any particular
point xi ∈ M we may associate a normal vector n to that point. Since curvature is a metric of how
much a surface curves in a different directions we can estimate the curvature by observing how the
surface normal changes across the surface. For example, if a small perturbation ε in xi s.t. xi+ε ∈M
yields a large change in the surface normal then, intuitively, we would hope the surface to be highly
curved at that point. So, one can imagine a valid method of determining curvature is to compute
the surface normals and observe how they change. One common method of determining the surface
normals and tangent space is through that of principal component analysis (PCA). The basic algorithm
can be defined as follows:

Algorithm 1 PCA Normal and Tangent Estimation

1: function PCA NT Est(ε, xi)
2: N(xi) = {x : ∥x− xi∥ < ε}
3: Cxi

=
∑

xj∈N(xi)
(xj − x̄i)⊗ (xj − x̄i) ▷ x̄i is the mean of xj ∈ N(xi)

4: λ⃗, E = Eig(Cxi
) ▷ E is the matrix of eigenvectors

5: n = {E1, E2, . . . Em} ▷ First m eigenvectors
6: t = {Em, Em+1, . . . EN} ▷ Last N −m eigenvectors
7: return n, t
8: end function

Here it is worth noting that the eigenvalues λ⃗ are sorted from smallest to largest so the normal
space is eigenvectors corresponding to the first m smallest eigenvalues and the tangent space consists
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of the eigenvectors corresponding the N − m largest eigenvalues. So with this algorithm we have
effectively associated an estimated tangent and normal space to each point xi which can then be used
in the curvature computation.

2.2 The Weingarten Map and Curvature

The Weingarten map, also known as the shape operator or second fundamental form, is a mathematical
quantity of focus in this paper. Before we define the Weingarten map we first endow our manifoldM
with some additional structure; let our manifoldM be a Riemannian manifold (M, d) endowed with
the standard Levi-Civita connection. We then define S to be the Weingarten map which serves to
associate a linear map with each point xi ∈M on a surface that details how the surface curves in the
ambient space. Specifically, the Weingarten map tells us how a normal vector transforms as we move
along a chosen tangent vector. Let xi be a point on M and v ∈ TxiM then we may more precisely
define S at point xi as

Sxi
: Txi
M 7→ Txi

M (1)

Sxi
(v) = −∇vζ(xi) (2)

where ζ is a normal vector field to M and ∇v is the covariant derivative. It is also useful to write
the Weingarten map strictly in terms of the connection. For an arbitrary immersion ı : M 7→ AN

which maps an n-dimensional manifoldM into an ambient space A we let ∇̄ be the connection on A
and ∇ be the induced Riemannian connection on M . Then for any tangent fields X,Y toM we may
decompose the connection in terms of tangential (⊤) and normal (⊥) projections [Spi05]

∇̄XY = ⊤∇̄XY +⊥∇̄XY

∇̄XY = ∇XY + II(X,Y )
(3)

where II is the second fundamental form which serves to define the Weingarten map as

II(v, w) = ⟨S(v), w⟩ζ = ⟨−∇vζ, w⟩ζ (4)

So we see the mathematics supports our initial intuition that the change in the normal vector is
essential in defining the Weingarten map and curvature. In fact, the relation between the Weingarten
map and curvature can be made clear by consider both mean curvature and Gaussian curvature.

In the case of mean curvature we are interested in the average curvature of the surface at a given
point which is given by the average of the principal curvatures at the desired point. Similar to mean
curvature, we can compute the Gaussian curvature as the product of the principal curvatures at a
given point. Luckily we can easily express both of these curvatures in terms of the Weingarten map

Hxi
=

1

n
tr(Sxi

)

Kxi = det(Sxi)
(5)

where H is the mean curvature and K is the Gaussian curvature. Additionally, the directions of
principal curvature can be computed as the eigenvectors of Sxi

. As a result, computation of the
Weingarten map Sxi

allows us to easily compute both the mean curvature and the Gaussian curvature.
A final fact of note is the relationship between the Weingarten map and the Gauss map which,

for any manifold of dimension N − 1, maps xi ∈ M to the unit hypersphere SN−1 ⊆ RN . Intuitively
this map allows us to associate a normal ζ(xi) with each point xi ∈ M. Since we have shown the
Weingarten map to be the covariant derivative of the normal field we immediately see the connection
between the Gauss map g and S,

gxi
: Txi
M 7→ SN−1

Sxi
(X) = −Dgxi

(X) = ⊤(−Dgxi
(X)) = −∇Xζ(xi)

(6)

Where X ∈ Txi
M and so we have explicitly recovered our equation (2) for the Weingarten map as the

differential of the Gauss map.
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2.3 Voronoi Cells

Let K ⊂ RN be a general compact subset of RN then we define the distance metric dK for any x ∈ RK

as
dK(x) = min

y∈K
∥x− y∥ (7)

which just measures the distance to the closest point in K from x. Now let K ⊂ RN be a finite set of
points (a point cloud) rather than a general compact set; then we define the Voronoi cell, induced by
a particular norm ∥ · ∥, of point xi to be

Vor(xi) = {y : dK(y) = ∥xi − y∥} (8)

which is the set of points in the ambient space RN that are closer to xi ∈ K than to any other xj ∈ K.
It is worth noting that {Vor(xi)} for all xi ∈ K forms a partition of the space RN which is identical
to that of the K-NN algorithm as Voronoi cells are fundamentally solving the same problem. It is also
useful to define the medial axis M(K) of K. The medial axis is the set of points that have more than
one nearest Voronoi point and forms the ”skeleton” of the Voronoi cell diagram. The key difference
between the medial axis and the general boundary of the Voronoi cell is that the medial axis must be
equidistant to two or more of the Voronoi points.

From this definition of medial axis we also define the projection function pK : RN \M(K) 7→ K
which projects any x ∈ Vor(xi) ⊆ RN to the closest point in K (in our case K will be our point cloud).
The projection function will be used as in [MOG11] for which the authors note that the function is
well behaved almost everywhere which is sufficient for the use case of (2) as we are interested purely
in the integral of pK .

2.4 Voronoi Covariance Measure

Here we define the Voronoi Covariance Measure (VCM) which is a tensor-valued measure defined for
any compact set K ⊆ RN .

VK,R(B) =

∫
KR∩p−1

k (B∩K)

(x− pK(x))⊗ (x− pK(x))dx (9)

The VCM can be thought of as a generalized covariance matrix since replacing pK(x) with a point
p and adjusting the domain yields the definition of covariance. Instead of a single point p we are
now integrating over the Voronoi cells of a ”curve” of points. This notion of VCM is good because it
encodes normal information; consider the set {xi − p : pK(xi) = p, xi ∈ KR} which takes the set of
points that can be projected to xi and does so, then this set is the normal cone for the point xi. So
for a small ε-ball around xi the VCM is the sum of the covariance matrices (across an infinitesimally
small volume) of the normal cones about that point. Thus, the VCM has a clear relation with the
variation in the normal of a surface which helps us intuitively establish a connection to the Weingarten
map and the curvature of the surface.

In addition to the standard VCM we can also convolve the measure by a convolution kernel function
χ : RN 7→ R+ which allows us to locally smooth the VCM in the case of highly noisy observations.
The convolved VCM can be written as,

VK,R ∗ χ(p) =
∫
KR

(x− pK(x))⊗ (x− pK(x))χ(x− pK(x))dx (10)

Typically we are interested in performing a convolution over a ball of radius r local to the desired
point xi and as such we set χ to be the indicator function of the r-ball which yields VK,R ∗ χ(p) =
VK,R(B(p, r)). This provides a convenient way to add robustness to noise via local smoothing.

As we are not working with continuous sets but rather a discrete point cloud what we are primarily
interested in is the discrete analog of these functions. Luckily this is quite straightforward and we get
the following for the VCM of a point xi in a point cloud K

VK,R({xi}) =
∫
KR∩p−1

k (xi)

(y − xi)⊗ (y − xi)dy (11)
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which amounts computing the covariance of xi across its Voronoi cell (and within the radius R).
Additionally, we can extend this definition to any set of discrete points by simply summing them
together which leads us to the Convolved VCM for point clouds,

VK,R ∗ χ({xi}) =
∫
KR

(y − xi)⊗ (y − xi)χ(y − xi)dy

VK,R ∗ χ({xi}) =
∑

xj∈B(xi,r)∩K

cov(Vor(xj) ∩B(xj , R), xj)
(12)

This provides us with a syntactically simple way to express the ”smoothed” VCM; however, it can
still be difficult to compute the covariance across an arbitrary Voronoi cell which is why we resort to
Monte-Carlo integration in (2).

2.5 Theoretical Guarantees of VCM

A particularly useful facet of VCM based algorithms is that VCM and convolved VCM are provably
robust. Essentially, if we consider two sets K and Kε where Kε is some ”noised” version of K then if
K and Kε are close in Hausdorff distance then they are close in convolved VCM. We can make this
formal using the results of [MOG11]. Let dH(X,Y ) denote the Hausdorff distance between two sets
X and Y . If for every K ⊆ RN and R > 0, χ : RN 7→ R is bounded and k-Lipschitz then then there
exists a constant C s.t. for any other Kε ⊆ RN

∥VK,R ∗ χ− VKε,R ∗ χ∥∞ ≤ CdH(K,Kε)1/2 (13)

Where C is a constant that depends on N,K and R. So if the Hausdorff distance between K and Kε

is ε we get
∥VK,R ∗ χ− VKε,R ∗ χ∥∞ ≤ Cε1/2 (14)

Interpreting this result we see that for a fixed compact set (or point cloud) K, ambient dimension N ,
and R we have that the maximum difference in the convolved VCM between K and Kε is bounded
by a constant times the square root of the Hausdorff distance. This essentially let us know that
as the Hausdorff distance between two sets shrinks (e.g. because there is less noise) so does the
difference in their convolved VCM. Although this result proves that the convolved VCM converges in
Hausdorff distance, a common complaint lodged against this method is that we are not often faced
with ”Hausdorff noise” in practice. As a result, some work has been done to generalize this method in
a way that provides more robust convergence properties in the case of more realistic noise; however,
we will not involve ourselves with these variants in this paper [CLMT15, CCSM11].

3 Numerical Estimators

3.1 Monte-Carlo VCM Estimator

The Monte-Carlo Voronoi Covariance Measure Estimator (MCVCM) is a randomized algorithm for
estimating the Voronoi Covariance Measure. This algorithm has been shown to, with high probability,
converge to an ε-approximation of the true VCM when run for N = O(|K| ln(1/ε)/ε2) iterations. It’s
worth highlighting here that the VCM is a tensor field which, in RN , associates an N ×N matrix with
any point x ∈ RN . So if we wish to compute the VCM for a point cloud K with P points at every
point p ∈ K we will have a tensorial array of size P ×N ×N . We also note that throughout this paper
we perform various calculations using the MCVCM algorithm (2) and in every experiment we choose
N large enough to establish an estimation within a 5% ε-perturbation of the true solution with high
probability.

3.2 WME Estimator

Once we are able to accurately estimate the normals and tangent bundle of our point cloud via a
method such as (1) we can estimate the Weingarten map via the WME estimator (3). The WME
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Algorithm 2 MCVCM

1: function VCM(K, R, N)
2: V (x)← 0 ∀x ∈ K ▷ Initialize VCM to zero matrix
3: M ← 0
4: for 1 to N do
5: x← random point in K
6: s← uniformly sampled random point in B(x,R)
7: k ← #(B(x,R) ∩ C) ▷ Number of points within radius R of x
8: p′ ← NearestNeighbor(x,C)
9: V (p′)← V (p′) + 1

k (x− p′)⊗ (x− p′)
10: M ←M + 1

k
11: end for
12: V ← V/M
13: return V
14: end function

estimator can be derived as follows, first consider our manifoldM⊆ RN . Let p ∈ M and q ∈ M is a
point s.t. dG(p, q) < ε where dG is the geodesic distance onM. As shown in [CLS+21] we have that

⊤(ζp − ζq) = −Sp(⊤(p− q)) +O(∥p− q∥2) (15)

where ⊤ is again the projection to the tangent space. This result is quite interesting as it allows us
to directly model the local change in the Weingarten map as a change in normals. This relation can
be derived by considering the exponential map r : RN 7→ M s.t. r(0) = p (i.e. the geodesic spawning
from p). Additionally, let u ∈ RN then the Taylor expansion of ζ(r(u)) − ζ(r(0)) = ζ(r(u)) − ζ(p)
results in the following,

⊤(ζ(r(u))− ζ(p)) = ⊤(
N∑
i=1

ui ∂ζ

∂ui
) +O(∥p− q∥)2 = −Sp(⊤(p− q)) +O(∥p− q∥2) (16)

We would initially expect the higher order term to involve some square of the exponential map; however,
by evaluating the exponential map Taylor expansion it can be shown that this higher order term is
on the same order as the euclidean distance [CLS+21, MMASC14]. Consider the tangent basis matrix
Exi

= [e1xi
, . . . , emxi

] then from (16) we have

(ζxj
− ζxi

)⊺Exi
= −(xj − xi)

⊺Exi
Sxi

(17)

Then we hope to find a matrix Sxi
which minimizes the residual of this equation,

Sxi
≈ min

S

N∑
j=1

χ(|xj − xi| < ε)∥(ζxj
+ ζxi

)⊺Exi
− (xj − xi)

⊺Exi
S∥2 (18)

where χ(|xj−xi| < ε) is the indicator function for if xj is in the ε ball of xi. This indicator is necessary
as our approximation only holds for points near xi on the manifold; however, we could replace it with
some other measure of closeness such as the K nearest neighbors of xi. Thus, we have derived an
approximation of the Weingarten map which is solvable as a fairly simple least-square problem for
matrices.

This algorithm has been theoretically shown to be consistent with biasO(hε4) and varianceO( 1
nεm ).

Here we define ε as the ”bandwidth” of the model, which essentially serves as the size of the neighbor-
hood surrounding xi we take points from (this is ε in (18)). Additionally, we have m as the dimension
of the manifold and n as the number of points. Thus it has been shown that

MSE = O(ε4 + 1

nεm
)

By considering the formulas for curvature in (5) we can then easily extend computation of Sxi
via (3)

to computation of mean and Gaussian curvature.
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Algorithm 3 WME

1: function WME(ε, K, i)
2: ζ, E ← PCA NT EST(ε,K) ▷ Get normal and tangent basis
3: ∆← E⊺[x1 − xi, . . . , xn − xi]
4: Ξ← E⊺[ζx1 − ζxi , . . . , ζxn − ζxi ]
5: W ← diag{χ(x1 − xi), . . . , χ(xn − xi)} ▷ KNN mask matrix
6: S = −ΞW∆⊺(∆W∆⊺)−1 ▷ Closed form to LLS
7: return S
8: end function

3.3 VWME

Based on the robustness and superior orientability (see Discussion) associated with VCM normal esti-
mation compared to that of PCA-based normal estimation we propose to modify the WME algorithm
by augmenting it with the VCM. Specifically, we replace the PCA-based normal and tangent estima-
tion with the normal and tangent estimation found by computing the eigenbasis of the VCM (or locally
convolved VCM in this case). We title this variation on the WME algorithm the Voronoi Weingarten
Map Estimator (VWME) and refer to it as such throughout the remainder of the paper. The exact
details are shown in (4) where we see VWME amounts to this simple mix of VCM and WME algorithm.

Algorithm 4 VWME

1: function VWME(ε,r,V CM ,K,i)
2: N(xi)← {x : ∥x− xi∥ < ε} ▷ ε-ball or KNN
3: CV CM ←

∑
xj∈N(xi)

V CM(xi) ▷ Compute Convolved VCM

4: λ⃗, E ← Eig(CV CM) ▷ E is the matrix of eigenvectors
5: ζ ← {E1, E2, . . . Em} ▷ First m eigenvectors
6: E ← {Em, Em+1, . . . EN} ▷ Last N −m eigenvectors
7: ∆← E⊺[x1 − xi, . . . , xn − xi]
8: Ξ← E⊺[ζx1

− ζxi
, . . . , ζxn

− ζxi
]

9: W ← diag{χ(x1 − xi), . . . , χ(xn − xi)} ▷ KNN mask matrix
10: S = −ΞW∆⊺(∆W∆⊺)−1 ▷ Closed form to LLS
11: return S
12: end function

4 Error Analysis

4.1 Normal Estimators

As many algorithms for curvature estimation utilize the change in the normals for that estimation
it is nature to evaluate the estimation of the surface normals prior to that of the entire algorithm.
Luckily for many simples surfaces in R3 we can construct point clouds with known normal information
which allows us to compare our estimates of the normal basis to that of our known surfaces. The
most common method for estimating normals is that of the PCA based method detailed in (1) which
we also evaluate. In addition to the PCA estimator one of the primary use cases propounded for the
Voronoi Covariance Measure is as an alternative method for estimating surface normals. As a result,
we thoroughly compare the robustness of these two algorithms and how they compare to the true
normals in known surfaces.

In the case of computing normal vectors we have little interest in the magnitude of the vectors but
rather of its angle as we are concerned with the proper decomposition of the local space around a point
x into normal and tangent spaces. In order to accommodate this requirement we compute a proxy
for the error (or lack thereof) as the cosine similarity in the computed normals to that of the true
normals. In the case of increasing Gaussian noise applied to a sectional torus point cloud, we plot both
the mean cosine similarity and the mean absolute cosine similarity in figure 3. Specifically, to determine
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(a) Torus Sectional (b) Torus

Figure 1: Applying the WME algorithm (3) to estimate the mean curvature of the torus (right) and
torus sectional (left). This plot demonstrates the baseline capability of the WME algorithm to estimate
curvature on some simple 3D shapes with no noise and fairly dense point clouds (2000 points in each
example).

(a) Torus Sectional (b) Torus

Figure 2: Mean squared error in the WME algorithm (3) mean curvature computation of figure 1.
Again we have 2000 points and here we have rotated the view of the to get a better view of high
error areas. We see that in the case of the torus the errors are fairly randomly distributed across the
surfaces; however, in the torus sectional we get localized errors around the edges of the surface as we
may expect.
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(a) Cosine Similarity (b) Absolute Cosine Similarity

Figure 3: Cosine and Absolute Cosine Similarity between ground truth and the PCA (1) and VCM (2)
normal estimators. Here we evaluate the models on the torus sectional point cloud with 1000 points
with increasing additive Gaussian noise generated with variance σ2 (x-axis). The parameters for the
convolved VCM estimator are r = 0.2 and R = 0.5.

the cosine similarity (SC(A,B)) between two vectors A and B we compute SC(A,B) = ⟨A,B⟩
∥A∥∥B∥ and

the absolute cosine similarity as |SC(A,B)|.
The reason for the inclusion of both the absolute and regular cosine similarity is that when viewing

the distribution of errors for both these methods, e.g. in figure 5, we see that a large number of
errors crop up from simply orienting the normal incorrectly. Merely orienting the normal in the wrong
direction is not usually a huge issue in practice as the vector will still be orthogonal to the tangent
space. In addition, there exist efficient algorithms for establishing a consistent normal orientation
across a surface using minimal spanning trees [HDD+92].

4.2 WME Estimator

Although [CLS+21] does perform a series of error analyses through a variation in the number of sample
points on the surface not much is done in the way of varying the construction of the approximation
to the manifold itself. As a result, we benchmark the performance of this algorithm under various
changes in the type of neighborhood embedding used (K-NN, ε-ball, and Gaussian kernel) as well as
the parameters for each of these embeddings. In addition, the performance of the algorithm under
various different types of noise is examined for a variety of surfaces.

One thing that is particularly nice about the WME estimator is that, unlike many estimators used
in computer graphics, it is directly applicable to surfaces of arbitrary dimension. As a result, although
we cannot visualize it, we can evaluate how the algorithm performs on high dimensional shapes such as
the hypersphere. A particular example evaluating the performance of the algorithm on the hypersphere
can be seen in figure 10.

4.3 VWME Estimator

In addition to performing an error analysis on the WME estimator itself, we also perform an error anal-
ysis on our proposed VWME estimator and compare the results to that of the base WME algorithm.
Specifically, we evaluate the mean square error in curvature reconstruction across a variety of point
cloud sizes with the introduction of increasing additive noise. We consider the case of both Gaussian
additive noise (fig 12) and uniform additive noise (fig 13) just as we have done for the standard WME
case. This analysis allows us to compare how robust our proposed VWME algorithm is to noise when
compared to the standard WME algorithm. Not only have we evaluated the VWME algorithm across
a variety of noise levels and point cloud sizes but we also directly compare it to the WME algorithm
in figure 11. Here we consider two cases; a noiseless case and a noised case; in both cases we directly
evaluate the VWME algorithm against the WME algorithm when varying the kNN neighborhood
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(a) Cosine Similarity (b) Absolute Cosine Similarity

Figure 4: Cosine and Absolute Cosine Similarity between ground truth and the PCA (1) and VCM (2)
normal estimators. Here we evaluate the models on the torus sectional point cloud with 1000 points
with increasing additive uniform noise generated in a range [−α, α] for a parameter α (x-axis). The
parameters for the convolved VCM estimator are r = 0.2 and R = 0.5.

Figure 5: Here we plot a histogram of the Cosine Similarity between the PCA and VCM normal
estimators under moderate additive Gaussian noise (σ = 0.4). Here we use 50-NN for both PCA
and VCM on the torus sectional point cloud with 1000 points where the convolved VCM uses the
parameters r = 0.2 and R = 0.5.
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Figure 6: Mean Squared Error (MSE) of Mean Curvature approximation via the WME algorithm (3)
on the torus when varying both point cloud size and variance of the additive Gaussian noise. For
consistency, in every MSE Mean Curvature approximation the PCA (1) kNN was computed with 50-
NN and the WME-χ was computed with 30-NN.

Figure 7: Mean Squared Error (MSE) of Mean Curvature approximation via the WME algorithm (3)
on the torus when varying both point cloud size and range of additive uniform noise. For consistency,
in every MSE Mean Curvature approximation the PCA (1) kNN was computed with 50-NN and the
WME-χ was computed with 30-NN.
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(a) Noiseless (b) Heavy Gaussian Noise (σ = 0.7)

Figure 8: This plot explores the effect on Mean Curvature MSE of modifying the neighborhood size
(chosen by KNN) for a torus point cloud with 2000 points in both the of significant (σ = 0.7) Gaussian
noise and the case of no noise. The PCA line depicts the MSE as we vary the kNN size of the
PCA algorithm (1) whereas the WME line depicts the MSE as we vary the kNN size of the WME-χ
parameter. In both cases when varying the neighborhood size the k parameter the other k value was
kept constant at the proposed ”optimal” value which is k = O(log n) for a set of n points [CLS+21].

(a) Noiseless (b) Heavy Gaussian Noise (σ = 0.5)

Figure 9: Here we plot just the noiseless case explores the effect on Mean Curvature MSE of modifying
the neighborhood size (chosen by KNN) for a torus point cloud with 2000 points in both the of
significant (σ = 0.7) Gaussian noise and the case of no noise. The PCA line depicts the MSE as we
vary the kNN size of the PCA algorithm (1) whereas the WME line depicts the MSE as we vary the
kNN size of the WME-χ parameter. In both cases when varying the neighborhood size the k parameter
the other k value was kept constant at the proposed ”optimal” value which is k = O(log n) for a set
of n points [CLS+21].
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(a) Noiseless (b) Heavy Gaussian Noise (σ = 0.7)

Figure 10: Here we plot the MSE of the computation of the Mean Curvature varying both the PCA
neighborhood size and the WME-χ neighborhood size both approximated via kNN. Here we plot both
the noiseless case and the case with σ = 0.7 additive Gaussian noise. These are both evaluated across
the S4 unit hypersphere sampled with 3000 points.

size for the normal estimator used. This allows us to directly see how the VWME algorithm holds up
against the WME algorithm on a simple test surface.

5 Discussion

As normal / tangent space estimators are the base for our curvature algorithms we began by evalu-
ating these algorithms as in figure 3. From this graph we see that the introduction of noise in the
data certainly has a significant effect on the accuracy (cosine similarity) of the normal estimator. In
particular, here we compare the PCA normal estimator to that of the VCM estimator across both
cosine similarity and absolute cosine similarity. When viewing these graphs we see that the difference
between the two algorithms is much more stark when just comparing cosine similarity. The reason
for this can be seen more clearly in figure 5 where we plot the distribution of the cosine similarity for
both methods. From this we see that the PCA based estimator performs comparably to the VCM
algorithm; however, it has a much greater tendency to flip the direction of the normal thus causing it
to yield low overall cosine similarity but decent absolute cosine similarity to the true solution.

We also tested running these algorithms on graphs constructed both by KNN and via ϵ-balls;
however, when evaluating noised data on the ϵ-ball graphs a common issue that was encountered was
the existence of ”singleton” points which were not connected to the rest of the graph. If there is a
single singleton point then the algorithms can not be run on that point because they require local
information but when the point is disconnected from the main graph there is no local information.
One possible way to resolve this would be to generate a more dense sampling of points; however,
this is both not always realistic when using real world data and becomes computationally intractable
rather quickly. As a result, graphs constructed via KNN over ϵ-balls tend to be superior when one
is concerned with the practical application of these algorithms; however, KNN based graphs do not
have the same theoretical guarantees as ϵ-balls or kernel graphs (which are even more computationally
intractable). One example of this can be seen in figure 9 where smaller ε values had to be cut from
the noised tests. This example is particularly interesting because shows how the addition of noise can
directly affect our neighborhood parameter choice. In graph 9(a) we see a local error minima for the
PCA ε choice around 1.5; whereas, in 9(b) the error doesn’t flatten out until around ε = 2.2 and
remains low afterwards. It is possible that further increasing ε could lead to another rise in error;
however, in this particular example the minor radius of the torus is reached at ε = 3 at which point
we obtain meaningless results.

In addition to the tests run the WME algorithm we also ran several error evaluations on our
proposed VWME algorithm (4). As we are mostly concerned with robustness we largely compared the
two algorithms in the case of noisy point clouds. After viewing these results we see that, ostensibly,
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(a) Noiseless (b) Heavy Gaussian Noise (σ = 0.5)

Figure 11: Here we plot the mean squared error in the calculation of mean curvature using the VWME
algorithm (4). Specifically, we compare the performance of the VWME algorithm to the standard
WME algorithm (3) as the size of the KNN neighborhood size changes. This comparison is made
across a torus point cloud with 1000 points with a VCM (2) R value of 0.5 and a constant VWME-χ
KNN mask with 30-NN. Additionally, this progression was plotted both both the noiseless case and
the case of heavy additive Gaussian noise (σ = 0.7).

Figure 12: Mean Squared Error (MSE) of Mean Curvature approximation via the VWME algorithm (4)
on the torus when varying both point cloud size and range of additive Gaussian noise. For consistency,
in every MSE Mean Curvature approximation the VCM (2) kNN was computed with 50-NN and the
VWME-χ was computed with 30-NN.
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Figure 13: Mean Squared Error (MSE) of Mean Curvature approximation via the VWME algorithm (4)
on the torus when varying both point cloud size and range of additive uniform noise. For consistency,
in every MSE Mean Curvature approximation the VCM (2) kNN was computed with 50-NN and the
VWME-χ was computed with 30-NN.

the VWME algorithm outperforms the WME in terms of robustness for sufficiently sampled surfaces
(n ≥ 1000 in the case of figure 12 and figure 13). In fact, as we increase the point count we may
compare our VWME results to that of figure 6 and figure 7 and see that the VWME significantly
outperforms the WME algorithm in terms of MSE on this surface. Of course, all this demonstrates
is that the VWME algorithm has the capability of outperforming the WME algorithm in the case of
significant noise. We should keep in mind that the VWME algorithm has an additional parameter
choice of R in its normal estimation that the WME algorithm does not have which has the potential to
significantly effect the final result. However, in figure 11 we see that for a fixed R there is a tendency
to outperform the WME algorithm when varying the neighborhood size for the normal estimation.

6 Conclusion

Throughout this paper we have developed the theory for several modern normal and curvature es-
timators that are applicable to point clouds of arbitrary dimension. Following the introduction of
relevant theory we presented these algorithms and evaluated them. In particular, we have subjected
both PCA-based (1) and Voronoi-based (2) curvature estimators to trials of robustness through vary-
ing point cloud sizes, parameter sweeping, and a variety of additive noise. From this we unveiled the
behavior of these algorithms and discovered several interesting facets of these algorithms including
both the propensity of the PCA estimator to incorrectly orient normals and the finicky nature of ε-ball
neighborhood approximations. In addition to the evaluation of existing algorithms we also proposed
a new variant of the WME algorithm we call VWME (4) which replaces the PCA-based normal es-
timation of the WME algorithm with a more robust Voronoi-based normal estimation. The intuition
behind this new algorithm is that, since the WME algorithm is proven to have low error using true
normals, a more robust estimation of the normal vector should yield a more robust overall estima-
tor. We have evaluated this VWME algorithm across a variety of point cloud densities, parameter
choices, and noise values and have shown that it is, in general, more robust to noise than the standard
PCA-based method for curvature estimation.

Although we show this algorithm to be more robust some future work still needs to be done. In
particular, the algorithm should be tested across a larger and more complex variety of surfaces sampled
with a greater number of points. We currently use a Monte-Carlo variation of the VCM algorithm (2);
however, there exists a much more efficient method for computing the VCM involving 3D Delaunay
triangulation which could be implemented and used to run these tests [MOG11]. This would be quite
beneficial as the VWME algorithm takes significantly longer to run than the WME algorithm and does
not scale as well due to its reliance on the VCM. We note that although an efficient variation of VCM
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exists we stuck with the Monte-Carlo version as, in the spirit of this paper, it is applicable to arbitrary
dimension whereas the efficient version only applies to surfaces embedded in R3.
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