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Abstract

The objective of this study is to address the difficulty of simplifying the geometric model in which a
differential problem is formulated, also called defeaturing, while simultaneously ensuring that the accuracy
of the solution is maintained under control. This enables faster and more efficient simulations, without
sacrificing accuracy. More precisely, we consider an isogeometric discretisation of an elliptic model problem
defined on a two-dimensional hierarchical B-spline computational domain with a complex boundary.
Starting with an oversimplification of the geometry, we build a goal-oriented adaptive strategy that
adaptively reintroduces continuous geometrical features in regions where the analysis suggests a large
impact on the quantity of interest. This strategy is driven by an a posteriori estimator of the defeaturing
error based on first-order shape sensitivity analysis, and it profits from the local refinement properties
of hierarchical B-splines. The adaptive algorithm is described together with a procedure to generate
(partially) simplified hierarchical B-spline geometrical domains. Numerical experiments are presented to
illustrate the proposed strategy and its limitations.

Keywords: Defeaturing, domain simplification, adaptivity, sensitivity analysis, shape calculus, isogeomet-
ric analysis, hierarchical B-splines

1 Introduction

The finite element method (FEM) has become an indispensable numerical technique for engineering research
based on computational simulation. With the advancement of modern computer hardware as well as algorith-
mic improvements, FEM is employed in applications of increasing geometrical complexity. Mathematically,
geometries are represented as two- or three-dimensional computer-aided design (CAD) models. The transi-
tion from a CAD model to a (typically simplicial) FEM-suitable computational mesh is associated with a
number of accuracy and robustness bottlenecks [1]. As such, isogeometric analysis (IGA) [2] has emerged as
a promising variant of classical FEM since it employs the CAD-typical spline functions both to represent the
geometry and as a basis for the numerical analysis of the underlying partial differential equations (PDEs).
In IGA, the CAD model is immediately used for computational simulation, thereby avoiding the translation
into a classical FEM-suitable mesh.

Unfortunately, increased geometrical complexity (in both standard FEM and IGA) is associated with novel
challenges. In particular, a complex CAD model often causes the mesh generation to fail or to introduce
an unfeasible number of elements. In FEM, for instance, White et al. [3] demonstrate that adding a single
feature (such as a small cavity in the geometry’s interior) can increase the required number of mesh elements
by up to a factor of ten. Similarly in IGA, a complex CAD model of the geometry’s boundary ∂Ω often leads
to prohibitive computational costs. The reason for this is two-fold: firstly, one needs to solve the so-called
surface-to-volume problem ∂Ω → Ω to find a valid description of the geometry’s interior starting from the
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CAD input which is usually a boundary representation. Due to the (B-)splines’ tensor-product structure,
the increased complexity of the boundary contour’s spline representation greatly increases the computational
costs of the surface-to-volume problem. Secondly, requiring a denser spline basis to represent the geometry’s
interior Ω inevitably increases the computational costs of the numerical analysis step. The latter is partic-
ularly critical in settings where the solution’s accuracy is only of importance on a subset of the whole domain.

To address this problem, one can use more advanced and potentially unstructured spline technologies to
represent the geometry: for instance, the original IGA method has been extended to geometries obtained by
trimming [4–8], unions [9–11] or with multipatches [12, 13], or one can use for instance (truncated) hierar-
chical B-splines (THB-splines) that allow for local refinement, see [14] and the references therein. However,
practical applications often require a more fundamental intervention. The concept considered in this work is
called defeaturing and concerns itself with the removal of geometric features without critically altering the
PDE’s solution in the regions of interest. In this context, features can be divided into two broad categories:
1) discrete features that can be regarded as performing a Boolean operation on a reference geometry (such as
creating a hole in the domain’s interior or adding / removing a discrete boundary feature) and 2) continuous
features that manifest themselves in a higher local density of spline functions in the geometry’s CAD model.
The second case enables the examination of geometries where the boundary exhibits complex or multiscale
characteristics everywhere.

Traditionally, defeaturing has relied on heuristical a priori criteria often drawing on the engineer’s practical
experience [15]. More deterministic a priori indicators are based on constitutive or conservation laws [16–18].
However, to integrate defeaturing into a fully automated workflow, a posteriori estimators are of larger in-
terest. In [19], Ferrandes et al. propose an a posteriori error estimator based on approximating the energy
norm between the exact and the defeatured geometries’ solutions. A further technique is based on feature
sensitivity analysis (FSA). FSA uses topological sensitivity analysis [20,21] to estimate the first order change
in the quantity of interest due to the removal of small interior or boundary features. However, due to its
first-order nature, this technique is limited to small (Boolean) features. In [22], Li et al. propose an error
estimator for internal holes by formulating two different PDEs, one corresponding to the original and one to
the defeatured geometry, on a unique reference geometry. The methodology then employs the dual weighted
residual [23, 24] a posteriori technique to estimate the modelling error. The same technique is adopted
in [25–27] and generalised to various linear and quasi-linear model problems along with support for a wider
range of features. However, all aforementioned techniques rely on some degree of heuristic and a precise
investigation of the estimator’s accuracy is lacking. To mitigate this issue, Buffa et al. introduce the concept
of analysis-aware defeaturing [28–30]. In this series of articles, the authors propose an a posteriori error
estimator for Boolean operations on isogeometric discretisations of elliptic model problems, and they build
an adaptive strategy based on this estimator. The reliability of the estimator is proved for general geometric
configurations, thus largely avoiding heuristics.

Compared to Boolean features, analysis-aware continuous defeaturing techniques are nevertheless under-
represented in the literature, and to the best of the author’s knowledge, this work is amongst the first ones
to approach this challenge. As such, this manuscript presents a goal-oriented adaptive algorithm for the
continuous defeaturing of planar geometries stemming from complex CAD models. We focus primarily on
isogeometric discretisations of elliptic model problems. Starting with a gross oversimplification of the CAD
input represented by THB-splines, the proposed methodology employs the concept of shape gradients to
adaptively reintroduce continuous features in regions where first-order sensitivity analysis suggests a large
impact on a quantity of interest. This strategy has been inspired by the work of Buffa et al. [31]. For
the isogeometric discretisation and since standard B-splines, which have a tensor-product structure, makes
it difficult to achieve localized refinement, we employ THB-splines. This enables us to accurately capture
important boundary features without introducing too many degrees of freedom in the domain’s interior. The
methodology does not require a parameterisation of the complex geometry’s interior. Instead, only a param-
eterisation of the defeatured geometry is computed in each iteration using the concept of harmonic maps.
Heydarov and al. [32] have also used (T)HB-splines to simplify geometrical models; however in that article
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and in contrast to the present work, the defeaturing is not driven by the analysis of the PDE at hand.

This manuscript is structured as follows. In the remaining part of the introduction, we precisely describe
the tackled problem and the main objective of this work, namely the construction of an adaptive algorithm
for continuous defeaturing. Then in Section 2, we introduce the necessary mathematical tools on which relies
the proposed adaptive strategy, namely the notion of shape derivatives, THB-splines, and a parametrisation
and mesh generation method. The core of the manuscript can then be found in Section 3, in which the
proposed adaptive gradient-based defeaturing algorithm is described in details, together with implementation
considerations. Subsequently in Section 4, we present numerical experiments that illustrate the proposed
method, its capabilities and its limitations. We finally draw some conclusions in Section 5.

1.1 Problem setting

Let Ω ⊂ R2 be an open bounded Lipschitz domain with a piecewise smooth, potentially complicated boundary.
In this manuscript, we are interested in approximating a quantity of interest J( · ,Ω) computed over the
solution u ∈ H1(Ω) of an elliptic differential problem posed over Ω. More precisely, let ΓN ,ΓD ⊂ ∂Ω such

that ΓN ∪ ΓD = ∂Ω and ΓN ∩ ΓD = ∅, and let us consider the problem of the form:

P(Ω) :


L(u) = f in Ω,

u = uD on ΓD,

∂nu = g on ΓN ,

(1)

where L is an elliptic differential operator and ∂n denotes the directional derivative normally outward to Ω.
For the sake of simplicity, we assume that uD ≡ 0 and that f and g are sufficiently smooth and defined
everywhere in R2, that is, f ∈ L2(R2) and g ∈ H1(R2).

This paper’s aim is to introduce a strategy that reliably produces domain simplifications ΩS ⊂ R2 such
that if uS is the function that solves the defeatured analogue of (1) over ΩS :

P(ΩS) :


L(uS) = f in ΩS ,

uS = 0 on ΓD
S ,

∂nuS = g on ΓN
S ,

(2)

then the discrepancy |J(u,Ω) − J(uS ,ΩS)| is small and furthermore controllable. In this paper, we assume
that Ω is complex and that its (internal) parametrisation would hence require manual intervention and / or
be prohibitively expensive. Therefore, a mandatory requirement is to completely avoid the parametrisation
of Ω while solely operating on its boundary representation which is a standard input from a CAD system.
The key steps of the methodology are summarised as follows:

1. Creating an initial oversimplified domain representation Ω0 from the CAD input;

2. Employing a gradient-based strategy that iteratively includes additional geometric features in regions
of the computational model where a large impact on the quantity of interest can be expected.

The result is a sequence of increasingly complex domains Ω0,Ω1, . . . ,Ωn = ΩS with associated meshes Qi

and state problem approximations ui such that J(ui,Ωi), i ∈ {0, . . . , n} is a sequence that approximates the
quantity of interest with growing accuracy.

In the following, we choose L(u) = −∆u for simplicity. However, the methodology generalises to any
generic elliptic operator in a straightforward way. Let us denote by U the universe set of the problem at
hand, that is, the collection of all admissible bounded domains B ⊂ R2 we may consider in the simplification
process. Clearly Ω0,Ω ∈ U . We respectively denote by ΓD

B and ΓN
B the Dirichlet and the Neumann boundaries

of a generic B ∈ U in which problem P(B) is solved. If we define

H1
0,ΓD

B
(B) := {v ∈ H1(B) | the trace of v vanishes on ΓD

B},
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the weak form of P(B) reads:

Find u ∈ H1
0,ΓD

B
(B) such that a(u, v ;B) = b(v ;B) ∀ v ∈ H1

0,ΓD
B

(B), (3)

with

a(u, v ;B) :=

ˆ
B

∇u · ∇v dx and b(v ;B) =

ˆ
B

fv dx +

ˆ
ΓN
B

gv dx. (4)

The weak forms of problems (1) and (2) then follow from taking B = Ω and B = ΩS , respectively.

As previously mentioned, we are interested in computing a functional J( · ; Ω) : H1
0,ΓD (Ω) → R of the solution

to problem P(Ω). In practice, we are only able to compute the corresponding quantity on the simplified
geometry ΩS , which, therefore, must be wisely chosen to minimize the error in the quantity of interest. For
any element w ∈ H1(B), B ∈ U , we assume that the functional J takes the general form

J(w ;B) =

ˆ
B′
j
(
w
)

dx +

ˆ
∂B′

q
(
w
)

dx, (5)

where B′ ⊆ B and ∂B′ ⊆ ∂B while j : H1(B) → L1(B′) and q : H1(B) → L1(∂B′) have locally Lipschitz
continuous derivatives. Finally, we define the shape functional J : U → R as

J (B) := J
(
u(B) ;B

)
, (6)

where u(B) is the unique weak solution of P(B) as defined in (3).

Hence, what we call the modelling error due to the simplification of the geometry is the quantity:

|J (Ω) − J (ΩS)|. (7)

Assumption 1.1 In most cases, if B = Ωi, then Ω′
i and ∂Ω′

i in (5) will constitute relatively small subsets
of Ω and ∂Ω, respectively. Therefore, we assume that Ω′

i ⊂ Ω and ∂Ω′
i ⊂ ∂Ω for any simplified geometry Ωi

we may construct. In this way, we can always compute the error (7) and the simplification problem is well
defined.

2 Mathematical tools

2.1 Shape gradients

Before detailing our simplification algorithm, let us introduce some basic definitions and tools of first order
shape calculus. For a complete discussion on the topic we refer the reader to [33,34].

Let B ⊂ R2, B ∈ U be an open bounded domain with piecewise smooth boundary ∂B. To evaluate the
sensitivity of a shape functional F(B) to a small change in the boundary ∂B, we define a class of admissible
deformation maps following the perturbation of identity approach as in [35]. That is, let θ ∈ C1(R2;R2) be
a vector field, and define an admissible perturbation map Tt : B → R2 as follows:

Tt(x) := x + tθ(x), with |t| ≤ 1, x ∈ ∂B

and suitably extended in the interior of B.

Definition 2.1 The shape functional F : U → R admits a directional shape derivative at B along the
displacement field θ if the following limit exists and is finite:

dF
dΩ

(
B
∣∣∣θ) := lim

t↘0

F
(
Tt(B)

)
−F(B)

t
.
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As it is quite common in the literature [34, 35], we will also refer to the quantity above as the sensitivity of
F(B) with respect to the perturbation direction θ.

Definition 2.2 The shape functional F : U → R is shape differentiable at B if the mapping

dF
dΩ

(
B
∣∣∣ · ) : C1(R2;R2) → R, θ 7→ dF

dΩ

(
B
∣∣∣θ)

is a linear and continuous functional on C1(R2;R2). If F is shape differentiable, then dF
dΩ (B | ·) is an element

of the dual space of C1(R2;R2) and we refer to it as the shape gradient of F at B.

Explicit formulas for the shape gradient of F and its directional shape derivatives are available for several
types of shape functionals [34]. In particular, as we focus on PDE-constrained shape functionals J of the
form (6), such formulas can be derived by introducing the Lagrangian functional L [36, 37] as follows.

We denote by [H1(B) ×H1(B)]∗ the set of bilinear bounded functionals on H1(B) ×H1(B) for B ∈ U . Let
L : U →

{
[H1(B) ×H1(B)]∗ | B ∈ U

}
be such that

L(B) : H1(B) ×H1(B) → R
(w, v) 7→ [L(B) ](w, v) := L(w, v ;B),

(8)

where the Lagrangian functional L : H1(B) ×H1(B) → R is defined for any w, v ∈ H1(B) as

L(w, v ;B) := J(w ;B) + a(w, v ;B) − b(v ;B). (9)

By considering the weak solution u(B) ∈ H1
0,ΓD

B
(B) of the state problem (3) defined on B, and by computing

the Lagrangian functional L at w = u(B), we obtain:

L
(
u(B), v ;B

)
= J

(
u(B) ;B

)
= J (B), ∀ v ∈ H1

0,ΓD
B

(B), (10)

that is, the shape functional whose derivative is the one we are interested in computing.

We furthermore introduce the following auxiliary notation for the different types of derivatives we will con-

sider:
∂L

∂Ω
(u(B), v ;B |θ) for the shape derivative at B in the direction θ of the shape functional obtained

by evaluating L(B) at u(B) and at any v ∈ H1
0,ΓD

B
(B); moreover, let

∂L

∂w

(
w, v ;B

∣∣∣ψ) :=
∂
[
L(B)

]
∂w

(w, v |ψ)

be the Gâteaux derivative at w in the direction ψ ∈ H1(B) of the functional L(B), and let
∂J

∂w

(
w ;B

∣∣∣ψ)
and

∂a

∂w

(
w, v ;B

∣∣∣ψ) be defined in a similar fashion.

We can use property (10) of the Lagrangian and the chain rule to write for every v ∈ H1
0,ΓD

B
(B),

dJ
dΩ

(
B
∣∣∣θ) =

∂L

∂Ω

(
u(B), v ;B

∣∣∣θ) +
∂L

∂w

(
u(B), v ;B

∣∣∣ du

dΩ
(B |θ)

)
. (11)

The term
du

dΩ
(B |θ) ∈ H1

0,ΓD
B

(B) denotes the shape derivative of the function u(B). The shape derivative of

a function can be defined similarly to the shape derivative of a functional from Definition 2.1, under suitable
regularity assumptions. The interested reader is referred to [38] for more details. Then, the Lagrange

A shape derivative approach to domain simplification 5



multiplier v is chosen so that the second term in the right hand side of (11) vanishes. That is, if we recall
definition (9) of the Lagrangian L, it is chosen such that

0 =
∂L

∂w

(
u(B), v ;B

∣∣∣ψ) =
∂J

∂w

(
u(B) ;B

∣∣∣ψ) +
∂a

∂w

(
u(B), v ;B

∣∣∣ψ), ∀ ψ ∈ H1
0,ΓD

B
(B).

This equality holds in particular for the choice ψ =
du

dΩ
(B |θ) ∈ H1

0,ΓD
B

(B), see also [37].

Let us finally introduce the following adjoint problem: find p ≡ p(B) ∈ H1
0,ΓD

B
(B) such that

∂a

∂w

(
u(B), p ;B

∣∣∣ψ) = − ∂J

∂w

(
u(B) ;B

∣∣∣ψ), ∀ ψ ∈ H1
0,ΓD

B
(B), (12)

where
∂a

∂w

(
u(B), p(B) ;B

∣∣ψ) = a(ψ, p(B) ;B) for the bilinear form associated with the model problem

considered in this paper, namely Poisson’s equation.

Consequently, the formula for the shape derivative of J at B in the direction θ involves the solutions u(B)
and p(B) of the state (3) and adjoint (12) problems, and it reads

dJ
dΩ

(
B
∣∣∣θ) =

∂L

∂Ω

(
u(B), p(B) ;B

∣∣∣θ), (13)

where the term on the right hand side can be computed by standard transformation techniques [35].

2.2 HB and THB splines

This section introduces the notation and reviews the main concepts related to hierarchical B-splines (or
HB-splines) and their truncated counterparts (called THB-splines) in the bidimensional setting, closely fol-
lowing [39]. These functions are used to build hierarchical geometries in the same way as classical B-spline
curves, surfaces and volumes, with the advantage of allowing for local refinement, overcoming the limitations
intrinsic to the tensor-product structure of multidimensional B-splines.

Let us consider a nested sequence of Cartesian grids {Qc
ℓ}ℓ∈N0 of the parametric domain Ω̂ = (0, 1)2. For

a given ℓ ∈ N0, we call cell of level ℓ any Q ∈ Qc
ℓ. Then, let {Bℓ}ℓ∈N0 be a sequence of (bivariate) tensor

product B-spline bases determined by their degree and knot vectors and associated to {Qc
ℓ}ℓ∈N0

, such that
the spaces they generate are nested as follows:

span {B0} ⊂ span {B1} ⊂ span {B2} ⊂ . . . .

For each ℓ ∈ N0, we denote by Nℓ the dimension of the space of level ℓ, so that Bℓ := {bi,ℓ | i = 1, . . . , Nℓ}. A
characteristic property of B-splines is the so-called two-scale relation, which enables expressing the βi,ℓ ∈ Bℓ

as linear combinations of the basis functions βj,ℓ+1 ∈ Bℓ+1 with non-negative coefficients cj,ℓ+1(βi,ℓ) ≥ 0,
that is:

βi,ℓ =

Nℓ+1∑
j=1

cj,ℓ+1(βi,ℓ)βj,ℓ+1, ∀ βi,ℓ ∈ Bℓ. (14)

Thanks to the nestedness of the {Bℓ}ℓ∈N0
, this relation can be recursively applied to relate basis functions of

non consecutive levels.

Then, consider a hierarchy of subdomains of depth M , defined as the set ωM := {ω0, ω1, . . . , ωM} where

Ω̂ = ω0 ⊃ ω1 ⊃ · · · ⊃ ωM = ∅.

A shape derivative approach to domain simplification 6



Each subdomain ωℓ is the union of closed cells of level ℓ−1 while ω0 coincides with the parametric domain Ω̂.
The hierarchical basis H ≡ H(ωM ) associated to the set ωM is then defined recursively with the algorithm:

H0 := B0,

Hℓ+1 := {β ∈ Hℓ | supp (β) ̸⊂ ωℓ+1} ∪ {β ∈ Bℓ+1 | supp (β) ⊂ ωℓ+1}, ℓ = 0, . . . ,M − 2,

H := HM−1.

We refer the reader to [40] for details about this construction. The corresponding hierarchical mesh Q ≡
Q(ωM ) is given by the set

Q :=

M−1⋃
ℓ=0

{Q ∈ Qc
ℓ | Q ⊂ ωℓ and Q ̸⊂ ωℓ+1}.

Henceforth, we call active basis functions of level ℓ the functions β ∈ Bℓ such that β ∈ H ∩ Bℓ, i.e., whose
support covers only cells of level ℓ̄ ≥ ℓ and at least one cell of level ℓ; we also name deactivated basis func-
tions of level ℓ the functions β ∈ Bℓ such that β ∈ Hℓ \Hℓ+1, i.e., whose support is entirely contained in ωℓ+1.

It is well established (see [41]) that the space spanned by H can be alternatively described using a THB-spline
basis associated to the same hierarchical mesh Q, carrying better properties from a numerical standpoint,
such as the partition of unity and a reduced support of the basis functions. To define this new basis, we must
introduce a suitable truncation operator truncℓ+1, which is then iteratively applied to eliminate from coarser
B-splines the contribution of refined basis functions on the overlapping parts of their supports. Thus, let us
call truncℓ+1 the following operator, defined on a tensor product space of B-splines:

truncℓ+1(βi,ℓ) :=

Nℓ+1∑
j=1

cτj,ℓ+1(βi,ℓ)βj,ℓ+1, ∀ βi,ℓ ∈ Bℓ,

with coefficients:

cτj,ℓ+1(βi,ℓ) =

{
0 if βj,ℓ+1 ∈ Hℓ+1 ∩ Bℓ+1,

cj,ℓ+1(βi,ℓ) otherwise.
(15)

Now, the truncated hierarchical basis T ≡ T (ωM ) associated to the set ωM is defined by replacing the simple
B-spline functions with their truncation in the same recursive algorithm employed for H, that is:
T0 := B0,

Tℓ+1 := {truncℓ+1(β) | β ∈ Tℓ and supp (β) ̸⊂ ωℓ+1} ∪ {β ∈ Bℓ+1 | supp (β) ⊂ ωℓ+1}, ℓ = 0, . . . ,M − 2,

T := TM−1.

Note that the truncation from (15) eliminates the terms associated to the active and deactivated functions
of level ℓ+ 1 in the two-scale relation (14). Therefore, truncℓ+1(β), with β ∈ Tℓ, no longer belongs to Bℓ and
must be expressed in terms of the basis of the finest level that truncates it.

In this work, we deal with geometries B ∈ U parameterized by THB splines, that is, given a THB basis
T = {βi}Ni=1, and a sequence {ci}Ni=1 ⊂ R2 of control points, B is explicitly given by the following mapping

x of the parametric domain Ω̂:

x : Ω̂ → B such that x(ξ) =

NT∑
i=1

ciβi(ξ) ∀ ξ ∈ Ω̂.
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2.3 Parametrization method and mesh generation

The purpose of this paper is to devise an adaptive strategy for finding an approximation ΩS of Ω such that
|J (Ω) − J (ΩS)| is below some user-defined threshold ε > 0. To this end, the methodology employs the
concept of shape gradients, as discussed in Section 2.1. On the one hand, this paper assumes that no explicit
parameterisation x : Ω̂ → Ω of the interior of Ω is given. On the other hand, both the state (3) and the adjoint

problem (12) rely on a valid parameterisation xS : Ω̂ → ΩS of the interior of ΩS at each defeaturing iteration.
The algorithm therefore requires solving an additional surface-to-volume (StV) problem ∂ΩS → ΩS . More

precisely, given a parametric description FS : ∂Ω̂ → ∂ΩS of the defeatured domain’s boundary, we need to
construct a valid parameterisaton of ΩS , i.e., a bijective map xS : Ω̂ → ΩS .

The StV-problem is challenging and notoriously difficult to automate for general geometries. As we seek
for an autonomously operating framework, the parametrisation strategy adopted by this paper should:

• Reliably compute parameterisations for general geometries ΩS that are topologically equivalent to
Ω̂ = (0, 1)2 without manual intervention.

• Be compatible with and exploit local refinement made possible by the use of hierarchical splines.

With these requirements in mind, the basic parameterisation strategy adopted by this paper approximates
the inverse of a map h : ΩS → Ω̂ whose components hi, i ∈ {1, 2}, are harmonic functions in ΩS , i.e.,

i ∈ {1, 2} : ∆hi = 0 in ΩS , s.t. h|∂ΩS
= F−1

S . (16)

In the following, we drop the S subscript for convenience. Equation (16) can be inverted for the map x = h−1

that we are interested in. This leads to the following system of coupled quasi-linear second-order elliptic PDEs
in nondivergence form (see [42, Chapter 7] and [43]):

i ∈ {1, 2} : A (x) : H(xi) = 0 in Ω̂, s.t. x|∂Ω̂ = F, (17)

with

H(ϕ)ij :=
∂2ϕ

∂ξi∂ξj
and A (x) =

(
g22 −g12
−g12 g11

)
. (18)

Here, ξ = (ξ1, ξ2)T contains the free coordinate functions in Ω̂ while the gij =
∂x

∂ξi
· ∂x
∂ξj

denote the entries of

the mapping’s metric tensor and A : B the Frobenius inner product. A justification for seeking the geometry
parameterisation as the inverse of a map that is harmonic in ΩS is provided by the Radó-Kneser-Choquet
theorem [44, 45] which states that any h : Ω → Ω̂ whose entries satisfy a maximum principle is a diffeomor-

phism in the interior of Ω ⊂ R2, provided its target domain Ω̂ ⊂ R2 is convex.

Seeking a mapping xh : Ω̂ → ΩS that approximately solves (17) over a given hierarchical spline space that

is compatible with the boundary correspondence F : Ω̂ → Ω hence constitutes a natural choice. The finite
element treatment of nondivergence form equations, despite still being in its infancy, has become a rich
research topic with the first publication due to Lakkis and Pryer [46] in 2011. To start with, consider the
scalar, linear and homogeneous nondivergence form problem that reads

B : H(v) + lower order terms = r, such that v|∂Ω̂ = 0, (19)

with r ∈ L2(Ω̂) and B : Ω̂ → R2×2 uniformly elliptic, i.e., B ∈ L∞(Ω̂;R2×2) while there are constants
0 < c1 ≤ c2 <∞ such that

c1 ≤ inf
ξ∈R2,∥ξ∥=1

ξTBξ ≤ sup
ξ∈R2,∥ξ∥=1

ξTBξ ≤ c2 almost everywhere in Ω̂. (20)
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In the following, let us disregard the lower order terms in (19). Finite element methods that follow from a
variational formulation of (19) seek an approximation vh of v based on the following general Petrov-Galerkin
approach [47]:

find vh ∈ Vh ∩H1
0 (Ω̂) s.t.

ˆ

Ω̂

τ(wh)B : H(vh)dξ =

ˆ

Ω̂

τ(wh)rdξ ∀wh ∈ Vh ∩H1
0 (Ω̂), (21)

for some τ : H2(Ω̂) → L2(Ω̂) and a finite-dimensional trial and test space Vh ⊂ H2(Ω̂). Here, the most

common choice is τ(v) = γ∆v, with γ = tr(B)/ ∥B∥2F , for which coercivity of the associated bilinear form is

well-established for convex domains Ω̂ [48].

The THB-spline setting enables a conforming discretisation of (21) by choosing Vh ⊂ H2(Ω̂). Assuming

that the boundary correspondence F : ∂Ω̂ → ∂ΩS is compatible with a given THB-spline basis T ⊂ H2(Ω̂)
whose linear span generates Vh, a computational approach for approximating the solution of (17) follows
from applying the Petrov-Galerkin scheme (21) to a Newton linearisation and iterating until the associated
residual is below a user-defined threshold. To be precise, we define F : V2

h × V2
h,0 → R, with V2

h := Vh × Vh

and Vh,0 := Vh ∩H1
0 (Ω̂). The semi-linear form G( · , · ) reads:

G(x,σ) :=

2∑
i=1

ˆ

Ω̂

τi(x,σ)A(x) : H(xi) dξ, (22)

with A(x) as in (18) and τi (x,σ) = γ(x)∆σi, where γ(x) = tr(A(x))/ ∥A(x)∥2F . We denote by G′ (x,σ|ψ)
the Gâteaux derivative of G( · , · ) with respect to its first argument in the direction of ψ. Given the k-th
iterate xk ∈ V2

h that satisfies xk|∂Ω̂ = F, we compute the Newton increment by solving

find ∂xk ∈ V2
h,0 s.t. G′ (xk,σh | ∂xk

)
= −G(xk,σh), ∀σh ∈ V2

h,0. (23)

Upon completion, the next iterate is given by xk+1 = xk + κ∂xk, for some κ ∈ (0, 1] whose optimal value is
estimated using a line search routine. The iteration is terminated once

max
σh∈T̃ 2

|G(xk,σh)|, with T̃ := {β ∈ T |β ∈ H1
0 (Ω̂)},

is below a user-defined threshold µ > 0. Heuristically, a good stopping criterion is choosing µ = 10−6, re-
gardless of the characteristic length scale of the geometry. Hereby, scaling invariance results from multiplying
by γ(·) in τ (·, ·). With this choice of µ, the scheme typically converges after 5 iterations whenever the initial

iterate x0 approximates a pair of harmonic functions in Ω̂ (instead of Ω). Hereby, the approximation follows

from discretising the Laplace equation, with pure Dirichlet boundary conditions resulting from F : Ω̂ → Ω,
in the usual way.

Due to the numerical scheme’s truncation error, the theoretically predicted validity property may fail
to carry over to its numerical approximation. In case of grid folding, we locally refine T by replacing all
elements

Q ∈
⋃

β∈T−

supp(β),

by their finer counterparts from the next level in the element hierarchy, where T− ⊂ T denotes the set of all
β ∈ T that are nonvanishing on an element Q ∈ Q on which a negative value of

detDxh := det
∂xh

∂ξ

A shape derivative approach to domain simplification 9



has been detected. The value of detDxh is computed on all points that correspond to the abscissae of the
Gaussian quadrature scheme that is used to approximate the state problem u, the associated adjoint p and
the shape gradient. Upon element refinement, the defective solution xh ∈ V2

h is prolonged to the enriched
THB spline basis T + and the Newton scheme is restarted using the prolongation as an initial iterate. These
steps are repeated until detDxh is strictly positive on all quadrature points.

The above procedure reliably computes valid maps for a wide range of input geometries while being
algorithmically lightweight and hence easy to automate.

3 Adaptive gradient-based simplification algorithm

This section proposes an adaptive algorithm aimed at constructing a simplified geometry ΩS that yields a
sufficiently accurate value of the functional of interest J (·). Ideally, we would like to control the discrepancy
in the quantity of interest such that

|J (Ω) − J (ΩS)| < ε (24)

for a given tolerance ε. However, achieving quantitative error control is beyond the scope of this manuscript.
Instead, our termination criterion is based on the norm of the shape gradient with respect to a set of shape
directions. The relation between the discrepancy in J (·) and the shape gradient will be investigated experi-
mentally in Section 4.

As in other adaptive frameworks, we devised an iterative strategy to build increasingly detailed geometries
based on the following steps:

FIT → SOLVE → ESTIMATE → MARK → REFINE.

In our context, the FIT step creates a parametric description of ∂Ωn ≈ ∂Ω which is compatible with the
THB-spline space at the current iteration n. The SOLVE step corresponds to the computation of the func-
tional J (·) on the current geometry approximation Ωn, which furthermore requires solving the StV problem
∂Ωn → Ωn beforehand. Regarding the remaining steps, rather than directly selecting a set of local features
to create the refined geometry Ωn+1, we construct a locally refined THB-spline space to represent it. Hence,
in the ESTIMATE step, we decide whether the geometry has been represented sufficiently accurately. If not,
we choose a suitable set of basis functions in the MARK step, while the REFINE step enriches the given
THB-spline space starting from this set to increase the complexity of the geometry.

In the following, we discuss the key steps of the algorithm in detail.

3.1 Fit

The n-th iteration of the algorithm is associated with a hierarchical mesh Qn along with its canonical
THB-spline basis Tn with cardinality dim(Tn) := Nn. Given the current (Qn, Tn), as a basic ingredient, the

algorithm requires approximating the exact boundary correspondence F : ∂Ω̂ → ∂Ω over the subset ∂Tn ⊂ Tn
with dim(∂Tn) := ∂Nn, comprised of all βi ∈ Tn that do not vanish on ∂Ω̂. The approximation is of the form

Fn : ∂Ω̂ → ∂Ωn such that Fn(ξ) =

∂Nn∑
i=1

ciβi(ξ) ∀ ξ ∈ ∂Ω̂.

The routine hence requires properly selecting the boundary control points ∂C = {ci}∂Nn
i=1 . We accomplish this

by fitting the ck ∈ ∂C via a scaled H1(∂Ω̂) projection. To be precise, the fitting routine selects the ck ∈ ∂C
such that

κ0

ˆ

∂Ω̂

∥Fn − F∥2 dx+ κ1

ˆ

∂Ω̂

∥∥∥∥∂(Fn − F)

∂t

∥∥∥∥2 dx −→ min
∂C

, (25)
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wherein
∂

∂t
( · ) denotes the directional derivative along the unit tangent of ∂Ω̂, while κ0 > 0 and κ1 ≥ 0

are constants tuning the magnitude of the L2(∂Ω̂) and H1(∂Ω̂) semi-norms in the fit. The minimisation
from (25) may furthermore be subjected to constraints such as requiring the fit to assume the exact value of

F : ∂Ω̂ → ∂Ω in the four corners of the parametric domain.

3.2 Solve

Given the boundary fit Fn : ∂Ω̂ → ∂Ωn generated in Subsection 3.1, this step computes the value of the
functional J (Ωn). As a first step, the correspondence Fn : ∂Ω̂ → ∂Ωn is forwarded to the parameterisation

pipeline from Section 2.3 to create a valid xn : Ω̂ → Ωn that parameterises Ωn. The map xn enables us to
numerically solve the state problem (3) on Ωn. Moreover, we also solve the adjoint problem (12) on the same
geometry, as its solution is needed for the computation of the shape derivatives as explained in Section 2.1.
Since the main focus of this work concerns the error due to geometric simplification, we assume that an
exact solution of the PDE problem is available on the simplified geometry. In practice, we ensure that the
THB meshes utilised for computing the state and adjoint problems are sufficiently fine that the impact of
the truncation error is negligible.

3.3 Estimate

We are given the current iteration’s (Qn, Tn) along with the boundary fit Fn : ∂Ω̂ → ∂Ωn expressed in

span ∂Tn and the mapping xn : Ω̂ → Ωn that satisfies xn|∂Ω̂ = Fn. Let then Q+
n be the hierarchical mesh

obtained by dyadic refinement of the boundary elements of Qn, that is, of those elements Q ∈ Qn with
∂Q ∩ ∂Ω̂ ̸= ∅. By T +

n = {β+
i }N

+
n

i=1 we denote the canonical THB-spline basis associated with Q+
n . As before,

we consider the subset ∂T +
n ⊂ T +

n of the ∂N+
n basis functions that do not vanish on ∂Ω̂. Thanks to the

two-scale relation (14), we can express Fn : ∂Ω̂ → ∂Ωn in terms of this subset:

Fn(ξ) =

∂N+
n∑

i=1

ciβ
+
i (ξ) ∀ ξ ∈ ∂Ω̂.

Our goal is to create a set of THB splines ∂Tn+1 to express the boundary at the next iteration. To this
aim, we choose some of the basis functions in ∂T +

n according to their impact on the functional of interest,
measured in terms of the value of the shape derivative of J (·) in the corresponding direction. In the following,
we only need to clarify how we associate a direction of differentiation θk to a basis function.

We accomplish this by minimizing (25) over the set ∂C+ of boundary control points associated with ∂T +
n ,

which yields a more accurate fit ∂Ω+
n , with

F+
n : ∂Ω̂ → ∂Ω+

n such that F+
n (ξ) =

∂N+
n∑

i=1

c+i β
+
i (ξ) ∀ ξ ∈ ∂Ω̂.

Expressing the two fits in the same basis divides their discrepancy into the shape directions

β+
i (c+i − ci)︸ ︷︷ ︸

∆c+
i

, i ∈ {1, . . . , ∂N+
n }.

As such, each direction naturally associates with exactly one β+
i ∈ ∂T +

n . We define Θn as the set that follows
from splitting aforementioned shape directions into their x and y components, i.e.,

Θn =
{
θx1 ,θ

y
1 ,θ

x
2 ,θ

y
2 , . . . ,θ

x
∂N+

n
,θy

∂N+
n

}
, where

{
θxi (x) = (∆c+i · ex)β+

i (x−1
n (x))ex

θyi (x) = (∆c+i · ey)β+
i (x−1

n (x))ey
(26)
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for all x ∈ Ωn, with ex := (1, 0)T and ey = (0, 1)T . Each β+
k is now associated with the directions

{θxk ,θ
y
k} ⊂ Θn along with the basis function wise two-component shape gradient

∇J (Ωn, β
+
i ) :=

(
dJ
dΩ

(Ωn|θxi ),
dJ
dΩ

(Ωn|θyi )

)T

. (27)

A reasonable stopping criterion now terminates the algorithm once all gradients are below a threshold, for
instance in the l2-norm. Letting

Emod
n (Ωn) := max

β+
k ∈∂T+

n

∥∥∇J (Ωn, β
+
k )

∥∥
2
, the algorithm is terminated once Emod

n (Ωn) < ε, (28)

which concludes the ESTIMATE step.

3.4 Mark

This section deals with picking the directions of differentiation θk and employing the associated shape deriva-
tives in the marking process which is then translated to a proper refinement of the Q ∈ Qn in the REFINE
step (see Section 3.5).

Following the same reasoning as for the ESTIMATE step, we compute the shape derivatives associated to
all the boundary degrees of freedom and then select only the most significant ones according to a maximum
strategy: given a parameter α ∈ (0, 1), the set D+

bdry ⊂ ∂T +
n contains all the basis functions β+

k such that
the associated shape gradient satisfies:∥∥∇J (Ωn, β

+
i )

∥∥
2
≥ αEmod

n (Ωn). (29)

In the context of shape directions, it is useful to define the set

Θ̂n =
{
θ̂x1 , θ̂

y
1 , . . . , θ̂

x
∂N+

n
, θ̂y

∂N+
n

}
, (30)

where for all x = (x, y) ∈ Ωn,

θ̂xi (x) = β+
i (x−1

n (x))ex, θ̂yi (x) = β+
i (x−1

n (x))ey,

and the function-wise unit shape gradient

∇Ĵ (Ωn, β
+
i ) =

(
dJ
dΩ

(Ωn| θ̂xi ),
dJ
dΩ

(Ωn| θ̂yi )

)T

. (31)

Thanks to the linearity of the shape gradient and recalling equations (26)–(27), we may write

J (Ω+
n ) − J (Ωn) ≈

∂N+
n∑

i=1

∇Ĵ (Ωn, β
+
i ) · ∆c+i . (32)

3.5 Refine

The purpose of the refinement step is to translate the marked β+ ∈ D+
bdry, cf. (29), to an appropriate dyadic

refinement of boundary elements Q ∈ Qn. Upon performing the refinement Qn → Qn+1, the associated
canonical THB-spline basis should:

• contain additional boundary degrees of freedom (DOFs) on segments of ∂Ω̂ where the marked basis
functions in D+

bdry suggest that a large impact on the cost function evaluation can be expected;
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• Avoid over- and under-refinement.

Here, over-/under-refinement is to be understood in the following ways: 1) providing too few additional local
DOFs to accurately capture required local changes upon refitting the boundary contours; 2) introducing
more additional DOFs than strictly necessary to reach the convergence threshold (24); and 3) accidentally
performing element refinement that has no effect on the enriched THB-spline basis. Clearly, a reasonable
starting point is to define the set

Q+ =
⋃

β+∈D+
bdry

{
Q+ ∈ Q+

n |Q+ ⊆ supp
(
β+

)}
,

with Q+
n as defined in Subsection 3.3, and refining all Q ∈ Qn that partially overlap with the Q+ ∈ Q+.

This selection ensures that upon refinement, for all Q+ ∈ (Q+
n ∩Q+), we have Q+ ∈ Qn+1. Hereby, over-

and under-refinement is avoided by suitably choosing the parameter α ∈ (0, 1) in (29). It should be noted
that this method may produce elements Q ∈ (Qn+1 ∩Q+

n ) with Q /∈ Q+ (see Figure 1), however, this effect
is mild and thus deemed acceptable.

(a) The Q ∈ Q+ highlighted in Q+
n (red) and the over-

lapping elements from Qn (blue).

(b) Illustration of the slight over-refinement in Qn+1.

Figure 1. Figure that illustrates the slight over-refinement resulting from refining all Q ∈ Qn that overlap with Q+.

A more critical unwanted effect is introducing elements Q ∈ Q+ that have no effect on the underlying basis
cardinality and hence serve no purpose. For an example, see Figure 2.

(a) The Q ∈ Q+ highlighted on top of Q+
n (red) and the

overlapping elements from Qn (blue).

(b) Illustration of over-refinement in Qn+1. The high-
lighted elements do not impact the basis cardinality for
polynomial degrees p ≥ 2.

Figure 2. Figure that illustrates how refining all Q ∈ Qn that intersect with Q+ can produce redundant elements.

To avoid redundant refinements, in the following, we introduce the concept of minimal refinement. Let

Qact

(
β+

)
=

{
Q ∈ Qn | Q ∩ supp

(
β+

)
̸= ∅

}
, (33)

where the subscript ‘act’ stands for ‘active’. Let ℓ0 ≥ 0 be the index of the lowest level of the cells in
Qact(β

+) and let Q∗
act(β

+) be the subset of cells Q ∈ Qact(β
+) composed of cells from the level ℓ0 in the

mesh hierarchy. Minimal refinement then refines the set of elements

Qmin(Dbdry+) :=
⋃

β+∈D+
bdry

Q∗
act(β

+). (34)
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(a) Supporting elements of one β ∈ D+
bdry (red) along with

the Q ∈ Q∗
act (β) (blue).

(b) Minimal refinement does not introduce redundant el-
ements.

Figure 3. Figure that illustrates how minimal refinement avoids redundant refinements.

For an illustration of how minimal refinement avoids redundant refinements, see Figure 3.
As refinement based on Qmin refines only a subset of the boundary elements of Qn, we can express both
Fn : ∂Ω̂ → ∂Ωn and Fn+1 : ∂Ω̂ → ∂Ωn+1 as well as their discrepancy in ∂T +

n :

Fn+1(ξ) − Fn(ξ) =

∂N+
n∑

i=1

∆ciβ
+
i (ξ). (35)

Then, we can estimate (c.f. equation (32)):

J (Ωn+1) − J (Ωn) ≈
∂N+

n∑
i=1

∇Ĵ (Ωn, β
+
i ) · ∆ci. (36)

The purpose of the MARK and REFINE steps is then ensuring that

∂N+
n∑

i=1

∇Ĵ (Ωn, β
+
i ) ·

(
∆ci − ∆c+i

)
is small, while the cardinality of ∂Tn+1 should be lower than that of ∂T +

n . This justifies our selection criterion
from (29), which allows for tuning the degrees to which both requirements are satisfied by properly selecting
the value of α in (29).

3.6 Implementation

This section combines the

FIT → SOLVE → ESTIMATE → MARK → REFINE

strategies introduced in Sections 3.1 – 3.5 into an autonomously-operating defeaturing algorithm. As input,
the algorithm takes the exact boundary correspondence F : ∂Ω̂ → ∂Ω, the quantity of interest J ( · ), a coarse

initial mesh Q0 of Ω̂, the defeaturing tolerance ε ∈ R+ and the marking parameter α ∈ (0, 1).

In each iteration n, the first step approximates the exact correspondence F over the boundary DOFs of
the current THB-spline basis Tn associated with the current mesh Qn which is initialised to Q0 in the first
iteration. The minimisation of (25) yields the approximate correspondence Fn which is then forwarded to
the parameterisation routine from section 2.3 to compute the mapping xn : Ω̂ → Ωn, while performing a
posteriori (aPos) refinement if necessary. Hereby, we initialise the parameterisation routine’s mesh to the
current Qn plus the previous iteration’s inner refinements (if applicable) that were performed to acquire a
bijective map. This significantly reduces the required number of aPos refinements until a valid map is found.
As a next step, we pick suitable mesh and basis pairs (Qu

n, T u
n ) and (Qp

n, T p
n ) for the approximation of unh

and pnh of the current geometry’s state- and adjoint-equations. Instead of making this choice explicitly, we
only list a number of requirements:
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• (Qu
n,Qp

n) follow from a sequence of hierarchical refinements of Q0.

• (unh, p
n
h) are suitable approximations to accurately compute the shape derivatives.

• The numerical error stemming from the aproximation u(Ωn) ≈ unh does not dominate the geometrical
error caused by evaluating J ( · ) in Ωn instead of Ω.

Concrete basis selection strategies depend on the application. In this work, the state and adjoint THB
meshes are always selected in a way that largely isolates the geometrical error. Upon acquisition of the
state and adjoint approximations (unh, p

n
h), we are in the position to approximately evaluate the cost function

J (Ωn) ≈ Jn := J(unh,Ωn), cf. (5).

As a next step, the algorithm refines all boundary elements of the current Qn to obtain the refined mesh
/ basis pair (Q+

n , T +
n ). The pair is forwarded to the minimisation of (25) which yields the refined boundary

fit F+
n . The discrepancy ∆Fn = F+

n − Fn is expressed in the linear span of ∂T +
n ⊂ T +

n and the associated
control points are utilised to define the directions of differentiation Θn. With Θn, u

n
h and pnh at hand, we

assemble the approximate function-wise shape gradients

∇Jh(Ωn, β
+
i ) :=

(
dL

dΩ

(
unh, p

n
h; Ωn

∣∣θxi ), dL

dΩ

(
unh, p

n
h; Ωn

∣∣θyi ))T

,

cf. (13), and exit the loop in case

Emod
n = max

β+
i ∈∂T +

n

∥∥∇Jh(Ωn, β
+
i )

∥∥
2
< ε.

If Emod
n ≥ ε, we select the basis functions β+ ∈ ∂T +

n according to (29) and we set Qn+1 to be the mesh
obtained after refining all Q ∈ Qn with Q ∈ Qmin(D+

bdry) before moving to the next iteration of the loop.

All steps are summarised in the pseudocode from Algorithm 1. The algorithm has been implemented in
the open-source finite element library Nutils [49].
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Algorithm 1

1: procedure Construct simplified geometry ΩS(exact correspondence F : ∂Ω̂→ Ω, functional J , coarse initial
mesh Q0, tolerance ε, marking parameter α)

2: for n = 0, 1, . . . do
3: Tn ←− canonical THB-spline basis associated with Qn.
4: Fn ←− best approximation of F over ∂Tn ⊂ Tn that follows from minimizing (25). # Fit
5: xn ←− harmonic map of Ωn acquired by solving (23) with Dirichlet data Fn.
6: (Qx

n, T x
n )←− mesh and basis pair representing the bijective harmonic map xn.

7: (Qu
n, T u

n )←− mesh and basis tuple, refinement of (Qx
n, T x

n ), used to solve for uh.
8: (Qp

n, T p
n )←− mesh and basis tuple, refinement of (Qx

n, T x
n ), used to solve for ph.

9: (un
h, p

n
h)←− weak state and adjoint equation solutions over T u

n and T p
n , respectively. # Solve

10: Jn ←− cost function evaluation that results from substituting (un
h,Ωn) in (5).

11: (Q+
n , T +

n )←− mesh and basis obtained after refining all Q ∈ Qn with Q ∩ ∂Ω̂ ̸= ∅.
12: F+

n ←− best approximation of F obtained after minimizing (25) over ∂T +
n .

13:
{
∆c+i

}∂N+

i=1
←− control points that follow from expressing ∆Fn = F+

n − Fn in span ∂T +
n .

14: Θn ←− directions of differentiation associated with
{
∆c+i β

+
i

}∂N+
n

i=1
, cf. (26).

15: {∇Jh(Ωn, β
+
k ) |β+

k ∈ ∂T +
n } ←− approximate shape gradients resulting from (un

h, p
n
h) and Θn.

16: if Emod
n = max

β+
k
∈∂T +

n

∥∥∇Jh(Ωn, β
+
k )

∥∥
2
< ε then return ΩS = Ωn. # Estimate

17: D+
bdry ←− set of active β+ ∈ ∂T +

n verifying (29). # Mark

18: Qn+1 ←− new mesh acquired upon refining all Q ∈ Qmin(D+
bdry) according to (34). # Refine

4 Numerical experiments

This section presents some numerical experiments which have been carefully selected in order to demonstrate
the capabilities of the proposed algorithm as well as highlighting the pitfalls that may prevent full automation.

4.1 A simple validation test case

To experiment with the proposed methodology, we start with a simple test case that serves the purpose of
gauging the plausibility of the results. Furthermore, we investigate the effect that the choice of the marking
parameter α in (29) has on the convergence behaviour. We are considering the flag-shaped domain from Figure

4. We divide ∂Ω̂ into its four constituents, i.e., ∂Ω̂ = γS ∪ γE ∪ γN ∪ γW , where the γβ , β ∈ {S,E,N,W}
denote its southern, eastern, northern and western parts, respectively. The exact boundary correspondence
F : ∂Ω̂ → Ω reads

F(ξ) =


(3ξ1, 0)T ξ ∈ γS
(3, ξ2)T ξ ∈ γE
(3ξ1, 1 − 0.1 sin (31πξ1))T ξ ∈ γN
(0, ξ2)T ξ ∈ γW .

(37)

The state equation results from the model problem (3) with f = 0, g = 1 and ΓN = {0} × (0, 1) = γW (i.e.,
the western part of ∂Ω) while ΓD = ∂Ω \ ΓN . The cost function J (Ω) integrates the square of the state
equation’s solution over γW , i.e.,

J(u(Ω); Ω) =

ˆ

γW

u2dx.

We start with a uniform open knot vector comprised of 10 elements in either coordinate direction, which
amounts to 9 internal knots and results in the initial structured mesh Q0 of Ω̂ comprised of 100 elements.
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There are no internal knot repetitions and throughout this example, we employ bicubic THB-splines with
maximum regularity. The exact boundary is expressed in a THB-spline basis by dyadically refining all
elements Q ∈ Q with Q ∩ γN ̸= ∅. This refinement is repeated a total of seven times, resulting in a total of

∂NΩ = 1332 degrees of freedom (DOFs) that are nonvanishing on ∂Ω̂. The exact boundary correspondence
is then projected onto the corresponding spline space’s restriction to the boundary T |∂Ω̂ by minimising (25)
with κ0 = κ1 = 1 while constraining the fit to the boundary correspondence’s exact value by the four corners
of ∂Ω̂. The corresponding projection error is negligible and in the following, the spline fit will be regarded as
the new exact boundary correspondence. We then approximate a harmonic map (see Section 2.3) xE : Ω̂ → Ω
using the boundary correspondence as the Dirichlet data while performing a posteriori refinement if necessary.

Figure 4. Accurate representation of the geometry resulting from (37) showing the state equation solution uE .

The computed exact mapping is used to numerically solve the weak state equation, yielding the approxima-
tion uE ∈ H1

0,ΓD
(Ω). The substitution into the cost function yields JE which is used as a reference value to

compare the effect of defeaturing the geometry. We therefore compute uE very accurately, in order to largely
isolate the geometric component on the cost function discrepancy. Here, uE is computed over a THB-spline
basis that results from uniform dyadic refinement of Q0 a total of four times in both coordinate directions,
leading to a basis comprised of 26569 DOFs. The reference solution is plotted in Figure 4.

It should be noted that F : ∂Ω̂ → Ω restricted to γW ∪γS ∪γE is exactly contained in all bicubic THB-spline
bases defined over Ω̂ (thanks to the exact correspondence’s piecewise linear nature on this subset). Hence, all
the shape derivatives associated with boundary control points that correspond to this subset are zero. For
α > 0, we therefore expect the algorithm to only mark elements Q ∈ Q with Q∩ γN ̸= ∅ for refinement. The
reference solution from Figure 4 furthermore reveals that large values of uE are mainly assumed close to the
Neumann influx boundary ΓN with a steep decline in the direction of the eastern boundary. It is therefore
plausible to assume that refinement will be concentrated along the western part of γN . Throughout the
remainder of this example, for fitting the n-th boundary correspondence Fn : ∂Ω̂ → ∂Ωn to F : ∂Ω̂ → ∂Ω,
we minimise (25) with κ0 = κ1 = 1, as before.

As a first example, we study the convergence behaviour for a very small value α = 10−7. Clearly, with this
choice, we expect the algorithm to over-refine. We do not take α = 0 in order to avoid refinement on ∂Ω̂\γN .
As a measure of the approximation quality, we utilise the relative (absolute) discrepancy between the cost
function evaluation at the current iteration Jn and the reference value JE while taking the value ∂NΩn/∂NΩ,
wherein ∂NΩn denotes the total number of boundary control points at the current iteration, as a measure
of the geometrical DOF savings with respect to the reference solution. Furthermore, we also monitor the
value of Emod

n (Ωn) relative to JE ≈ 6.50273 × 10−2 at each iteration. The algorithm is terminated once
Emod

n (Ωn) < 10−5 and we utilise the same (dense) THB-spline basis T we used to compute uE to solve the
state and adjoint equations at each iteration.
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Figure 5. The convergence plot of the flag example for α = 10−7 and convergence threshold Emod
n (Ωn) < 10−5.

Figure 6. The hierarchical refinements in Ω̂ and the defeatured domain ΩS after the last iteration.

The corresponding convergence plot is depicted in Figure 5, while Figure 6 shows ΩS and the hierarchical
refinements in Ω̂. Convergence is reached with ∂NΩS

= 176, indicating a reduction of the boundary degrees
of freedom of almost 90% while having a relative modelling error around 10−4. The algorithm has refined a
large portion of γN several times and over-refinement is visible in Figure 6 as the geometry becomes virtually
indistinguishable from the reference geometry depicted in Figure 4, apart from the eastern part of γN which
corresponds to the last period in the sine’s cycle. This was expected since the marking parameter α is taken
very small, and thus the refinement should almost be uniform. Note that only the boundary γN has been
refined, as expected: indeed, more degrees of freedom on the other parts of boundary will not improve the
geometric approximation and thus it will not improve neither the accuracy of the solution. The fact that
the eastern part of γN is the only defeatured part shows that the algorithm constructing ΩS is indeed driven
by the analysis behind, and not only by geometrical considerations. Indeed, the eastern part of ΩN is the
region which is the furthest from the domain γW on which the objective function J is defined, and it is also
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the region where the solution has a larger gradient. We were therefore expecting this result, which shows a
good geometric approximation close to γW , and a defeaturing effect far away from γW .

For larger values of α, we expect the convergence criterion to be reached with fewer boundary DOFs while
potentially requiring more iterations in the case of under-refinement. Figure 7 shows the convergence plots
for α ∈ {0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7} while Figure 8 shows the defeatured domains after the last iteration along with the

boundary refinements in Ω̂ for α ∈ {0.1, 0.7}.

Figure 7. Convergence plots for α ∈ {0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7} and convergence threshold Emod
n (Ωn) < 10−5.

The figures confirm our expectations as the required number of iterations range from niter = 6 for α = 0.1
to niter = 12 for α = 0.7 with a mild reduction in the required number of boundary DOFs which are given
by ∂NΩS

(α = 0.1) = 87, ∂NΩS
(α = 0.3) = 87, ∂NΩS

(α = 0.5) = 81 and ∂NΩS
(α = 0.7) = 81. Overall,

the convergence plot for α = 0.1 exhibits the most monotone behaviour and requires the fewest number
of iterations at the expense of only a slight increase in the number of boundary DOFs. This suggest that
α = 0.1 constitutes a good trade off between the required number of boundary DOFs and the total number
of iterations.

Furthermore, the figures clearly show that Emod
n (Ωn)/|Je| and the relative cost function discrepancy follow

the same trend. Note that a monotone convergence cannot be expected since the taken descent direction (in
which only some boundary elements are refined) is different from the direction in which the shape gradients
are calculated, since the shape gradients are obtained with the direction computed from the geometry in
which all boundary elements are refined. Indeed, it is otherwise absolutely computationally unfeasible to
compute all possible descent directions obtained with the refinement of every possible subset of the boundary
elements. A way to circumvent this would be to develop a more localized strategy in the FIT step presented
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Figure 8. Defeatured domains along with the corresponding boundary refinements in Ω̂ for α ∈ {0.1, 0.7}.

in Section 3.1; this will be discussed in more detail in the next experiment. However, we still obtain a
remarkable reduction of degrees of freedom necessary to describe the geometry to obtain a relative error
in the objective functional of around 10−4: indeed, the number of boundary degrees of freedom of ΩS are
reduced by 94% compared to Ω. Finally and ever more notably than with a larger α, a good geometric
approximation is obtained in ΩS close to γW , and most of the defeaturing effect is obtained far away from
γW , as expected.

4.2 A more advanced experiment

We are considering the domain Ω whose contours are given by a very accurate spline representation of the
country of Switzerland, see Figure 9. The contours are comprised of 2086 boundary DOFs. The initial mesh
Q0 of Ω̂ results from the initial uniform cubic knot vector Ξ with spacing ∆ξ = 1

15 and a three-fold knot
repetition at ξ1 = 1

3 and ξ2 = 2
3 . Using Ξ for both coordinate directions naturally divides Ω̂ into nine subsets

Ω̂i, i ∈ {1, . . . , 9} in the usual lexicographical ordering, also called patches in the isogeometric terminology,

fenced off by ∂Ω̂ and the repeated knots at ξ1 and ξ2. On each of the Ω̂i, any bicubic THB-spline basis
T , resulting from Q0 or a hierarchical refinement thereof, will satisfy T |Ω̂i

⊂ H2(Ω̂i) while the β ∈ T are

interpolatory on the isolines with i ∈ {1, 2} : ξi ∈
{

0, 13 ,
2
3 , 1

}
.

We are considering the model problem (3) with f = 0, g = 100 and ΓN = F|γS
(i.e., the image of the southern

part of ∂Ω̂ under the boundary correspondence) while, again, ΓD = ∂Ω \ ΓN . To each of the ∂Ω̂i, we assign
its own boundary correspondence Fi which is comprised of a number of straight line segments in the interior
of ∂Ω and the boundary correspondence F : ∂Ω̂ → ∂Ω, see Figure 9. At each iteration, we approximate
a total of nine maps Fn,i : Ω̂i → Ωn,i mapping each of the Ω̂i onto the domains Ωn,i which result from
combining the interior line segments with the defeatured boundary correspondence. For this, we pass the
defeatured boundary correspondences Fn,i : ∂Ω̂i → ∂Ωn,i, along with the restrictions T |Ω̂i

⊂ H2(Ω̂i), to the
parameterisation routine from Section 2.3 one-by-one while performing a posteriori refinement if necessary.
Clearly, with this methodology, the centering subset C = Ωn,4 ⊂ Ωn is kept fixed and hence suitable for
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Figure 9. Plot showing the segmentation of the target geometry into nine parts.

defining a cost function on it. The cost function reads:

J (u(Ω); Ω) =

ˆ

C

u2dx. (38)

In order to monitor the convergence behaviour, as in the previous example, we compute an accurate
reference solution by passing the exact correspondence F : ∂Ω̂ → ∂Ω to aforementioned routine to compute
a map x : Ω̂ → Ω. It is then utilised to compute uE and the associated JE over a basis comprised of 239576
DOFs which results from uniformly refining Q0 several times. The map x : Ω̂ → Ω showing the refinements
to acquire a folding-free map, along with the reference solution are plotted in Figure 10.

Figure 10. Reference map (left) showing the inner refinements and the reference solution uE (right).

At each iteration the defeatured boundary correspondence Fn results from minimising (25) with κ0 =
κ1 = 1 over the current iteration’s THB-spline basis Tn while constraining the fit as well as its tangent to
the exact correspondence’s values by the points ξ ∈ ∂Ω̂ with ξ ∈ {0, 13 ,

2
3 , 1} × {0, 13 ,

2
3 , 1}. These additional

constraints avoid accidentally creating concave corners in the approximation of the piecewise smooth exact
correspondence. In rare cases we have noticed the fit to lead to self-intersections in the boundary correspon-
dence. In case self-intersections are detected, we minimally refine all β ∈ ∂Tn that are nonvanishing on the
intersection point and perform the fit again until no more self-intersections are found.

To compute each iteration’s (unh, p
n
h) sufficiently accurately, we employ an adaptive refinement strategy,

see [50]. The refinements in Ω̂ along with unh at the final iteration plotted on ΩS are depicted in Figure 11,
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while Figure 12 shows the corresponding convergence plot.

Figure 11. Final iteration’s boundary refinements in Ω̂ (left) and un
h plotted on top of the defeatured geometry ΩS

for α = 0.1 and κ0 = κ1 = 1.

Figure 12. Convergence plot for α = 0.1, κ0 = κ1 = 1 and convergence threshold Emod
n (Ωn) < 1

First of all, we can see that the final geometry ΩS is defeatured from Ω everywhere at the boundary, but
more refinements are performed in the southern part. This is expected as this is the region where the solution
gradient is larger, and thus where defeaturing seems to have a larger impact on the solution accuracy, see [28]
for instance. The convergence plot reveals that a relative cost function discrepancy below 10−2 is achieved
for only 20% of the boundary DOFs after the fifth iteration, which is a remarkable decrease of boundary
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degrees of freedom while keeping the modelling error small.
However, the relative error goes back up upon further refinement, then settling for a value slightly above

10−2. This behavior is not changed if (unh, p
n
h) are computed on finer numerical meshes T u

n and T p
n (without

changing the mesh T x
n that generates the geometry). It therefore suggests that the numerical error is not the

culprit. As discussed in the previous numerical experiment, the monotonicity of the modelling error cannot
be expected in this algorithm because of the chosen descent directions. Nevertheless, a way to circumvent this
would be to try to make the fitting strategy of Section 3.1 more local. To do so, we repeat the above steps,
but with (κ0, κ1) = (1, 0). This yields the convergence plot depicted in Figure 14 with the corresponding
(ΩS , u

n
h) at the final iteration depicted in Figure 13.

The monotone behaviour is restored, suggesting that the fitting parameters have a significant impact on
the convergence behaviour. Indeed, increasing the weight of the L2(∂Ω̂) with respect to that of the H1(∂Ω̂)
semi-norm in (25) produces fits that react more drastically to local refinements. This suggests that the
choice κ0 = κ1 = 1 may have caused the fits to be too non-local in later iterations. Contrary to this, in the
simulation with (κ0, κ1) = (1, 0), the two estimates are always within ten percent of one another.

Figure 13. Final iteration’s boundary refinements in Ω̂ (left) and un
h plotted on top of the defeatured geometry ΩS

for α = 0.1, κ0 = 1 and κ1 = 0.

5 Conclusions

We have successfully conceptualised and implemented an analysis-aware defeaturing algorithm based on
the concept of shape-derivatives that exploits the adaptive nature of the THB-spline technology. Here,
the algorithm completely avoids the costly parameterisation of the original geometry’s interior while only
computing parameterisations of intermediate defeatured geometries based on the concept of harmonic maps.
The algorithm was able to largely avoid any form of manual intervention while operating on elliptic problems
posed over domains Ω ⊂ R2 with varying characteristics. We have presented two numerical experiments whose
results meet our expectations. The numerical experiments furthermore clearly demonstrate that defeaturing
can result in substantial (geometrical) DOF savings when one is interested in computing an accurate objective
functional.

However in the numerical experiments, we were able to identify one major automation pitfall, namely
the possibility of convergence stagnation due to the choice of descent directions and to the nonlocality of
the boundary fit (25). Some further research should be conducted to avoid the manual fine tuning of the
marking parameter α and of the fitting parameters (κ0, κ1). One could for instance introduce a more local
fitting strategy making the most of quasi-interpolants for instance, see [51]. However, erratic behaviour in

the boundary correspondence Fn : ∂Ω̂ → ∂Ωn caused by drastic reactions to local refinements increases the
chances of self-intersecting boundary contours ∂Ωn as well as generally requiring more aPos refinements in the
computation of the harmonic map. A possible remedy may be introducing position dependent parameters,
i.e., (κ0, κ1) → (κ0(ξ), κ1(ξ)), even though the automation of this choice remains unclear. We therefore
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Figure 14. Convergence plot for α = 0.1, κ0 = 1, κ1 = 0 and convergence threshold Emod
n (Ωn) < 1

expect the algorithm’s robustness to greatly benefit from a more thorough investigation of the effect that
various contour approximation / fitting procedures have on the convergence behaviour.
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[41] C. Giannelli, B. Jüttler, and H. Speleers, “THB-splines: the truncated basis for hierarchical splines,”
Comput. Aided Geom. Design, vol. 29, no. 7, pp. 485–498, 2012.

[42] P. Knupp and S. Steinberg, Fundamentals of grid generation. CRC press, 2020.
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