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Abstract

Triply periodic minimal surface (TPMS) is emerging as an important way of designing microstructures. However, there has been
limited use of commercial CAD/CAM/CAE software packages for TPMS design and manufacturing. This is mainly because TPMS
is consistently described in the functional representation (F-rep) format, while modern CAD/CAM/CAE tools are built upon the
boundary representation (B-rep) format. One possible solution to this gap is translating TPMS to STEP, which is the standard data
exchange format of CAD/CAM/CAE. Following this direction, this paper proposes a new translation method with error-controlling
and C2 continuity-preserving features. It is based on an approximation error-driven TPMS sampling algorithm and a constrained-
PIA algorithm. The sampling algorithm controls the deviation between the original and translated models. With it, an error bound
of 2ϵ on the deviation can be ensured if two conditions called ϵ-density and ϵ-approximation are satisfied. The constrained-PIA
algorithm enforces C2 continuity constraints during TPMS approximation, and meanwhile attaining high efficiency. A theoretical
convergence proof of this algorithm is also given. The effectiveness of the translation method has been demonstrated by a series of
examples and comparisons.

Keywords: CAD/CAM/CAE integration; TPMS models; STEP files; Error control; Constrained NURBS approximation; C2

continuity

1. Introduction

The triply periodic minimal surface (TPMS) is a porous
cellular-like surface with zero mean curvature [1]. TPMS struc-
tures have advantages such as high porosity, high surface-to-
volume ratios, and super mechanical properties [2], etc. With
these features, as well as recent advancements in additive man-
ufacturing technologies [3], come increasing applications of
TPMS structures in fields like aerospace [4], biomedical [5],
and energy [6].

The design and manufacturing of TPMS structures require
tight integration of computer-aided design, manufacturing, and
engineering (CAD/CAM/CAE) tools. However, TPMS is usu-
ally described in the functional representation (F-rep) for-
mat [7], while modern CAD/CAM/CAE software packages
are built upon the boundary representation (B-rep) format [8].
There are two possible solutions to this problem: (1) F-
rep-based integration using specialized CAD/CAM/CAE soft-
ware [2, 7, 9, 10]; (2) STEP-based integration using existing
commercial CAD/CAM/CAE software [11–13]. (STEP stands
for the Standard for The Exchange of Product data, and it is a
B-rep-based neutral file format supporting the solid model ex-
changes among CAD/CAM/CAE tools [14].)

Developing brand-new, specialized CAD/CAM/CAE soft-
ware that can run stably and efficiently in real industrial practice
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requires huge investment and a long time of fine-tuning and user
training [15]. This work thus opts for the second strategy, which
allows TPMS structures to be directly designed and made in
existing CAD/CAM/CAE software. Nevertheless, this cannot
happen without a tool that is able to translate TPMS models to
STEP files. Existing methods related to this topic may be clas-
sified into two major categories. The first one is to approximate
TPMS with surface meshes [11, 12]. The second category con-
verts TPMS to Non-Uniform Rational B-Splines (NURBS) sur-
faces [13]. Compared to meshes, NURBS surfaces offer better
accuracy and compactness in representing shapes [16]. How-
ever, existing TPMS-to-NURBS methods are consistently lim-
ited to simple cases, without considering error control over the
approximation process and continuity preservation in the trans-
lated model [13]. Without controlled errors and smoothness,
the translated model cannot be used by downstream applica-
tions with high fidelity.

This paper presents our attempts to attain error control and
C2 continuity in TPMS-to-STEP translation for the most com-
monly used Gyroid, Diamond, and Schwarz P TPMS struc-
tures. The proposed method can guarantee that the deviation
between the original structure and the translated solid model
will not exceed a given error threshold. That is, an error bound
of 2ϵ on the deviation can be ensured if two conditions called
ϵ-density and ϵ-approximation are satisfied. Besides error con-
trolling, the proposed method can preserve the C2 continuity
of translated models. C2 continuity constraints are first derived
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and then incorporated into the traditional progressive iterative
approximation (PIA) algorithm [17] to attain an extended ver-
sion of PIA, called constrained-PIA or simply CPIA. CPIA not
only provides the C2 continuity feature but also has high com-
putational efficiency. This is particularly useful for cases re-
quiring high translation accuracy, which implies a large num-
ber of sampling points to be approximated. We also prove that
CPIA has a guaranteed convergence. Note that CPIA is general
enough to handle a higher order of continuity, but this work
focuses primarily on C2 continuity.

The following sections begin with a review of related work
in Sec. 2, then the proposed method’s details in Sec. 3, then the
validation of the method using a series of examples and com-
parisons in Sec. 4, and finally conclusions on the method’s ad-
vantages and limitations in Sec. 5.

2. Related Work

This section briefly discusses the literature related to TPMS
modeling (Sec. 2.1) and NURBS approximation (Sec. 2.2).
The TPMS modeling methods are classified into two cate-
gories: implicit modeling and explicit modeling. The process
of NURBS approximation involves four steps: parameteriza-
tion, knot placement, weights assignment, and control points
computation. Existing methods for each step are reviewed.

2.1. TPMS modeling

Implicit methods. Implicit models use mathematical func-
tions to represent the shape of TPMS structures. Various
mathematical functions have been used for this purpose, in-
cluding trigonometric equation-based method [1, 18], signed
distance field-based method [9], and boundary curves-based
method [10, 19], among others. Despite wide applications,
these methods have some serious limitations. For example,
because of the limited expressiveness of trigonometric equa-
tions, the trigonometric equation-based method can only ex-
press a small part of TPMS structures. The signed distance
field-based method is general, but when it is converted to tri-
angular meshes, sharp features are often lost and low-quality
meshes are generated. What’s worse, implicit TPMS models
may still need to be explicitized (i.e., to meshes) to make down-
stream applications like interaction, analysis, and fabrication
easier [11, 12]. Mesh-free interaction, analysis, and fabrication
of TPMS models are possible, and considerable progress has
been made, e.g., [3, 20]. This direction of research is promis-
ing, but they are essentially developing another collection of
CAD/CAM/CAE tools that completely leave B-rep techniques
out, which is never easy and requires a huge investment and a
long time of fine-tuning and user training [15].

Explicit methods. In contrast to implicit methods, explicit
methods can make full use of existing CAD/CAM/CAE soft-
ware packages since they are B-rep-based. Over the past
few decades, various B-rep schemes have been employed to
model TPMS, including mesh surface-based method [12, 21–
24], subdivision surface-based method [25–27], and NURBS
surface-based method [13]. Among them, the NURBS-based

methods offer more potential for interfacing with existing
CAD/CAM/CAE tools due to the fundamental role of NURBS
curves/surfaces in CAD/CAM/CAE [28, 29]. In particular, the
method presented by Flores et al. [13] decomposes the prob-
lem of approximating TPMS models with NURBS surfaces
into several sub-problems of approximating a portion of TPMS
models and then assembling them to attain the overall approx-
imation. This way of working is easier than the original prob-
lem. Unfortunately, only simple cases were considered, and
how to control approximation error and preserve continuity
in assembling individual approximations is not quite known.
The proposed method also employs this decomposition-then-
recombination framework but with new error-controlling and
C2 continuity-preserving features.

2.2. NURBS approximation

The underlying technique of TPMS-to-STEP translation is
NURBS surface approximation, which is in turn related to pa-
rameterization, knot placement, weight assignment, and com-
putation of control points. For this reason, this work also gives a
brief review of each of these procedures, as follows. A thorough
review of them can be found in existing literature, e.g., [30].

Parameterization. Parametrization means associating each
data point with a parameter value. Heuristic methods are
the dominant means of parameterization, e.g., uniform [30],
chord length [31], centripetal [32], universal [33], and Foley-
Nielson [34], to name a few. Such heuristic methods have
also been used as an initial guess for further parameterization,
e.g., [35].

Knot placement. Knot placement refers to the choice of the
number of knots and their locations for constructing B-spline
bases. Like parameterization, heuristic methods like the averag-
ing technique (AVG) and the knot placement technique (KTP)
are often the method of choice in practice [30, 36]. These meth-
ods have also been used as an initial guess and then optimized
through iterative knot insertion [37, 38].

Weight assignment. Weights are used to attain more
expressibility in representing shapes with NURBS. Weights
are usually added in an ad-hoc manner, e.g., the uniform
method [30] and the curvature-based method [39].

The parameterization, knot placement, and weight assign-
ment methods mentioned above provide a variety of options in
NURBS approximation. In this paper, to simplify the NURBS
approximation problem in TPMS2STEP and make it easier to
implement, uniform parameterization, uniform knot placement,
and uniform weight assignment methods are chosen.

Control points computation. The control points compu-
tation is typically expressed in terms of a least square opti-
mization problem, which boils down to solving a linear sys-
tem [13]. This method is time-consuming and becomes infea-
sible when the number of the data points to be approximated
is very large [17]. To address this issue, iterative methods
have been used instead, such as those presented in [40, 41].
Among them, the progressive iterative approximation (PIA)
method [17] may be the easiest to implement and provides more
flexibility to incorporate geometric constraints. Thus, it will
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be used as the backbone algorithm for developing the error-
controlled and C2 continuity-preserving TPMS approximation
algorithm in this paper.

As can be seen from the above review, NURBS approxima-
tion is a well-established field, as long as the data points are
ready and of good quality. In this regard, this work does not in-
tend to add new results to NURBS approximation but to adapt
the existing methods stated above to the special needs of TPMS-
to-STEP translation. That is, we focus primarily on two prob-
lems: (1) how to prepare quality data points for NURBS ap-
proximation so that the final results have controlled errors; (2)
how to ensure that the continuity of original TPMS models is
not broken in the approximation.

3. Methods

3.1. TPMS and NURBS preliminaries
To better present TPMS2STEP, some basic knowledge of

TPMS and NURBS, as well as their notations, is first described.
TPMS refers to a surface with zero mean curvature arranged
periodically in 3D space. To design a TPMS solid model with
non-zero thickness (Fig. 1), the equations for offset primitive
surfaces can be derived from the Enneper–Weierstrass repre-
sentation [42–44] :

x = eiθRe
[∫ ω

ω0

(1 − τ2)R(τ)dτ
]
+

nxd√
n2

x + n2
y + n2

z

y = eiθRe
[∫ ω

ω0

i(1 + τ2)R(τ)dτ
]
+

nyd√
n2

x + n2
y + n2

z

z = eiθRe
[∫ ω

ω0

2τR(τ)dτ
]
+

nzd√
n2

x + n2
y + n2

z

(1)

where i is an imaginary unit. Re extracts the real part of a com-
plex number. d is the offset value. θ is the Bonnet angle. R(τ) is
the Weierstrass function with a complex variant τ. ω0 and ω are
the two end points of the integral path in Enneper–Weierstrass
representation. The normal vectors n = (nx, ny, nz) are defined
as [45]:

nx = 2Im(ϕ2ϕ3)

ny = 2Im(ϕ3ϕ1)

nz = 2Im(ϕ1ϕ2)

where ϕ1, ϕ2, and ϕ3 are the first-order derivatives of En-
neper–Weierstrass representation. ϕ1, ϕ2, and ϕ3 are the con-
jugation of ϕ1, ϕ2, and ϕ3 respectively. Im refers to the operator
taking the imaginary part of a complex number.

A NURBS surface is described by:

S(u, v) =

∑n
i=0

∑m
j=0 Bi,p(u)B j,q(v)wi, jPi, j∑n

i=0
∑m

j=0 Bi,p(u)B j,q(v)wi, j
(2)

where u and v are parameters in [0, 1]. Bi,p(u), i = 0, · · · , n, and
B j,q(v), j = 0, · · · ,m, are the B-spline basis functions of degree

Figure 1: Illustration of TPMS solid models for Gyroid (left), Diamond (mid-
dle), and Schwarz P (right).

p and q. Pi, j, i = 0, · · · , n, j = 0, · · · ,m are control points. wi, j

means the weight of the corresponding control point Pi, j. The
basis functions Bi,p(u) and B j,q(v) are generated using a knot
vector U = {0 = u0 < u1 < · · · < un = 1} in u direction and a
knot vector V = {0 = v0 < v1 < · · · < vm = 1} in v direction, as
follows:

Bi,0(u) =
{

1 i f ui ≤ u ≤ ui+1
0 otherwise

Bi,p(u) =
u − ui

ui+p − ui
Bi,p−1(u) +

ui+p+1 − u
ui+p+1 − ui+1

Bi+1,p−1(u)

3.2. The TPMS2STEP pipeline

The proposed TPMS-to-STEP translation pipeline is shown
in Fig. 2. It begins with four input parameters: the type of
TPMS, the offset value for turning a TPMS surface into a solid,
the approximation tolerance, and possibly the scaling factor
varying with location. This input can be viewed as a parametric
representation of the intended TPMS structure. This paramet-
ric representation is converted to NURBS surfaces with regard
to the approximation tolerance specified by the user and the C2

continuous constraints intrinsic to TPMS itself. This is where
the proposed CPIA comes into play. Because TPMS is highly
periodic, there is no need for approximating all surfaces bound-
ing the TPMS structure but only several representative surfaces
(to be called primitive surfaces in what follows). Having prim-
itive surfaces in place, we create several copies of them and
reposition them to the proper locations, followed by a sewing
step to form a watertight, C2 continuous B-rep model. The last
step is to apply the varying scaling factor, if any, to this B-rep
model and then write the scaled model to a .step file according
to the STEP format.

In the above process of constructing NURBS surfaces, the
error between the original surface and the approximation sur-
face needs to be controlled so that the resulting STEP file can
be used by downstream applications with high fidelity. Because
it is hard, if not impossible, to simultaneously carry out TPMS
sampling and NURBS fitting with respect to an error limit, a
virtual intermediate surface is created to divide the overall error
into two decoupled errors: one from the TPMS samples to the
virtual intermediate surface, and the other from the virtual in-
termediate surface to the approximate NURBS surface. Such a
decoupling of errors allows partial error control. That is, if the
error from the original TPMS model to this intermediate surface
is ϵ, and the other error from the final approximation surface to
this intermediate surface is ϵ, then the overall error must not
exceed 2ϵ, as shown in Fig. 3. Then this error bound 2ϵ can be
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Figure 2: The proposed TPMS-to-STEP translation pipeline.

Figure 3: 2D illustration of the virtual intermediate surface method. The orig-
inal surface and approximation surfaces are constrained within the error band
(the dashed lines), and therefore a 2ϵ error bound on their deviation.

forced to equal the user-specified tolerance, thereby simplify-
ing the error-controlling task. For each partial error control, an
error estimation model is to be developed so that the sampling
can be not only driven by the user-specified tolerance but also
done adaptively.

The other major problem in NURBS approximation is C2

continuity. As already noted, the PIA algorithm [17] is to be
used to carry out the approximation. However, a direct appli-
cation of PIA does not help here because there are complex ge-
ometric constraints involved and they can change the original
PIA iteration scheme into a new form. A modified version of
PIA, i.e., CPIA, is proposed for this reason. In Sec. 3.4, we first
derive those geometric constraints regarding C2 continuity and
then incorporate them into the PIA algorithm to attain C2 con-
tinuous TPMS approximation. A theoretical convergence proof
for CPIA’s new iteration scheme is given in Sec. 3.5.

3.3. Error-controlled TPMS sampling

As already noted, using a virtual intermediate surface, an er-
ror bound of 2ϵ can be attained on the deviation between the
original surface and the approximation surface. The essential
tasks are then constructing the virtual intermediate surface and
controlling the errors from the original surface to the virtual in-
termediate surface (abbr. as O-to-V) and from the approxima-
tion surface to the virtual intermediate surface (abbr. as A-to-V)
so that they both are under ϵ. In this work, triangular meshes
are chosen to construct virtual intermediate surfaces. Actually,

constructing the virtual intermediate surface and controlling O-
to-V error can be done in a combined way. This is because the
O-to-V error is equivalent to the V-to-O error. We only need to
sample the original surface in such a density that the mesh from
these sample points has a distance of ϵ to the original surface.
We call this ϵ-density. Similarly, the approximation that gives
an A-to-V error of ϵ is to be called ϵ-approximation.

Í

3.3.1. ϵ-density
As can be seen from the zoomed-in illustration of Fig. 4, ϵ-

density is to determine the ∆ such that the local shape of the
orginal surface S O(u, v) is bounded by the polyhedron gener-
ated through offsetting the triangles (v1, v2, v3) and (v1, v3, v4)
by ϵ, where v1 = S O(u0, v0), v2 = S O(u0 + ∆, v0), v3 =

S O(u0, v0 + ∆), and v4 = S O(u0 + ∆, v0 + ∆).
The density parameter ∆ and the offset value ϵ are related by

the following equation (the Fillip’s algorithm [46]):

ϵ =
(M1 + 2M2 + M3)

8
∆2 (3)

where M1, M2, and M3 are the maximum second-order partial
derivatives of S O(u, v), as follows:

M1 = max
(u,v)∈D

(

∣∣∣∣∣∣∂2x
∂u2

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ,
∣∣∣∣∣∣∂2y
∂u2

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ,
∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∂2z
∂u2

∣∣∣∣∣∣)
M2 = max

(u,v)∈D
(

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∂2x
∂u∂v

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ,
∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∂2y
∂u∂v

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ,
∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∂2z
∂u∂v

∣∣∣∣∣∣)
M3 = max

(u,v)∈D
(

∣∣∣∣∣∣∂2x
∂v2

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ,
∣∣∣∣∣∣∂2y
∂v2

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ,
∣∣∣∣∣∣∂2z
∂v2

∣∣∣∣∣∣)
D is the parameter domain of interest, and the method to esti-
mate the maximum second-order partial derivatives is given in
Section 3 of the supplementary material.

Based on Eq. (3), the ϵ-density algorithm consists of three
major steps:

1. Substitute the given error threshold ϵ to get the sampling
density parameter ∆;

2. Discretize the parameter domain of S O(u, v) into a grid
with size ∆; and

3. Map the parametric grid to 3D space through S O(u, v) and
then mesh it into the intended virtual intermediate surface.
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Figure 4: 2D illustration of ϵ-density.

3.3.2. ϵ-approximation
Because it is hard to estimate the error from the approxima-

tion surface to the virtual intermediate surface before approxi-
mation, the error is controlled with an indirect approach. That
is, the error is estimated after approximation and is utilized to
refine the sampling. This refinement increases the sampling
density if the error is beyond ϵ. For error estimation, the al-
gorithm proposed by Zheng et al. [47] is adopted due to its
tightness. The error estimation equation is:

ϵi j =
L2

gridn2(Ai j + rGi j)

4inf{w(u, v)} + L2
gridn2Gi j

, 0 ≤ i ≤ n − 1, 0 ≤ j ≤ m − 1

Ai j =∥ wi, jPi, j − wi+1, jPi+1, j − wi, j+1Pi, j+1 + wi+1, j+1Pi+1, j+1 ∥

Gij =| wi+1, j+1 − wi+1, j − wi, j+1 + wi, j |

(4)

where ϵi j is the estimated tolerance in the (i, j)th grid of control
points, Lgrid the distance between each two grid points, m and n
the number of control points in u and v directions plus one, and
r = max 0≤i≤n

0≤ j≤m
∥ Pi j ∥.

After error estimation, the adaptive refinement of sampling
density is carried out by adding a row and a column of sample
points locally in the grids where the local error is larger than ϵ.
The above refinement is repeated until the approximation error
is below ϵ.

3.4. C2 continuity-preserving TPMS approximation
Approximating data points Qi j(i = 0, . . . ,m1, j = 0, . . . ,m2)

with a NURBS surface is to solve the following optimization
problem [13]:

min
P00,··· ,Pn1n2

m1∑
i=0

m2∑
j=0

||Qi j −

n1∑
k=0

n2∑
l=0

B(ui)B(v j)wklPkl||
2
2 (5)

where ui and v j are the parameter values corresponding to the
data point Qi j. The parameter values are generated using the
following procedures. First, the fundamental patch is sampled
into point clouds, both in the 2D parameter domain and the 3D
space. Then the parameter domain of the fundamental patch is
mapped to a triangular region. This region is extended to a rect-
angular region by the symmetry property, and the same for 2D
parametric samples, which results in a quasi-grid of parametric
samples. Finally, those parametric samples are associated with
the regular grid points in [0,1]×[0,1], correspondingly.

The above optimization problem is a least square problem,
and its solution can be obtained by solving the following linear
system:

(BT B)P = BT Q (6)

where P = [P00, · · · ,Pn1n2 ]T , Q = [Q00, · · · ,Qm1m2 ]T , and

B =


B0,p(u0)B0,p(v0) . . . Bn1,p(u0)Bn2,p(v0)

...
. . .

...
B0,p(um1 )B0,p(vm2 ) . . . Bn1,p(um1 )Bn2,p(vm2 )


If a high TPMS translation accuracy is required (i.e., large-

scale sampling points to be approximated), the matrix B in
Eq. (6) is large, and solving this equation is time-consuming.
For this reason, the fast PIA algorithm is used instead of solv-
ing the equation directly. Its basic steps are summarized below.

The initial step of PIA is constructing a NURBS surface us-
ing the data points Q directly as control points, as follows:

P0(u, v) =
m1∑
i=0

m2∑
j=0

Bi(u)B j(v)wi jP0
i j, 0 ≤ u, v ≤ 1 (7)

where P0
i j = Qi j. The second step is computing the deviation

from each Qi j to its associative point on surface P0(u, v), as
follows:

∆0
i j = Qi j − P0(ui, v j) (8)

The third step is using this deviation to update the initial control
points in Eq. (7):

P1
i j = P0

i j + ∆
0
i j (9)

Repeating Eqs. (8) and (9) yields a sequence of surfaces
{P0(u, v),P1(u, v), · · · ,Pk(u, v)}. The limit of this surface se-
quence is equivalent to solving Eq. (6), as proved by Lin et
al. [17]. It is easy to see that this iterative scheme is highly
parallel, thereby an efficient method.

A direct application of PIA is not enough for TPMS approx-
imation. C2 continuity constraints for smoothly sewing primi-
tive surfaces need to be derived and then incorporated into the
PIA algorithm, leading to a new iteration scheme (i.e., CPIA).
In the following, we first derive those constraints and then
present CPIA’s details, followed by the convergence proof of
its iteration scheme.

3.4.1. C2 continuity constraints
To preserve C2 continuity in approximation, geometric con-

straints need to be added where surfaces meet. To find the junc-
tions of surfaces, we carefully considered the surface assembly
methods used in this paper (i.e., the methods in [13, 42, 44]).
As is shown in Fig. 5, the assembled offset surfaces are con-
structed by the copy and rigid transformation of two primitive
surfaces with o f f set = +δ and o f f set = −δ. The specific rigid
transformation matrices for assembly can be found in Eq. (6),
Eq. (16), and Eq. (19) of [13] for Gyroid, Table 1 in [42]
for Diamond, and Table 1 in [44] for Schwarz P. (We omit
the details of the matrices here because they are not new re-
sults. Also, the specific entries in those matrices are not impor-
tant, nor do they affect the presentation of this work.) Because
these surfaces are arranged regularly, the constraints at all the
junctions of surfaces can be reduced to four fundamental situ-
ations shown in Table 1, with the number of edges denoted as
e+1 , e

+
2 , e
+
3 , e
+
4 and e−1 , e

−
2 , e

−
3 , e

−
4 . Other situations can be obtained

by rigid transformation of these four situations.
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Figure 5: Illustration of the C2 continuity-preserving method: (a) Gyroid;
(b) Diamond; (c) Schwarz P. The edges of the surfaces are divided into two,
two, and four types with different colors for Gyroid, Diamond, and Schwarz P
TPMS respectively. Only the edges with the same color can be spliced together
during assembly.

For each constraint in Table 1, a constraint equation is de-
rived to adjust the corresponding control points of the approxi-
mation surface to keep the first-order and second-order deriva-
tives at the junctions to be the same [48]. Because the edge-
edge connection relationships for the three types of TPMS are
different, their constraints are different and thus considered sep-
arately.

Gyroid. For Gyroid TPMS, the two primitive surfaces
used to assemble the offset surface have the same shape (shown
in Fig. 5a). That is, the primitive surface with o f f set = −δ
can be obtained by taking a specific rigid transformation, de-
noted as T3g, to the primitive surface with o f f set = +δ. T3g is
given in Section 1 of the supplementary material. Based on this
observation, the splicing of two primitive surfaces can be con-
sidered as splicing one primitive surface with another primitive
surface copied and transformed by itself, and the constraints for
different edges of the single primitive surface are derived from
the constraints for edges of two primitive surfaces in Table 1,

Table 1: Constraints of the edges of primitive surfaces for Gyroid, Diamond,
and Schwarz P. Tig(i = 1, 2), Tid(i = 1, 2), and Tip(i = 1, 2, 3, 4) are given in
Section 1 of the supplementary material.

Model Type Constraints

Gyroid e+1 = T1ge−2 e+2 = T−1
1g e−1 e+3 = T2ge−4 e+4 = T−1

2g e−3

Diamond e+1 = T1de−4 e+2 = T2de−3 e+3 = T−1
2d e−2 e+4 = T−1

1d e−1

Schwarz P e+1 = T1pe+1 e+2 = T2pe+2 e+3 = T3pe+3 e+4 = T4pe+4

given as:

e+1 = T4ge+1 , e+2 = T5ge+2 , e+3 = T6ge+3 , e+4 = T7ge+4 (10)

where T4g-T7g are derived from T1g-T3g and they are given in
Section 1 of the supplementary material.

To ensure C2 continuity at the junctions, part of the con-
trol points of the approximation surface that control the first-
order and second-order derivatives of the two connected edges
are extracted and adjusted for consistency. Specifically, for
the four constraints in Eq. 10, if the control points of the ap-
proximation surface are denoted as P and the group of matrices
used to extract the corresponding control points are denoted as
Mi jg(i = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and j = 1, 2, 3, 4), then the constraint equa-
tions are derived as:

(M2ig −M1ig)PT(i+3)g = (M2ig −M1ig)P
(3M4ig − 2M3ig −M5ig)PT(i+3)g = (3M4ig − 2M3ig −M5ig) P
i = 1, 2, 3, 4

(11)

where the left side of the equation indicates the first-order and
second-order derivatives of one edge and the right side of the
equation indicates the first-order or second-order derivatives of
the other edge, and the same coefficients on both sides of the
equations to calculate the first-order or second-order derivatives
of NURBS surfaces are eliminated to simplify the form. Mi jg

(i = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and j = 1, 2, 3, 4) are used to extract the first,
second, and third rows of control points at the four edges of
the approximation surface. Specifically, (M2ig − M1ig)P (i =
1, 2, 3, 4) are utilized to calculate the first-order derivative of the
surface, and (3M4ig − 2M3ig −M5ig)P (i = 1, 2, 3, 4) are utilized
to calculate the second-order derivative of the surface. Their
details are provided in Section 1 of the supplementary material.

Diamond.
For Diamond TPMS, the two primitive surfaces for assem-

bling have different shapes (shown in Fig. 5b). To ensure C2

continuity with the same approach for Gyroid, the continuity
for each constraint (shown in Table 1) is considered during the
approximation of these two primitive surfaces. Similar to Gy-
roid, the C2 continuity constraint equations are derived as:

(M24d −M14d)NiPT1d = (M21d −M11d)N3−iP
(3M44d − 2M34d −M54d)NiPT1d = (3M41d − 2M31d −M51d)N3−iP
(M23d −M13d)NiPT2d = (M22d −M12d)N3−iP
(3M43d − 2M33d −M53d)NiPT2d = (3M42d − 2M32d −M52d)N3−iP
(i = 1, 2)

(12)

where P =
(
P1
P2

)
. P1 and P2 are the homogeneous coordinates

of control points for the two approximation surfaces. Mi jd (i =
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1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and j = 1, 2, 3, 4) have the same function as Mi jg

(i = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and j = 1, 2, 3, 4) for Gyroid. N1 and N2 are
used to assemble the control points P1 and P2 to P. Specifically,

N1P =
(
P1
0

)
and N2P =

(
P2
0

)
. Matrices Tid (i = 1, 2) are the

rigid transformation matrices given in Table 1. Their details
can be found in Section 1 of the supplementary material.

Schwarz P. For Schwarz P TPMS, only one primitive
surface is needed to assemble the offset surface (shown in
Fig. 5c). That is, the offset surface with o f f set = −δ can be ob-
tained by copying and transforming the primitive surface with
o f f set = +δ. The same approach to ensure C2 continuity for
Gyroid is used here for each of the constraints in Table 1 and
the constraint equations are derived as:

(M2ip −M1ip)PTip = (M2ip −M1ip)P
(3M4ip − 2M3ip −M5ip)PTip = (3M4ip − 2M3ip −M5ip)P
i = 1, 2, 3, 4

(13)

where P is the vector of control points. Mi jp (i = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5
and j = 1, 2, 3, 4) are the same as Mi jd (i = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and j =
1, 2, 3, 4) for Diamond. Their details have been put in Section 1
of the supplementary material.

For C2 continuity-preserving, a general problem is that when
there are extraordinary points, it is hard to achieve high-order
parametric continuity. However, the three types of TPMS struc-
tures considered in this paper are intrinsic C2 continuous, effec-
tively avoiding the issue of extraordinary points.

3.4.2. The CPIA method
CPIA has the same major steps as PIA, but with a different it-

erative scheme. The first step of CPIA is constructing a NURBS
surface utilizing the sample points Q as control points, denoted
as P0(ui, v j). The second step is computing the update term ∆
for P0(ui, v j). In PIA, this term refers to the deviation from each
sample point Qi j to its associative point on the approximation
surface P0(u, v). However, in CPIA, an additional constraint
term should also be considered to ensure that the approximation
surface satisfies the continuity constraints in Eq. (11), Eq. (12),
and Eq. (13).

For Gyroid, this term is derived from Eq. (11) by calculating
the difference between the two sides of the equation. This dif-
ference is actually the deviation between the theoretical value
that meets the constraints and the actual value. Then a factor
1
2 is added to distribute the deviation into two equal parts since
the deviation is caused by two sides of the surfaces at their junc-
tion. The difference is added to the original PIA update term
(i.e., Eq. (8)) to obtain the new CPIA update term:

∆0
i j = Qi j − P0(ui, v j)

+
1
2

4∑
i=1

((M2ig −M1ig)P0(ui, v j)T(i+3)g − (M2ig −M1ig)P0(ui, v j))

+
1
2

4∑
i=1

((3M4ig − 2M3ig −M5ig)P0(ui, v j)T(i+3)g

− (3M4ig − 2M3ig −M5ig) P0(ui, v j))
(14)

For Diamond, the additional constraint term is derived from
Eq. (12) with similar reasoning: calculating the difference be-
tween the two sides of the equation and multiplying it with a
factor 1

2 , and then adding it to Eq. (8), yielding:

∆0
i j = Qi j − P0(ui, v j)

+
1
2

2∑
i=1

((M24d −M14d)NiP0(ui, v j)T1d − (M21d −M11d)N3−iP0(ui, v j))

+
1
2

2∑
i=1

((3M44d − 2M34d −M54d)NiP0(ui, v j)T1d

− (3M41d − 2M31d −M51d)N3−iP0(ui, v j))

+
1
2

2∑
i=1

((M23d −M13d)NiP0(ui, v j)T2d − (M22d −M12d)N3−iP0(ui, v j))

+
1
2

2∑
i=1

((3M43d − 2M33d −M53d)NiP0(ui, v j)T2d

− (3M42d − 2M32d −M52d)N3−iP0(ui, v j))
(15)

For Schwarz P, the update term follows directly as:

∆0
i j = Qi j − P0(ui, v j)

+
1
2

4∑
i=1

((M2ip −M1ip)P0(ui, v j)Tip − (M2ip −M1ip)P0(ui, v j))

+
1
2

4∑
i=1

((3M4ip − 2M3ip −M5ip)P0(ui, v j)Tip

− (3M4ip − 2M3ip −M5ip)P0(ui, v j))
(16)

Having obtained the update terms, the third step utilizes them
to update the control points:

P1
i j = P0

i j + ∆
0
i j (17)

Eqs. (14)-(17) will be repeated until the approximation error
is below a given tolerance. Algorithm 1 gives more details on
these repetitive procedures.

3.5. CPIA convergence proof

Considering the page limit, only the convergence proof for
Gyroid CPIA is given here. Those for Diamond and Schwarz P
basically follow the same proof procedures but with different
equations. We have put them in Section 2 of the supplementary
material.

Proposition 1. The CPIA method for Gyroid is convergent and
the limit surface is the least-square approximation outcome of
the initial data {Qij}

m1,m2
i=0,j=0.

Proof. Using CPIA, a sequence of control points and offset
surfaces is generated. To show its convergence, let Pk =
{Pk

0,P
k
1, · · · ,P

k
n}

T and Q = {Q0,Q1, · · · ,Qm}
T denote the con-

trol points at k-th iteration and the sample points, respectively.
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Algorithm 1 The CPIA Algorithm

Input: An ordered point set {Qi j}
m1,m2
i=0, j=0 and corresponding pa-

rameters {ξi, ζ j}
m1,m2
i=0, j=0, weight of control points wi j, knot

vectors U = {0 = u0 < u1 < · · · < un = 1} and
V = {0 = v0 < v1 < · · · < vn = 1}, tolerance ϵ, constraint
term C

Output: a set of control points {Pkl}
n1,n2
k=0,l=0 interpolating the

point set {Qi j}
m1,m2
i=0, j=0

1: {Pkl}
n1,n2
k=0,l=0 ← {Qi j}

m1,m2
i=0, j=0 ▷ Initialize the control points

with sample points
2: FP←EvaluateFittedSurfacePoints({Pkl}

n1,n2
k=0,l=0,U,V,

{ξi, ζ j}
m1,m2
i=0, j=0,wi j)

3: δi j ← AddConstraints({Pkl}
n1,n2
k=0,l=0,C)

4: ∆i j ← CalculateDeviation(FP, {Qi j}
m1,m2
i=0, j=0, δi j)

5: while ∆i j > ϵ do
6: {Pkl}

n1,n2
k=0,l=0 ← RegenerateControlPoints(∆i j)

7: FP←EvaluateFittedSurfacePoints({Pkl}
n1,n2
k=0,l=0,U,V,

{ξi, ζ j}
m1,m2
i=0, j=0,wi j)

8: δi j ← AddConstraints({Pkl}
n1,n2
k=0,l=0,C)

9: ∆i j ← CalculateDeviation(FP, {Qi j}
m1,m2
i=0, j=0, δi j)

10: end while

In the (k + 1)th iteration, we have:

Pk+1 =Pk + (Q − BwPk)

+
1
2

4∑
i=1

((M2ig −M1ig)PkT(i+3)g − (M2ig −M1ig)Pk)

+
1
2

4∑
i=1

((3M4ig − 2M3ig −M5ig)PkT(i+3)g

− (3M4ig − 2M3ig −M5ig) Pk)

(18)

The matrices Tig (i = 4, 5, 6, 7) are mentioned in Sec. 3.4,
and they are invertible matrices where the absolute values of
the eigenvalues are all 1, i.e.,

∣∣∣λi(T jg)
∣∣∣ = 1, i = 1, 2, 3, 4

and j = 4, 5, 6, 7. The matrices Mi jg (i = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and
j = 1, 2, 3, 4) are also given in Sec. 3.4. B is the B-spline basis
function matrix and w is the weight matrix. They are invertible.
Let rk = Pk−w−1B−1Q, D = I−Bw, αi = 3M4ig−2M3ig−M5ig,
and βi =M2ig−M1ig(i = 1, 2, 3, 4). Then Eq. (18) can be rewrit-
ten as:

rk+1 = (D −
1
2

4∑
i=0

(αi + βi))rk +
1
2

4∑
i=0

(αi + βi)rkT(i+3)g

= (D −
1
2

4∑
i=0

(αi + βi))((D −
1
2

4∑
i=0

(αi + βi))rk−1 +
1
2

4∑
i=0

(αi + βi)rk−1T(i+3)g)

+
1
2

4∑
i=0

(αi + βi)((D −
1
2

4∑
n=0

(αn + βn))rk−1 +
1
2

4∑
n=0

(αn + βn)rk−1T(n+3)g)T(i+3)g

= · · ·

=

k+1∑
i=0

(
k + 1

i

)
(D −

1
2

4∑
n=0

(αn + βn))i(
1
2

4∑
n=0

(αn + βn))k+1−ir0Tk+1−i
(i+3)g

(19)

Supposing {λk(αi)}(k = 0, 1, · · · , n − 1) and {λl(β j)}(l =
0, 1, · · · , n − 1) are the eigenvalues of αi and β j sorted in non-

decreasing order. n is the number of control points of the ap-
proximation surface in the u and v directions. Since | λk(αi) |=
0 or 1, k = 0, 1, · · · , n − 1, | λl(β j) |= 0 or 1, l =
0, 1, · · · , n − 1, and r(

∑4
i=0 βi) < n, their powers have no effect

on convergence. r(
∑4

i=0 βi) is the rank of (
∑4

i=0 βi). Let

sk+1 =

k+1∑
i=0

(
k + 1

i

)
(D −

1
2

4∑
n=0

(αn + βn))i(
1
2

4∑
n=0

(αn + βn))k+1−ir0 (20)

To show that {rk} is convergent, we firstly show that {sk} is
convergent. With the Binomial theorem, we get:

sk+1 = Dk+1r0 = (I − Bw)k+1r0 (21)

From Theorem 2.2 in [41], we know that ρ(I − B) < 1, where
ρ(·) gets a matrix’s spectral radius. With uniform weight as-
signment, ρ(I − Bw) < 1. Therefore, we have the following
equation:

lim
k→∞

(I − Bw)k = lim
k→∞

sk = (0)n+1 (22)

Let

rk+1 =

k+1∑
i=0

ri =

k+1∑
i=0

(
k + 1

i

)
(D −

1
2

4∑
n=0

(αn + βn))i(
1
2

4∑
n=0

(αn + βn))k+1−ir0Tk+1−i
(i+3)g

sk+1 =

k+1∑
i=0

si =

k+1∑
i=0

(
k + 1

i

)
(D −

1
2

4∑
n=0

(αn + βn))i(
1
2

4∑
n=0

(αn + βn))k+1−ir0

(23)

For each term ri in rk+1 and si in sk+1, ||ri||2 = ||si||2. || · ||2
gets 2-norm of a matrix. Then ||rk+1||2 = ||sk+1||2 since Tig(i =
4, 5, 6, 7) are rigid transformation matrices with modulo lengths
1 for all the eigenvalues. Because ||rk+1||2 =

√
λmax((rk+1)T rk+1)

and ||sk+1||2 =
√
λmax((sk+1)T sk+1), the spectral radius of rk+1 and

sk+1 are the same. So if {sk} is convergent, then {rk} is also
convergent, which is equivalent to:

lim
k→∞

Pk − w−1B−1Q = 0 (24)

So { Pk } is convergent, and

P∞ = w−1B−1Q (25)

which concludes the proof.

3.6. STEP file generation
As is shown in Fig. 6, a STEP file is divided into two sec-

tions. The first is the head and tail of the file, which contains
the meta-data like the author, the file name, and the descrip-
tion of the file. The second contains all the data of the file, in-
cluding geometry information (e.g., “CARTESIAN POINT”),
topological information (e.g., “CLOSED SHELL”), and other
parameters such as the tolerance of the model (e.g., “UNCER-
TAINTY MEASURE WITH UNIT”). In this region, Express
language is used. Express is a formal language designed for
storing and transmitting information about engineering data and
processes in computer systems. In this paper, the TPMS solid
model data is stored in STEP files with this language.

The STEP file generation process used in this work is a stan-
dard one and consists of three stages. First, meta-data is written.
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Figure 6: An example of the structure of a STEP file. The structure of a STEP
file includes two regions: the head and tail region and the data region. The
geometry data, topological data, and other data in data regions are framed in
the graph.

Figure 7: Illustration of gap patches and offset patches: (a) Copied and trans-
formed offset patches without generating gap patches; and (b) Offset patches
and corresponding gap patches.

Second, the NURBS patches are copied, transformed, and as-
sembled into a solid model. Third, the data of the solid model
is translated into the Express language and saved in STEP files.

The above three stages are quite straightforward, except for
one special task before assembly in the second stage. That is,
gap patches need to be crafted to bridge the space between a
pair of offset surfaces, as shown in Fig. 7. To fill the gaps,
we first identify pairs of opposite edges on offset surfaces and
then generate surfaces connecting those edge pairs by using the
bridging operation offered by existing CAD software.

With gap patches in place, they are copied and arranged
alongside corresponding offset patches according to the intrin-
sic symmetry of TPMS. In this process, if we first create a unit
(with gaps filled already) and then duplicate it alongside the
given directions, overlapped gap patches will cause incorrect
model topology. To avoid this problem, we opted to not fill
the gaps immediately after creating a unit, but to keep this unit
open. Then the open unit is duplicated alongside the given di-
rections, resulting in two shells. The gap between these two
shells is then filled. This way of working can avoid overlapping
gap patches inside the solid model, and thus there is no need for
deleting gap patches.

Then all the patches (including offset patches and gap
patches) are assembled to form a TPMS unit (shown in Fig. 7).
Due to the spatially periodic nature of TPMS, the assignment
of spatial periods enables precise transformation and assembly
of the patches into a complete solid model. Furthermore, be-
cause most surface patches share the same geometry and they
only differ in their positions and orientations, we only need to
store geometry once and all topological data can be concisely
stored by referencing this geometry, accompanied by their rigid
transformation matrices. This trick can significantly reduce the
STEP file for a TPMS model, especially for those having many
cells.

4. Results and discussions

The proposed method has been implemented using C++ on
a computer with an Intel Core i9-12900K CPU and 128GB
RAM. Based on this implementation, nine case studies are to
be presented to demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed
method. Case studies 1-3 (Fig. 8a-c) considered three simple
uniform arrangements of typical TPMS structures, including
Gyroid, Diamond, and Schwarz P. Case studies 4-6 (Fig. 8g-
i) analyzed a more complex situation where TPMS structures
were scaled to have distorted shapes, which increased the diffi-
culty of surface approximation. Case studies 7-9 (Fig. 9) added
even more complexity with trimmed TPMS structures. Error
analysis (Figs. 10-13 and Table 2) of the translated models in
those case studies are given. Continuity analysis (Table 3) and
efficiency analysis (Figs. 14 and 15) are also provided. To test
the validity of .step files after translation, Siemens NX (version
2306) has been used to open those files and then carry out model
edits (e.g., boolean operations), and all case studies passed the
test.

4.1. Examples

Case studies 1-3 (Fig. 8 a-c) considered a TPMS unit model
and an assembled model of Gyroid, Diamond, and Schwarz P
TPMS respectively. Case studies 4-6 (Fig. 8 g-i) demonstrate
the scaled TPMS solid models with distorted shapes. Case
study 7-9 (Fig. 9) demonstrates the trimmed TPMS structures.
Figs. 8 and 9 show the resulting surfaces/solids, and Table 4
summarizes the numbers of control points of those approximate
surfaces.

Error analysis (Figs. 10-13 and Table 2) considered the er-
ror distribution in translated models in the case studies. It also
gives a comparison between the maximum error of the solid
model and the given tolerance. From the statistics, the maxi-
mum errors are all below the given tolerances, which validates
the error-controlling feature of our method.

Continuity analysis (Table 3) analyzed the continuity be-
tween adjacent approximation surfaces in translated models in
the case studies. The relative maximum and average differences
of the first-order and second-order derivatives between two con-
nected edges of two adjacent surfaces are calculated to validate
the C2 continuity-preserving feature.
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Figure 8: Gyroid (left), Diamond (middle), and Schwarz P (right) models and analysis results for case study (1)-(6). (a)-(c) unit models and assembled models;
(d)-(f) variation of the second-order partial derivative; (g)-(i) scaled models.

Figure 9: Solid models (left), transparent models (middle), and the section of
the models (right) for case study (7)-(9): the top row for models designed with
Gyroid; the middle row for models designed with Diamond; and the bottom
row for models designed with Schwarz P.

Table 2: The offset, tolerance, and corresponding maximum errors between the
TPMS solid model and the original TPMS model for error analysis.

Offset Tolerance Maximum Errors
Gyroid Diamond Schwarz P

0 0.005 0.00024 0.0018 0.00022
0.1 0.01 0.00077 0.0016 0.00041
0.2 0.01 0.0039 0.0040 0.00025
0.3 0.01 0.0044 0.0032 0.00032
0.4 0.01 0.0032 0.0034 0.00063

Table 3: The relative maximum and average differences of the first-order and
second-order derivatives between two connected edges of two adjacent approx-
imation surfaces for continuity analysis.

Model Type Offset Maximum Differences Average Differences

First Order Second Order First Order Second Order

Gyroid 0 0.08% 0.25% 0.04% 0.18%

Gyroid 0.3 0.12% 0.60% 0.06% 0.40%

Diamond 0 0.06% 0.15% 0.09% 0.13%

Diamond 0.3 0.07% 0.15% 0.09% 0.13%

Schwarz P 0 0.08% 0.82% 0.04% 0.42%

Schwarz P 0.3 0.09% 0.80% 0.04% 0.44%
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Figure 10: Error distribution in the NURBS surfaces with five different offset values for error analysis: the top row for Gyroid; the middle row for Diamond; and
the bottom for Schwarz P.

Table 4: The numbers of control points in approximation surfaces of case studies (1)-(9).

Model Type Offset Number of Sample Points Number of Control Points

Gyroid

0 24025 24025

0.1 10609 10609

0.2 10609 10609

0.3 10609 10609

0.4 10609 10609

Diamond

0 2601 2601

0.1 2601 2601

0.2 2601 2601

0.3 2601 2601

0.4 2601 2601

Schwarz P

0 2601 2601

0.1 2601 2601

0.2 2601 2601

0.3 2601 2601

0.4 2601 2601
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Figure 11: The statistical results of the error range distribution of Gyroid for
error analysis.

Figure 12: The statistical results of the error range distribution of Diamond for
error analysis.

Efficiency analysis (Figs. 14 and 15) demonstrated the con-
struction time of error-controlled NURBS surfaces with differ-
ent tolerances to prove the efficiency of the proposed method
and showed the error reduction process of CPIA to verify the
convergence of the CPIA.

4.2. Discussion and Limitations

In all of the above TPMS solid models, the NURBS surfaces
are constructed with an error less than the specified tolerance,
confirming the effectiveness of the error-driven TPMS sampling
algorithm. The high-accuracy NURBS surface with an error
upper bound of 1mm could be constructed within 10.7s. From
Fig. 10, the error is mainly found in specific parts of the sur-
face, which may be influenced by the sampling strategy. From
Fig. 11, Fig. 12, and Fig. 13, the proportion of these regions
with large errors is quite low. In Fig. 15, the reduced error
during CPIA shows the convergence of CPIA from an experi-
mental perspective and further confirms the effectiveness of the
convergence proof in Sec. 3.5.

From the error stats in Table 2, we can find that the error
bound 2ϵ derived in Section 3.2 is somewhat conservative. For
example, the empirical maximum error is 0.0044 in the case
with o f f set = 0.3 for Gyroid, but the theoretical tolerance is
0.01. For Schwarz P with o f f set = 0.3, the maximum error is

Figure 13: The statistical results of the error range distribution of Schwarz P
for error analysis.

Figure 14: Time used in constructing NURBS surfaces under different toler-
ances for efficiency analysis.

only 3.2% of the tolerance, which implies that a tighter bound
may be derived in future work.

In Fig. 8d-f, the variation of the second-order partial deriva-
tive demonstrates the continuous distribution of the second-
order partial derivatives, and in Table 3, the relative differences
of the first-order and second-order derivatives between the con-
nected edges of two adjacent surfaces are no more than 0.12%
and 0.82%, respectively. They both show the C2 continuity fea-
ture of our method.

In this paper, although only the three most commonly used
TPMS types are considered, this method could also be ap-
plied to part of other types of TPMS structures like I-WP or
Schwarz S. They have different Weierstrass functions from the
three types of TPMS structures utilized in this paper [49]. How-
ever, the Weierstrass functions cannot cover all TPMS models
(e.g., the C(P) surface) [43]. This method cannot be applied to
TPMS structures with unknown Weierstrass functions. This is
a serious limitation of the proposed method.

5. Conclusion

A new method has been presented in this paper to translate
TPMS to STEP. The main features of this method include er-
ror control and continuity preservation in the translation. These
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Figure 15: Error reduction in CPIA algorithm for efficiency analysis.

main features are essentially achieved through two new algo-
rithms: an approximation error-driven TPMS sampling algo-
rithm and a CPIA algorithm. When working together, they
can give an error-controlled, C2 continuity-preserving, and fast
translation of TPMS models to STEP files. Both the theoretical
proof of the proposed method’s convergence and the empiri-
cal validation of the proposed method’s effectiveness have been
demonstrated by using a series of examples and comparisons.

Although the proposed method is seen to be quite effective
in the case studies and analyses conducted, there are still a few
limitations. Certain types of TPMS cannot be represented by
Weierstrass functions (e.g., the C(P) surface) [43], thus falling
outside the applicability scope of the proposed method. An-
other limitation is that the CPIA algorithm requires the same
number of control points as the sample points, leading to a
large number of control points when a high TPMS translation
accuracy is required. Extending the present work to overcome
this limitation can be very practically beneficial, and are among
the CAD research studies to be carried out in the future. The
LSPIA algorithm [17] may help here, but further development
is needed to make its approximation error controllable. Surface
approximation with parameter correction, e.g., those presented
in [50, 51], can be helpful in attaining lower approximation er-
rors for PIA and is among our future research studies.
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