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Abstract

In this paper, we solve unbalanced optimal transport (UOT) problem on
surfaces represented by point clouds. Based on alternating direction method
of multipliers algorithm, the original UOT problem can be solved by an
iteration consists of three steps. The key ingredient is to solve a Poisson
equation on point cloud which is solved by tangent radial basis function
(TRBF) method. The proposed TRBF method requires only the point cloud
and normal vectors to discretize the Poisson equation which simplify the
computation significantly. Numerical experiments conducted on point clouds
with varying geometry and topology demonstrate the effectiveness of the
proposed method.
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1. Introduction.

In 1781, the French mathematician Gaspard Monge introduced the sem-
inal optimal transport (OT) problem, aimed at minimizing the total cost
associated with material transport, originally framed within the context of
“moving sand” in civil engineering [1]. Now, OT problem has evolved into a
cornerstone of research across diverse disciplines such as mathematics, eco-
nomics, and computational science [2, 3, 4]. In the 1940s, Kantorovich re-
laxed the stringent constraints of Monge’s formulation, leading to a series
of pioneering optimization algorithms [5]. Several decades later, Brenier
demonstrated the equivalence between Monge’s problem and Kantorovich’s
reformulation in the continuous case [6]. At the dawn of the 21st century,
Benamou and Brenier expanded the scope of OT by introducing the dy-
namic OT problem from the perspective of fluid mechanics [7], significantly
broadening the methodological landscape of OT research.

The essence of the OT problem lies in achieving a precise mass balance
between the source and target distributions. However, in many problems, the
initial and target mass may not be same. Such imbalances have prompted
the development of the unbalanced optimal transport (UOT) problem. This
nuanced problem has widespread applications, spanning image registration,
transformation, and generation, as well as climate modeling, style transfer,
and medical imaging [8, 9, 10].

Benamou and Brenier incorporated the time dimension into the OT prob-
lem, allowing it to be analyzed from the novel perspective of fluid mechan-
ics. This approach reformulates the original problem into an optimal control
problem constrained by partial differential equations (PDE). Owing to the
inclusion of time, this variant is referred to as the dynamic OT problem.
The key point is on finding ρ that satisfies the specified initial and terminal
densities ρ0 and ρT , and the pair (ρ,v) that adheres to the law of mass con-
servation. Despite the temporal extension, the principal objective remains
the minimization of total cost over all feasible pairs (ρ,v) ∈ C(ρ0, ρT ). The
problem can be formally expressed as follows:

min
(ρ,v)∈C(ρ0,ρT )

∫
T

∫
Ω

1

2
ρ(t,x)∥v(t,x)∥2dxdt,
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where

C(ρ0, ρT ) := {(ρ,v) :∂tρ+ div(ρv) = 0,

ρ(0,x) = ρ0(x), ρ(T,x) = ρT (x), ρ(x) ≥ 0}.

Based on above dynamic formulation, it is easy to generalized to the UOT
problem by introducint proper source term [11, 12, 13].

Significant advancements have been made in addressing UOT challenges
in recent years. Pham et al. [14] demonstrated that the complexity of the
Sinkhorn algorithm for obtaining an ε-approximate solution to the UOT
problem is of order O(n2/ε). Sato’s team [15] established that under the
strong exponential time hypothesis, neither the Kantorovich-Rubinstein dis-
tance nor optimal partial transport in the Euclidean metric can be computed
in strongly subquadratic time. Li et al. [16] introduced a mixed L1 Wasser-
stein distance that maintains convex properties with respect to operations
such as shift, dilation, and amplitude change. Bauer and collaborators [17]
characterized the square root normal field (SRNF) shape distance as the
pullback of the WFR unbalanced optimal transport distance. Gallouët et
al. [18] employed a constructive approach, utilizing alternating minimiza-
tion movements for the Wasserstein and Fisher-Rao distances, to establish
the existence of weak solutions for general scalar reaction-diffusion-advection
equations.

However, there has been relatively limited research on UOT issues in the
context of point clouds. Fathi and Figalli [19] extended results established
for the Monge transport problem on compact manifolds to non-compact set-
tings, specifically for costs derived from Tonelli Lagrangians. Grange and
colleagues [20] demonstrated how to learn optimal transport maps from sam-
ples that correspond to probability distributions defined on manifolds. Berti
et al. [21] adapted the DMK model from Euclidean to Riemannian contexts
and hypothesized the equivalence with solutions to the Monge-Kantorovich
equations, a PDE-based formulation of the L1 optimal transport problem.
Lavenant et al. [22] proposed a method for interpolating between probability
distributions on discrete surfaces using optimal transport theory, yielding a
structure-preserving Riemannian metric on the finite-dimensional space of
probability distributions over discrete surfaces. Dong and his collaborator
[23] introduced a gradient-enhanced alternating direction method of multi-
pliers (ADMM) algorithm for optimal transport on general surfaces, integrat-
ing gradient recovery techniques to enhance computational accuracy. Yu’s
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team [24] formulated the mean-field game Nash equilibrium on manifolds
and established the equivalence between the corresponding PDE system and
the optimality conditions of the associated variational formulation. Unfor-
tunately, all these methods depend on grids constructed from point clouds.
It is well known that constructing a mesh with high quality is a challenging
problem. It would be very useful to develop numerical method to solve UOT
problem directly on point cloud without requirement of the mesh.

We build upon Benamou and Brenier’s dynamical formulation to model
the UOT problem on surfaces. Based on ADMM, original UOT problem
is transferred to an iteration consists of three subproblems. The second
subproblem, which becomes the focal point, involves solving the space-time
Poisson equation which is highly non-trival on point cloud. Classical method,
such as surface finite element method, needs regular mesh which is expen-
sive to generate for unstructured point cloud. To circumvent the difficulty
associated with mesh generation, we employ the radial basis function (RBF)
method from meshless techniques. Furthermore, the tangent plane method
is integrated to obviate the need for computing the gradient of normal vec-
tors. To further expedite the solution of algebraic equations, we incorporate
a fast computational algorithm by taking advantage of the regular structure
in time direction. The proposed method is validated across various point
cloud scenarios, yielding promising results.

The structure of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 provides
a concise overview of the surface dynamic UOT problem. In Section 3, we
present a detailed description of the proposed algorithm along with the so-
lution strategies for the subproblems. Section 4 introduces the algorithm for
solving the elliptic equations on point clouds. In Section 5, we showcase var-
ious numerical results. Finally, the conclusions of this study are summarized
in Section 6.

2. Formulation of Unbanlanced Optimal Transport on Surfaces

In this section, we provide a brief introduction to the surface dynamic
unbalanced optimal transport (SUOT) problem. First, we give some related
notations. Let Γ denote a closed and oriented surface within the spatial
domain Ω ⊂ R3, with an empty boundary. I denotes the identity operator.
The surface gradient operator ∇Γ for a function ξ defined on Γ is given by

∇Γξ(x) = ∇ξ̄(x)−∇ξ̄(x) · n(x)n(x),
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where ξ̄ is a smooth extension of ξ in N , and the tangential divergence
operator divΓ is defined as Trace(∇Γ).

We consider a model defined over the time interval [0, T ] on the surface
Γ ⊂ Ω. Let ρ : [0, T ] × Γ → R+ denote the density of agents as a func-
tion of time t ∈ [0, T ], where ρ is constrained to the positive real numbers.
Additionally, let v = (v1, · · · , vd) : [0, T ] × Γ → Rd represent the velocity
field associated with the density, indicating the movement of the mass. Here,
g : [0, T ]×Γ → R is a scalar field characterizing the local growth or depletion
of mass within the system. Our main objective is to analyze the behavior
of (ρ,v, g) given specified initial (ρ0) and final (ρT ) densities. The dynamic
SUOT problem can then be formulated as

WWFR = min
(ρ,v,g)∈C1(ρ0,ρT )

∫ T

0

∫
Γ

1

2
ρ(t,x)∥v(t,x)∥2 + 1

η
ρ(t,x)g(t,x)2dσdt,

(1)
where

C1(ρ0, ρT ) := {(ρ,v) :∂tρ+ divΓ(ρv) = ρg,

ρ(0,x) = ρ0(x), ρ(T,x) = ρT (x), ρ(x) ≥ 0},
(2)

and η is a source coefficient that balances transport with the creation and
destruction of mass.

We introduce (m, f) = (ρv, ρg) and introduce the auxiliary variables
(ρ̄, m̄, f̄). Then the original formulation changes to the following form.

WWFR = min
(ρ,m,f)∈C2(ρ0,ρT )

∫ T

0

∫
Γ

M(ρ,m) + F(ρ, f)dσdt, (3)

where

M(ρ,m) =


∥m∥2
2ρ if ρ > 0,

0 if (ρ,m) = (0, 0),
+∞ otherwise.

F(ρ, f) =


f2

ηρ if ρ > 0,

0 if (ρ, f) = (0, 0),
+∞ otherwise.

and

C2(ρ0, ρT ) :={(ρ̄, m̄) : ∂tρ̄+ divΓm̄ = f̄ , ρ̄(0,x) = ρ0(x),

ρ̄(T,x) = ρT (x), ρ̄(t,x) = ρ(t,x), m̄(t,x) = m(t,x),

f̄(t,x) = f(t,x), ρ(x) ≥ 0}.
(4)
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It is noteworthy that constrained optimization problem (3), (4) becomes
convex. Then, we can leverage convex optimization algorithms to solve it.

3. Alternating directional multiplier method for Surface UOT

In this section, we design an algorithm to solve the SUOT problem (3)
and (4) using the ADMM framework [25].

First, we construct the augmented Lagrangian function for problem (3):

Lα(ρ,m, f, ρ̄, m̄, f̄ , p, q, r) :=

∫ T

0

∫
Γ

[M(ρ,m) + F(ρ, f)] dσdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ

α

2

[
|ρ− ρ̄+ p|2 + ∥m− m̄+ q∥2 +

∣∣f − f̄ + r
∣∣2] dσdt,

where α is Lagrange multiplier.
Next, leveraging the ADMM framework, we decompose the problem into

the following three subproblems.

• Step 1: Find (ρ,m, f) and satisfy the minimization problem and con-
straint as follows:

min
ρ,m,f

Lα(ρ,m, f, ρ̄s, m̄s, f̄ s, ps, qs, rs)

s.t. ρ(t,x) ≥ 0.
(5)

• Step 2: Find (ρ̄, m̄, f̄) and satisfy the following minimization problem,
continuity equation and constraint conditions:

min
ρ̄,m̄,f̄

Lα(ρ
s,ms, f s, ρ̄, m̄, f̄ , ps, qs, rs)

s.t. ∂tρ̄+ divΓm̄ = f̄ ,

ρ̄(0,x) = ρ0(x), ρ̄(T,x) = ρT (x).

(6)

• Step 3: Update parameters:

ps+1 =ps + ρs − ρ̄s,

qs+1 =qs +ms − m̄s,

rs+1 =rs + f s − f̄ s.

(7)
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Next, we will provide detailed algorithm for each subproblem.

• Strategy for Step 1:

Solution of (5) in step 1 can be given by solving a quintic equation:

α(
2

ηα
+ ρ)2(

1

α
+ ρ)2 (ρ− ρ̄s + ps)

− ∥m̄s − qs∥2

2
(
2

ηα
+ ρ)2 − (f̄ s − rs)2

η
(
1

α
+ ρ)2 = 0,

(8)

Then the solution of (5) can be obtained by

ρs+1 =max {ρ, 0} ,

ms+1 =
αρ

1 + αρ
(m̄s − qs),

f s+1 =
ηαρ

2 + ηαρ
(f̄ s − rs).

• Strategy for Step 2:

To solve problem (6), we use the Lagrange multiplier method.

L2(ρ̄, m̄, f̄ , λ, λ0, λT ) :=

∫ T

0

∫
Γ

1

2

[
|ρs − ρ̄+ ps|2 + ∥ms − m̄+ qs∥2 +

∣∣f s − f̄ + rs
∣∣2] dσdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ

λ(t,x)
(
∂tρ̄+ divΓm̄− f̄

)
dσdt

+

∫
Γ

λ0(x) (ρ̄(0,x)− ρ0(x)) dσ +

∫
Γ

λT (x) (ρ̄(T,x)− ρT (x)) dσ

=

∫ T

0

∫
Γ

1

2

[
|ρs − ρ̄+ ps|2 + ∥ms − m̄+ qs∥2 +

∣∣f s − f̄ + rs
∣∣2] dσdt

−
∫ T

0

∫
Γ

∂tλ(t,x)ρ̄+ (∇Γλ(t,x)) · m̄+ λ(t,x)f̄dσdt

+

∫
Γ

λ(T,x)ρ̄(T,x)− λ(0,x)ρ̄(0,x)dσ

+

∫
Γ

λ0(x) (ρ̄(0,x)− ρ0(x)) dσ +

∫
Γ

λT (x) (ρ̄(T,x)− ρT (x)) dσ

where λ, λ0, λT are the Lagrange multiplier.
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Then, we can get the optimality condition by taking first order variations.

δL2(ρ̄, m̄, f̄ , λ, λ0, λT )

δρ̄
= − (ρs − ρ̄+ ps)− ∂tλ(t,x) = 0,

δL2(ρ̄, m̄, f̄ , λ, λ0, λT )

δm̄
= − (ms − m̄+ qs)−∇Γλ(t,x) = 0,

δL2(ρ̄, m̄, f̄ , λ, λ0, λT )

δf̄
= −

(
f s − f̄ + rs

)
− λ(t,x) = 0,

and
δL2(ρ̄, m̄, f̄ , λ, λ0, λT )

δλ
= ∂tρ̄+ divΓm̄− f̄ = 0,

∂L2(ρ̄, m̄, f̄ , λ, λ0, λT )

∂λ0

= ρ̄(0,x)− ρ0(x) = 0,

∂L2(ρ̄, m̄, f̄ , λ, λ0, λT )

∂λT

= ρ̄(T,x)− ρT (x) = 0.

From the first three equations, we can get the expression of (ρ̄, m̄, f̄) in terms
of λ:

ρ̄ =(ρs + ps) + ∂tλ(t,x),

m̄ =(ms + qs) +∇Γλ(t,x),

f̄ =(f s + rs) + λ(t,x).

(9)

By substituting the (9) to the last three equations of the optimality con-
dition, we can get that λ satisfies an elliptic equations in (0, T )× Γ:

∂ttλ+△Γλ− λ = −∂t(ρ
s + ps)− divΓ(m

s + qs) + (f s + rs), (10)

with Neumann boundary conditions in time direction:

∂tλ(0,x) =ρ0(x)− (ρs(0,x) + ps(0,x)),

∂tλ(T,x) =ρT (x)− (ρs(T,x) + ps(T,x)).
(11)

Efficiently solving (10) with (11) on the point cloud is the key ingredient
to this work. This is a Poisson type equation with Neumann boundary con-
dition. In Euclidean space, many numerical methods can solve it efficiently,
such as finite difference method, finite element method, spectral method etc.
However, on point cloud, it is not easy to develop an efficient numerical solver
due to the lack of mesh structure.
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4. Tangent radial basis function method

In this section, we provide a detailed introduction to the tangent radial
basis function (TRBF) that circumvents the need for computing the gradi-
ent of normal vectors. Finally, we present a fast algorithm for solving the
resulting algebraic equations.

4.1. Radial basis function method

First, we review some key aspects of the RBF method [26]. Suppose L
is a surface operator, and (Lu)|xc

can be expressed as a linear combination
of function values ui = u(xi) at n neighboring node locations (xi)

n
i=1 to

approximate Lu at a specific location xc. This can be represented as

(Lu)|x=xc
≈

n∑
i=1

aiui =
n∑

i=1

aiu(xi). (12)

To determine the weights ai, we utilize RBF urbf (x) and polynomials to
approximate the u(x):

urbf (x) =
n∑

k=1

λkϕ(∥x− xk∥2) +
mp∑
l=1

ξlpl(x). (13)

The coefficients are determined by fitting u on xi,

ui =
n∑

k=1

λkϕ(∥xi − xk∥2) +
mp∑
l=1

ξlpl(xi), i = 1, 2, · · · , n.

Notice that above linear system is under-determined. To find a unique solu-
tion, we add following constraints

n∑
k=1

λkpj (xk) = 0, j = 1, 2, 3, · · · ,mp, (14)

wheremp is the dimension of the polynomial space up to degree l, and {pl}mp

l=1

is a basis for this space. Substituting (13) into (12) and adding (14), we can
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obtain

n∑
i=1

ai

(
n∑

k=1

λkϕ (∥xi − xk∥2) +
mp∑
l=1

ξlpl(xk)

)
+

mp∑
j=1

ηj

n∑
k=1

λkpj(xi)

= L

(
n∑

k=1

λkϕ(∥xc − xk∥2) +
mp∑
l=1

ξlpl(xc)

)
,

(15)

where η are each approximation polynomial coefficient.
Since (15) holds for any λk and ξl, we can get a unnecessary and sufficient

condition:

n∑
i=1

aiϕ(∥xi − xk∥2) +
mp∑
j=1

ηjpj(xk) = Lϕ(∥xc − xk∥2),

n∑
i=1

aipl(xk) = Lpl(xc).

Further, we can get the following matrix form:(
A P
P T 0

)(
a

η

)
=

(
LΦ(x)|x=xc

Lp(x)|x=xc

)
, (16)

where A = {ϕij = ϕ
(
∥xi − xj∥2

)
},

P =


p1(x1) p2(x1) · · · pmp(x1)
p1(x2) p2(x2) · · · pmp(x2)

...
...

...
p1(xn) p2(xn) · · · pmp(xn)

 ,

Φ(x) = (ϕ (∥x− x1∥2) , ϕ (∥x− x2∥2) , · · · , ϕ (∥x− xn∥2))
T and p(x) = (p1(x) ,

p2(x), · · · , pmp(x)
)T

. Many radial basis functions are available in the liter-
ature [27]. In this study, we employ the infinitely smooth Gaussian radial
basis function defined as ϕ(r) = e−(εr)2 .

4.2. TRBF for elliptic equation

First, let time steps ti = (i− 1)∆t, i = 1, 2, · · · , Nt, ∆t = T
Nt−1

. Next, we
first combine the finite difference method to give the time discrete scheme
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of equation (10). To incorporate the Neumann boundary condition (11), we
adopt the ghost point method (GPM) [28], and define the discrete difference
operator ∂tt and ∂t (without GPM) as

∂ttλi(x) =


−2λi(x)+2λi+1(x)

∆t2
i = 0,

λi−1(x)−2λi(x)+λi+1(x)
∆t2

1 ≤ i ≤ Nt − 1,
−2λi(x)+2λi−1(x)

∆t2
i = Nt.

∂tui(x) =


−3ui(x)+4ui+1(x)−ui+2(x)

2∆t
i = 0,

ui+1(x)−ui−1(x)
2∆t

1 ≤ i ≤ Nt − 1,
3ui(x)−4ui−1(x)+ui−2(x)

2∆t
i = Nt.

Additionally, we define the auxiliary right hand side function as

λ̂i(x) =


2λ0(x)
∆t

i = 0,

0 1 ≤ i ≤ Nt − 1,
2λ1(x)
∆t

i = Nt.

Combined with the above notion, we get semi-discretization of equation
(10) is

∂ttλi +△Γλi − λi =− ∂t(ρi + pi)

− divΓ(mi + qi) + (fi + ri) + λ̂i, ∀ 0 ≤ i ≤ Nt.
(17)

Further, we only need the discrete surface Γ to be some points xj, j =
1, 2, · · · , Ns and normal vectors n(x), and do not need the grid structure.
This effectively controls the cost of computing. Then, we use RBF discrete
divΓ in (17). Using method in Section 4.1 with (16), for each center point xc

and neighbor points Λ(xc) construct 3-dimensional RBF approximation and
sovle algebraic equation:(

A P
P T 0

)(
b

ηb

)
=

(
divΓΦ̃(xc, yc, zc)

divΓp̃(xc, yc, zc)

)
, (18)

where Φ̃ = {Φ1,Φ2,Φ3} and p̃ = {p1,p2,p3}. Solving (18), we can get

11



coefficient b and approximation formula for divergence:

divΓ(mi,j + qi,j) =
∑

k∈Λ(xj)

bi,k · (mi,k + qi,k). (19)

where Λ(xj) contains points near xj. Then, we have

∂ttλi,j +△Γλi,j − λi,j = −∂t(ρi,j + pi,j)

−
∑

k∈Λ(xj)

(bi,k · (mi,k) + qi,k) + (fi,j + ri,j) + λ̂i,j. (20)

In (20), we need to discretize △Γλi by following:

△Γλi = divΓ(∇Γλi) = (P∇) · (P∇λi), (21)

where P = I − nnT . As with the divergence calculation (19), build RBF
in R3 for approximate △Γλi. However, it is not difficult to find that we also
need to calculate the derivative of the normal gradient at the point xj. And
the calculation of this derivative is generally complicated. Therefore, we take
another approach TPM [29] to solve it.

Consider a function λ : Γ → R and a function λ̄ : R3 → R. λ̄ is said to
be an extension of λ if λ̄|Γ = λ. Further, λ̄ is said to be a normal extension
of λ if n · ∇λ̄ = 0. Thus, in the normal extension of λ, the surface gradient
of a function can be defined as its extended conventional gradient:

∇Γλ = ∇λ̄− (n · ∇λ̄)n = ∇λ̄. (22)

Then, finding two orthogonal basis s1 and s2 of the tangent plane Txc at
xc, we can construct the local orthonormal coordinate system {s1, s2,n}.
Therefore,

∇λ̄ = RT∇tnλ̄ = RT

 s1 · ∇λ̄
s2 · ∇λ̄
n · ∇λ̄

 = RT

 s1 · ∇λ̄
s2 · ∇λ̄

0

 .

where rotation matrix R = (s1, s2,n)
T , and the subscript tn indicates the

rotated s1, s2,n coordinate frame at a particular point. Next, combining
normal direction projection points on this tangent plane, a two-dimensional
RBF is constructed to calculate ∇̃T λ̄. Further, consider a vector valued
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function u = (u1, u2, u3) defined on Γ. A normal extension of ū is obtained
by a normal extension of each component of ū. i.e. ū = (ū1, ū2, ū3). Then,
the surface divergence of u can be written as

divΓu = divū− n · [(n · ∇)ū] = divū. (23)

By combining (22) and (23), we can calculate surface Laplacian

△Γλ = divΓ∇Γλ = △λ̄ = div∇λ̄ = div(RT∇tnλ̄)

= (R∇) · (RRT∇tnλ̄) = divtn(RRT∇tnλ̄) = △tnλ̄ = △T λ̄,

where △T is the 2 dimensional Laplacian on the tangent plane, and RRT =
RTR = I. In order to compute △T λ̄, we project each point xj to the tan-
gential plane Txc with {s1, s2} by the normal direction nj (A 1-dimensional
manifold for reference, as shown in Figure 4.2.1). xj−Txc

is defined as pro-
jection of xj onto the plane Txc . In local coordinates system {s1, s2,n}, the
point x̃j−Txc

is the same point as the point xj−Txc
in R3.

Figure 4.2.1: There is an additional circle around the center point xc, and all neighbor
points x ∈ Λ(xc) are marked in red. The remaining black points x on the manifold
are shown for reference. The projected position on the tangent space is marked in blue
x̃ ∈ ΛP (xc). The manifold is shown in black, while the tangent to the center point is
shown as a dashed blue line.

Using method in Section 4.1 with (16), for each center point xc and
projection neighbor points ΛP (xc) in tangent plane construct 2-dimensional
RBF approximation and sovle algebraic equation:(

A P
P T 0

)(
a

ηa

)
=

(
△T Φ̃(x̃c, ỹc)

△T p̃(x̃c, ỹc)

)
. (24)

13



Solving (24), we can get coefficient a and approximation formula for △T (=
△Γ) at center node xj:

△Γλi,j =
∑

k∈ΛP (xj)

ai,kλi,k. (25)

Since we use the same stencil at each time step, we can simplify ai,k =
ak, bi,k = bk in (19) and (25). Therefore, we can get the following simplifica-
tion

△Γλi,j =
∑

k∈ΛP (xj)

akλi,k,

divΓ(mi,j + qi,j) =
∑

k∈Λ(xj)

bk · (mi,k + qi,k).
(26)

Using (26), we will get a fully discrete format with ∀ 0 ≤ i ≤ N and
∀ 0 ≤ j ≤ M from (20),

∂ttλi,j +
∑

k∈ΛP (xj)

akλi,k − λi,j = −∂t(ρi,j + pi,j)

−
∑

k∈Λ(xj)

(bk · (mi,k) + qi,k) + (fi,j + ri,j) + λ̂i,j.
(27)

The Step 2 can be completed by solving the algebraic equation (27).

Remark 1. In the RBF kernel function ε is called the shape parameter, and
for spheres ε = 1 is sufficient. But for general surfaces, we need to select
a specific value. The idea is to choose a shape parameter for each stencil
that give a particular target condition number κT for the RBF interpolation
matrix on that stencil. We denote it by Axc(ε) since the entries of the matrix
depend continuously on the shape parameter. The desired condition number
κT is given as the solution

F (ε, κT ) = log (κ (Axc(ε)) /κT ) = 0, (28)

where κ (Axc) is the condition number of Axc(ε) with respect to l2 norm.
Since Axc(ε) is symmetric, the condition number is ratio between largest and
smallest eigenvalue.

Since the condition number of RBF interpolation matrices increase mono-
tonically as the shape parameter decreases to zero [26], solution of (28) is

14



unique and can be solved by bisection method efficiently. Since we are using
the algorithm on each stencil and each template contains about 7 nodes, the
local matrix is faster to compute. In subsequent numerical experiments, we
set the bisection method for 100 iterations or stop when the accuracy reaches
1e-10.

4.3. Fast solver for time direction

In this subsection, we present a fast solver for the large linear system
(27). The key idea is to decouple the time discretization using spectral
decomposition, akin to the pre-computation approach outlined in [22]. The
semi-discretization (17) can be reformulated in the following vector form:

Eλ+ I∆Γλ+ Iλ = r, (29)

where E is the matrix of ∂tt, λ = (λ1, . . . , λN)
T , r = (r1, . . . , rN)

T and
ri = −∂t(ρi + pi) − divΓ(mi + qi) + (fi + ri) + λ̂i. Denote the eigen pair of

the matrix E by (γi, ei). It is not hard to see that γi =
−2+2 cos(iπ∆t)

∆t2
and

ei = cos(iπt) for i = 0, . . . , Nt. Notice that ei forms a basis of RN . Then,
we can write λ and r as

λ =
Nt∑
i=0

wiei, r =
Nt∑
i=0

riei.

Plugging into the matrix equation (29) gives

Nt∑
i=0

γiwiei +∆Γ

(
Nt∑
i=0

wiei

)
+

Nt∑
i=0

wiei =
Nt∑
i=0

riei. (30)

The linear independence of {ei} suggests that we can decouple the equation
(30) into Nt + 1 equations

(γi + 1)wi +∆Γwi = ri, (31)

for i = 0, . . . , Nt. Then, the decoupled equations (31) can be solved using
TRBF.
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5. Numerical Experiments.

In this section, we present a series of numerical experiments to demon-
strate the efficacy of the proposed algorithm. First, we test our method in
some toy examples to verify the accuracy and computational time. In the sec-
ond part, we solve the optimal transport and unbalanced optimal transport
problem on smooth surfaces which are given by level-set functions. In the
last part, numerical examples on general point cloud are conducted. Further
details and the code can be found at https://github.com/Poker-Pan/ADMM-
TRBF-SUOT.

5.1. Numerical examples with exact solutions

First, we solve a classical Poisson equation using the TRBF method to
test its accuracy. Let the computational domain be (t, x) ∈ [0, 1] × [0, 1].
And considering problems with exact solutions to ue = cos(πt) cos(πx):

utt +△u =− 2π2 cos(πt) cos(πx),

ut =− sin(πt) cos(πx),

ux =− cos(πt) sin(πx).

Table 5.1.1: Error of the TRBF method
1/∆t 1/h ∥ue − u∥l1 odr ∥ue − u∥l2 odr
8 8 1.088e-1 - 1.256e-1 -
16 16 3.548e-2 1.61 4.441e-2 1.49
32 32 1.450e-2 1.29 1.879e-2 1.24
64 64 6.579e-3 1.14 8.665e-3 1.11
128 128 3.136e-3 1.06 4.162e-3 1.05
256 256 1.531e-3 1.03 2.040e-3 1.02

From Table 5.1.1, we can find that as the mesh is refined in time and
space, the results given by the TRBF method converge to the true solution
approximately on the order of 1.

Next, we solve a OT problem on a 1D region with Gaussian distribution.
Since this OT problem has exact solution, we can use it to verify the accuracy
of the proposed method. The Gaussian functions used are defined as follows:

ρG(x, µ, σ) =
1

(2πσ)1/2
e−

1
2σ

(x−µ)2 .
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Then we choose ρ0(x) = ρG(x, 0.45, 0.05) as the initial state and ρ1(x) =
ρG(x, 0.55, 0.05) as the termination state. We compare the exact and com-
puted wasserstein-fish-rao metric in Table 5.1.2.

Table 5.1.2: ADMM TRBF method for 1D Gaussian.
1/∆t 1/h WWFR−E WWFR−C

8 8 0.01 0.0240856
16 16 0.01 0.0118708
32 32 0.01 0.0103813
64 64 0.01 0.0101568
128 128 0.01 0.0100775

As shown in Table 5.1.2, WWFR−C converges to the exact Wasserstein-
Fisher-Rao metric, WWFR−E approximately in first order with respect to ∆t
and h.

5.2. Unbalanced optimal transport on smooth surfaces

In this section, we test our method on smooth surfaces, and the surfaces
are given by level set functions. Sphere, Ellipsoid, Peanut, Torus, and Opener
are used in the tests. The level set functions are given in Appendix A. The
point cloud is generated by sampling the surfaces through the grid generator
[30]. The initial and terminal distributions are given in Table B.1 of Appendix
B. In the computations, the distributions are normalized on the point cloud.
β > 0 is the ratio between the terminal and initial mass. When β = 1, it
is classical optimal transport problem. When β ̸= 1, it becomes unbalanced
optimal transport problem. Here we set β = 1, 1.5 respectively to test the
performance of the proposed method for balanced and unbalanced optimal
transport problem.

The results are shown in Figure 5.2.1, Figure 5.2.2. Our method gives
good results in all cases. For unbalanced cases, see Figure 5.2.2, the results
seem to be qualitatively similar to the results in OT cases. However, the
mechanism is totally different. In unbalanced cases, the source term also
plays important role as shown in Figure 5.2.3.

Next, we test the algorithm with more complicated distributions. The
distributions are set to be mixed Gaussian type as given in Table B.2 of
Appendix B. In these cases, mass should be splitted or merged, such that
the velocity field will be much more complicated.
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(a) ρ(0,x) (b) ρ(0.25,x) (c) ρ(0.5,x) (d) ρ(0.75,x) (e) ρ(1,x)

Figure 5.2.1: SOT examples (β = 1).
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(a) ρ(0,x) (b) ρ(0.25,x) (c) ρ(0.5,x) (d) ρ(0.75,x) (e) ρ(1,x)

Figure 5.2.2: SUOT examples (β = 1.5).
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(a) f(0,x) (b) f(0.25,x) (c) f(0.5,x) (d) f(0.75,x) (e) f(1,x)

Figure 5.2.3: SUOT test on point cloud (β = 1.5): source item f .
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(a) ρ(0,x) (b) ρ(0.25,x) (c) ρ(0.5,x) (d) ρ(0.75,x) (e) ρ(1,x)

Figure 5.2.4: SUOT test on point cloud for S1 and S2.

(a) f(0,x) (b) f(0.25,x) (c) f(0.5,x) (d) f(0.75,x) (e) f(1,x)

Figure 5.2.5: SUOT test on point cloud for S1 and S2: source item f .
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As shown in Figure 5.2.4, our method is capable to capture the phenom-
ena of mass spliting and merging accurately. At the same time, symmetry
is also preserved perfectly. In addition, the source term is shown in Figure
5.2.5.

5.3. Unbalanced optimal transport on general point cloud

Now, we test our method on general point cloud. The point clouds come
from Keenan’s 3D Model Repository[22]. The initial and terminal distribu-
tions are given in Table C.1 of Appendix C.

(a) ρ(0,x) (b) ρ(0.25,x) (c) ρ(0.5,x) (d) ρ(0.75,x) (e) ρ(1,x)

Figure 5.3.1: SUOT test on general surfaces (β = 1.5).

As shown in Figure 5.3.1, our method performs very well even in general
point cloud. The source term is given in Figure 5.3.2. In the example of
airplane, mass initially decrease although the terminal mass is higher. This
is also reasonable because it is expensive to move the mass from head to tail.
So source term become more important than transport term.

6. Conclusion

We address the unbanlanced optimal transport problem on point clouds
by combining the ADMM algorithm with the TRBF method. Building on Be-
namou and Brenier’s dynamical formulation and the WFR metric, we intro-
duce auxiliary variables that split the UOT problem into three subproblems
such that the space-time Poisson equation becomes the key ingredient. To
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(a) f(0,x) (b) f(0.25,x) (c) f(0.5,x) (d) f(0.75,x) (e) f(1,x)

Figure 5.3.2: SUOT test on general surfaces (β = 1.5): source item f .

reduce the computational costs associated with mesh generation, especially
for point cloud surfaces, we adopt the RBF method, a meshless approach
that requires only points and normal vectors, avoiding the need to compute
curvature. Additionally, we implement a fast algorithm to efficiently solve
the algebraic equations involved in this subproblem. Numerical experiments
on various point clouds demonstrate the effectiveness and efficiency of our
proposed method. However, for general point cloud, the accuracy may not be
very high. This is one direction we want to exploit further in the subsequent
work.
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Appendix A. Level set functions in Section 5.2

- Sphere:

(x− 1

2
)2 + (y − 1

2
)2 + (z − 1

2
)2 =

1

4
.
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- Ellipsoid :

(x− 1

2
)2 + 3(y − 1

2
)2 + 6(z − 1

2
)2 =

1

4
.

- Peanut :(
(4(x− 1

2
)− 1)2 +8(y − 1

2
)2 + 8(z − 1

2
)2
)

(
(4(x− 1

2
) + 1)2 + 8(y − 1

2
)2 + 8(z − 1

2
)2
)

=
6

5
.

- Torus : (
0.3−

√
(x− 1

2
)2 + (y − 1

2
)2

)2

+ (z − 1

2
)2 =

1

25
.

- Opener :(
3(x− 1

2
)2(1− 5(x− 1

2
)2)− 5(y − 1

2
)2
)2

+ 5(z − 1

2
)2 =

1

60
.

Appendix B. Initial distribution ρ0(x), target distribution ρ1(x)
in Section 5.2

Table B.1: Initial distribution ρ0(x), target distribution ρ1(x) on different level set func-
tions.

ρ0(x) ρ1(x)
Sphere ρ̂G(x, [0.5, 0.5, 0], 0.05 · I) βρ̂G(x, [0.5, 0.5, 1], 0.05 · I)
Ellipsoid ρ̂G(x, [0.5, 0.5,

6+
√
6

12 ], 0.025 · I) βρ̂G(x, [0.5, 0.5,
6−

√
6

12 ], 0.025 · I)

Peanut ρ̂G(x, [
2+

√
1+

√
6
5

4 , 0.5, 0.5], 0.025 · I) βρ̂G(x, [
2+

√
1−

√
6
5

4 , 0.5, 0.5], 0.025 · I)

Torus ρ̂G(x, [
5+4

√
1
2

10 ,
5+4

√
1
2

10 , 0.5], 0.05 · I) βρ̂G(x, [
5−4

√
1
2

10 ,
5−4

√
1
2

10 , 0.5], 0.05 · I)

Opener ρ̂G(x, [
1+

√
1+

√
1+2

√
1
15

10

2 , 0.5, 0.5], 0.025 · I) βρ̂G(x, [0.5,
1−

√
1+

√
1+2

√
1
15

10

2 , 0.5], 0.025 · I)

where

ρ̂G(x, µ, σ) = 100e−
∥µ−x∥2

σ ,
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and

ρmg1(x) =
3

8
ρ̂G(x, [0.5, 0, 0.5], 0.025 · I) +

3

8
ρ̂G(x, [0.5, 1, 0.5], 0.025 · I)

+
3

8
ρ̂G(x, [0, 0.5, 0.5], 0.025 · I) +

3

8
ρ̂G(x, [1, 0.5, 0.5], 0.025 · I),

ρmg2(x) =
3

16
ρ̂G(x, [0.5, 0, 0.5], 0.025 · I) +

3

16
ρ̂G(x, [0.5, 1, 0.5], 0.025 · I)

+
3

16
ρ̂G(x, [0, 0.5, 0.5], 0.025 · I) +

3

16
ρ̂G(x, [1, 0.5, 0.5], 0.025 · I)

+
3

16
ρ̂G(x, [

2 +
√
2

4
,
2 +

√
2

4
, 0.5], 0.025 · I) + 3

16
ρ̂G(x, [

2 +
√
2

4
,
2−

√
2

4
, 0.5], 0.025 · I)

+
3

16
ρ̂G(x, [

2−
√
2

4
,
2 +

√
2

4
, 0.5], 0.025 · I) + 3

16
ρ̂G(x, [

2−
√
2

4
,
2−

√
2

4
, 0.5], 0.025 · I),

Table B.2: Initial distribution ρ0(x), target distribution ρ1(x) for SUOT.

ρ0(x) ρ1(x)
S1 ρ̂G(x, [0.5, 0.5, 1.0], 0.025 · I) ρmg2(x)
S2 ρmg2(x) ρ̂G(x, [0.5, 0.5, 1.0], 0.025 · I)

Appendix C. Initial distribution ρ0(x), target distribution ρ1(x)
in Section 5.3

Table C.1: Initial distribution ρ0(x), target distribution ρ1(x) on different point clouds.
ρ0(x) ρ1(x)

Airplane ρ̂G(x, [−0.015821, 0.957996, 0.055], 0.05 · I) βρ̂G(x, [−0.000874,−0.763727, 0.342374], 0.05 · I)
Cow ρ̂G(x, [0, 0.547798, 0.228164], 0.05 · I) βρc(x)

where β = 1.5 and

ρc(x) =
1

4
ρ̂G(x, [0.291818, 0.788408,−0.690195], 0.025 · I)

+
1

4
ρ̂G(x, [0.368236, 0.0306267,−0.614976], 0.025 · I)

+
1

4
ρ̂G(x, [−0.319732, 0.786428,−0.633454], 0.025 · I)

+
1

4
ρ̂G(x, [−0.368236, 0.0306267,−0.614976], 0.025 · I),

28


	Introduction.
	Formulation of Unbanlanced Optimal Transport on Surfaces
	Alternating directional multiplier method for Surface UOT
	Tangent radial basis function method
	Radial basis function method
	TRBF for elliptic equation
	Fast solver for time direction

	Numerical Experiments.
	Numerical examples with exact solutions
	Unbalanced optimal transport on smooth surfaces
	Unbalanced optimal transport on general point cloud

	Conclusion
	Level set functions in Section 5.2
	Initial distribution , target distribution  in Section 5.2
	Initial distribution , target distribution  in Section 5.3

