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W
e introduce methods for obtaining pretrained Geometric Neural Operators
(GNPs) that can serve as basal foundation models for use in obtaining geometric
features. These can be used within data processing pipelines for machine

learning tasks and numerical methods. We show how our GNPs can be trained to learn
robust latent representations for the differential geometry of point-clouds to provide
estimates of metric, curvature, and other shape-related features. We demonstrate how
our pre-trained GNPs can be used (i) to estimate the geometric properties of surfaces
of arbitrary shape and topologies with robustness in the presence of noise, (ii) to
approximate solutions of geometric partial differential equations (PDEs) on manifolds,
and (iii) to solve equations for shape deformations such as curvature driven flows. We
also release a package of the codes and weights for using our pre-trained GNPs for
processing point cloud representations. This allows for incorporating our pre-trained
GNPs as components for reuse within existing and new data processing pipelines. The
GNPs also can be used as part of numerical solvers involving geometry or as part of
methods for performing inference and other geometric tasks.

Introduction

A recent development in machine learning has been to formulate and train models for reuse across
a broad range of related tasks. These are often referred to as foundation models to indicate they
are to be built upon similar to a foundation in order to perform further tasks [1, 2]. Prominent
recent examples include large language models (LLMs) [3–5], image generation models [6–8], and
object detection models [9–11]. Such approaches highlight the utility of having off-line training
protocols and models with capabilities that are transferable to facilitate a wide range of tasks.
Further specialized developments of shared off-line models even at smaller computational scales
hold promise for impacting fields that include inference in scientific machine learning, physics-based
feature extraction, and developing numerical solvers and simulations [12–15].

For geometric tasks, we introduce methods for developing pre-trained basal foundation models
that are transferable for tasks involving geometry. Our approach allows for discovering geometric
structures and geometric processing without the need for meshing and retraining to obtain informa-
tion for down-stream tasks from general point-cloud representations. Our methods can be used to
obtain estimates that include different types of curvatures, metrics, and other geometric features.
Our methods also can be used as part of evaluation of differential operators on manifolds, exterior
calculus operations, and other procedures that arise in geometric analysis and numerical solvers for
geometric PDEs. Our training methods also incorporate approaches for obtaining estimates that
are robust to noise or designed to deal with artifacts that can arise in point-cloud representation
datasets. We show use cases for our pre-trained transferable GNP models, their robustness, and
characterize other properties. These include (i) performing validation studies against test sets
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involving topologies and geometric shapes not used in the training, (ii) computing deformations of
shapes driven by mean-curvature flows, and (iii) developing geometric PDE solvers based on the
GNP models. The results indicate the pre-trained GNPs can be used as data-driven alternatives to
developing hand-crafted geometric estimators, which are often technical to formulate analytically
and implement in practice. We release our codes and model weights in a package for use in training
and for incorporating our pre-trained GNP models into other data processing pipelines and com-
putational methods. The methods provide approaches for obtaining transferable GNP models for
performing diverse geometric tasks.

We organize the paper as follows. We discuss how geometric features can be learned from
point cloud representations using Geometric Neural Operators (GNPs) in Section 1. We discuss our
approach to obtain transferable pre-trained GNPs for geometric tasks in Section 2. We discuss results
for estimating metrics and curvatures, mean-flow shape changes, and development of numerical
collocation solvers for geometric PDEs in Section 3.

1. Learning Geometric Features from Point Cloud Representations

Geometric contributions play an important role in many machine learning tasks, including features
for shape classification, approximating deformations, or generation. Related contributions also
play an important role in numerical tasks, including estimation of metrics or curvatures, and
approximating solutions of PDEs on manifolds. Obtaining accurate and robust estimators for
intrinsic geometric features and quantities can be difficult from discretely sampled data. Further,
noise and other artifacts often arise in the data that presenting challenges. We develop data-driven
methods for robustly obtaining geometric information from discretely sampled meshfree point cloud
representations.

In our approach, we consider local regions of a manifold M given in the form of a discrete
set of points X and aim to learn a representation of the underlying geometry. In practice, a point
x ∈ X is chosen to construct a neighborhood Nϵ(x) about x, where ϵ = rkτ , rk is the radius of
the kth nearest neighbor of x, and τ is a user-specified parameter. Typically we set τ = 1.1 and
k ∈ {30, 50}. We center the data in the neighborhood about the mean x̄ and perform Principal
Component Analysis (PCA) to obtain a local orthonormal basis such that each y ∈ Nϵ(x) can be
expressed as

y = x̄+ ξ1(y)ψ1 + ξ2(y)ψ2 + ξ3(y)ψ3. (1)

Provided the sampling of M is sufficiently dense, we expect the vectors ψ1,ψ2 approximate
well the tangent to the manifold at x, and ψ3 approximates the normal to the manifold at x. We
set these vectors to be unit norm. To ensure the correct orientation, we assume that the orientation
of the manifold on Nϵ(x) is known, and we set ψ1×ψ2 = ψ3 to be aligned with the outward normal
at x. One should note that ψ1 may no longer represent the principal direction of Nϵ(x).

The task can now be viewed as finding a Monge-Gauge parametrization of Nϵ(x),

σ(ξ1, ξ2) = x̄+ ξ1ψ1 + ξ2ψ2 + h(ξ1, ξ2)ψ3. (2)

This amounts to finding a height function h(ξ1, ξ2) = ξ3. Using this approach, all geometric
quantities and differential operators can be computed using h and its derivatives. See Appendix A
for details on computing relevant geometric quantities.
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Figure 1: GNPs for Geometric Representation Learning. We show how our GNP models use
Geometric Neural Operators (GNPs) to capture latent geometric information from point-cloud representations.

We note that the change of coordinates to the basis {ψ1,ψ2,ψ3} ensure that any method for
approximating the function h will be invariant to rotations and translations of the data, which
do not affect the underlying geometry. We wish to additionally ensure that our model is robust
to manifolds of varying scales, while maintaining the assumption of sufficient sampling density.
While scale does impact geometric properties, any rescaling of the data can be done before model
inference so that any data-derived model outputs are independent of the true scaling. For this
reason, we consider a canonical rescaling of the coordinates to (u, v, w), satisfying (ϵu, ϵvδw), where
ϵ is the radius of the neighborhood. The parameter δ = max (2λ, δ0), where λ is the standard
deviation in the ψ3 direction, and δ0 is a user-specified parameter. This yields the Monge-Gauge
parameterization to be

σ(u, v) = x̄+ uψ1 + vψ2 + s(u, v)ψ3, (3)

where u = ξ1/c1, v = ξ2/c2, and s(u, v) = h(ξ1, ξ2)/c3. The c1, c2, c3 are characteristic scales
that serve to standardize the representation of the local geometry. This plays a similar role to
batch-normalization in other contexts of machine learning. We note that there are extreme cases
where Nϵ(x) is (nearly) flat, in which case λ is nearly zero. In this case, s(u, v) would likely fit noise
arising from the data or, in the extreme case, round off error. To mitigate this issue, we introduce
the user-specified parameter δ0 and set it to 0.005 by default.

We choose to parameterize the function s in equation 3 using a basis Φ = {ϕ1, . . . , ϕN}. In
particular, we consider a tensor product of 1D polynomials

Φ = {li(u)lj(v)}Ni,j=0 , (4)

where li is the ith Legendre polynomial and N = 3. We note that this basis choice intentionally
limits the expressivity of the approximation to s. For a sufficiently small neighborhood Nϵ(x), the
shape should be well approximated by Φ and thus does not pose a problem. Further, the choice of a
low-order polynomial basis ensures that the model is robust to noise and will not overfit to the data.

1.1. Geometric Neural Operators (GNPs)

We build on the neural operator framework [16, 17] to develop methods for learning patch represen-
tations from scattered data. In contrast to more conventional neural networks which map between
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finite dimensional vector spaces, we use approaches that learn representations for operators that are
not strictly tied to the underlying discretizations used for the input and output functions.

We use a geometric neural operator (GNP) [14] Gθ : A → U , whose approximation consists
of the following three learnable components (i) performing a lifting procedure P for a ∈ Rda to a
higher dimensional set of feature functions v0 ∈ Rdv with dv ≥ da, (ii) performing compositions
of layers consisting of a local linear operator W , integral operator K, bias function b(·), and non-
linear activation σ(·), to obtain vi+1 = σ (Wvi +K[vi] + b), and (iii) performing projection Q to a
Rdu-valued function. The trainable components include the lifting procedure P, kernel k, bias b
function, and local operator W in the operator layers, and the projection Q. We collect all of these
parameters into θ. This gives a neural operator with T layers of the general form

G(T )
θ = Q ◦ σT (WT +KT + bT ) ◦ · · · ◦ σ0 (W0 +K0 + b0) ◦ P. (5)

The activation of the last layer σT is typically taken to be the identity. We consider linear operators
K of the form of the form

K[v](x) =

∫
D
k(x, y)v(y) dµ(y). (6)

The µ is a measure on D ⊂ Rdv , v : D → Rdv is the input function, and k is a kernel k(x, y) ∈
Rdv × Rdv . In practice, we compute this integral on a truncated domain Br(x) using message
passing,

K̃[vt](xj) =
1

N

∑
xk∈Br(xj)

k(xj , xk)vt(xk). (7)

For each layer t, we use a trainable kernel k = k(x, y; θt) parameterized by θt for fully connected
neural networks having layer-widths (da, n, d

2
v) for n ∈ N. We increase efficiency by using Nystrom

approximation, summing over a subset of the points in Br(xj) instead of all points, using a maximum
of 32 points in the sum. Further, we enforce a block-factorized structure in the outputs of the kernel
network k as in [14]. In order to output a function representation, we apply average pooling to the
outputs of Gθ and pass this through two fully connected layers to obtain coefficients in the basis Φ
as an approximation to the function s(u, v) in equation 3. For more details also see [14].

2. Training GNPs to obtain Transferable Foundation Models for
Geometric Tasks

We use radial manifolds with varying complexity to train the GNPs. Radial manifolds are surfaces
that can be connected to the origin by a line segment that intersects the surface at only one
point. Further, we developed a spectral method using spherical harmonics to generate the ground
truth data for training with the aid of the sphericart Python package, see [18]. We generated
320 total manifolds with varying complexities for training, and 40 for testing. All data contained
100,000 points along with normal vectors at each point. Further, we recorded the first and second
fundamental forms, as well as the Gaussian curvature to use in training.

For training, neighborhoods Nϵ(x) are be chosen using a randomly selected center x and
querying all points within the ϵ-neighborhood for a user specified number of nearest neighbors k
using a KD-tree. To ensure accurate approximation of the geometry near the boundary of Nϵ(x),
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we include all points within radius 1.5ϵ of x to be input to the model Gθ, but only evaluate the
output on the points within {(ui, vi, wi)}Ni=1 := Nϵ(x). To ensure that Gθ accurately captures the
geometry of the neighborhood, we convert our ground truth data of the first two fundamental
forms {I}Ni=1 , {II}

N
i=1 from the spherical frame they were computed in to the local frame given by

{ψ1,ψ2,ψ3}. We choose to train on the matrix inverse of the first fundamental form I−1
i , to ensure

that our model will approximate differential operators that use I−1
i and its derivatives. In addition,

we use the outward normals {ηi}ni=1 and the Gaussian curvature {Ki}Ni=1 at each point (ui, vi, wi).
We then can predictions for all of these quantities by constructing the function ŝ(u, v) from the
coefficients given by Gθ(Nϵ(x)). We then compute the loss for a single neighborhood as

L(Nϵ(x); θ) := Lrel ({ŝ(ui, vi)} , {wi}) + λ1Lη ({η̂i} , {ηi}) + λ2Lrel

({
Î
−1
i

}
,
{
I−1
i

})
+ λ3Lrel

({
ÎIi

}
, {IIi}

)
+ λ4Lrel

({
K̂i

}
, {Ki}

)
,

(8)

where we define the relative loss as

Lrel(f, g) =
∥f − g∥2
∥f∥2

, (9)

and the normal loss as

Lη ({η̂i} , {ηi}) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

(1− η̂i · ηi) . (10)

We set λn = 0.5 for n = 1, 2, 3, 4. When training with a batch size greater than 1, we compute the
mean of this loss over each of the neighborhoods. We use this training protocol in the noise-less case
and when we apply a small amount of Gaussian noise to every point with standard deviation 10−3.
Additionally, we consider a case where we add Gaussian noise with a larger standard deviation of
5× 10−3 to only 10 we do not evaluate the loss function on the noisy points so that the model learns
to identify and ignore them.

3. Results

3.1. Validation Studies for Curvature and Other Geometric Quantities

We perform validation studies of the geometric quantities on two generated datasets. We consider
one testing dataset of 40 radial manifolds that is similar to the training data, and another of 40
toroidal manifolds. For specifics on the generation of these two datasets, see Appendix B. We use
two datasets for validation to show consistency in our models performance across different topologies.
We test the performance of the model using the same losses as in equations 9 and 10. During
training these losses are are computed over the neighborhoods, but for validation we compute these
losses over the entire point cloud of 100,000 points, and average across all 40 manifolds. We present
the results in Table 1 and note consistency between the two datasets. Further, we note the accuracy
in the mean curvature of the model, which was not present in the loss function. This demonstrates
that the Weingarten map W (see Appendix A) is being accurately approximated by the model
when training with our loss function in equation 8.
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Figure 2: GNP Model Estimates of Gaussian Curvatures. We show results for a radial manifold
(left) and a toroidal manifold (right) which differs.

model k normal metric inverse shape gaussian mean

radial manifolds
clean 30 2.04e-06 6.57e-04 1.89e-02 4.07e-02 1.93e-02
clean 50 4.55e-06 7.99e-04 1.70e-02 4.56e-02 2.24e-02

outliers, σ =5e-03, 50 3.70e-05 1.97e-03 2.75e-02 6.26e-02 3.14e-02
noise, σ =1e-03, 70 6.10e-05 5.62e-03 1.32e-01 1.75e-01 1.03e-01

toroidal manifolds
clean 30 6.19e-07 3.79e-05 2.30e-02 4.03e-02 2.50e-02
clean 50 1.43e-06 6.07e-05 2.48e-02 4.38e-02 3.34e-02

outliers, σ =5e-03 50 4.16e-05 2.11e-04 3.71e-02 6.31e-02 4.45e-02
noise, σ =1e-03 70 7.80e-05 6.25e-04 1.54e-01 2.16e-01 1.19e-01

Table 1: Accuracy and Robustness of the GNP Models. We show the accuracy and robustness of the
GNP estimates for curvature for the radial and toroidal manifolds. We show how the accuracy of the models
are impacted by the presence of noise or outlier artifacts. We also show how the number of neighbors k used
to construct Nϵ(x) impacts the GNP model’s performance.

3.2. Shape Deformations Driven by Mean Curvature Flows

We demonstrate the use of the pre-trained GNPs for simulations of mean curvature flows on surfaces.
Given an initial smooth surface M and an initial immersion φ0 : M → R3, the mean curvature
flow (MCF) is a family of smooth immersions φt : M → R3 for t ∈ [0, T ) such that the function
φ(p, t) = φt(p) is a solution of the PDE:{

∂
∂tφ(p, t) = H(p, t)η(p, t), p ∈ M, t ∈ [0, T ),

φ(p, 0) = φ0(p), p ∈ M,
(11)

where H(p, t),η(p, t) denote the mean curvature and outward unit normal at p ∈ M at time t.
Intuitively this flow moves the surface in the direction of the normal vector at a rate proportional
to the mean curvature. We simulate the MCF on 4 different initial test shapes shown in Figure 3,
the first 3 of which were obtained from [19] and [20]. At each time step tn and each point xn

i , we
advance the method by one time step using for each i:

xn+1
i = xn

i +∆tH(xn
i )η(x

n
i ), (12)
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Figure 3: Shape Deformations from Curvature-Driven Flows based on GNPs. We show how shape
deformations evolve under curvature-driven flows that use estimates from the GNP models.

where H(xn
i ), η(x

n
i ) are the mean curvature and normal vector at xn. We set ∆t = 10−4 and use

our pretrained GNP to estimate H,η at xn
i for all i, n.

To ensure stability of the method, we apply a smoothing step on the values of H before
marching in time usin equation 12. Namely, we replace H(xn

i ) by H̃(xn
i ) defined as

H̃(xn
i ) = Cn

i

∑
xn
j ∈B(xn

i ;3r0)

w(
∥∥xn

j − xn
i

∥∥
2
)H(xn

j ), w(r) = exp
(
−r2/(2r20)

)
(13)

where Cn
i is chosen so that the weights w

(∥∥∥xn
j − xn

i

∥∥∥
2

)
sum to 1. In practice we set r0 = 0.00667.

Additionally, as time evolves, areas of negative mean curvature will shrink and point samplings will
become more dense. In order to maintain quasi-uniformity of the points, we subsample in areas of
high density, ensuring that we still get good coverage of the surface.

We run the simulation for 4000 time steps for each shape, and show the results in Figure 3. It
is know that certain shapes will develop singularities in finite time, and we observe this behavior in
the simulations. We show the results up until the first singularity occurs for the second and third
shapes in Figure 3.
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3.3. Using GNPs to Develop Numerical Methods for Geometric PDEs

We demonstrate the use of our transferable GNP models in collocation methods for solving geometric
PDEs on surfaces. We use the pre-trained GNPs for estimation of the needed geometric quantities
arising in the differential operators of the PDE. We develop solvers for the Laplace-Beltrami PDE

∆LB u = −f,∫
M u(x) dx = 0

∆LB = 1√
|g|
∂i

(
gij

√
|g|∂j

)
,

(14)

where g is the metric tensor and gij are components of the inverse metric tensor. For solving
this PDE, we need to have reliable numerical estimators for the metric g and derivatives of the
inverse metric tensor components gij . We show collocation methods can be developed by using our
pre-trained GNPs to obtain the geometric contributions and Generalized Moving Least Squares
(GMLS) approximations to interpolate the surface field u(x). This differs from our prior work [21]
where we used GMLS and analytic expressions to obtain both numerical estimators of the geometric
quantities and the surface fields. A issue that can arise in GMLS methods is inaccuraries and
instabilities in the approximations from the least-square fits in the prescence of outliers, noise, and
other types of artifacts in the point-cloud representations. A key aspect of the work we present
here is the use of the transferable pre-trained GNP models to estimate the geometric contributions,
allowing for data-driven approaches for that filter out artifacts in the point-cloud representations.

Figure 4: GNP Numerical Methods for Geometric PDEs. We show the results of the Laplace-Beltrami
solver for a few shapes.

We consider the Laplace-Beltrami operator ∆LB on a surface M, and use GMLS with our
pretrained GNP to approximate the action of ∆LB on a function u : M → R. At each point x
on the surface, we solve a local least squares problem on data xj

n
j=1 in a neighborhood Nϵ(x) to
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model k bumpy torus 3 torus 2 torus cow

clean 30 7.97e-02 9.55e-03 8.23e-02 7.11e-02
clean 50 8.49e-02 1.26e-02 3.86-02 9.93-02

outliers, σ =5e-03 50 9.30e-02 1.72e-02 6.94e-02 1.08e-01
noise, σ =1e-03 70 9.95e-02 2.02e-02 5.52e-02 1.02e-01

Table 2: Accuracy and Robustness of the GNP Numerical Methods for Geometric PDEs. Mean
relative L2-error for the GNP numerical methods for geometric PDE.

approximate u and its derivatives at x. Namely we consider the basis Φ in section 1 to solve for

p∗ = argmin
q∈Φ

n∑
j=1

(u(xj)− q(xj))
2w

(
∥xj − x∥2

)
, (15)

where w is a compactly supported positive weight function. For a weight function w, we choose
w(r) = (1 − r

ϵ )
4
+, where (z)+ = max(z, 0). Once the best approximation p∗ is found, we use the

pre-trained GNP to compute the action of ∆LB on p∗. This can be summarised as

∆LBp
∗(x) = ∆LB(P )T

(
Λ(P )TWΛ(P )

)−1
Λ(P )TWΛ(u) (16)

where ∆LB(P ) ∈ RdimΦ is the matrix of the Laplace-Beltrami operator applied to the basis functions
Φ at x. The Λ(P ) ∈ Rn×dimΦ denotes the matrix whose (i, j)-entry is ϕi(xj). The W ∈ Rn×n

denotes the diagonal matrix of weights w
(
∥xj − x∥2

)
. The Λ(u) ∈ Rn is the vector of function

values u(xj). We perform tests by using our numerical solver for the Laplace-Beltrami equation on
the shapes shown in Figure 3. We generate functions u on R3 using random fourier modes up to
a frequency of 10, and compute the action of ∆LB on u using for training data GMLS geometric
quantities. We then shift and rescale u and f , respectively, so that u satisfies the boundary condition
and f takes values within [−20, 20].

We use collocation to solve the Laplace-Beltrami equation. We solve Aũ = f̃ where f̃ is the
data vector of f at the points xj , and A is the stiffness matrix acquired from the GMLS interpolation
for u in equation 15. To ensure that we have a consistent system, we use all 100,000 points of f̃
but solve for 90,000 points of ũ. We minimize residuals by solving the system ATAũ = AT f̃ using
Scipy’s LGMRES solver and algebraic multigrid preconditioner using PyAMG [22]. Results are
shown in Table 2.

Conclusions

We have shown how GNPs can be trained to obtain transferable models for use in diverse geometric
tasks. Our approaches learn robust models by training on prescribed noisey datasets for filtering
out artifacts. We demonstrate the approaches on a few example tasks. This includes the estimation
of metrics and curvatures, deformations from shape-driven flows, and development of numerical
sovlers for geometric PDEs. We also release an open source package with training codes and with
our weights for pre-trained GNPs. This allows for incorporating our GNP models into other data
processing pipelines and computational methods. The approaches provide methods for obtaining
transferable GNP models for performing diverse geometric tasks.
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Open Source Package

We release an open source package for our methods at
https://github.com/atzberg/geo_neural_op.
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A. Fundamental Forms, Curvature and Operators on Surfaces

We consider many geometric quantities that are computed from parameterizations of an surface.
Using the parameterization σ(u, v) in variables (u, v), the first fundamental form, I, is defined as

I =

[
σu · σu σu · σv

σv · σu σv · σv

]
=

[
E F
F G

]
. (17)

This is also often referred to as the metric tensor, g, and is used for computations involving arc
lengths and angles on the surface. The second fundamental form is defined as

II =

[
σuu · n σuv · n
σuv · n σvv · n

]
=

[
L M
M N

]
, (18)

where n is the outward unit normal to the surface given by

n =
σu × σv

∥σu × σv∥
. (19)

The Weingarten map W = I−1II is used to compute the the Gaussian curvature, K, and the mean
curvature, H, of the surface. These are given by

K = det(W ) =
LN −M2

EG− F 2
, (20)

H =
1

2
tr(W ) =

1

2

(
LG− 2MF +NE

EG− F 2

)
. (21)

The Laplace-Beltrami operator, ∆LB, is used to compute the Laplacian of a function on the surface.
It is defined using the metric tensor and its inverse using Einstein notation as

∆LB =
1√
|g|

∂i

(
gij

√
|g|∂j

)
, (22)

where |g| denotes the determinant of the metric tensor and gij denotes the terms of the inverse
metric.

B. Parameterizations of Surfaces and Data Generation

In this section we discuss paramaterizations of surfaces used for data generation and training of
the GNPs, namely radial and toroidal manifolds. For all shapes, once a parameterization is chosen,
we generate a mesh and a quasi-uniform sampling of the surface using the PyACVD package from
PyVista [23, 24]. The generated mesh is only used for sampling purposes.

A radial manifold is defined as a surface having the property that each point on the surface
can be connected by a line segment to the origin only intersecting the surface at one point. This
provides for a convenient parameterization x of the surface in spherical coordinates as a function of
the azimuth angle θ and the polar angle ϕ with

x(θ, ϕ) = σ(θ, ϕ) = r(θ, ϕ)r(θ, ϕ). (23)
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The r is a positive scalar function and the r is the unit vector from the origin to the point on the
sphere with spherical coordinates (θ, ϕ).

In practice, when performing coordinate-based calculations at least two charts are required
for radial manifolds in order to overcome singularities that occur from the topology in the surface
coordinate frames, such as poles when using spherical angles. To this end, when using our numerical
methods we consider two coordinate charts as in [25, 26]. The first chart we call Chart A and
has coordinate singularities at the north and south pole, while the latter chart we call Chart B
which has coordinate singularities at the east and west poles, see [25, 26]. In practice, for a given
(θ, ϕ) ∈ [0, 2π) × [0, π], we typically restrict usage of a chart for ϕ ∈ [π5 ,

4π
5 ]. For chart A, we

parameterize the manifold in the embedding space R3 as

x(θ̂, ϕ̂) = r(θ̂, ϕ̂)r(θ̂, ϕ̂), r(θ̂, ϕ̂) =
[
sin

(
ϕ̂
)
cos

(
θ̂
)
, sin

(
ϕ̂
)
sin

(
θ̂
)
, cos

(
ϕ̂
)]

. (24)

For Chart B, we use

x(θ̄, ϕ̄) = r(θ̄, ϕ̄)r(θ̄, ϕ̄), r(θ̄, ϕ̄) =
[
cos

(
ϕ̄
)
, sin

(
ϕ̄
)
sin

(
θ̄
)
, sin

(
ϕ̄
)
cos

(
θ̄
)]

. (25)

Using these parametrizations, we can compute the basis ∂ϕ, ∂θ for the tangent space as

σϕ(θ, ϕ) = rϕ(θ, ϕ)r(θ, ϕ) + r(θ, ϕ)rϕ(θ, ϕ), (26)

σθ(θ, ϕ) = rθ(θ, ϕ)r(θ, ϕ) + r(θ, ϕ)rθ(θ, ϕ). (27)

Expressions for rϕ, rθ can be found using equations 24 and 25 depending on which chart is being
used. These can also be used to compute all the relevant quantities described in Appendix A.

We use radial manifolds in training and validation of the GNPs. We use spherical harmonics to
generate radial functions r(θ, ϕ) for the radial manifolds. In order to have a rich class of shapes for
training, we consider a range of complexities for the radial functions. We sample complex coefficients
aml for m = 0, . . . , l from a normal distribution with mean 0 and standard deviation 1

l , to obtain
the radial function

r(θ, ϕ) =
L∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

aml Y m
l (θ, ϕ), (28)

where Y m
l are the spherical harmonics. We choose aml for m < 0 to ensure that r(θ, ϕ) is real-

valued. In order to have a range of complexities in the geometry, we truncate the series at
L = 3, 6, 8, 10, 12, 15, 18, 22. Further, we translate and scale r(θ, ϕ) so that it has mean 1 and
satisfies 0.7 ≤ r(θ, ϕ) ≤ 1.3 for all (θ, ϕ).

For validation of the GNPs, we also consider toroidal manifolds. These are surfaces that are
diffeomorphic to a torus. We consider the general parametrizations of

σ(u, v) = ((a(u, v) cos(v) + b(u, v)) cos(u), (a(u, v) cos(v) + b(u, v)) sin(u), a(u, v) sin(v)), (29)

for u, v ∈ [0, 2π). One can choose a(u, v) = a, b(u, v) = b to obtain a standard torus. We consider
functions a(u, v), b(u, v) of the form

a(u, v) = a0 + r0 sin(A0u) cos(B0v),

b(u, v) = b0 + r1 sin(A1u) cos(B1v).
(30)
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We set a0 =
1
3 , b0 =

2
3 , and sample r0 ∼ U(0.05a0, 0.2a0), r1 ∼ U(0, 0.08b0). Further, we randomly

select Ai ∈ {1, 2, . . . , 5} and Bi ∈ {3, 4, . . . , 7} to ensure a rich class of toroidal shapes. Using
these parametrizations, we compute all relevant geometric quantities as described in Appendix A
analytically using the Sympy package in Python and evaluate at each point on the surface.
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