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ABSTRACT

This paper presents a novel post-processing methodology for extracting high-quality geometries
from density-based topology optimization results. Current post-processing approaches often struggle
to simultaneously achieve smooth boundaries, preserve volume fraction, and maintain topological
features. We propose a robust method based on a signed distance function (SDF) that addresses
these challenges through a two-stage process: first, an SDF representation of density isocontours
is constructed, which is followed by geometry refinement using radial basis functions (RBFs).
The method generates smooth boundary representations that appear to originate from much finer
discretizations while maintaining the computational efficiency of coarse mesh optimization. Through
comprehensive validation, our approach demonstrates a 18% reduction in maximum equivalent stress
values compared to conventional methods, achieved through continuous geometric transitions at
boundaries. The resulting implicit boundary representation facilitates seamless export to standard
manufacturing formats without intermediate reconstruction steps, providing a robust foundation for

practical engineering applications where high-quality geometric representations are essential.

1. Introduction

With the increasing availability of additive manufacturing
and other modern manufacturing methods, topology opti-
mization (TO) has become an invaluable tool for structural
design, enabling engineers to discover novel geometries.
This approach to computational design determines the op-
timal material distribution within a design space to achieve
specified performance objectives while satisfying given
constraints [34, 1]. The field has rapidly evolved from
academic research into practical engineering applications
across aerospace [40], automotive [32], and biomedical
industries [38]. Among various TO methods, density-based
approaches like the Solid Isotropic Material with Penal-
ization (SIMP) method have become predominant due to
their mathematical simplicity and robust convergence prop-
erties [25, 19]. However, the raw results from density-based
TO typically exhibit two significant limitations: jagged
boundaries due to the underlying finite element discretiza-
tion and regions of intermediate density values that do not
represent physically meaningful material states [35, 30].
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These limitations present significant challenges in trans-
lating optimized designs into practical applications. Conse-
quently, the development of effective post-processing meth-
ods has become a critical area of research [30]. Several
key factors must be considered in the development of such
methods:

1. Geometric fidelity: The post-processed geometry
must preserve the fundamental structural features and
topological characteristics of the optimized solution
while eliminating artificial artifacts.

2. Volume preservation: The specified material volume
fraction from the original optimization must be main-
tained to ensure design feasibility and performance
requirements remain satisfied.

3. Boundary quality: The extracted geometry should
exhibit smooth boundaries to reduce stress concentra-
tions and improve manufacturability.

4. Mesh independence: The geometry extraction proce-
dure should be applicable across various discretiza-
tion schemes used in topology optimization, including
regular and irregular meshes, elements of different
polynomial orders, and geometrically diverse element

types.

5. Multi-platform compatibility: The resulting geom-
etry must be compatible with downstream engineer-
ing processes, such as computer-aided design (CAD)
systems, finite element analysis (FEA) software, or
manufacturing processes.
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Recent research efforts have explored various approaches
to address the challenges arising from considering the above-
listed factors. First, image processing techniques employ
thresholding operations followed by boundary smoothing
using control points and spline interpolation [20]. While
computationally efficient, these methods often struggle to si-
multaneously preserve volume fractions and critical geomet-
ric features. Next, model reconstruction approaches attempt
to fit geometric primitives or spline surfaces to the optimized
topology [33], offering improved boundary smoothness but
frequently introducing significant computational complexity
and potential loss of topological features.

More recent developments have shown promising ad-
vances in addressing multiple requirements simultaneously.
Li et al. [18] introduced a boundary density evolution
method that combines density-based optimization with level-
set smoothing to produce manufacturable designs without
penalty factors. While the method generates smooth bound-
aries suitable for 3D printing, its implementation is limited
by its computational complexity and restriction to structured
meshes.

In parallel, iso-density contour methods have demon-
strated significant potential for balanced post-processing
solutions. Li et al. [19] developed a novel lookup table-
based smoothing method for topology optimization results
that achieves both computational efficiency and volumetric
preservation. Their method shows particular strength in fea-
ture preservation and processing speed, though additional
steps including internal surface removal and remeshing al-
gorithms are required for three-dimensional structures.

Despite these advances, several limitations persist in
current post-processing approaches. First, many methods
struggle to simultaneously achieve boundary smoothness
and precise volume preservation, particularly for complex
geometries. Second, the computational efficiency of existing
approaches often deteriorates with increasing mesh refine-
ment or geometric complexity. Third, while some methods
work well for regular meshes, their performance on irregular
discretizations or higher-order elements remains inconsis-
tent. Finally, the generation of CAD-compatible geometries,
especially for three-dimensional problems, continues to pose
significant challenges [30].

This paper builds upon principles established in [35]
and extends the work of [31], which introduced an effective
method for extracting geometries from SIMP-based results
while preserving critical geometric features, maintaining
precise volume fractions, and generating smooth boundaries
through subsequent level-set shape optimization. This work
extends this methodology by developing a robust frame-
work capable of handling various discretization schemes,
including irregular meshes, higher-order elements, and ge-
ometrically diverse element types. This enhanced capability
enables the transition of geometry extraction methods from
purely academic applications to practical industrial prob-
lems.

The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 first pro-
vides a brief overview of the SIMP method for topology

optimization. Section 3 introduces the core methodology for
geometry extraction. Section 4 presents a detailed exami-
nation of the geometry extraction methodology, including
implementation considerations and numerical aspects. Sec-
tion 5 is dedicated to comprehensive testing and validation
of the proposed method’s effectiveness through various case
studies. Finally, conclusions and recommendations for future
work are presented in Section 6. Appendix A provides a
detailed implementation-oriented description of the distance
function construction methodology, complementing the the-
oretical foundation presented in Section 4.

2. SIMP method for structural topology
optimization

For the sake of completeness of this work, we briefly out-

line the SIMP (Solid Isotropic Material with Penalization)

method here. This method is employed in this study for
structural topology optimization [4, 39, 23].

2.1. Problem formulation

In the implementation of the SIMP method [1], the design
domain is discretized into a finite element mesh, where the
density of each element can take any value from 0 (void) to
1 (solid). The objective is to minimize structural compliance
(maximize stiffness) while satisfying given constraints. The
discrete formulation is:

Minimize : C =F'U
N
Subjectto : V= V,p, =0 (1)
e=1
KU=F
0<p, <1,

where C represents the compliance, K is the global stiff-
ness matrix, U is the displacement vector, V'* is the target
structural volume, and V, is the volume of the e-th element.
The design variable p,, ranging from O to 1, indicates the
material density at each element. The equilibrium constraint,
KU = F, ensures that the structural deformations under the
applied forces are accurately accounted for, where F is the
vector of external forces acting on the structure.

In the modified SIMP method [1], the material model for
each element is defined as a function of its density:

Ee = Emin + Ple’(Eo - Emin) ’ (2)

where E, is the Young’s modulus of the solid material, and
E_;, is a small value assigned to avoid numerical instabil-
ities in regions with zero density. The exponent p, known
as the penalization parameter, is typically set to 3 [3]. This
parameter penalizes density values between 0 and 1, thereby
preventing intermediate densities from occurring in the final
optimized structure and promoting a clear separation be-
tween solid (material) and void (no material) regions.
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2.2. Solution method

A common method to solve topology optimization problems
using the SIMP approach is the Optimality Criteria (OC)
method [27]. This iterative method adjusts the density of
each element to minimize structural compliance while re-
specting the volume constraint. The update scheme for the
density of each element can be described as follows:

max(0, p, —m) if p,B] < max(0,p, —m)
if  p,B! > min(l,p, +m) (3)
otherwise,

new

P, =qmin(l, p, + m)

p.B.

where m is the maximum allowed predefined density change
per iteration, which limits the step size to maintain numerical
stability. The exponent 7 acts as a penalization or damping
factor to further ensure smooth and stable updates. The
sensitivity measure B,, which determines both the direction
and magnitude of the density update, is defined as:

, “
€ dp," dp,

where A is the Lagrange multiplier, determined iteratively
to satisfy the volume constraint. The sensitivity of the com-
pliance C with respect to the density p, of an element is
calculated by:

oC -

oy, = PPe (Bo ~ Enin)ugkot, 5)
e

where u, represents the displacement vector of the element,

and k is the elemental stiffness matrix for a fully solid

material with unit Young’s modulus.

2.3. Density filter for numerical stability

To ensure computational stability and to eliminate the well-
known checkerboard pattern, which leads to non-physical
material distributions, density filtering techniques are em-
ployed [28]. Among these, the density filter approach [6, 5]
is widely used to address mesh dependency and eliminate
numerical instabilities by smoothing the field of design
variables. This filtering process averages the densities within
a local neighborhood, with the operation expressed as:

. ZieNe H,p; ©)
p i —— 9
‘ ZieNe Hei

where H ,; is a weighting factor that depends on the distance
between element e and its neighbors N,. The filtered den-
sity p, represents a physically meaningful density, address-
ing issues of mesh dependency and numerical instabilities.
Throughout this paper, we refer to the field of filtered densi-
ties simply as p.

3. Methodology for geometry extraction

To facilitate navigation through the technical section of this
work, we first provide a brief introduction of the newly
proposed methodology for extracting geometry from raw

topology optimization results. An extensive description of
the methodology is given in Section 4. The main steps
of the methodology are illustrated in Figure 1. With input
of the raw topology optimization results (Figure la), they
comprise:

1. Mapping elemental densities to nodes (Figure 1b):
Elemental densities from the optimization results are
mapped to the nodes of the original unstructured
mesh, establishing the nodal values essential for sub-
sequent geometry definition. This mapping is detailed
in Section 4.1.

2. Geometry definition through isocontour technique
(Figure 1b): Nodal density values are interpolated
using finite element method (FEM) shape functions
within the element space. The boundary emerges nat-
urally as an isocontour where this interpolated density
field equals a predefined threshold value.

3. Signed distance function (SDF) construction (Fig-
ure 1c): The density isocontours are then remapped
using an SDF defined on a regular Cartesian grid,
which provides a mathematical foundation for sub-
sequent geometric refinement, see Section 4.2 for
details.

4. Smoothing using radial basis functions (RBFs)
(Figure 1d): The SDF is refined using RBFs to ensure
boundary smoothness and geometric accuracy. This
step is detailed in Section 4.3.

5. Discretization for engineering applications (Fig-
ure le): The smoothed geometry is discretized into a
high-quality mesh suitable for subsequent engineering
applications, including finite element analysis, manu-
facturing processes, or further geometric refinements.
This process is covered in Section 4.4.

4. Detailed methodology

This chapter provides a detailed methodology for trans-
forming raw topology optimization results from density-
based methods, particularly SIMP, into refined geometric
structures.

4.1. Density field processing

The SIMP method produces a design defined by elements
and their densities. Since these densities are element-wise
constant, they are unsuitable for further processing. Thus, it
is necessary to generate a nodal density field from them. One
suitable approach is to map the elemental densities onto the
nodes of the same mesh [31].

Several techniques exist for computing nodal density
values. Basic approaches employ simple averaging of densi-
ties from elements sharing a node, while more sophisticated
methods utilize interpolation or approximation techniques,
such as the Superconvergent Patch Recovery method com-
monly used in finite element analysis [41].
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Figure 1: An illustration of the procedure for extracting a smooth geometry from topology optimization results, demonstrated
on a 2D beam example. (a) Input data: visualization of raw topology optimization result from the SIMP method, represented as
an element-wise density field. (b) Mapping elemental densities to nodal values and extracting the geometry using an isocontour
technique. (c) Constructing an SDF on a regular Cartesian grid to mathematically define the boundary. (d) Refining the geometry
by smoothing the SDF with radial basis functions, resulting in an accurate and smooth boundary. (e) Discretizing the smoothed

geometry into a high-quality mesh for subsequent applications.

In this paper, we have chosen an efficient linear ap-
proximation method, which fits the elemental densities of
neighboring elements to each node of the same mesh using
a linear polynomial in the least squares sense. This approach
was selected for its ability to preserve the geometry of
the optimized object, particularly when applied to general
(irregular) meshes. Such preservation is essential, as sim-
pler averaging methods can result in significant geometric
distortion.

The linear polynomial used to approximate the density
at each node takes the form:

p(x)=a'(1,x)", @

where x € R3 represents a point in space and a € R*
contains the polynomial coefficients. To determine these
unknown coefficients, we formulate a least squares problem:

Xa=p, 3

where the design matrix X € R"* contains coordinates of
geometric centers of elements sharing the given node, with
m being the number of elements connected to that node, and
vector p € R™ contains the elemental densities.

The system of linear equations for the least squares fitting
is solved to determine the coefficients a:

X"Xa=X"p. )

Once the coefficients are determined for a particular node,
the corresponding nodal density can be computed using

equation (7) by substituting the node’s coordinates x. Since
each nodal value can be calculated independently of oth-
ers, this approach is well-suited for parallel computation,
enabling efficient processing of large meshes.

The result is a set of discrete density values assigned
to mesh nodes that effectively preserves the key geometric
features of the optimized structure.

4.2. Geometry representation using signed
distance function

The SDF is a widely used mathematical tool in computa-
tional geometry, computer graphics, and structural optimiza-
tion [24]. It characterizes geometric shapes by assigning to
each point in space a scalar value equal to its minimum
distance from a boundary surface, with the sign convention
indicating the point’s position relative to the boundary (posi-
tive inside, negative outside). SDFs are particularly valuable
in topology optimization applications due to their ability to
efficiently represent complex geometries. The definition of
an SDF ¢)(x) for a point x € R3 in space can be expressed
as follows:

d(x,0Q) ifxeQ
P(x) =10 if x € 0Q (10)
—d(x,0Q2) if x € Q°,

where d(x,0Q) represents the Euclidean distance between
the point x and the boundary 0Q of the domain Q, and Q€ is
the complement of Q.

The particular form of the function (10) can in principle
be defined in both continuous and discrete forms. This
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work adopts the discrete representation due to its practi-
cal advantages for topology optimization post-processing.
Specifically, discrete SDFs provide reliable representation of
complex geometrical features in topology optimization. This
approach preserves geometric detail while offering potential
for adaptive enhancement [15].

The computation of the discrete form of the SDF is typ-
ically divided into two separate steps: distance calculation
and sign assignment. The distance calculation determines
the shortest Euclidean distance between each evaluation
point and the boundary surface. Sign assignment identifies
whether the point is inside or outside the object, often
by evaluating the orientation of the normal vector at the
boundary [10] or performing a point-in-polygon test [12].
Separation of the distance calculation and sign assignment
simplifies implementation by treating them as independent
operations, facilitates the validation of intermediate results,
and improves overall code efficiency.

In the proposed methodology, we transfer the object
boundary represented by a density isosurface on an irregular
mesh to a signed distance function on a regular and op-
tionally finer Cartesian grid. This transformation facilitates
the subsequent smoothing of the geometry using RBFs, as
detailed in Section 4.3.

4.2.1. Construction of distance function

The fundamental concept of constructing a signed distance
function involves calculating the shortest distance between
nodes of a regular Cartesian grid and the material domain
boundary. This boundary is defined as the isocontour where
the interpolated density p(&) equals the threshold value p,.
The mathematical formulation for this distance computation
can be expressed through an optimization problem:

find & =argmind(&)
subjectedto  p(&) = p, (1)

where the constraint —1 < & < +1 ensures that the
projection remains within the element domain.

The distance function is defined as:

d(&) = llxg — x(Ol, (12)

where & represents the local coordinates within an element
where we seek the projection point, and x, represents the
position of the grid node for which we calculate the distance
(see Figure 2). The interpolation of nodal densities and com-
putation of local coordinates for points projected onto the
isocontour can be performed using standard finite element
shape functions:

nen

(&) = Y, No(&)p,s (13)
a=1

x(&) = ) N(&)x,. (14)
a=1

Here, N, are the element shape functions, while p, and x,
represent nodal density values and coordinates, respectively.

While equation (11) provides a general formulation for
distance calculation onto the isocontour, its solution encom-
passes more than just the commonly assumed perpendicu-
lar projection. The practical implementation must carefully
address multiple possible geometric configurations. As il-
lustrated in Figure 3, we identify three distinct geometric
configurations that require different implementations of the
distance function:

1. Elements containing an isocontour within the topol-
ogy optimization domain (detailed in Section A.3.1)

2. Fully solid elements at the domain boundary (detailed
in Section A.3.2)

3. Transitional elements with partially solid faces at the
domain boundary (detailed in Section A.3.3)

For 2D problems, each element type involves two possible
projection types: projection onto an edge or onto a vertex. In
3D applications, a third projection type emerges - projection
onto a surface - resulting in nine distinct projection scenarios
that must be handled appropriately.

Details of the implementation of these processes, in-
cluding the selection of the optimal grid resolution and
boundary detection algorithms, are thoroughly described in
Appendix A.

4.2.2. Sign assignment

To assign the required signs to the distance function values,
we have developed a density-based evaluation approach that
compares the local density p(€) at each point x(&) against
a threshold density p,. This evaluation requires determining
whether a given node lies within an element of the original
mesh and calculating its corresponding density value.

For each regular grid node x, we first identifying which
element of the original mesh contains the node, and then
calculate its local coordinates & within that element by
solving this equation:

llx, —x(&)I =0 as)

where x(&) is the point position computed by equation (14).

Once the local coordinates are established, the density
at this point can be computed using finite element shape
functions N,(&) and nodal density values p,. Based on the
density field and the position of the point relative to the
density isocontour, the sign can be determined.

4.2.3. Implementation details
The practical implementation of sign assignment follows a
systematic five-step process:

1. AABB generation: First, Axis-Aligned Bounding
Boxes (AABBs) [11, 8] are created for all elements
from the original mesh that contain at least one node
with density higher than the threshold density p,.
This initial spatial partitioning provides an efficient
framework for subsequent node classification.
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2. Node-element association: The algorithm iterates
through each node of the regular grid to determine
which AABBs contain it. This operation generates
a data structure that maps each node to potential
containing elements from the original mesh through
their unique element IDs, significantly reducing the
search space for subsequent operations.

3. Element membership verification: For each identi-
fied node-element pair, the algorithm determines the
local coordinates & by solving the equation [|x, —

x(&)|| = 0. This nonlinear system is solved through
minimization:
¢ = argmin ||lx; — x(&)]l (16)

Node membership is confirmed when the computed
local coordinates satisfy —1 < & < 1 for all coor-

dinate components, establishing the precise element
containing the node.

4. Local density computation: Once the containing ele-
ment is identified, the algorithm calculates the density
at point x(&) using equation (13).

5. Sign assignment: The final step assigns signs to
nodes based on the computed density values:

e Positive sign (+): Assigned when p(&) > p,

e Negative sign (-): Retained for nodes either out-
side all elements or where p(&) < p,

This procedure ensures accurate and efficient sign deter-
mination while maintaining computational practicality for
large-scale optimization problems.

4.3. Geometry smoothing

An important step in generating high-quality post-processed
geometries is the refinement of the SDF. This section
presents our approach in which we use RBFs to enhance
the geometric representation while improving both the man-
ufacturability and mechanical performance of the final de-
sign [7].

4.3.1. Radial basis functions

RBFs provide a effective framework for transforming dis-
crete geometric data into smooth continuous functions. The
key advantage of RBFs lies in their ability to generate
smooth transitions across the design domain while preserv-
ing essential geometric features [35]. These axisymmetric
functions depend solely on the Euclidean distance between
an evaluation point x and a center point X, which are in our
case nodes of the regular grid.

Based on extensive analysis of various RBF formula-
tions [36], we employ Gaussian functions for their C* con-
tinuity and proven effectiveness in representing optimized
structural geometries. The Gaussian RBF is defined as:

2
Ry = (8) (17)

where r = ||x — x,|| is the Euclidean distance and B >
0 represents a scaling parameter. We set B equal to the
regular grid spacing h, ensuring an optimal RBF support
size relative to the discretization and satisfying the partition
of unity property [37].

4.3.2. Smoothing implementation
The smoothing process begins with a discrete dataset con-
sisting of grid node coordinates {x;}’_, and their corre-
sponding SDF values {¢;}_, where n represents the total
number of grid nodes. We construct a smoothed SDF qg(x)
through RBF interpolation that preserves essential geomet-
ric characteristics while eliminating discretization artifacts.
The RBF interpolation framework represents the smoothed
function as a linear combination of basis functions centered
at each grid node:

n

B(x) =D s;R(Ilx, — x;[I) (18)

i=1

where s; are interpolation weights to be determined, and
R(-) is the Gaussian RBF defined in the previous section.
The interpolation weights are computed by enforcing the
condition that the RBF interpolation exactly reproduces the
given SDF values at all grid nodes:

n

$x) = Y siR(llx;=x )= ¢y, Vi€ (L.in} (19)

i=1

This condition leads to a system of linear equations that can
be expressed in matrix form:

As=¢ (20)

where A € R"™" is the RBF interaction matrix with elements
Ajj = R(lx; = x;[}), s € R" is the vector of unknown
weights, and ¢ € R” contains the original SDF values. The
weight vector is obtained by solving this linear system (20).

To ensure that the smoothed geometry maintains the
same volume as the original design, a uniform shift pa-
rameter c is applied to the interpolated SDF. This volume-
preserving correction modifies the zero-level set position
without altering the geometric smoothness achieved through
RBF interpolation. The optimal value of ¢ is determined
through an iterative process that adjusts the parameter until
the zero-level set of the shifted function encloses a volume
that matches the target volume within a prescribed tolerance.

For computational efficiency in large-scale applications,
the implementation can benefit from localized RBF support.
When RBF influence is restricted to a neighborhood around
each center point, the interaction matrix A becomes sparse,
enabling the use of efficient sparse matrix solvers. Addition-
ally, spatial data structures such as K-D trees can be em-
ployed to efficiently identify neighboring nodes within the
influence radius, significantly reducing the computational
burden during matrix assembly and solution.
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The effectiveness of the proposed smoothing methodol-
ogy in improving boundary quality while preserving geo-
metric features is demonstrated through numerical experi-
ments in Section 5.

4.4. Final geometry discretization
While the signed distance function provides an elegant math-
ematical representation of the geometry through its zero-
level contour (Figure 4a), many engineering applications
benefit from a discrete mesh representation for subsequent
analysis or manufacturing processes (Figure 4b). Convert-
ing the implicit SDF representation to an explicit discrete
geometry is therefore an important step in our methodology.
For manufacturing and visualization purposes, surface
discretization methods such as Marching Cubes [22] or
Dual Contouring [14] are commonly employed to extract a
boundary representation from implicit functions. However,
for structural analysis and numerical validation of post-
processed geometries, volumetric discretization is essential.
While conventional approaches like Delaunay tetrahedral-
ization [9] offer viable solutions, we suggest the Isosur-
face Stuffing Algorithm [17] for its distinct advantages:
guaranteed quality of tetrahedral elements with bounded
dihedral angles, adaptive resolution capabilities near bound-
aries, and ability to handle thin features typical in topology
optimization results. The algorithm efficiently processes the
implicit function by directly generating tetrahedral elements
without intermediate boundary reconstruction steps, signifi-
cantly reducing computational complexity making it partic-
ularly suitable for large-scale optimization problems.

5. Numerical tests and validation

This chapter presents a thorough evaluation of the pro-
posed methodology to demonstrate its effectiveness and
robustness. We have designed four distinct test cases, each
addressing specific aspects of the method’s performance and
practical applicability.

First, we verify the mathematical correctness of the SDF
construction, which forms the foundation of our geometry
extraction approach. Second, we investigate the influence
of Cartesian grid resolution on result quality, establishing
guidelines for practical implementation. The third test evalu-
ates both volume preservation capabilities and the geometric
quality of extracted structures through topology optimiza-
tion objective function evaluation. Finally, we demonstrate
the method’s practical applicability through a real-world
case study of a robot gripper design.

5.1. Validation of signed distance function
generation

To validate the accuracy and robustness of the SDF gen-
eration algorithm, we designed a simplified yet thorough
test case that examines all projection scenarios described
in Section 4.2.1 and detailed in Appendix A.2. The test
geometry consists of two finite elements sharing a common
face, configured to produce a roof-like structure when using
an isocontour value of p, = 0.5, as illustrated in Figure Sa.

The test design was motivated by the difficulties that similar
scenarios pose for conventional normal vector-based sign
assignment methods.

5.1.1. Test case configuration

Figure 5b visualizes the projection of regular grid nodes
onto the material domain boundary (isocontour). For clarity
of presentation, we display a single layer of grid points
projected onto the frontal view of the two-element config-
uration. The black lines indicate the shortest distance paths
computed from each grid point to either the isocontour or
element faces where the interpolated density exceeds p;,.

The analysis demonstrates that our algorithm robustly
identifies the closest projection point for each grid node,
successfully handling cases with multiple equidistant pro-
jections along the symmetry line. Furthermore, Figure 5b
shows that the sign assignment procedure effectively differ-
entiates between interior and exterior regions of the material
domain, ensuring accurate topology representation. This
validation is particularly significant given that sharp geo-
metric features typically pose challenges for conventional
normal vector-based sign assignment methods [2], yet our
density-based approach maintains accuracy even in these
geometrically complex regions.

The computed signed distance values demonstrate ge-
ometric consistency across the computational domain, as
evidenced by the smooth color gradients shown in Figure 5c.
The resulting distance field achieves C° continuity across
element boundaries while accurately capturing geometric
features, particularly in regions of high curvature such as the
roof ridge. This test case validates the algorithm’s capability
to correctly detect different boundary types, as elements
containing isocontours may simultaneously possess external
faces that also require SDF calculation.

5.2. Grid resolution study

A spherical test geometry was selected to evaluate the influ-
ence of grid resolution on geometric feature extraction due
to its smooth, continuous surface characteristics and well-
defined analytical solution. To generate the spherical geome-
try, nodal density values are assigned linearly from p, = O at
mesh corners to p,, = 1 at the center, then interpolated within
elements using finite element shape functions. The sphere
geometry emerges as the isocontour where this interpolated
density field equals the threshold value p, = 0.5.

To assess the discretization independence of our ap-
proach, we examine the influence of grid density across
four different discretization schemes: uniform hexahedral
mesh, non-uniform hexahedral mesh with local refinement,
uniform tetrahedral mesh, and non-uniform tetrahedral mesh
with local refinement. This testing is desirable? because
practical topology optimization applications typically em-
ploy irregular meshes and mixed element types, requiring
validation across diverse discretization scenarios encoun-
tered in engineering practice.
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5.2.1. Resolution analysis

To evaluate the relationship between Cartesian grid reso-
lution and geometric quality, we conducted a comparative
analysis using three distinct grid configurations across all
four mesh types, as illustrated in Figure 6.

Coarse grid configuration (spacing 3.3 times larger than
the baseline hexahedral mesh): Across all mesh types, the
coarse grid demonstrates insufficient geometric resolution
in the SDF representation. This consistently results in poor
geometry representation due to the limited number of grid
nodes containing meaningful SDF information, independent
of the original mesh element type or local refinement.

Reference grid configuration (spacing matched to the
baseline hexahedral mesh): All mesh types achieve optimal
geometric results when using this reference grid spacing.
The method successfully captures the spherical geometry
with appropriate smoothness. Notably, local refinement in
the original mesh has no observable effect on the extracted
geometry when the grid spacing is appropriately selected.

Fine grid configuration (spacing 8 times smaller than the
baseline mesh): The behavior observed with excessively fine
discretization is consistent across all mesh types. When the
grid spacing becomes significantly smaller than the charac-
teristic element dimensions, the method loses its intended
smoothing capability and begins to faithfully preserve indi-
vidual element isocontours from the original mesh.

5.2.2. Practical implementation guidelines

The results indicate that optimal performance is achieved
when the Cartesian grid spacing approximately matches the
original finite element mesh size. This finding provides a
practical guideline for implementing the method: the Carte-
sian grid resolution should be selected based on the char-
acteristic element size of the original topology optimization
mesh. For uniform meshes, the grid spacing should match
the typical element edge length, while for locally refined
meshes, the grid spacing should be based on the predominant
element size in regions containing significant structural fea-
tures. This approach ensures proper geometric information
transfer while maintaining appropriate levels of smoothing
and feature preservation.

5.2.3. Grid convergence error analysis

To validate the numerical accuracy of our SDF-based geom-
etry extraction method, we examine its convergence charac-
teristics through mesh refinement study.

For this convergence study, we select a spherical test
geometry that provides an ideal validation case due to its
smooth analytical boundary and known exact volume. We
define a cube with edge length 2, centered at the origin,
discretized using uniform hexahedral meshes of varying
resolution. Each mesh node is assigned a signed distance
value corresponding to its shortest distance from a sphere

centered at the origin with radius 0.5. The convergence met-
ric evaluates the relative volume error between the analytical
sphere volume (V;pa1ytical = %nr3) and the computed volume
from the discrete isocontour representation interpolated us-
ing linear finite element shape functions.

We analyze six discretization levels ranging from N = 4
to N = 128 elements per edge direction. The analysis of the
method convergence rate is shown in Figure 7. The obtained
spatial order of p ~ 1.94 confirms the near-optimal second-
order behavior.

5.3. Volume preservation and geometric quality
assessment
5.3.1. Test case definition
To evaluate the geometric quality of results obtained through
the proposed post-processing method and validate its vol-
ume preservation capabilities, we examine a cantilever beam
test case with point loading at its free end - one of the clas-
sical benchmark problems in topology optimization litera-
ture [21]. The beam geometry, adopted from [29], provides
an ideal validation case that combines several advantageous
characteristics: its quasi-2D behavior enables clear result in-
terpretation, it produces diverse structural features including
both thick and thin members with various interconnections,
and it maintains simplicity in problem formulation.

The beam has a characteristic length L = 20 mm and
thickness = 4 mm. The boundary conditions, illustrated in
Figure 8, specify that the beam is fixed along its left edge
and subjected to a vertical force of 1 N at its bottom-right
corner. For the optimization process, the volume fraction
constraint is set to 40% of the initial design space. The
material properties are defined by Young’s modulus E = 1
MPa and Poisson’s ratio v = 0.3. The domain is discretized
using a hexahedral mesh with uniform element size of 1
mm. The topology optimization employs filtering of design
variables (density) and incorporates SIMP penalization with
p = 3 to suppress intermediate densities, see (2).

5.3.2. Linear post-processing approach

This approach uses the nodal density values obtained through
the mapping procedure described in Section 3 (Step 2)
and applies Paraview’s surface extraction module with the
Contour filter at an iso-value of 0.5186. This threshold value
was iteratively determined to maintain the 40% volume
fraction from the original topology optimization results.
The Paraview module generates a triangulated surface mesh
by identifying element interfaces where the density field
crosses the threshold value and determining vertex positions
through linear interpolation. To enable numerical analysis,
a volumetric mesh was created from this surface representa-
tion using Tetgen [26], which generates tetrahedral volume
meshes using Delaunay triangulation algorithms.
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Raw SIMP results | Linear post-processing | SDF post-processing
Volume fraction [1] 0.4007 0.4017 0.3942
Deform. energy [J] 3.411 2.832 3.075
Max. Eq. stress [MPa] - 0.3010 0.2543
Deform. energy density [MIm~3] 1.773 1.479 1.625

Table 1

Comparison of performance metrics for the cantilever beam case study

5.3.3. Results assessment and validation
To evaluate the proposed method’s capabilities, we analyze
and compare three distinct versions of the optimized struc-
ture: the original SIMP result (Figure 9a), results from con-
ventional linear post-processing (Figure 9b), and outcomes
from our proposed SDF-based method (Figure 9c).

The validation metrics were selected to evaluate four
critical aspects:

1. Volumetric accuracy through volume fraction preser-
vation

2. Structural efficiency via strain energy comparison

3. Boundary smoothness through maximum equivalent
stress analysis

4. Structural behavior consistency via deformation en-
ergy density evaluation

The volume fraction analysis (see Table 1) indicates ex-
cellent constraint satisfaction across all approaches. The
SDF post-processing method achieves a volume fraction of
0.3942, which closely aligns with the original SIMP result
(0.4007). The slight reduction in volume fraction (approx-
imately 1.6%) is attributed to discretization effects during
the tetrahedral mesh generation, where the discrete elements
cannot perfectly capture the implicit geometry boundaries.
The conventional linear post-processing method maintains a
volume fraction of 0.4017, as expected, since its threshold
was specifically calibrated to preserve the target volume
ratio.

From a structural performance perspective, the defor-
mation energy analysis reveals nuanced efficiency differ-
ences between methods. The linear post-processing ap-
proach achieves the lowest deformation energy (2.832 J),
indicating superior stiffness compared to both the original
SIMP solution (3.411 J) and SDF post-processed geometry
(3.0751J). This result is expected as the linear method directly
preserves the raw optimization features without additional
smoothing operations. The SDF-based method demonstrates
a favorable balance between performance and geometry
quality—achieving approximately 9.9% lower deformation
energy than the original SIMP solution while simultane-
ously delivering significantly smoother boundaries. This
represents an effective compromise that enhances manufac-
turability without substantially compromising the structural
efficiency inherent in the optimized design.

Most significantly, the maximum equivalent stress anal-
ysis demonstrates a clear advantage of the SDF-based ap-
proach. The SDF post-processing method shows reduced
maximum stress values (0.2543 MPa) compared to the linear
post-processing method (0.3010 MPa). The SDF method
achieves a 15.5% reduction in peak stress compared to
conventional post-processing. This improvement can be at-
tributed to the smooth boundary transitions generated by the
SDF approach, which substantially mitigates artificial stress
concentrations typically associated with sharp geometric
features in conventional post-processing.

The deformation energy density values further vali-
date these findings, showing that the SDF-based method
(1.625e6 J/m3) more closely matches the original SIMP re-
sults (1.773e6 J/m3) than the linear post-processing approach
(1.479e6 J/m?3). This consistency in energy density indicates
that the proposed SDF method preserves not only the
geometric characteristics but also the mechanical behavior
of the optimized structure.

5.4. Application to complex engineering design:
Robot gripper case study

While simplified benchmark problems provide valuable in-
sights into method performance, real engineering applica-
tions often present additional challenges that must be ad-
dressed. To validate our approach on a practical industrial
case, we analyze the topology optimization and subsequent
geometry extraction for a robot gripper design.

5.4.1. Test case definition

The optimization problem involves designing a gripper
structure subject to combined loading conditions and geo-
metric constraints, as illustrated in Figure 10. The design do-
main consists of a mounting plate with attachment points for
suction cups and a camera system. The problem formulation
incorporates a single loading scenario that combines three
simultaneous load components: distributed pressure t; =
9850 Pa from lifting a 3 kg workpiece across four suction
cups, surface traction t, = 1852 Pa due to camera and
cable weight (400 g), and body forces resulting from vertical
acceleration at 6 m/s2. Fixed boundary conditions (shown in
blue) are applied at the mounting interface, while symmetry
conditions along the central plane (shown in turquoise)
reduce the computational domain to half of the gripper. The
structure utilizes ABS M30 plastic with material properties
defined by Young’s modulus of 2400 MPa, Poisson’s ratio of
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0.35, density of 1040 kg/m3, and yield strength of 30 MPa,
with the optimization constrained by a volume fraction limit
of 0.3.

5.4.2. Linear post-processing approach

To maintain consistency with the cantilever beam validation
methodology, we employed the same conventional linear
post-processing approach for this case study. The procedure
is identical to the geometry extraction process outlined in
Section 5.3.2, with the only difference being the iso-value
selection of 0.5007 to preserve the target 30% volume frac-
tion from the original topology optimization results.

5.4.3. Results assessment and validation

To evaluate the proposed method’s capabilities in a complex
engineering context, we analyze and compare three distinct
versions of the optimized gripper structure. The original
SIMP results (Figure 12a) were obtained using an unstruc-
tured mesh comprising 16,490 linear hexahedral elements
and 20,542 nodes, displaying the characteristic element-
wise constant density distribution with intermediate density
regions and stair-stepped interfaces typical of SIMP-based
optimization. These results are compared against conven-
tional linear post-processing outcomes (Figure 12b) and our
proposed SDF-based method results (Figure 12c).

The quantitative performance comparison presented in
Table 2 demonstrates the effectiveness of the proposed SDF-
based post-processing approach for this complex engineer-
ing application. Volume fraction preservation is achieved
with exceptional accuracy across all methods, with both
post-processing approaches maintaining the target volume
fraction of 0.3000 within 0.03% deviation. This precise
volumetric control is expected and stems directly from the
mathematical construction of the SDF methodology.

The deformation energy analysis reveals structural per-
formance characteristics consistent with the cantilever beam
validation. The linear post-processing method achieves the
lowest deformation energy (94.8 kIJ), reflecting its strict
preservation of geometric features that contribute to struc-
tural stiffness. The SDF post-processing method exhibits a
moderate increase in deformation energy (102.1 kJ), rep-
resenting approximately 7.7% higher energy compared to
linear post-processing, yet maintaining an 11.6% improve-
ment over the raw SIMP results (115.6 kJ). This performance
profile demonstrates the method’s ability to balance struc-
tural efficiency with geometric quality enhancement. These
findings are confirmed by the deformation energy density
values presented in Table 2, which show that the SDF-based
method maintains closer correspondence to the original
SIMP distribution compared to linear post-processing.

From a geometric perspective, the comparison of post-
processing approaches reveals distinct boundary character-
istics. As illustrated in Figures 11 and 12, conventional
linear post-processing strictly preserves the geometric fea-
tures from raw SIMP output, while the proposed SDF-
based method produces smoothed boundaries through global
smoothing effects. The SDF-based approach eliminates

stair-stepped interfaces while maintaining essential struc-
tural features, though this behavior may affect precision
at boundary condition interfaces, requiring discretization
strategies that ensure proper node positioning at predefined
boundary surfaces.

6. Conclusion

This paper presents a robust post-processing methodology
that addresses the key challenges for effective topology
optimization post-processing established in the introduction:
geometric fidelity, volume preservation, boundary quality,
mesh independence, and multi-platform compatibility. By
utilizing a signed distance function approach combined
with radial basis function smoothing, our method trans-
forms element-wise density distributions from SIMP-based
optimization into precisely defined geometric models with
continuous boundaries. The methodology bridges the gap
between raw optimization results and practical engineering
applications by eliminating discretization artifacts while pre-
serving essential structural features and maintaining compu-
tational tractability across diverse mesh configurations.

The validation across diverse test cases demonstrates
three fundamental capabilities of the proposed methodol-
ogy. First, the method generates exceptionally smooth ge-
ometric boundaries that preserve essential structural fea-
tures, particularly in regions away from domain boundaries
where sharp features are absent. This smoothing capability
directly addresses stress concentration issues inherent in
conventional post-processing approaches, creating continu-
ous geometric transitions that enhance structural integrity.
Second, the SDF-based framework provides precise math-
ematical control over volume fraction preservation through
its zero-level representation, ensuring design constraint sat-
isfaction throughout the post-processing workflow. Third,
the method’s ability to generate geometries that appear to
originate from much finer discretizations is particularly note-
worthy - while maintaining computational efficiency of the
original coarse mesh optimization. This characteristic allows
for achieving high-quality geometric representations with-
out incurring the computational cost typically associated
with fine-mesh topology optimization. Still, it should be
noted that optimization on genuinely finer meshes would
potentially reveal additional structural features such as thin
membranes and ribs.

The methodology’s practical value extends beyond ge-
ometric smoothing to encompass manufacturing compat-
ibility and structural analysis requirements. The implicit
boundary representation enables direct export to standard
manufacturing formats without intermediate reconstruction
steps, streamlining the design-to-production workflow. The
integration with isosurface stuffing algorithms generates
high-quality tetrahedral meshes with guaranteed dihedral
angle bounds, ensuring robust numerical analysis of post-
processed geometries. On the other hand, the method’s
global smoothing characteristics require careful consider-
ation at boundary condition interfaces, where specialized
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Raw SIMP results

Linear post-processing | SDF post-processing

Volume fraction [1] 0.3000 0.3001 0.3001
Deform. energy [kJ] 115.6 94.8 102.1
Deform. energy density [MJ m™] 363.8 298.3 321.1

Table 2

Comparison of performance metrics for the robot gripper case study

discretization strategies may be needed to ensure proper
node positioning at predefined boundary surfaces. This con-
sideration is balanced by the method’s demonstrated ability
to maintain structural performance while significantly im-
proving geometric quality, making it particularly suitable for
applications where manufacturing constraints and structural
optimization must be simultaneously addressed.

Future research directions could focus on incorporat-
ing manufacturing-specific constraints during the smoothing
process. A particularly promising direction involves cou-
pling the proposed post-processing method with subsequent
level-set based topology optimization to achieve more effi-
cient geometries. This combined approach would leverage
smooth boundary representations obtained from our method
as initial geometries for further shape refinement, potentially
leading to superior structural performance. Additional op-
portunities exist in implementing mid-range RBFs to replace
global RBFs, thereby improving computational efficiency.
The current implementation, however, already provides a ro-
bust foundation for practical engineering applications where
high-quality geometric representations are essential.
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A. Distance function construction
methodology

This appendix details the practical implementation of the DF
construction methodology introduced in Section 4.2.1. We
present detailed implementation strategies for optimal grid
resolution selection, boundary detection algorithms, and
specific distance computation methods for each boundary

type.

A.1l. Cartesian grid foundation

The construction of an accurate SDF relies on a properly
configured Cartesian grid structure. This regular grid serves
as the spatial framework upon which the SDF is calculated
and directly influences the quality of geometric represen-
tation. Grid spacing selection involves balancing compet-
ing requirements: coarse spacing leads to geometric detail
loss, while excessively fine spacing increases computational
overhead and potentially undermines the intended surface
smoothing effect. This trade-off is clearly demonstrated in
Figure 6, where varying grid resolutions produce distinctly
different geometric representations of the same underlying
topology. The following section detail the key considerations
for optimal grid implementation.

A.1.1. Optimal grid step size selection

The optimal grid spacing is related to the size of elements
in the topology optimization (TO) domain. However, this
relationship cannot be expressed explicitly due to potentially
arbitrary discretization schemes. While the optimal spacing
can be determined iteratively by minimizing the objective
function defined in the TO problem, our methodology indi-
cates that for "reasonably" discretized TO domains where el-
ements are roughly the same size, the shortest element edge
length provides an appropriate grid spacing parameter that
effectively captures topological features of the optimized
design.

A.1.2. Domain coverage and boundary handling

The regular grid must fully cover the topology optimization
domain, with a certain overlap. The overlap size should be
chosen to ensure that the grid boundary does not affect the
resulting optimized geometry. For simplicity, in this paper,
we use a standard overlap equivalent to the distance of three
regular grid elements, which helps maintain the integrity of
the optimized geometry without interference from the grid
boundaries.
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A.1.3. Initialization strategy

The distance field computation begins by initializing all
grid nodes with a large negative value (e.g., -1e10). This
initialization serves as a placeholder value, indicating nodes
that have not yet been processed. Furthermore, this nega-
tive value signifies that these nodes are outside the body.
The large number facilitates the comparison and updating
process during computation, as it can be easily replaced
with the actual distance once determined. This approach is
important for simplifying the algorithm’s implementation
and detecting potential errors.

A.2. Boundary classification

The DF formulation presented in Section 4.2.1 requires dif-
ferent implementation approaches depending on the bound-
ary type encountered. These boundary classifications emerge
from analyzing both the nodal density values within ele-
ments and whether the element contains faces that form
part of the topology optimization domain boundary. This
systematic analysis identifies three fundamental boundary
types, each requiring a specific implementation of the DF:

1. Boundary as isocontour: All partially solid elements
contain an isocontour. A DF can be constructed to this
isocontour, as indicated in Figure 13a. The shortest
distance can be:

a) the perpendicular projection onto the isocontour,

b) the perpendicular projection onto the edge of the
isocontour, or

¢) to the vertex of the isocontour.

The DF construction to the isocontour is detailed in
Section A.3.1.

2. Boundary as a face of solid element: If an element
is fully solid and also lies on the boundary of the TO
domain, it has at least one external face to which a
DF can be constructed, as shown in Figure 13b. The
shortest distance can be:

a) the perpendicular projection onto the face,

b) the perpendicular projection onto the edge of the
face, or

¢) to the vertex of the face.

The DF construction to fully solid element faces is
detailed in Section A.3.2.

3. Boundary as a face of a transitional element: The
so-called transitional elements are those that are par-
tially solid and located on the boundary of the TO
domain. These elements may have external faces that
are fully or partially solid. A DF can be constructed
for these faces as shown in Figure 13c. The shortest
distance in this case can be:

a) the perpendicular projection onto the fully filled
part of the face,

b) the perpendicular projection onto the edges of
the fully filled part of the face, or

c) to the vertex of the fully filled part of the face.

The DF construction to transitional element faces is
detailed in Section A.3.3.

The following sections provide a detailed description of
how the DF is constructed for each type of boundary.

A.3. Distance computation methods

A.3.1. Distance computation for isocontours

Each element that is partially filled contains an isocontour,
which is implicitly defined by nodal densities and finite
element shape functions. The DF, in this case, is constructed
such that for each node of the Cartesian regular grid, the
shortest distance to the isocontour is sought.

Specifically, we are looking for the isoparametric coordi-
nates £ of a projected point inside the element, whose phys-
ical coordinates x(€) are at the shortest distance d(&) from
the point of the structured grid x, and simultaneously lie on
the isocontour p(&§) = p,. The process of finding the local
coordinates of the projected point on the density isocontour
involves minimizing the distance with constraint conditions
that define the isocontour value and restrict the solution to
the points within the element. This can be expressed by
equation 11.

By restricting the solution to points located within the
element, this formulation accounts for all cases of projection
onto the isocontour shown in Figure 13a.

The formulation in equation 11 represents a nonlinearly
constrained box-constrained optimization problem, requir-
ing advanced mathematical methods for its solution. For
this purpose, we utilize the NLopt library [13], specifi-
cally implementing the Sequential Least Squares Program-
ming (SLSQP) algorithm [16] for nonlinear programming
with nonlinear constraints and bound constraints. NLopt
provides an extensive collection of nonlinear optimization
algorithms, with SLSQP being particularly well-suited for
solving our constrained optimization problem due to its
efficient handling of both equality and inequality constraints.
An important computational advantage of this formulation is
that the optimization problem is easily parallelizable, as each
grid node can be processed independently, enabling signifi-
cant performance improvements for large-scale applications.

The SLSQP algorithm’s key strength lies in its efficient
handling of both equality and inequality constraints through
sequential quadratic programming. By creating and solving
a sequence of quadratic approximations, it effectively man-
ages the nonlinear objective function while maintaining ge-
ometric constraints for isocontour projection. This approach
provides an efficient and reliable solution method for our
specific isocontour projection problem.

A.3.2. Distance computation for solid faces

In the case where an element is fully filled and lies on the
boundary of the TO domain, it contains at least one exterior
face (the interface between the TO domain and empty space).
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From an implementation perspective, each exterior face is
always part of only one element. The DF, in this case, is
constructed such that for each node of the regular grid, the
shortest distance to the external face is sought.

To simplify DF calculation, it is useful to discretize
these exterior faces using triangles (see Figure 14a). Each
face is discretized into four triangles, sharing a common
node at the geometric center of the face. This approach
reduces the entire DF calculation problem to computing the
distance between a node of the regular grid and a triangle
(see Figure 14b). The shortest distance to a triangle can be:

1. the perpendicular projection onto the face,
2. the perpendicular projection onto the edge, or
3. distance to the triangle vertex.

To verify whether the minimum distance is a perpendic-
ular projection onto the triangle, barycentric coordinates A
are used. If the following condition is satisfied, the perpen-
dicular projection of the grid node is inside the triangle:

min(4) > 0 2n

then the coordinates of the projected point x,, can be deter-
mined as follows:

Xp = A]X] + /12X2 + l3X3 (22)

where , , ; are the barycentric coordinates and x, ; 5 are the
coordinates of the triangle’s vertices.

If the perpendicular projection is outside the triangle’s
face, it is necessary to check for a perpendicular projection
onto one of the triangle’s edges. This can be done simply
using the dot product of the vector (from a triangle vertex to
the grid node) and the vector describing the triangle’s edge.
If the perpendicular projection onto any edge of the triangle
does not exist, the minimum distance to the triangle’s ver-
tices is calculated.

A.3.3. Distance computation for transitional faces
Transition elements are those that contain an isocontour
and must have at least one exterior face. The algorithm
for finding projections onto the exterior face, and thus the
shortest distances, is identical to the algorithm described
in Section A.3.2. However, for this type of element, it is
additionally necessary to verify that the element is solid at
the point of projection onto the face.

Specifically, it must be verified that the density p(&) at
the point x, is greater than or equal to the threshold density
p;. To perform this verification, we first need to look for
the isoparametric coordinates £ of a projected point. The
finding of isoparametric coordinates involves minimizing
the distance between the projected point x, and the point
x(&).

Knowing the local coordinates of the projected point x,,,
the density at this point can be calculated by solving equation
13.

If the resulting density p(§) is greater than or equal to the

threshold density p,, the point has been projected onto the
full part of the element, and the results can be used for the
construction of the DF. Otherwise, the calculated distance
for this point is not included in the DF.

A.4. Implementation optimization strategies

A.4.1. Spatial partitioning

Spatial partitioning significantly reduces computational com-
plexity by limiting distance calculations to relevant re-
gions. In our implementation, the algorithm systematically
examines each element within the topology optimization
domain to identify boundary-containing elements. For each
identified element, an AABB is constructed and subse-
quently expanded symmetrically along principal axes by a
distance equal to two element edges of the regular grid. This
expanded AABB creates a localized computational domain
where distance function values are calculated precisely. By
restricting distance computations to these expanded AABBs
rather than the entire domain, we achieve substantial perfor-
mance improvements while maintaining solution accuracy.

A.4.2. Data structure optimization

Memory management and data organization play crucial
roles in algorithm efficiency. Our implementation employs
a linked list data structure to accelerate SDF construction
by efficiently mapping and traversing the expanded AABBs
that contain elements with boundaries. This approach allows
for efficient node organization into spatially coherent lists,
facilitating quick access to relevant grid points during dis-
tance calculations. As demonstrated by Fujun et al. [11], this
approach substantially reduces execution time, particularly
beneficial for large-scale problems with complex geometric
representations.

B. Data and code availability

The implementation of the proposed SDF-based post-processing

methodology, including all test cases and validation exam-
ples presented in this paper, is publicly available in the
following repository:

Repository: https://github.com/kopacja/rho2sdf. jl
Version: v0.1.0

The repository contains:

e Complete source code for the SDF construction algo-
rithm

e Implementation of RBF-based geometry smoothing

e All numerical test cases (cantilever beam, robot grip-
per, sphere validation)

e Input files and mesh data for reproducing results

The code is released under the MIT License to facilitate
reproducibility and encourage further research in topology
optimization post-processing methods.
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Figure 2: Illustration of distance calculation from a Cartesian
grid point x, to the density isocontour p = p, within a
finite element. The shortest distance is represented by the
perpendicular projection onto the isocontour.
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Figure 3: Visualization of different geometric configurations
and corresponding projection scenarios in distance function
construction. The Figure shows three geometric configurations:
an element with internal isocontour (1), a fully solid boundary
element (2), and a transitional element with partially solid
boundary face (3).
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Figure 4: Geometric representation transition: (a) The contin-
uous SDF representation shown through color-mapped values
on a Cartesian grid, with the zero-level contour highlighted in
gray, (b) The resulting high-quality tetrahedral mesh generated
through isosurface stuffing [17].
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Figure 5: Visual validation of the signed distance function construction. (a) Two finite elements sharing a common face. The nodal
densities of these two elements are intentionally assigned to create a roof-like isocontour at p, = 0.5, with dark blue representing
p, =1, light blue p, = 0.5, and white p, = 0. A red dashed line indicates the resulting isocontour. (b) Projection analysis showing
the computed shortest distances from regular grid nodes to the material domain (defined by the isocontour where interpolated
density equals p,, or to element faces where interpolated density is higher than p,). Gray lines represent projection paths, and the
color scale indicates the computed signed distance values. (c) Continuous SDF field obtained by interpolating the discrete nodal
distance values within elements, demonstrating smooth geometric transitions and C° continuity across element boundaries.
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Interpolated nodal density
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(d) Non-uniform tetrahedral mesh (refined bottom half)

Figure 6: Analysis of grid type and resolution effects on geometric feature extraction from different mesh types. Each row shows
results for a different initial mesh discretization: (a) uniform hexahedral, (b) non-uniform hexahedral, (c) uniform tetrahedral, and
(d) non-uniform tetrahedral meshes. Columns show: initial mesh with nodal densities varying from p, = 0 at corners to p, =1 at
center with spherical isocontour at p, = 0.5, followed by geometric reconstruction using Cartesian grids of different resolutions.
All grid spacings are normalized to the uniform hexahedral mesh element size (row a), which serves as the baseline reference. The
series demonstrates the critical relationship between grid resolution choice and final geometric accuracy.
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Figure 7: Convergence analysis demonstrating relative volume
error reduction with mesh refinement for spherical test geom-
etry, confirming second-order accuracy (p ~ 1.94).
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Figure 8: Cantilever beam test case: geometry and boundary
conditions.
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Figure 9: Comparative visualization of the optimized cantilever beam structure across different processing stages: (a) raw SIMP
topology optimization result exhibiting characteristic intermediate densities and jagged boundaries, (b) the result of conventional
post-processing, which yields a piecewise linear boundary representation, and (c) proposed SDF-based method result demonstrating
smooth boundaries while preserving key geometric features and maintaining volume constraints.
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Figure 11: View of one of the critical surfaces for boundary
condition application - the gripper leg end. (a) Raw topology
optimization results, (b) conventional linear post-processing
with piecewise linear boundary representation, (c) proposed
SDF-based post-processing showing global smoothing effects
that may require careful consideration at boundary condition

Figure 10: Robot gripper test case: geometry and boundary interfaces, though this can be partially addressed through
conditions. subsequent discretization strategies.
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Figure 12: Post-processing results for the robot gripper: (a) Raw element density distribution from topology optimization, (b)
Extracted geometry using conventional linear post-processing, (c) Result from proposed SDF-based post-processing method.
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Figure 13: Demonstration of three different types of point
projections onto the solid part of the element. (a) Projection
on object boundary defined by isocountour. (b) Projection on
the external face of the solid element. (c) Projection on the
external face of a partly solid element.
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Figure 14: Projection on external face of the solid element.
(a) External face is descretized by triangles. (b) Problem
simplification - projection on single triangle.

(b)

Figure 15: Projection onto the external face of the partially
solid element. Black nodes are projected onto the solid part of
the element, while the red node is projected onto the empty
part of the element, and thus its distance cannot be used
for updating the DF. (a) The external face is discretized into
triangles. (b) Problem simplification - projection onto a single
triangle.
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