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Abstract

This study presents a generalised least squares based method for fitting poly-
gons and ellipses to data points. The method is based on a trigonometric
fitness function that approximates a unit shape accurately, making it appli-
cable to various geometric shapes with minimal fitting parameters. Further-
more, the proposed method does not require any constraints and can handle
incomplete data. The method is validated on synthetic and real-world data
sets and compared with the existing methods in the literature for polygon
and ellipse fitting. The test results show that the method achieves high accu-
racy and outperforms the referenced methods in terms of root-mean-square
error, especially for noise-free data. The proposed method is a powerful tool
for shape fitting in computer vision and geometry processing applications.

Keywords: Polygon fitting, Least squares, Rectangle fitting, Ellipse fitting,
High-precision

1. Introduction

Fitting observed points to geometric shapes is a common problem in sci-
ence and engineering fields. Among various shapes, circle and ellipse fitting
has received much attention from researchers [1, 2, 3, 4, 5], and these shape
fitting methods have been applied in diverse fields, such as robotics [6], en-
gineering measurement [7, 8], and medicine [9, 10]. Polygon fitting, notably
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rectangles, is equally important for applications in fields such as computer
vision [11, 12, 13], medicine [14], and remote sensing [15, 16], where polygonal
shapes represent common artifacts. Hence, it is essential to develop gener-
alised and accurate methods for fitting polygons and ellipses to observed data
points.

Many studies have attempted to address the problem of fitting polygonal
shapes. Some of these methods applied genetic algorithms (GA) to approx-
imate the polygons [14, 17, 18, 19, 20]. Although GA based methods are
effective in solving multi-modal optimization problems, the implementation
of GA requires more computation resources and is time-consuming. Liparulo
et al. [21] proposed to use fuzzy algorithm to reduce the computational cost
of point-to-polygon distance estimation, but the main focus of the method
was on shape recognition rather than shape fitting. Werman and Keren [22]
developed a Bayesian paradigm for parametric and non-parametric fitting of
rectangle to noisy data points. Minimum bounding rectangle (MBR), pro-
posed in [23] and [24], has been extensively used for object recognition from
LiDAR point clouds [16, 25, 26, 27], images [11, 28, 29, 30, 12], and videos
[31, 32]. However, MBR aims to enclose all the points rather than match
their distribution.

Least squares methods are widely used for shape fitting. Prasad et al.
[3] proposed a fast least squares based ellipse fitting method that does not
require constraints and iterations. Chaudhuri et al. [33] introduced a rect-
angle fit method with a bisection of upper and under-estimated rectangles.
The iteration scheme of Chaudhuri’s method is based on the computation
of rectangle area. However, Yang and Jiang [11] suggested that this method
could be improved for discrete and noisy data points, because the area-based
fitting metric might not capture the true shape of the data. Another ap-
proach to fit rectangle, proposed by Sampath and Shan [34] was to fit line
segments and group them by slopes with parallelism, and then determine
the bounding by least squares with perpendicularity constraints. Building
on Chaudhuri’s and Sampath and Shan’s work, Seo et al. [15] introduced a
rectangle model with eight parameters (angle and distance for each edge) and
used least squares adjustment to fit the model to points, subject to the con-
straint of perpendicularity between edges. Similarly, Sinnreich [35] employed
least squares, but reduced the number of parameters to five, corresponding
to the degrees of freedom of a symmetrical polygon, and derived a simpler
design matrix based on continuous hypotrochoid functions. Stroppa et al.
[14] regarded Sinnreich’s algorithm as the most effective method for fitting
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polygons. However, Stroppa et al. [14] reported that hypotrochoid functions
caused errors at the vertices of polygons.

Motivated by these observations, this study introduces a generalised least
squares based shape fitting method that seeks to overcome the limitations
of the existing methods. The objectives of this paper are to: i) present a
generalised fitting algorithm that can be applied to polygons and ellipses;
ii) improve the least squares based polygonal fitting algorithm with a more
accurate continuous fitness function; iii) test the accuracy of the proposed
method in fitting shapes to clean and noisy data. The rest of this paper is
organised as follows. Section 2.1 presents the generalised fitness function for
polygonal and elliptical shapes. Section 2.3 describes the calculation of the
angle parameter in the fitness function. Section 2.4 describes the least squares
shape fitting algorithm based on the fitness function. Section 2.5 explains
the implementation of the algorithm. Section 3 describes the simulated and
real tests, and reports the testing results and analyses. Section 4 concludes
the main outcome of this study.

2. Least squares polygon and ellipse fitting

2.1. A generalised fitness function for unit shapes

Inspired by the Fourier series, we formulated a high-precision trigonomet-
ric shape fitting function. We define the 2D regular polygon inscribed by a
circle with a diameter of 1 as a unit polygon. Then, the fitness function for
a unit polygon with E sides is given by:

px(ϕ) = S(cosϕ(a+
b

cos(Eϕ) + 1.08
− c

cos(2Eϕ) + 2
)− d cos((E − 1)ϕ))

py(ϕ) = S(sinϕ(a+
b

cos(Eϕ) + 1.08
− c

cos(2Eϕ) + 2
) + d sin((E − 1)ϕ))

(1)

where the values of parameters a, b, c, d, and S depend on the number of
sides E and are listed in Table 1. The function approximates the unit shape
precisely with an angle parameter ϕ. Thus, we can implement a simple
and computationally efficient least squares algorithm to fit 2D shapes of any
position and size, without any constraint conditions. Fig. 1 show the fitness
functions for a unit triangle, square, pentagon, and hexagon with calculated
root-mean-square error (RMSE).
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Table 1: Values of parameters a, b, c, d, and S for unit polygons and ellipse in Eqs. (1)

Unit shape a b c d S
Triangle 17 0.14 0.42 5 1/24
Square 15 0.105 0.21 2 1/26

Pentagon 13 0.065 0.13 1 1/24
Hexagon 10 0.0375 0.0675 0.5 1/19
Circle 1 0 0 0 1/2

2.2. Shape parameters and error function

Based on the unit shape presented in Eq. 1, we can parameterise corre-
sponding symmetrical and asymmetrical shapes with a vector of six param-
eters represented by:

V =
[
xc yc mx my α λ

]T
(2)

where xc and yc are the coordinates of centroid, mx and my are scaling
factor to stretch the unit shape along the major and minor axes, α is a
counterclockwise rotation angle, and λ is the shear factor.

Then we can fit polygons or ellipses to the data points by minimizing the
error function given by:

L =
[
L1 L2 · · · Ln

]T
,

Li = RT (Xi −T)−M ·Pi

(3)

where R is the rotation matrix corresponding to α, Xi=[xi, yi]
T are the

coordinates of data points, T=[xc, yc]
T is the translation vector, and Pi=[px,

py]
T is the unit shape defined in Eqs. (1). M is defined as follows:

M =

[
mx 0
λmy my

]
(4)

2.3. Estimation of the angle parameter ϕ

To fit the shape using least squares adjustment, a key step is to calculate
the intermediate parameter ϕ in Eq. 1 for each data point. A solution of ϕ
can be computed for polygon and ellipse through Eqs. 5 to 9 .
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Figure 1: Fitness functions for unit triangle, square, pentagon, hexagon, and ellipse based
on Eqs. (1) with RMSE of fitting between the fitness functions and the unit shapes

We denote r = py/px, and set θ = arctan((yi − yc)/(xi − xc))− α. From
Eq. 3 we can have:

r =
py
px

= −λ+ tan θ
mx

my

(5)

We denote w = a/d, where a and d are the parameters of the fitness
function in Eq. 1, and use shorthand notations c = cos(ϕ) and cn = cos(nϕ).
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From Eq. 1 we can get an approximation of cos(ϕ) for polygon as follows:

(r2 + 1)(w2c2 + c2E−1 − 2wccE−1) + 2wcE − w2 − 1 = 0 (6)

where E is the number of sides of the corresponding unit polygon. From Eq.
6, we can always find two real solutions, c0 and c1, for cosϕ. We assume
c0 < c1 and the correct solution ct can be selected based on θ by:

ct =

{
c0, for cos θ < 0

c1, otherwise
(7)

Taking shear factor λ in Eq. 3 into consideration, ϕ can be calculated by
taking the inverse cosine of ct and adjusting the sign with Eq. 8 for polygon.

ϕ = sgn(sin(θ − arctan(
λmy

mx

))) arccos(ct) (8)

where sgn(·) is the sign function.
For ellipse, ϕ can be calculated with Eq. 9.

ϕ = arctan(
mx

my

tan θ) + sgn(sin θ)stp(cos θ)π (9)

where stp(·) is a step function defined as:

stp(x) =

{
0; if x ≥ 0

1; if x < 0
(10)

In practical implementation, we can simplify the computation of the angle
parameter ϕ based on the above equations. Taking rectangle fitting as an
example, setting w = a/d = 7.5 from Table 1, Eq. 6 gives:

16(r2 + 1)c6 − (84r2 − 36)c4 + (110.25r2 − 9.75)c2 − 42.25 = 0 (11a)

Taking λ = 0 into Eq. 5 and setting k = 1/(r2 + 1), Eq. 11a can be reduced
to:

c6 + (7.5k − 5.25)c4 + (6.890625− 7.5k)c2 − 2.640625k = 0 (11b)

From Eq. 11b we can get:

c1 = −c0 =
√
1.75− 2.5k − (q1 + q2)1/3 − (q1 − q2)1/3 (11c)
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where

q1 = p1(k − 0.5)3 − p2(k − 0.5),

q2 = p3
√

(k2 − k)(k − k2 − p4)
(11d)

where p1=15.625, p2=5.24609375, p3=8.3998, p4=0.2786875. As c1 = −c0,
from Eq. 8, the value of ϕ for rectangle can be calculated as follows:

ϕ =sgn(tan θ) arccos(c1) + sgn(sin θ)stp(cos θ)π (11e)

2.4. Least squares adjustment

With determined shape parameters and error functions described in Sec-
tion 2.2 and computed ϕ described in Section 2.3, the standard Gauss-Newton
method is used to minimise L:

g = −(ATA)−1ATL (12a)

V := V + g (12b)

where A is partial derivatives of L given by:

A =
[
A1 A2 · · · An

]T
,

Ai =
[
∂Li

∂xc

∂Li

∂yc

∂Li

∂mx

∂Li

∂mx

∂Li

∂α
∂Li

∂λ

] (13)

From Eq. (3), we can have:

∂Li

∂xc

=

[
− cosα
sinα

]
−

[
mx

∂px
∂xc

my(λ
∂px
∂xc

+ ∂py
∂xc

)

]
,

∂Li

∂yc
=

[
− sinα
− cosα

]
−

[
mx

∂px
∂yc

my(λ
∂px
∂yc

+ ∂py
∂yc

)

] (13a)

∂Li

∂mx

= −

[
px +mx

∂px
∂mx

my(λ
∂px
∂mx

+ ∂py
∂mx

)

]
,

∂Li

∂my

= −

[
mx

∂px
∂my

λpx + py +my(λ
∂px
∂my

+ ∂py
∂my

)

] (13b)
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∂Li

∂α
=

[
− sinα(xi − xc) + cosα(yi − yc)
− cosα(xi − xc)− sinα(yi − yc)

]
−
[
mx

∂px
∂α

my
∂py
∂α

]
(13c)

∂Li

∂λ
= −

[
mx

∂px
∂λ

my(px + λ∂px
∂λ

+ ∂py
∂λ

)

]
(13d)

2.5. Algorithm Implementation

Before applying the proposed method, the data should be preprocessed
with the following steps, which are analogous to the data preprocessing in
circle fitting [2]:

a) Translate the data points to the origin by subtracting their mean val-
ues: x′

i = xi − x and y′i = yi − y, where x and y are sample means of xi and
yi, respectively.

b) Normalize the data by dividing x′
i and y′i by the root mean squared

distance, drms, of the translated data points from the origin.
c) For shapes that are elongated or flattened, we recommend to apply

singular value decomposition (SVD) to the translated and normalized data
points usvT = X′, and obtain the angle of the principal axis as the initial
estimate of α.

These steps can reduce rounding error and mis-convergence in iteration.
We can start the search of the parameters (xc, yc, mx, my, λ) at (0, 0, 1,
1, 0) with the calculated initial value of α. To simplify the fitting problem
and reduce the computational cost, we may adjust the vector based on the
degrees of freedom of the fitted shape. For example, if the fitted shape is a
rectangle or an ellipse, the number of parameters in Eq. (2) is reduced to
five as λ is fixed to 0. If the fitted shape is a right triangle, then we can
fix λ =

√
3/3. The optimal parameters after iteration are then transformed

back by applying the inverse operations of scaling and translation with Eqs.
14.

xc ← xcdrms + x, yc ← ycdrms + y,

mx ← mxdrms,my ← mydrms

(14)

Algorithm 1 shows the procedures of data preprocessing and iterative
least squares adjustment.
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Algorithm 1 Proposed Shape Fit Algorithm

1: procedure Data preprocessing
2: for each (xi, yi) in X do

xi ← (xi − x)/drms

yi ← (yi − y)/drms

3: Compute α0 by u, s,vT := svd(X)
α0 := arctan(vT )

4: procedure Iterative least squares minimization
5: Initialise V := [0, 0, 1, 1, α0, 0]

T , ϵ := 10−6

6: while not converged do
7: Compute ϕ by Eq. (8) for polygon or Eq. (9) for ellipse
8: Compute L by Eq. (3)
9: Compute A by Eq. (13)

10: Compute g by Eq. (12a)
11: if ∥g∥ < ϵ∥V∥ then break
12: else
13: V← V + g

14: restore (xc, yc,mx,my) in estimated V by Eqs. (14)
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3. Validation

3.1. Data Description

We designed four tests to validate our proposed method with different
types of data and shapes. Tests 1 and 2 used synthetic data of eleven shapes
with varying parameters shown in Table 2. The data points used in Test 1
were corrupted by Gaussian noise with a standard deviation of 0.5 to sim-
ulate measurement errors. The data points used in Test 2 were noise-free
but partially missing. We deliberately removed some points near vertices of
polygons and some points on one side of each ellipse to create gaps in the
data. This way, we can evaluate the accuracy and robustness of our proposed
method to noisy and incomplete data. We also demonstrate that our method
does not rely on the vertices of polygons.

Tests 3 and 4 used real data with rectangular and elliptical shapes be-
cause they are ubiquitous in the real world and have many applications in
computer vision, image processing, and remote sensing. Test 3 used a point
cloud of a building obtained by aerial photogrammetry (Fig. 2), which can
be approximated by a rectangle. The data was collected by flying a DJI
M300 RTK drone equipped with a Zenmuse P1 photogrammetry camera
over the building. The true parameters of the rectangle in Test 3 were com-
puted using the planar coordinates of the four corner points of the building.
The true coordinates of the building corners were derived from the as-built
drawing, which was created based on a total station survey of the building.
Test 4 used an image of a shape matching toy with polygonal and circular
shapes to demonstrate the versatility of our proposed method. The image
was preprocessed by converting it to gray scale, applying a Gaussian filter for
smoothing, and extracting shape contours using Canny edge detector before
applying our proposed shape fitting method.

In the tests, we compared our proposed method with two existing meth-
ods for rectangle and ellipse fitting proposed by Sinnreich [35] and Prasad
[3], respectively, when a ground truth reference is available. We used root-
mean-square error (RMSE) as the metric to evaluate fitting accuracy of the
proposed and referenced methods.

3.2. Results

Test 1 evaluated the accuracy and robustness of our proposed method
for fitting geometric shapes to noisy data. Fig. 3 shows that our proposed
method and the referenced methods can fit the noisy data points with low

10



Table 2: Parameters of eleven shapes in Tests 1 and 2

Shape No. xc yc mx my α/deg λ Type
T0 4 43 15 15 35 / regular triangle
T1 0 17 28 9 100 / isoceles triangle

T2 15 -4 15 9 270
√
3/3 right triangle

R0 32 39 19 19 -10 / square
R1 33 4 8 41 50 / rectangle

R2 32 21 8 16 80
√
3/2 rhombus

R3 49 27 15 7 60 0.8 parallelogram
H0 61 47 20 20 15 / regular hexagon
H1 68 24 24 16 10 0.6 hexagon
E0 52 8 8 12 20 / ellipse
E1 68 0 32 8 55 / ellipse

Figure 2: Point cloud of a building from aerial photogrammetry and its 3D model. (a)
3D model of the building. (b) Point cloud of the building. The data used in Test 3 is
the sliced point cloud near PABCD, which is a plane defined by four corner points of the
building.

errors, ranging from 0.5 to 1.3 in RMSE. The estimated parameters and
RMSE of fitting points in Test 1 are shown in Table 3. The results show
that the RMSE is higher for elongated or flattened shapes such as T1 and
R1 because the estimation of a short edge of these shapes is more sensitive to
noise. The results also show that our proposed method has similar RMSE as
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Sinnreich’s method [35] for rectangle fitting (R0 and R1) and slightly lower
RMSE than Prasad’s method [3] for ellipse fitting (E0 and E1). The test
results indicate that our method is competitive with the referenced methods,
considering that the proposed method is more general and versatile.

Figure 3: Shape fitting results for noisy points Using proposed and referenced methods in
Test 1

Test 2 evaluated the accuracy and robustness of our proposed method
for fitting geometric shapes to incomplete data. Fig. 4 illustrates the fitting
shapes obtained by the proposed method and referenced methods in Test 2.
As shown in Fig. 4, we can see that Sinnreich’s fit of R1 and Prasad’s fit of
E1 are slightly smaller than the true shapes, which indicates an underfitting
problem. In contrast, our proposed fit matches the data points more closely,
which indicates a better fitting accuracy. Table 4 presents the estimated
parameters and RMSE of fitting points in Test 2. The RMSE values of our
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Table 3: Shape parameter estimation and RMSE for various shapes and methods in Test
1.

Shape Method xc yc mx my α/deg λ RMSE
T0 Proposed 4.069 43.017 14.964 14.959 154.88 / 0.639
T1 Proposed 0.023 16.989 28.042 9.079 100.08 / 1.122
T2 Proposed 14.963 -4.053 8.701 15.387 35.32 0.199 0.738
R0 Sinnreich 32.038 38.918 19.301 19.158 -8.90 / 0.604
R0 Proposed 32.070 38.995 19.109 19.065 80.39 / 0.550
R1 Sinnreich 33.109 3.931 40.605 8.228 140.08 / 1.295
R1 Proposed 32.958 4.046 40.731 7.998 140.01 / 1.316
R2 Proposed 32.081 20.976 8.940 15.070 46.89 -0.889 1.055
R3 Proposed 49.098 27.118 6.673 15.685 -7.92 -0.136 0.706
H0 Proposed 61.015 47.000 19.945 19.973 16.01 / 0.503
H1 Proposed 68.095 24.026 23.918 16.060 9.98 0.594 0.584
E0 Prasad 52.029 8.014 11.785 8.476 -63.12 / 0.506
E0 Proposed 52.011 8.008 11.985 8.094 111.83 / 0.475
E1 Prasad 68.173 0.245 31.249 7.846 54.71 / 0.781
E1 Proposed 68.128 0.194 31.841 8.043 55.20 / 0.739

proposed method range from 0.009 to 0.074 for polygons, which are lower by
80% and 93% than Sinnreich’s fit. This indicates that the proposed method
can handle incomplete data more effectively. For ellipses, the RMSE of the
proposed method is exactly zero for these test cases, which indicates that
the proposed method can recover the true parameters of the ellipse from
incomplete data. Prasad’s fit estimates the centroid and orientation of ellipse
correctly, but has a slight error in estimating the major and minor axes of
ellipse with incomplete data. This error results in an underfitting problem,
as shown in Fig. 4.

It should be noted that some estimated parameters in Table 4 differ from
the given parameters in Table 2, even though the corresponding geometric
shapes fit well with the data points. For example, Shape R3 has given pa-
rameters (xc, yc, mx, my, α, λ) = (49, 27, 15, 7, 60, 0.8) in Table 2 and
estimated parameters (xc, yc, mx, my, α, λ) = (49.005, 27.018, 6.552, 16.040,
-9.6, -0.117) in Table 4. This discrepancy is caused by the fact that the pa-
rameter model used in Eq. 2 corresponding to an asymmetrical shape has
multiple solutions that can produce the same shape.

13



Figure 4: Shape fitting results for noise-free and incomplete points using proposed and
referenced methods in Test 2.

The test result using real point cloud data indicates that the proposed
method can achieve centimetre level accuracy in high-precision applications.
Table 5 shows the estimated parameters and RMSE of fitting points in Test 3.
From Table 5, we can observe that the estimated parameters of the proposed
fit are close to the ground truth, whilst Sinnreich’s fit overestimates the length
of the short edge of the rectangle. Fig. 3 illustrates the fitted shapes by both
methods overlaid on the point cloud data. A close look at Fig. 3 shows
that Sinnreich’s fit exhibits a slight outward deviation from the long edge of
the rectangle except near the vertices, where it curves inward. However, the
proposed fit shows closer proximity to the rectangle, especially in capturing
the vertices.

Test 4 shows that our proposed method can fit various shapes in a real
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Table 4: Shape parameter estimation and RMSE for various shapes and methods in Test
2.

Shape Method xc yc mx my α/deg λ RMSE
T0 Proposed 4.010 42.982 15.082 14.979 155.09 / 0.039
T1 Proposed -0.016 17.087 27.912 8.989 100.01 / 0.074
T2 Proposed 15.043 -4.053 8.538 15.883 34.84 0.191 0.043
R0 Sinnreich 31.958 38.996 18.872 18.957 -8.61 / 0.102
R0 Proposed 31.993 39.009 19.017 18.988 80.25 / 0.020
R1 Sinnreich 32.602 4.303 40.171 8.196 139.95 / 0.344
R1 Proposed 32.996 4.002 41.017 8.003 140.00 / 0.023
R2 Proposed 32.002 21.003 8.241 15.656 49.23 -0.870 0.074
R3 Proposed 49.005 27.018 6.552 16.040 -9.60 -0.117 0.066
H0 Proposed 61.001 47.003 20.002 20.000 14.68 / 0.018
H1 Proposed 68.000 24.001 23.935 16.035 9.73 0.603 0.009
E0 Prasad 52.000 8.000 12.346 8.231 -70.00 / 0.157
E0 Proposed 52.000 8.000 12.000 8.000 110.00 / 0.000
E1 Prasad 68.000 -0.000 29.583 7.396 55.00 / 0.643
E1 Proposed 68.000 -0.000 32.000 8.000 55.00 / 0.000

Table 5: Shape parameter estimation and RMSE for the rectangular building in Test 3

Parameters Ground truth Sinnreich fit proposed fit
xc/m 295595.930 295595.883 295595.947
yc/m 95593.943 95594.002 95593.912
mx/m 33.100 32.950 33.112
my/m 16.685 17.645 16.743
α/deg 155.77 156.24 155.86

RMSE/m 0.514 0.081

image of a shape-matching toy, which contains incomplete and noisy con-
tours. From Fig. 6b, we can see that some of the contours that belong to
different shapes, such as the bottom-left square and top-right rhombus, are
not complete. Some edges of shapes are not captured after the image pre-
processing because of the changing light reflection along the shape edges in
the original image (Fig. 6a). However, the proposed method still works well
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Figure 5: Shape fitting results for real point cloud data using proposed and referenced
methods in Test 3.

in fitting all the shapes as shown in Fig. 6c, demonstrating that our method
is robust to contour gaps and noise, and versatile to polygonal and circular
shapes.

4. Conclusions

This work has presented a novel method for accurate shape fitting that
can handle polygons and ellipses. We validated our method with simulated
and real data. The simulated tests show that the proposed method is robust
to noisy data and incomplete data. The real data tests further demonstrate
the accuracy and versatility of the proposed method to the real-world point
cloud data and image data. The proposed method was compared with the ex-
isting methods in the literature. The results show that the proposed method
achieved higher accuracy and better versatility. The proposed method has
potential applications in various fields that involve shape analysis, such as
computer vision, image processing, and remote sensing.
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(a) Original image

(b) Input contours as input (c) Fitting result of proposed method

Figure 6: Example of a real image and the shapes fitted by the proposed method.
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