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Figure 1: (a) Local Space Positional Map. (b) Local Space Normal Map. (c) Stamping with different projector transform (d)
Stamping vs Projection Result. (e) Stamping vs Projection in Texture. (f) Target Texture. (g) Decal Texture. (h) SIGGRAPH Hand
Painting using proposed technique. (i) SIGGRAPH Logo as Decal (j) Model Mesh.

ABSTRACT
We present Reverse Projection, a novel projective texture mapping
technique for painting a decal directly to the texture of a 3D object.
Designed to be used in games, this technique works in real-time.
By using projection techniques that are computed in local space
textures and outward-looking, users using low-end android devices
to high-end gaming desktops are able to enjoy the personalization of
their assets. We believe our proposed pipeline is a step in improving
the speed and versatility of model painting.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Computing methodologies→ Rasterization.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Reverse projection is a technique to project and color the surface of
a 3D model. By updating the texture map of the 3D model from the
model perspective, this provides the ability to customize and per-
sonalize the model’s look and feel. This customization is especially
important in games to design avatars and objects that fit within an
overall theme.

Common modes of painting decals on 3D surface include ray
tracing [Liktor 2008], uv-map unwrapping [Igarashi and Cosgrove
2001], or forward projection mapping [Zhou et al. 2016]. Ray trac-
ing identifies intersections between the decal and surface through
shooting rays from the eye position at each pixel’s center [Liktor
2008]. Due to depth buffer quantization, the accuracy degrades.
UV-map unwrapping seeks a good surface parameterization that
minimizes distortion for the texture mapping process [Igarashi and
Cosgrove 2001]. However, this method does not account for edge
detection as a uv-space of the 3D model is not continuous to the
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surface space for the texture map. Lastly, forward projective map-
ping involves projecting light bundles to the target object. This
technique relies on extensive tracking of projection features to
correctly align the decal to the texture [Zhou et al. 2016].

Both ray tracing and uv-map unwrapping have their associated
compute costs, while forward projection mapping does not directly
draw into the target’s texture. For model painting to be performed
on edge devices and within real-time systems like games, we want
to reduce compute cost by direct painting on the target texture.

In our approach, we reframe the projection problem by making
individual pixels on a target texture look outwards and singularly
determine the requirement and positionality of projection. We de-
velop a pipeline that harnesses per-pixel operations to perform a
projection routine for 3D model painting.

2 METHODOLOGY
Figure 2 illustrates the overview of the processing pipeline for our
Reverse Projection framework. To paint the model, we convert the
model mesh into a local space texture, thus reducing the required
mathematical operations into texture interactions, allowing for
real-time projection mapping.

Figure 2: Reverse Projection Framework

Local Space Texture Generation. For the target model, we obtain
the triangle mesh in local space. We apply a rasterization function
that iterates all the triangles in the mesh and linearly interpolates
the position and normal information for each triangle. The function
produces an overall positional and normal map. The positional
map is a point cloud texture. The normal map requires 3-axis of
information (𝑥,𝑦, 𝑧), as compared to 2 from a traditional tangent-
space normal map. This step is skipped if the mesh is not changed.

Projection Input. Given a target texture and a decal (texture to
be painted), we apply a decal transform operation. This transform
matrix provides the position, orientation and scale of the decal with
respect to the local space of the model mesh. The output feeds into
a projection routine to perform Local Space Projection per pixel.

Local Space Projection. Back face culling is performed to ignore
surfaces that are faced away from the user, optimizing the com-
putational cost. A series of dot products are performed between

the texture and decal to determine which pixels to keep. For these
pixels, a ray cast operation is performed to determine whether the
position of the texture touches the decal. The ray intersection test
also returns the position of the decal, given which we can copy the
color to the texture, producing our painted model.

3 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Figure 1 shows images of milestone output steps. This pipeline
demonstrates a method to project a decal in a computationally
inexpensive method for direct painting of textures.

We use a Dell Precision 5570 (Intel i9-12900H with 64gb of
DDR4 4800Mhz) for our evaluation. We implemented purely single-
threaded CPU functions in our pipeline, to account for cases where
some devices do not have threading abilities. This includes the ras-
terization and projective mapping functions, which can be done in
compute shaders or multiple threads for efficiency. With this setup,
the Local Space Texture Generation step completed in 0.0033±0.003s
which requires iterating all triangles in the mesh. Each triangle on
the texture surface is unique, and the total triangle count should
not exceed (width*height) of the texture.

Due to the uniqueness of each Local Space Texture coordinate,
the upper bound of processing the positional/normal map will
also be (width*height). In total, the processing upper bound of
our pipeline is O(2*width*height). Our Local Space Projection runs
completed in 0.0033 ± 0.003s. Thus, our method is optimal because
the compute complexity is never larger than that required to update
the target texture.

Limitations of this method include: all triangles must uniquely
map to an area on the texture to provide information for render-
ing. Therefore the mesh triangle count cannot exceed local space
texture size. The target texture width/height must match the local
space texture size. Future work calls for improvements to painting
techniques like broad phase culling for complex non-parametric
models [DeBry et al. 2002].

In conclusion, our method successfully produces a painted 3D
model by using reverse projection texture mapping in local space.
Our pipeline optimizes the compute complexity and time such
that the technique can be implemented on devices with different
compute ranges.
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