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Abstract

Learning-based point cloud registration approaches
have significantly outperformed their traditional counter-
parts. However, they typically require extensive training on
specific datasets. In this paper, we propose ZeroReg, the
first zero-shot point cloud registration approach that elim-
inates the need for training on point cloud datasets. The
cornerstone of ZeroReg is the novel transfer of image fea-
tures from keypoints to the point cloud, enriched by ag-
gregating information from 3D geometric neighborhoods.
Specifically, we extract keypoints and features from 2D im-
age pairs using a frozen pretrained 2D backbone. These
features are then projected in 3D, and patches are con-
structed by searching for neighboring points. We integrate
the geometric and visual features of each point using our
novel parameter-free geometric decoder. Subsequently, the
task of determining correspondences between point clouds
is formulated as an optimal transport problem. Extensive
evaluations of ZeroReg demonstrate its competitive perfor-
mance against both traditional and learning-based meth-
ods. On benchmarks such as 3DMatch, 3DLoMatch, and
ScanNet, ZeroReg achieves impressive Recall Ratios (RR)
of over 84%, 46%, and 75%, respectively.

1. Introduction
Point cloud registration (PCR) aims to estimate the
rigid transformation between a source and a target point
cloud [2]. With the overwhelming development of deep
learning, the ability of deep features for point cloud registra-
tion outperforms traditional hand-crafted counterparts [19,
33, 52]. As a result, PCR has also been effective in chal-
lenging scenarios such as low-overlap [29]. However, these
scenarios typically require extensive training on specific
datasets.

Learning-based methods can be divided into two cat-
egories: supervised and unsupervised methods. Super-
vised methods utilize the transformation or correspondence
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Figure 1. Generally, traditional methods use handcrafted features
with high generalization but low performance; learning-based
methods achieve high-performance training with the requirements
for extensive 3D data. ZeroReg, in contrast, requires no training
in 3D data (compared to the learning-based), which utilizes a 2D
frozen backbone to achieve higher performance and robust gener-
alization in PCR (compared to the traditional approaches).

annotations as supervision to train neural networks for
PCR [12, 18, 26, 39, 40, 56]. Unsupervised methods lever-
age reconstruction and contrastive learning to train neural
networks [16, 22, 32, 41, 47]. Recent unsupervised meth-
ods [59] can achieve performance comparable to supervised
ones, showing that excellent results can also be attained
without annotations. Hence, we argue that point cloud can
be aligned with high generalization and accuracy without
the requirement for training on point cloud datasets.

Because RGB and depth information typically come
paired, we can use these pieces of information together to
assist in PCR based on geometry, which is proving promis-
ing [24, 61]. Recent studies have started to explore the im-
age information to establish cross-modal correspondences
for PCR tasks [22, 61]. However, most of them primarily in-
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corporate 2D semantic features, while ignoring the geomet-
ric features between points. Moreover, all of them require
extra training, which is costly to deploy in novel scenarios.

In this paper, we propose a simple yet effective zero-shot
approach for point cloud registration, which we name Ze-
roReg. ZeroReg can identify keypoints within 3D point
cloud pairs and capture the overlapping regions between
them by matching keypoints in 3D space. Given the in-
herent unordered and irregular nature of point clouds, re-
lying solely on visual features for PCR is inadequate.
Thus, the comprehensive integration of geometric informa-
tion into 2D visual information is non-trivial but promis-
ing. Our method combines the visual features from a 2D
frozen model with the geometric attributes of point clouds
to achieve PCR in a zero-shot manner (Fig. 1).

To achieve this, we first establish the coarse-level cor-
respondences between point cloud pairs from their posed
RGB pairs. We adopt SuperPoint [18] to detect the key-
points in images and map these keypoints onto the 3D
space. Second, we utilize the 2D frozen model to extract
features for the keypoints and utilize optimal transport to es-
tablish coarse-level correspondences among the keypoints
on the point cloud. Due to the sparsity in the point cloud
data, not each pixel can be associated with a correspond-
ing point in 3D space. Thus, to maximize the preservation
of keypoints from the images onto the point cloud, we use
point clouds reconstructed from depth images with iden-
tical poses to the original ones. After obtaining coarse-
level keypoints, following [57], we adopt the coarse-to-fine
strategy. Then, we apply the K-Nearest-Neighbours algo-
rithm (kNN) [46] to associate keypoints with the neigh-
bouring points, constructing patches. These patches, to-
gether with their point-wise visual features extracted from
the 2D frozen pretrained backbone, fed into our custom-
designed parameter-free decoder to infuse geometric infor-
mation into visual features, thereby enhancing distinctive-
ness at the point level. Finally, the task of establishing cor-
respondences between point clouds is formulated as an op-
timal transport problem, and we use the RANSAC [52] to
estimate the transformation. We evaluate ZeroReg on three
benchmarks 3DMatch (1.6K pairs) [60], 3DLoMatch (1.7K
pairs) [29], ScanNet (26K pairs) [15].

Since our approach is zero-shot, it does not perform on
par with the SOTA learning-based approaches with suffi-
cient training data. However, the performance of ZeroReg
overall surpasses that of traditional approaches and even
competes with some learning-based methods, indicating its
potential for pairwise registration tasks. To summarize, our
contributions are as follows:
• We propose ZeroReg that, to the best of our knowledge,

is the first method that conducts pairwise registration in a
zero-shot manner, which eliminates the need for training
on the point cloud dataset.

• We design a novel parameter-free geometry decoder that
integrates geometric information with visual features for
refinement in order to enhance performance. We also
demonstrate that the extracted visual features can be uti-
lized for pairwise registration, resulting in improved per-
formance.

• We conduct extensive experiments on three bench-
marks such as 3DMatch, 3DLoMatch, and ScanNet, and
achieve competitive results, with a Recall Ratio of 84%
(3DMatch), 46% (3DLoMatch), and 75% (ScanNet).

2. Related Work
2.1. Learning-based point cloud registration

Based on the input source, current 3D point cloud registra-
tion methods can be classified into single-modal and multi-
modal. The former solely relies on the geometry descrip-
tors of the point cloud as input, while the latter utilizes
RGB-D images as visual descriptors, or both geometry and
visual descriptors complement each other to further enhance
point cloud registration performance.

Single-modal. Early point cloud registration methods
utilized handcrafted feature extraction e.g., surface nor-
mals [19, 33, 52], point coordinates [13], on point cloud
geometry for registration [1, 52]. For example, MCOV [13]
is a covariance descriptor to directly fuse the texture and
shape features in point clouds. PPF [1] and FFPH [52]
adopt the geometric features calculated from the distances
and relative angles between points and surface normals.
With the advancement of deep learning, deep neural net-
works achieve impressive improvements over handcrafted
approaches with training. Most learning-based methods
are two-stage methods, which extract rotation-invariant fea-
tures [16, 17] from point clouds, enabling to estimate fea-
ture matching between a pair of sparse points by the Near-
est Neighbour Matcher [29, 50, 57, 58], and then adopting
the robust transformation estimators, e.g., RANSAC [23],
which is still widely applied for registration task. Preda-
tor [29] samples keypoints to predict the overlapping re-
gions by incorporating the global context into the local de-
scriptors. Cofinet [57] is a keypoint-free method, which ex-
tracts hierarchical correspondences to finish point matching
in a coarse-to-fine manner. GeoTrans [50] and RoITr [58]
propose the rotation-invariant descriptor using transform-
ers [54]. GeDi [47] proposes a general and distinctive point
cloud local descriptor obtained from different domains to
conduct registration. Finally, PointNetLK [3] and its vari-
ant [30] are single-stage methods, which modify the classic
Lucas & Kanade (LK) algorithm and apply it to registra-
tion tasks by directly regressing the exact position of points.
However, all of the above methods are solely based on the
single-source point cloud.
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Multi-modal. Compared to single-modal methods, incor-
porating the visual features from RGB images into geomet-
ric features exhibits higher discriminative power [27, 31,
36, 37]. For instance, UR&R [22] employs a differentiable
renderer to create projections of point clouds. It then calcu-
lates the geometric consistency between these projections
and the raw RGB-D video frames for unsupervised point
cloud registration. BYOC [20] proposes learning visual and
geometric features from RGB-D videos without the need for
ground truth pose or correspondence supervision. Based on
them, LLT [21] introduces a multi-scale local linear trans-
formation method that integrates visual and geometric fea-
tures from both RGB and depth images, which mitigate
the visual discrepancies resulting from alterations in geom-
etry. PCR-CG [61] designs a 2D-3D module, projecting
2D deep color features into 3D geometry representation.
PointMBF [59] implements a multi-scale bidirectional fu-
sion network between RGB images and point clouds, pro-
ducing more distinctive deep features for correspondence
estimation.

However, all existing learning-based methods currently
require labor-intensive training, which limits their practi-
cal applicability. Handcrafted methods, though not requir-
ing extensive training like deep learning, often struggle with
weak performance on challenging cases. In this paper, we
present a novel approach that eliminates the requirements
for laborious training to conduct point cloud registration.

2.2. Zero-shot learning for 3D point cloud

Zero-shot learning (ZSL) focuses on transferring knowl-
edge from seen categories to unseen categories. Unlike its
widespread use in 2D images, the application of ZSL in the
3D domain is limited. Some approaches have employed
ZSL to explore classification [8–11] of 3D point clouds.
Cheraghian et al. [9] adapt PointNet [48] for object feature
extraction while incorporating additional semantic features
from W2V [43] or GloVe [45] embeddings to reason the
category of unseen objects.

Subsequently, emerging techniques utilize zero-shot
learning techniques for the semantic segmentation of 3D
point clouds [7, 35, 38, 42]. Some of them [35, 42] utilize
a general generative model to produce fake semantic fea-
tures to achieve the ZSL, with label supervision of the seen
class to train. Different from the generative way, TGP [38]
learns geometric primitives to transfer knowledge from seen
to unseen categories, leveraging visual feature extraction to
align with the transductive context. SMKM [38] utilizes
both point clouds and images to align the visual and seman-
tic spaces, enhancing the comprehensive understanding of
unseen objects in zero-shot learning.

To our knowledge, none of the ZSL methods is related
to point cloud registration. In this paper, we utilize Super-
Point [18] to extract 2D keypoints from images and project

them into their 3D frames. This facilitates coarse-level
matching in 3D space, followed by keypoint-to-patch ex-
pansion using the K-Nearest-Neighbours (kNN). Lastly, we
perform point-level refinement with associated features.

3. Method
In this section, we organize our methodology as follows:
Sec. 3.1 outlines the problem formulation. Sec. 3.2 en-
compasses keypoint detection and feature extraction in the
image, where feature extraction is further divided into
keypoint descriptors and normal point descriptors. Also,
the 2D-3D mapping module and our custom-designed
parameter-free decoder are described in this section. Fi-
nally, Sec. 3.3 details the correspondence matching part.

3.1. Problem formulation

The pipeline of ZeroReg is illustrated in Fig. 2. Given the
point cloud pairs P = {pi ∈ R3|i = 1, 2, ..., N} and
Q = {qj ∈ R3|j = 1, 2, ...,M}, point cloud registration
(PCR) aims to calculate the transformation T ∈ SE(3) that
align the point cloud pairs. Our approach bypasses the di-
rect calculation of T from point cloud pairs. It utilizes their
posed RGB images IP ∈ R3×H×W and IQ ∈ R3×H×W

to establish correspondences between point cloud pairs in a
zero-shot manner.

3.2. Keypoint detection and feature extraction

Keypoint detection. As illustrated in Fig. 2, we utilize
Superpoint [18] for keypoint detection of RGB pairs in our
default implementation. This part is agnostic and other
keypoint algorithms can be implemented using different
formulations. For image feature extraction, we chose the
ResUNet-50 encoder [28] as the 2D image backbone, which
is initialized by a pre-trained model on ImageNet. We ex-
tract keypoints and image descriptors for Ip and Iq to ob-
tain keypoint descriptors (denoted as (FIP

η , FIQ
η ) and im-

age descriptors (FIP , FIQ)
2D-to-3D mapping. To utilize 2D information in the 3D
space, it is crucial to establish a mapping bridge between
2D pixels and 3D coordinates. However, due to the sparse
nature of point clouds, we chose to utilize the point cloud
recovered from the depth image. In theory, point clouds and
pixels have a one-to-one correspondence M, (e.g. N =
H ×W ). Thus, the final projecting process is as Eq. (1):xi

yi
zi

 = [R|T] ·

Z(u, v) ·K−1 ·

vu
1

 (1)

where u, v is the depth coordinate corresponding to the i-th
point with (xi, yi, zi) 3D coordinate in the point cloud. K
is the intrinsic of the camera, Z(u, v) is the value of depth
in the position of (u, v), R and T are the transformation of
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Figure 2. The pipeline of ZeroReg. First, extract keypoints from 2D images and project them onto 3D point clouds. Use a 2D image
backbone to extract pixel-level features and project them onto point-wise features. Perform coarse-level matching using keypoint features
and coordinates. Apply kNN to group keypoints to patches for refinement. Employ a parameter-free decoder to integrate geometric features
for refinement in the fine-level matching process. Finally, RANSAC is used to calculate the transformation between the point cloud pairs.

the pose. In practice, various factors, such as inconsistent
depths and variations in depth map resolution, contribute to
the loss of depth information, resulting in N < H × W .
Finally, we obtain the keypoint descriptors (denoted as FP

η ,
FQ

η ), and point features (FP FQ).

Parameter-free decoder for refinement. Depending
solely on keypoints, a limited subset of the original point
cloud, may not provide enough correspondences for effec-
tive registration, particularly in point clouds with low over-
lap. Additionally, while features transferred from 2D im-
ages may miss key geometric details, the inherent geometric
structure of point clouds is rich in information.

Motivated by this insight, we develop a parameter-free
refinement decoder, which is based on the distance-based
propagation strategy [49]. Its primary function is to ex-
pands keypoints (FP

η , FQ
η ) in coarse correspondences into

patches comprising point groups (PG , QG), and their asso-
ciated descriptors (FP

G , FQ
G ). Our decoder utilizes not only

the coordinate information of the points but also the eigen-
value information induced by their surrounding neighbours.

Specifically, we first select L neighbours in Euclidean
space for each point, using the kNN algorithm. For each
point pi, we calculate eigenvalue tuples λi = (λ1

i , λ
2
i , λ

3
i )

based on the coordinates of L neighbouring points. We
then select the K-nearest neighbours from the keypoints
in both Euclidean and eigenvalue spaces for each point pi.

Let {pi1 , · · · ,piK} and {fi1 , · · · ,fiK} represent the K-
nearest neighbours and their corresponding features in Eu-
clidean space, respectively. Similarly, {fī1 , · · · ,fīK} and
{λī1 , · · · ,λīK} denote the features and eigenvalues of the
K-nearest neighbors in eigenvalue space. After that, we
implement a reverse distance-weighted average interpola-
tion method, leveraging these neighbours to recover miss-
ing point features, denoted as f c

i and fe
i in Euclidean and

eigenvalue spaces, respectively. The interpolation is gov-
erned by the following:

fc
i =

∑K
k=1 w

c
ik
(pik )fik∑k

k=1 w
c
ik
(x)

, wc
ik (pik )=

1

∥ (pi,pik ) ∥
,

fe
i =

∑K
k=1 w

e
īk
(λīk

)fīk∑k
k=1 w

c
īk
(x)

, we
īk
(λīk

)=
1

∥
(
λi,λīk

)
∥
,

(2)

where ∥ · ∥ is the L2 norm. Finally, the refined feature
fi for pi is the concatenation of f c

i and fe
i . This enables

us to acquire geometrically enhanced point-level features,
which are instrumental in identifying more accurate corre-
spondences for registration purposes.

3.3. Correspondence Prediction

ZeroReg adopts a coarse-to-fine strategy to compute corre-
spondences between points. The rationale is that the global
ambiguity is resolved through keypoint matching in the
coarse-level stage. Subsequently, in the fine-level stage, the
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integration of geometric features into the distance calcula-
tion between point pairs enhances point-to-point matching.

Coarse-level correspondence. After obtaining keypoint
(Pη , Qη) and corresponding descriptors (FQ

η , FQ
η ). we

employ a simple yet effective method to compute coarse-
level correspondences between them. To enhance optimiza-
tion stability, we conduct a similarity matrix between Sη

= Ω(FP
η , FQ

η ), where Ω is the log-space optimal trans-
port [53]. Then, we expand Sη with a new row and a new
column as S ′

η in [6] and calculate it as Eq. (3):

S ′
η =

[
FP

η (FQ
η )T z

zT z

]
, S′ ∈ R(n

′+1)×(m′+1) (3)

where z is the same learnable parameter. Next, we apply the
Sinkhorn Algorithm [14] to S ′, aiming to find an optimal
solution for the optimal transport problem. Dropping the
last row and last column, the keypoint correspondence Cη is
finally obtained from the optimal process.

Fine-level correspondences. After obtaining the coarse-
level correspondences, we apply group-kNN to each
matched keypoints to extend groups of points (PG ,(PG)
and associated grouped descriptors (FP

G , FQ
G ). This pro-

cess identifies their nearest points, subsequently forming
patches. Based on patches from coarse correspondences,
following [50], we calculate the fine-level correspondences
as C =

⋃NG
i=1 Cηi

. NG is the number of patches. Fi-
nally, RANSAC [52] can directly compute the transforma-
tion with fine-level correspondences for registration.

4. Experiments
In this section, our experiments are organized as follows.
First, we detail the experimental setup, including datasets,
implementation, and evaluation metrics in Sec. 4.1. To
evaluate the effectiveness of different methods, we uti-
lize three benchmarks in our experiments, 3DMatch and
3DLoMatch benchmark in Sec. 4.2, ScanNet benchmark in
Sec. 4.3. Finally, the ablation studies in Sec. 4.4.

4.1. Experiments Setup

Dataset. (1) 3DMatch and 3DLoMatch datasets [60], an
indoor dataset containing 62 scenes among which 46/8/8
scenes are used for training/validation/testing, respectively.
We focus solely on the test data, which comprises 1623
point cloud fragments (from 3DMatch) and 1781 point
cloud fragments (from 3DLoMatch) and their transforma-
tion matrix, preprocessed by [29]. Their overlapping re-
gions exceed 30% and range from 10% to 30%, respec-
tively. (2) ScanNet-v1 [15] comprises 1045/156/312 scenes
for training, validation, and testing, respectively. We gener-
ate view pairs in the test set by selecting image pairs with a
20-frame interval, resulting in 26K pairs.

Implementation. ZeroReg is implemented in PyTorch [44]
and Open3D [63]. For testing, we use RANSAC with
Open3D implementation to estimate transformation be-
tween point clouds. All the experiments are conducted
on a single Tesla V100 GPU. We resize RGB images at
320×240. Coarse-Matching: For the SuperPoint [18], we
employ the Keypoint Threshold η=0.005, and the Max Key-
points α = 1024. Fine-Matching: We set the point limit
β=64 for the limit of neighbouring points. In the optimal
transport part, we utilize the Sinkhorn algorithm [14], iter-
ating 20 times for matching.
Evaluation metrics. Following the [57], we evaluate the
results on several metrics. (1) Registration Recall (RR):
Measures the percentage of successful pairwise registra-
tions whose error transformation estimated by RANSAC
is smaller than a certain threshold, e.g., RMSE < 20cm,
compared to ground truth. (2) Inlier Ratio (IR) is the ratio
of correspondences whose residual error in the geometric
space is below a defined threshold of σ = 10cm, based on
the ground truth transformation. (3) Rotation Error (RE),
and (4) Translation Error (TE), the computation of average
TE and RE is limited to these successfully registered pairs,
as failed registrations can yield poses that deviate signif-
icantly from the ground truth, rendering the error metrics
unreliable. See more details in the supplementary material.

4.2. Performance on 3DMatch and 3DLoMatch

Our competitors on 3DMatch & 3DLoMatch can be catego-
rized into two categories. Traditional: FGR [62], SM [34],
RANSAC [52]. We employ FPFH [52] descriptors of point
cloud pairs. PointDSC [5] is an outlier removal method, we
put it into the traditional methods part for comparative anal-
ysis. Learning-Based: 3DSN [25], FCGF [12], D3Feat [4],
SpinNet [2], Predator [29], CoFiNet [57], YOHO [55].

4.2.1 Traditional methods comparision

Since traditional methods also do not require training, to en-
sure that ZeroReg is meaningful, it must outperform tradi-
tional handcrafted descriptors (e.g., FPFH) in terms of per-
formance. Thus, we first compare ZeroReg with traditional
methods. Following [5], we align 5cm-voxel-downsampled
and extract their FPFH descriptor with Open3D. As in-
dicated in Tab. 1, ZeroReg attains the highest RR on
3DMatch and 3DLoMatch, as well as competitive RE and
TE. ZeroReg exhibits stronger generalization than tradi-
tional methods on novel scenes, especially on 3DLoMatch.
Quantative and quality analysis. On 3DMatch, PointDSC
achieves the best RE and TE, demonstrating its better reg-
istration precision. ZeroReg attains competitive results in
both RE and TE when compared with “RANSAC-100k
ICP” since it also incorporates RANSAC to compute the
final transformation. Nonetheless, concerning Registration
Recall, ZeroReg significantly outperforms both PointDSC
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Table 1. Quantitative results on 3DMatch and 3DLoMatch, com-
pared with methods using handcrafted FPFH descriptors: best per-
formances are in bold, second-best underlined.

Method(FPFH) 3DMatch 3DLoMatch
RE↓ TE ↓ RR(%)↑ RE↓ TE↓ RR(%)↑

FGR [62] 4.08 9.83 39.32 5.43 10.44 23.42
SM [34] 2.94 8.15 52.92 6.10 13.00 6.79
RANSAC-1k [52] 5.16 13.65 38.25 4.20 16.17 4.20
RANSAC-10k [52] 4.35 11.79 57.43 7.13 15.04 11.50
RANSAC-100k [52] 3.55 10.04 71.57 6.10 13.94 21.48
RANSAC-100k+ICP[51] 2.62 7.42 74.23 3.54 10.07 28.80
PointDSC [5] 2.07 6.57 75.50 4.37 10.61 27.74
ZeroReg 2.19 7.75 84.41 3.31 10.78 46.43

and “RANSAC-100k ICP” by 8.91% and 10.18% respec-
tively on 3DMatch. We also provide the visualization
as Fig. 3 shows. On 3DLoMatch, all the methods ex-
hibit a decrease in three metrics. Both “RANSAC-Based”
and PointDSC experience significant performance drops,
which proves unsuitable for extremely low-overlap scenar-
ios. The main reason is these methods of sampling interest
points within FPFH descriptors, which are scattered glob-
ally throughout the entire point cloud. In low-overlap cases,
there is a limited number of interest points sampled, result-
ing in substantial outliers and a drop in performance.

It is noteworthy that the reduction in Resigitration Recall
for PointDSC, at 63.25%, is more substantial than that of
RANSAC, which stands at 61.20%. It seems like PointDSC
is overfitting on 3DMatch. In contrast, ZeroReg demon-
strates a 40.27% decrease from 3DMatch to 3DLoMatch,
surpassing the second position (RANSAC ICP) by 16.21%.
This reduction of 44.99% indicates its superior robustness
in low-overlap scenarios. In such cases, RANSAC exhibits
inferior performance, as shown in Fig. 4. Quantitative and
qualitative analyses reveal that ZeroReg exhibits better ro-
bust generalization to novel scenes compared to traditional
methods.
Why ZeroReg achieves high RR? As noted by [57], di-
rectly detecting keypoints on the point cloud is suboptimal,
the strategy of ZeroReg avoid directly doing it. In con-
trast, ZeroReg detects keypoints across the 2D image pairs
and projects them on 3D point cloud pairs as 3D keypoints.
One immediate benefit is the utilization of more robust vi-
sual features to distinguish, thereby obtaining more reliable
keypoints on point cloud pairs. Moreover, the number of
keypoints, a pivotal factor in successful pairwise registra-
tion, is positively correlated with image size (See Tab. 5).
As Fig. 5 shows, even in 3DLoMatch, there is a substantial
number of keypoints persist in the source and target pairs
(row 1-3). In low-overlap cases, an increased number of
keypoints enhances the probability of successful matches,
thereby enhancing the Registration Rate. Nevertheless, in
such circumstances, relying solely on a limited number of
key points for matching is unreliable. As shown red box

Input      RANSAC     Ours        GT

Figure 3. Registration visualization results on 3DMatch.

Input       RANSAC       Ours           GT

Figure 4. Registration visualization results on 3DLoMatch.

in Fig. 5, there are an exceedingly limited number of key-
points. And these keypoints are mismatched, leading to fail-
ure cases (row 4). Also, in extremely low-overlap cases,
registration can fail when no keypoints are present on the
point cloud, i.e., row 5.

4.2.2 Learning-Based Methods Comparision

As ZeroReg does not need additional training, it is not nec-
essary to perform on par with the SOTA learning-based ap-
proaches. However, given the premise of known ZeroReg’s
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Table 2. Quantitative results on 3DMatch & 3DLoMatch with a
different number of sampling points. Best performance is high-
lighted in bold while the second best is marked with an underline.

3DMatch 3DLoMatch
# Samples 5000 2500 1000 500 250 5000 2500 1000 500 250

Registration Recall (%) ↑
3DSN [25] 78.4 76.2 71.4 67.6 50.8 33.0 29.0 23.3 17.0 11.0
FCGF [12] 85.1 84.7 83.3 81.6 71.4 40.1 41.7 38.2 35.4 26.8
D3Feat [4] 81.6 84.5 83.4 82.4 77.9 37.2 42.7 46.9 43.8 39.1
SpinNet [2] 88.8 88.0 84.5 79.0 69.2 58.2 56.7 49.8 41.0 26.7
Predator [29] 89.0 89.9 90.6 88.5 86.6 59.8 61.2 62.4 60.8 58.1
CoFiNet [57] 89.3 88.9 88.4 87.4 87.0 67.5 66.2 64.2 63.1 61.0
YOHO [55] 90.8 90.3 89.1 88.6 84.5 65.2 65.5 63.2 56.5 48.0
ZeroReg 84.2 83.6 84.2 84.4 83.8 46.0 46.3 46.2 46.4 46.3

Inlier Ratio (%)

3DSN [25] 36.0 32.5 26.4 21.5 16.4 11.4 10.1 8.0 6.4 4.8
FCGF [12] 56.8 54.1 48.7 42.5 34.1 21.4 20.0 17.2 14.8 11.6
D3Feat [4] 39.0 38.8 40.4 41.5 41.8 13.2 13.1 14.0 14.6 15.0
SpinNet [2] 48.5 46.2 40.8 35.1 29.0 25.7 23.7 20.6 18.2 13.1
Predator [29] 58.0 58.4 57.1 54.1 49.3 26.7 28.1 28.3 27.5 25.8
CoFiNet [57] 49.8 51.2 51.9 52.2 52.2 24.4 25.9 26.7 26.8 26.9
YOHO [55] 64.4 60.7 55.7 46.4 41.2 25.9 23.3 22.6 18.2 15.0
ZeroReg 52.5 52.6 52.7 53.1 52.9 24.6 24.9 25.0 24.9 25.1

Source     Target          Estimated             GT               

Figure 5. Keypoints visualization and registration results. The red
box shows the failure cases.

generalization, it is necessary to evaluate the upper limit of
its performance compared to learning-based methods. We
assess the performance ceiling of ZeroReg with learning-
based methods. For a more comprehensive evaluation, we
follow [57] and report performance with different numbers
of sampled interest points in terms of RR and IR. ZeroReg
overall exceeds 3DSN, FCGF, and D3Feat by a large margin
on 3DMatch and 3DLoMatch, which indicates the potential
to PCR in a zero-shot manner.

Table 3. Quantitative results on ScanNet with traditional methods
with FPFH descriptors. Best performance is highlighted in bold
while the second best is marked with an underline.

Method RE ↓ TE ↓ RR [%] ↑
FGR [62] 5.95 11.78 41.42
SM [34] 3.94 11.14 57.06
RANSAC-1k [52] 5.11 12.85 55.91
RANSAC-10k [52] 4.60 12.09 58.65
RANSAC-100k [52] 4.42 11.89 59.06
RANSAC-100k ICP [51] 3.22 10.66 59.90
PointDSC [5] 4.14 11.51 59.39
ZeroReg 4.17 11.65 75.13

Registraition recall. It is worth mentioning that, in
addition to FPFH, our method consistently outperforms
learning-based descriptors trained on 3DMatch, such as
FCGF, in most settings. Exceptionally good results are
achieved in all scenarios except when the sample point is
set to 5000 and 2500. ZeroReg achieves performance sit-
uated between that of SpinNet and Predator in terms of
RR on 3DMatch and 3DLoMatch. In the case of “Sam-
ples=250 & =500”, we surpass SpinNet on both bench-
marks. Moreover, we even compete with YOHO when
“Samples=250”. As the decrease of “Sample”, the perfor-
mance of all learning-based methods exhibits a downward
trend, while ZeroReg’s performance remains stable overall,
displaying minimal performance fluctuation. It indicates
that ZeroReg is not sensitive to the sampling point num-
ber. Moreover, keypoints exhibit strong discriminativeness
in contrast to other ordinary points, irrespective of the quan-
tity of sampling points. Thus, in the case of a low sampling
point, ZeroReg is more promising.
Inlier ratio. ZeroReg achieves significant performance in
terms of selecting inlier. As Tab. 2, most learning-based
methods decrease performance with fewer sampled points.
They require substantial sampling points for optimal results,
while ZeroReg holds the most stable performance in terms
of IR as well as RR. The variance of RR/IR is only 0.08/0.04
on 3DMatch and 0.01/0.02 on 3DLoMatch. Whereas, the
most stable learning-based method, CoFiNet’s variance is
0.80/5.38 on 3DMatch and 0.82/0.88 on 3DLoMatch. The
capability of ZeroReg to occupy inliers can be attributed
to the high confidence in the selection of keypoints. Even
with an abundance of sampled points, key points consis-
tently remain included. Similar to the RR aspect, YoLo
demonstrates sensitivity to sampled points, suffering from
a drastic decline, especially on 3DLoMatch.

4.3. Performance on ScanNet

For a comprehensive evaluation, we evaluate ZeroReg on
ScanNet, which is a high-overlap dataset with 20-frame in-
tervals but, in terms of quantity, has 26K pairs that are
sufficient to evaluate the performance of algorithms com-
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Figure 6. Registration visualization results on ScanNet.

pared to 3DMatch and 3DLoMatch. Our competitors fo-
cus on traditional methods. As indicated in Tab. 3, the
ZeroReg achieves the highest registration recall with a
score of 75.13%, surpassing the second-best “RANSAC-
100k ICP” of 59.90%. This illustrates the strong general-
ization and robustness of ZeroReg, indicating that it can ef-
fectively perform registration in most cases, even in novel
scenes. Fig. 6 is visualization results. In terms of RE and
TE, “RANSAC-100k ICP” achieves the best, attributed to
the refinement by ICP, resulting in higher registration accu-
racy. PointDSC suffers from significant drops on ScanNet
compared to 3DMatch. The reason for the decline is that
PointDSC conducted training on 3DMatch, the low gener-
alization performance on ScanNet, similar to 3DLoMatch.

4.4. Ablation studies

In this section, we conduct ablation studies on the main
components of ZeroReg, i.e., keypoint detection and fea-
ture refinement decoder, as well as the impact of image size
on 3DMatch and 3DLoMatch.
Keypoint detection and decoder for refinement. Tab. 4
demonstrates the impact of these two main modules on the
registration performance. As can be seen, using either of
these two modules (KP and Decoder) leads to substantial
RR and IR, and using both yields the best results. In sum-
mary, omitting the KP part would significantly decrease
the model’s performance, as evidenced by decreased RR
on 3DMatch and 3DLoMatch. KP is crucial for successful
pairwise registration. Utilizing the Parameter-free Decoder
module for feature refinement would further boost perfor-
mance, owing to the integration of geometric features on
the basis of visual features. Overall, ZeroReg achieves its
best results when both keypoint detection and feature re-

Table 4. The impact of the keypoint detection and feature refine-
ment decoder on different metrics of ZeroReg (“Samples=500”).

# Samples=500 3DMatch
Module RE ↓ TE ↓ RR (%) ↑
w/o KP 2.53 8.23 75.23

w/o Decoder 2.18 7.80 82.99
ZeroReg 2.19 7.75 84.40

# Samples=500 3DLoMatch
Module RE ↓ TE ↓ RR [%] ↑
w/o KP 5.98 12.32 29.23

w/o Decoder 3.44 11.12 44.24
ZeroReg 3.37 10.78 46.40

Table 5. Ablation studies on Image Size, 2D Keypoint denotes the
quantity of keypoint in image.

3DMatch
ImageSize RE ↓ TE ↓ RR [%] ↑ 2D Keypoint Time(s) ↓

Smaller 2.18 7.80 82.99 200± 50 3.1
Larger 2.18 7.78 84.66 400± 50 11.2

3DLoMatch
ImageSize TE ↓ RE ↓ RR [%] ↑ Keypoint Time(s) ↓

Smaller 11.31 3.31 44.58 200± 50 3.1
Larger 11.04 3.32 49.07 400± 50 11.2

finement are utilized, demonstrating their synergistic effect
in enhancing pairwise registration.
Image size. The image size impacts the number of key
points, thereby affecting the number of matched pairs in
both the coarse and refined stages as Tab. 5 shows. We re-
move the decoder part to verify the impact of image size on
the keypoint number. We compared two settings: 320×240
and 640×480. It demonstrates that changing the image size
notably improves RR and the quantity of keypoints. As
the image size increases, the number of pixels increases
accordingly. Consequently, the number of keypoints also
increases. This results in a significant number of potential
correspondences that can be successfully matched within
the point cloud pairs. However, the larger size(640×480)
results in longer processing times, which is approximately
3.2 times longer to process than the smaller size(320×240).
It is a trade-off between efficiency and performance.

5. Conclusion
In this paper, we propose ZeroReg a novel zero-shot pair-
wise registration method, which does not require training on
point cloud datasets. Our approach utilizes an existing 2D
visual backbone to directly search for reliable keypoints on
3D point cloud pairs and effectively capture overlapping re-
gions. Additionally, we custom-designed a parameter-free
decoder for feature refinement to integrate 2D visual fea-
tures and geometric information. The fusion of features
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would exhibit distinctiveness during matching, further en-
hancing performance in pairwise registration. Extensive ex-
periments on different benchmarks show that our method
not only surpasses traditional approaches but also com-
petes favorably with learning-based methods. Our method
expands upon existing traditional and learning-based ap-
proaches, which suggests a new potential research direction
for pairwise direction.
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