
IEEE ROBOTICS AND AUTOMATION LETTERS. PREPRINT VERSION. ACCEPTED JULY, 2024 1

SE3ET: SE(3)-Equivariant Transformer for Low-Overlap
Point Cloud Registration

Chien Erh Lin, Minghan Zhu, and Maani Ghaffari

Abstract—Partial point cloud registration is a challenging
problem in robotics, especially when the robot undergoes a large
transformation, causing a significant initial pose error and a low
overlap between measurements. This work proposes exploiting
equivariant learning from 3D point clouds to improve registration
robustness. We propose SE3ET, an SE(3)-equivariant registra-
tion framework that employs equivariant point convolution and
equivariant transformer designs to learn expressive and robust
geometric features. We tested the proposed registration method
on indoor and outdoor benchmarks where the point clouds are
under arbitrary transformations and low overlapping ratios. We
also provide generalization tests and run-time performance.

Index Terms—Deep Learning for Visual Perception, Localiza-
tion, Deep Learning Methods

I. INTRODUCTION

POINT cloud registration has gained significant attention
recently due to advancements in 3D sensor technology

and computational resources. It seeks to determine the op-
timal transformation between two point clouds, addressing
core challenges in computer vision, computer graphics, and
robotics [1], [2]. These tasks include 3D localization, 3D
reconstruction, pose estimation, and simultaneous localization
and mapping (SLAM) [3].

Partial-to-partial registration is widespread yet challenging
in robotics applications. Many point cloud registration meth-
ods require sufficient overlap between two point clouds to
find an accurate transformation [4]. Recent works such as
Predator [5] and GeoTransformer [6] focus on low-overlap
point cloud registration. However, these methods are not
optimized for cases with significant initial pose errors, which
are common in robotics. The current state-of-the-art works’
limitations are shown in Fig. 1.

Recent progress in equivariant networks for 3D point
clouds [7]–[10] enables neural networks to learn geometric
features that preserve transformation information, providing a
robust method to handle arbitrary transformations. We propose
leveraging this advancement to improve point cloud registra-
tion solutions.

Few existing learning-based methods consider arbitrary
transformations in the network architecture. For exam-
ple, YOHO [11] applies equivariant feature learning using
icosahedral-group convolution to learn rotation-equivariant
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Fig. 1: SE3ET can register two low-overlap point clouds with significant
rotations and translations. This qualitative result is performed on rotated
3DLoMatch, where the first row is an easy example (28.72 % overlapping ratio
with multiple overlapping surfaces), the middle row is a moderate example
(10.51 % overlapping ratio with multiple overlapping surfaces), and the last
row is a challenging example (26.75 % overlapping ratio with only one
overlapping surface).

point features. However, the framework can be further opti-
mized for low-overlap registration.

In this work, we propose SE3ET, a more robust and effi-
cient SE(3)-equivariant low-overlap point cloud registration
framework. This framework (shown in Fig. 2) includes an
equivariant feature learning encoder-decoder and an equiv-
ariant transformer module, fully leveraging the advantages of
equivariant networks. Our main contributions are:
1. Equivariant convolutions and transformers improve robust-

ness to point clouds with low overlap and large pose
changes.

2. We propose four designs of equivariant transformers, each
offering unique benefits.

3. We leverage the octahedral rotation group to improve
efficiency and performance. This approach can also accom-
modate voxel downsampling.

4. Open-source software is available at
https://github.com/UMich-CURLY/SE3ET.

II. RELATED WORK

Traditional point cloud registration methods extract hand-
crafted local features to establish point-to-point correspon-
dences. One of the pioneering works is the Iterative Closest
Point (ICP) algorithm [12]. However, these methods often
converge to local minima and are ineffective for large-scale
data sets due to their reliance on geometric properties.

Learning-based methods have gained attention for their
impressive performance. Correspondence-based methods [6],
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Fig. 2: The proposed point cloud registration framework includes a SE(3)-equivariant feature encoder and decoder and an equivariant transformer design
for learning the point correspondences of superpoints. The dark blue blocks and arrows are equivariant, and the green blocks and arrows are invariant. We
propose two transformers structures SE3ET-E and SE3ET-I. Here, SA stands for self-attention, and CA stands for cross-attention.

[13]–[17] follow a two-step process: correspondence matching
and finding the optimal transformation. First, they compute
correspondences between source and target point clouds based
on point distances or feature similarities. Then, they calculate
the optimal rigid transformation (rotation and translation)
to align the point pairs, using RANSAC [18], weighted
SVD [12], [15], or LGR [6]. Although widely used, these
methods are prone to incorrect correspondences. We pro-
pose using equivariant features to improve accuracy in our
correspondence-based framework.

Partial overlap between point clouds, especially with noisy
data or occlusions, poses a significant challenge. Strategies
to address this include using graph neural networks [4], [5],
learning posterior probabilities of Gaussian mixture models
(GMMs) [19], characterizing LiDAR’s non-repetitive scanning
pattern [20], and employing transformer mechanisms [21]
to identify overlapping points [4], [6], [22], [23]. Another
approach utilizes multi-scale features to find overlapping
patches [6], [13], [24]. PEAL [25] integrates prior overlap
estimation but requires an estimated transformation before
registration. These methods often rely on data augmentation
to handle substantial rotational transformations.

Some studies, such as G3DOA [26], PPFNet [27], and
SpinNet [28], craft rotation-invariant features. RoITr [29] and
BUFFER [30] further extend SpinNet [28] module to per-
form rotation-invariant point matching. However, these crafted
rotation-invariant features could be oversimplified, which may
sacrifice expressiveness. On the other hand, equivariant repre-
sentations preserve more expressive features, providing better
cross-domain generalizability than invariant representations.

Recent studies [7]–[10], [31] focusing on learning equiv-
ariant features from 3D point clouds offer valuable insights
into the relevance of network architecture for point cloud
registration across various transformation scenarios. More-
over, [32] and [33] research into integrating equivariant learn-
ing within the transformer mechanism demonstrates its ap-
plicability to tasks such as classification and reconstruction.
However, despite these advancements, there remains a scarcity

of learning-based methods for point cloud registration that
adequately address arbitrary transformation situations within
the network architecture. YOHO [11], a notable example,
employs rotation-equivariant feature learning and has been
extended to RoReg [34]. While these methods effectively
leverage equivariant feature learning for point cloud regis-
tration, further optimization is needed to bolster processing
robustness, particularly in scenarios with low overlap.

Building upon these varied algorithmic approaches, this pa-
per proposes a novel framework that potentially resolves issues
of low overlapping point clouds in registration procedures
robust to arbitrary transformation. In this paper, the optimal
performance of E2PN [9] in learning SE(3)-equivariant fea-
tures has been harnessed by incorporating it in our feature
learning process. Improvements in feature capabilities are
achieved via the transformer mechanism’s implicit learning of
the overlapping points. Leveraging equivariant and invariant
features enables a more robust registration for point clouds
under arbitrary transformation possible.

III. PRELIMINARY

We provide preliminaries on equivariance, invariance, and
E2PN architecture of learning SE(3)-equivariant features.

A. Equivariance and Invariance

Invariance is where the output of a function remains
unchanged under transformations of the input, expressed as
finv(g ◦ x) = finv(x). This is useful for tasks like classifica-
tion, where different input transformations represent the same
object.

Equivariance is a more generalized form where the func-
tion’s output undergoes the same transformation as the input,
expressed as fequ(g ◦ x) = g ◦ fequ(x). Equivariant repre-
sentations are more expressive than invariant representations,
offering better cross-domain generalizability.
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Fig. 3: The geometric (octahedron shape) and algebraic (color bricks) il-
lustration of using permutation to recover discretized rotation group. Each
color represents the feature of one anchor (vertex), and the different order of
the combination of features represents the discretized rotation defined in the
network. If the octahedron is rotated 90 degrees clockwise, the order of the
features in the anchor dimension changes accordingly. The discretization of
the rotation groups is derived from the permutation of the discrete anchors.
For A = 6, the rotation group contains 24 rotations.

B. E2PN

In the SE3ET framework, E2PN [9] is used in the encoder
and decoder modules to learn equivariant and invariant local
features from 3D point clouds. E2PN extends Kernel Point
Convolutions (KPConv) [35] by discretizing SO(3) into a
polyhedral rotation group G, approximating SE(3) as R3×G.
Feature maps are defined on R3 × V , with V representing
polyhedral vertices, or anchors. These maps are computed via
quotient-space convolution. E2PN features have an additional
anchor dimension. When a discretized rotation group trans-
forms the point cloud, the features are permuted on the anchor
dimension, as shown in Fig. 3. Conventional transformers are
not optimal for E2PN features, motivating us to develop an
equivariant transformer.

IV. METHODOLOGY

Point cloud registration computes a (rigid) transformation
T = {(R, t) | R ∈ SO(3), t ∈ R3} ∈ SE(3) that aligns two
given partially overlapped point clouds P̂ = {pi ∈ R3 | i =
1, . . . , N} and Q̂ = {qj ∈ R3 | j = 1, . . . ,M}.

The proposed framework, shown in Fig. 2, consists of
three main components. Initially, an SE(3)-equivariant feature
encoder (Sec. IV-A) is employed to extract equivariant and
invariant features from input point clouds at various reso-
lutions. Subsequently, coarse-level features from two point
clouds learn correlations with each other in an equivariant
transformer (Sec. IV-B), comprising interleaved self-attention
and cross-attention modules for spatial and rotational feature
enhancement within and between point clouds. Finally, both
coarse and fine-level SE(3)-invariant features are utilized for
point matching in the registration module (Sec. IV-D).

A. Equivariant Feature Encoder and Decoder

We adopt GeoTransformer’s multi-stage encoder-decoder
structure [6], following a Feature Pyramid Network [36] to
extract multi-scale features from downsampled point clouds.
Different from conventional approaches, we employ E2PN [9],
an SE(3)-equivariant point convolutional network, for SE(3)-
equivariant convolution. Point clouds downscaled to the coars-
est level (termed "superpoints") are denoted as P ∈ RN ′×3,
Q ∈ RM ′×3, with their equivariant features XP ∈ RN ′×A×C ,
XQ ∈ RM ′×A×C , where N ′,M ′ denote the downsampled
points, C represents the feature channels, and A = |V |

denotes the anchor size. These equivariant features undergo
enhancement in an equivariant transformer. After each encoder
stage, max-pooling along the anchor dimension yields SE(3)-
invariant features. These features are then passed into the
decoder, facilitating the extraction of SE(3)-invariant features
X̃P and X̃Q ∈ RN ′×C for fine-level point clouds P̃ and Q̃,
essential for fine point matching (Sec. IV-D).

Different from E2PN’s icosahedral implementation (A =
12), we implement the octahedral (A = 6) finite rotation
groups for more efficient computation. By design, we can
express each rotation in the discretized rotation group G using
a permutation of the vertices V . A geometric illustration is in
Fig. 3.

B. Equivariant Transformer Design

The original transformer [21] operates using dot products
of two matrices. However, the equivariant features derived
from the encoder are 3-dimensional tensors (comprising point,
anchor, and feature dimensions), each with its own geometric
representation. Flattening these tensors would disregard their
intrinsic structure. We propose equivariant transformer designs
that preserve the additional anchor dimension to address this.
We propose three unique equivariant transformer designs, each
crafted for different purposes: (1) learning attention weights on
the point dimension while accounting for anchor features, (2)
learning attention weights on the anchor dimension, and (3)
learning attention weights for each discretized rotation group.
Additionally, we propose an invariant transformer design that
learns attention weights on the point dimension when the input
features are invariant, ensuring stability to SE(3) transforma-
tions.

We propose equivariant self-attention and cross-attention
modules to enhance features of superpoints by gathering
information across various spatial locations and orientations.
Self-attention modules facilitate feature interaction within a
point cloud, while cross-attention modules enable feature
communication between pairs of point clouds. Below, we
detail each module design.

1) Equivariant Self-Attention (ESA) Module: We introduce
an equivariant self-attention module, extending self-attention
methods in [6] while ensuring equivariance to SE(3) transfor-
mations. This module allows consistent behavior under rigid
body transformations.

We will use the lower subscript to denote the feature after
a certain layer for simplicity of notation. For example, xSA is
the feature acquired from the self-attention module.

Since the self-attention module is conducted per point cloud,
we focus on operations within point cloud P , which similarly
apply to Q. Equivariant superpoint features XP serve as
query, key, and value inputs. We follow [6] to use geometric
information to provide geometric structure embedding PP ∈
RN ′×N ′×C .

For a point indexed i in P at anchor coordinate r, attention
between such elements is computed using trainable weight
matrices WQ,WK ,WV and WP ∈ RC×C . Output features
xP
SA,ir are obtained via weighted summation over points. A

subsequent feed-forward layer, as in [21], refines learned
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Fig. 4: An illustration of the equivariant anchor-based cross-attention (ACA)
and rotation-based cross-attention modules (RCA).

features, resulting in XP
SA ∈ RN ′×A×C .

aSA,ir,jr =
(xirW

Q)(xjrW
K + pi,jW

P )T√
C

, (1)

xP
SA,ir =

N ′∑
j=1

Softmaxj(aSA,ir,jr)xjrW
V , (2)

Compared with conventional self-attention among the point
features, our equivariant self-attention module allows different
attention values at different anchor coordinates for the same
pair of points, similar to multi-head self-attention, but with the
equivariant property.

2) Invariant Cross-Attention (ICA) Module: The cross-
attention mechanism integrates two separate inputs, typically
observed in point cloud registration tasks with paired point
clouds P and Q. We focus on operations within P; analogous
operations apply to Q.

In the ICA module, attention is conducted on SE(3)-
invariant features derived from equivariant self-attention fea-
tures XP

SA and XQ
SA for P and Q, respectively. Pooling on the

anchor dimension yields invariant features XP
SA-inv ∈ RN ′×C

and XQ
SA-inv ∈ RM ′×C .

In the ICA module, features XP
SA-inv serve as queries, and

XQ
SA-inv as keys. The attention value between point i in P

and point j in Q is computed using trainable weight matrices.

aICA,i,j =
(xP

SA-inv,iW
Q)(xQ

SA-inv,jW
K)T

√
C

(3)

Depending on the desired output—equivariant or invari-
ant—the values can be equivariant features XQ

SA or invariant
features XQ

SA-inv. The collection of equivariant output features
is denoted as XP

ICA ∈ RN ′×A×C , while invariant output
features are denoted as XP

ICA-inv ∈ RN ′×C . Take XP
ICA,i for

point i in P as an example,

xP
ICA,i =

M ′∑
j=1

Softmaxj(aICA,i,j)xQ
SA,jW

V (4)

3) Equivariant Anchor-Based Cross-Attention (ACA) Mod-
ule: In this module, we learn cross-attention scores for each
anchor dimension. For point cloud P , its equivariant feature
from the self-attention module XP

SA serves as query and XQ
SA

serves as key and value. Attention computation between two
points in P and Q is performed via trainable weight matrices.

aACA_raw,ir,js =
(xP

SA,irW
Q)(xQ

SA,jsW
K)T

√
C

(5)

Normalization is applied on both anchor and spatial dimen-
sions to stabilize feature learning. Softplus ensures the non-
negativity of raw attention, preventing false point-matching
from distracting the anchor-wise attention between two point
clouds. Global anchor-based attention, denoted as aACA_anchor,
captures correlations between anchors across all points by
average pooling on the point dimension.

aACA_anchor,r,s =
1

N ′M ′

N ′∑
i=1

M ′∑
j=1

Softplus(aACA_raw,ir,js)

(6)
We conduct normalization in both the anchor and spatial
dimensions for stable feature learning. Anchor-wise, we cal-
culate the normalized global anchor attention:

aACA_norm_anchor,r,s =
aACA_anchor,r,s∑A
s=1 aACA_anchor,r,s

(7)

Spatial-wise, we apply softmax on the j dimension to normal-
ize the spatial dimension.

aACA_norm_spatial,ir,js = Softmaxj(aACA_raw,ir,js) (8)

We multiply Eq. (7) and Eq. (8) to obtain the resulting
attention for both the spatial and anchor dimensions.

aACA,ir,js = aACA_norm_spatial,ir,jsaACA_norm_anchor,r,s (9)

Output features for each point in P are obtained through
weighted summation over points in Q, followed by a feed-
forward layer.

xP
ACA,ir =

M ′∑
j=1

A∑
s=1

aACA,ir,jsx
Q
SA,jsW

V , (10)

ACA preserves equivariance, as the attention value depends
solely on feature contents, regardless of anchor indices. This
design ensures equivariant preservation, which is crucial for
consistent behavior under rotations.

4) Equivariant Rotation-Based Cross-Attention (RCA)
Module: In this version of cross-attention, we learn the
cross-attention scores for each discretized rotation in the
rotation group.

First, we use the permutation layer from E2PN [9], which is
mentioned in Sec. III-B and Sec. IV-A, to reconstruct feature
maps defined on the discretized rotation group G from the
features defined on anchors V . We denote the permuted feature
corresponding to the rotation g ∈ G as:

xQ
Permute,jg = Permuteg({xQ

SA,js}s=1,...,A) (11)

After obtaining the feature corresponding to the rotation
groups, the raw attention between two input features can be
computed as:

aRCA_raw,i,jg =
(xP

SA,iW
Q)(xQ

Permute,jgW
K)T

√
C

(12)
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We carry out normalization in both the rotation and spatial
dimensions for consistent feature learning.

aRCA_rot,g =
1

N ′M ′

N ′∑
i=1

M ′∑
j=1

Softplus(aRCA_raw,i,jg) (13)

aRCA_norm_rot,g =
aRCA_rot,g∑|P |
g=1 aRCA_rot,g

(14)

aRCA_norm_spatial,i,jg = Softmaxj(aRCA_raw,i,jg) (15)

We multiply Eq. (14) and Eq. (15) to obtain attention for both
the spatial and rotation dimensions.

aRCA,i,jg = aRCA_norm_spatial,i,jg aRCA_norm_rot,g (16)

The output feature for the i’th point in P , denoted as
xP
RCA,i ∈ RA×C , can be written as:

xP
RCA,i =

|P |∑
g=1

M ′∑
j=1

aRCA,i,jg(x
Q
Permute,jgW

V ) (17)

After passing through the feed-forward layer, we denote the
collection of the output features as XP

RCA ∈ RN ′×A×C .

C. Equivariant Transformer Configurations

To integrate the proposed transformer modules for point
cloud registration, we present two configurations: the equivari-
ant version, named SE3ET-E, with all the proposed modules,
and SE3ET-I, which employs invariant cross-attention mod-
ules. Their structures are illustrated in Fig. 2.

SE3ET-E includes all the previously introduced modules,
leveraging the full potential of equivariant features and opti-
mizing performance where preserving geometric structure is
crucial.

SE3ET-I combines equivariant self-attention with invariant
cross-attention modules, reducing network complexity while
maintaining SE(3)-invariant attention learning to enhance
registration robustness under arbitrary transformations. It is
suitable for scenarios with large point clouds.

These configurations address different challenges: SE3ET-E
for high geometric fidelity and SE3ET-I for robust transforma-
tion invariance and scalability.

D. Registration and Estimate Transformation

We adopt the methodology of GeoTransformer [6], which
consists of the following steps: superpoint-matching, fine
point-matching, and a combined overlap-aware circle loss
and point-matching loss for self-supervised learning. The
output features from the transformer module are fed into the
superpoint-matching module to identify patch correspondence.
The fine-point matching module finds direct correspondence
for a denser set of points. Afterward, transformation esti-
mation is conducted either using RANSAC [18] or a local-
to-global (LGR) approach [6]. When utilizing RANSAC, a
certain number of samples are chosen based on the high
correspondence score derived from the fine-matching module.
Lastly, the transformation between the two input point clouds
is calculated via the Open3D library [37], considering the
paired points.

V. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

To show the generalizability of the proposed work, we
conducted experiments on both indoor 3DMatch/3DLoMatch
benchmark (Sec. V-A) and outdoor KITTI point clouds
(Sec. V-B). We also tested the algorithm’s generalizability
(Sec. V-C) and run-time performance (Sec. V-D).

A. Indoor Benchmark: 3DMatch/3DLoMatch

3DMatch [38] is a data set that provides noisy and partial
RGB-D scanning data for indoor reconstruction. It consists of
62 scenes of point clouds, of which 46 are for training, 8 are
for validation, and the other 8 scenes are for testing. 3DMatch
contains point cloud pairs with over 30% of overlapping rate.
Predator [5] extended it and created 3DLoMatch that only
contains point cloud pairs with 10% to 30% overlap ratio for
evaluating low overlapping point clouds.

To show the proposed method’s robustness under arbitrary
pose changes, following YOHO [11], we also report results
where the point clouds in the testing set are transformed with
random rotations since the original data only contains limited
pose changes.

1) Implementation Details: We use the octahedral rotation
group with A = 6. There are four stages in the encoder, and
the equivariant features output from the encoder have feature
size C = 1024. SE3ET-E and SE3ET-I models are trained for
40 epochs with an initial learning rate of 10−4.

2) Evaluation Metrics: Following the literature [5], [6],
[39], we report Registration Recall (RR), as the registration
metric. Given the estimated relative pose between a pair of
point clouds, the RMSE of the locations of ground truth
corresponding points between the aligned point clouds is
calculated. RR is the percentage of point cloud pairs with
RMSE smaller than a threshold (0.2 meters). This metric
reflects the overall accuracy of the registration.

For correspondence matching, we report Inlier Ratio (IR),
defined as the proportion of estimated corresponding pairs of
points of which the distance is smaller than a threshold (0.1
meters) under the ground truth transformation. This metric
indicates the effectiveness of correspondence matching. A
higher IR suggests a more precise match of correspondence
between two point clouds.

We also report Feature Matching Recall (FMR), calculating
the percentage of point cloud pairs with an inlier ratio higher
than a certain threshold (5%). This metric gauges how well
the method can recover the pose with high confidence. A
higher FMR reflects a more effective correspondence-based
registration process, assuming the outlier matchings can be
filtered out during the transformation estimation process.

To better understand the method’s performance, we evaluate
using the following absolute metrics. Relative Translation
Error (RTE): the Euclidean distance between the estimated
translation and the ground truth translation vector. Relative
Rotation Error (RRE): an isotropic error between the estimated
rotation matrix R̂ and the ground truth rotation matrix R,
calculated as arccos( tr(R̂

TR−1)
2 ).
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TABLE I: Evaluation on the original and rotated 3DMatch/3DLoMatch
benchmark. Excluding the methods using extra information, the best result
is shown in bold, and the second best is shown in the underline. SE3ET-E2
and SE3ET-I2 are the same as our proposed structures, with only half of the
feature size.

Symmetry Extra 3DMatch 3DLoMatch
Category Information Methods Original Rotated Original Rotated

Registration Recall (%) ↑

None

✗ FCGF [40] 85.1 84.8 40.1 40.8
✗ D3Feat [39] 81.6 83.0 37.2 36.1
✗ Predator [5] 89.0 88.4 59.8 57.7
✗ GeoTrans [6] 91.5 87.7 74.8 68.5
✓ PEAL [25] 94.6 - 81.7 -

Invariant ✗ SpinNet [28] 88.6 88.4 59.8 58.1
✓ RoITr [29] 91.9 94.7 74.8 77.2

Equivariant

✗ YOHO [11] 90.8 90.6 65.2 65.9
✗ RoReg [34] 92.9 - 70.3 -
✗ BUFFER [30] 92.9 - 71.8 -
✗ SE3ET-E/SE3ET-E2 (Ours) 91.8/91.4 88.3/88.0 77.0/74.3 72.0/68.1
✗ SE3ET-I/SE3ET-I2 (Ours) 92.6/91.8 90.9/87.8 75.9/74.9 70.8/70.1

Inlier Ratio (%) ↑

None

✗ FCGF [40] 56.8 56.2 21.4 21.6
✗ D3Feat [39] 39.0 39.2 13.2 13.5
✗ Predator [5] 58.0 58.2 26.7 26.2
✗ GeoTrans [6] 71.0 68.0 42.6 39.4
✓ PEAL [25] 72.4 - 45.0 -

Invariant ✗ SpinNet [28] 47.5 47.2 20.5 20.1
✓ RoITr [29] 82.6 82.3 54.3 53.2

Equivariant

✗ YOHO [11] 64.4 65.1 25.9 26.4
✗ RoReg [34] 81.6 - 39.6 -
✗ SE3ET-E/SE3ET-E2 (Ours) 72.5/73.4 71.5/71.0 44.3/44.8 43.6/42.4
✗ SE3ET-I/SE3ET-I2 (Ours) 71.2/72.5 69.2/69.8 42.0/43.4 40.4/41.2

Feature Matching Recall (%) ↑

None

✗ FCGF [40] 97.4 97.6 76.6 75.4
✗ D3Feat [39] 95.6 95.5 67.3 67.6
✗ Predator [5] 96.6 96.7 78.6 75.7
✗ GeoTrans [6] 98.4 98.2 87.4 85.8
✓ PEAL [25] 99.0 - 91.7 -

Invariant ✗ SpinNet [28] 97.6 67.5 75.3 75.3
✓ RoITr [29] 98.0 98.2 89.6 89.4

Equivariant

✗ YOHO [11] 98.2 98.1 79.4 79.2
✗ RoReg [34] 98.2 - 82.1 -
✗ SE3ET-E / SE3ET-E2 (Ours) 98.5/97.9 98.2/98.0 88.8/86.8 88.0/85.8
✗ SE3ET-I / SE3ET-I2 (Ours) 98.3/98.6 98.5/97.9 87.7/88.4 87.2/87.8

3) Evaluation Results: We compare the original and ro-
tated 3DMatch/3DLoMatch result with state-of-the-art point
cloud registration methods in Tab. I. We reproduce Geo-
Transformer’s [6], PEAL’s [25], and CoFiNet’s [13] perfor-
mance with their pre-trained weight. We report FCGF [40],
D3Feat [39], Predator [5], SpinNet [28], and YOHO [11]
result from [11], and compare RoReg’s [34], BUFFER’s [30],
and RoITr’s [29] performance according to their paper. The
registration is performed with 5000 sample points and 50k
iterations for RANSAC except YOHO and RoReg, which only
run for 1k iterations, as stated in their paper.

From Tab. I, our method performs the best among all other
methods in arbitrary rotation, regardless of the overlapping
ratio, showing superior robustness to low overlap and arbi-
trary rotations. Although RoReg demonstrates slightly better
performance on the original 3DMatch, it fails to sustain the
advantage on 3DLoMatch. We exclude PEAL [25] in the
ranking because PEAL uses overlap prior, which requires
estimated transformation as input by running GeoTransformer
beforehand. We also exclude RoITr [29] in the ranking because
it requires normal directions as input. When comparing these
two methods that require extra information, despite our lower
inlier ratio, which is an intermediate metric, we maintain com-
petitive results on other metrics, including the final registration
recall.

We further examine the result for using different numbers
of samples for the original 3DMatch/3DLoMatch in Tab. II
and rotated 3DMatch/3DLoMatch Tab. III. In Tab. II, corre-
sponding to the not-rotated testing set, our models yield the
best performance in the 3DLoMatch testing set, showing the
robust performance of our method in harsh low-overlapping
conditions. In the 3DMatch testing set, where the overlap

TABLE II: Evaluation results on 3DMatch and 3DLoMatch for different
number of samples. RANSAC is run with 1k iterations for YOHO and RoReg
and 50k iterations for other methods. * symbol means the method uses extra
information, which is excluded from the ranking. The best result is in bold,
and the second is in the underline.

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

Registration Recall (%) ↑
Predator [5] 89.8 89.9 89.8 87.3 87.1 60.2 61.1 62.7 61.3 57.4
CoFiNet [13] 90.2 90.7 90.6 90.2 89.5 67.2 66.2 68.5 66.1 61.3
YOHO [11] 90.8 90.3 89.1 88.6 84.5 65.2 65.5 63.2 56.5 48.0
RoReg [34] 92.9 93.2 93.2 94.2 92.0 70.3 70.2 68.3 67.6 64.9
GeoTrans [6] 91.5 91.3 90.4 90.9 90.1 74.8 74.4 74.7 73.7 73.2
BUFFER [30] 92.9 - - - - 71.8 - - - -
PEAL* [25] 94.6 93.7 93.7 93.9 93.4 81.7 81.2 80.8 80.4 80.1
RoITr* [29] 91.9 91.7 91.8 91.4 91.0 74.7 74.8 74.8 74.2 73.6
SE3ET-E (Ours) 91.8 91.9 91.1 91.5 90.4 77.0 77.0 76.2 75.6 75.0
SE3ET-I (Ours) 92.6 92.4 92.2 92.3 91.5 75.9 74.7 75.0 73.5 74.0

Inlier Ratio (%) ↑
Predator [5] 58.0 58.4 57.1 54.1 49.3 26.7 28.0 28.3 25.7 25.7
CoFiNet [13] 49.9 51.2 51.9 52.1 52.2 24.4 25.9 26.7 26.8 27.1
YOHO [11] 64.4 60.7 55.7 46.4 41.2 25.9 23.3 22.6 18.2 15.0
RoReg [34] 81.6 80.7 75.1 74.6 76.0 39.6 39.9 33.6 32.0 34.5
GeoTrans [6] 71.0 77.7 82.3 84.1 85.3 42.6 47.9 54.0 56.6 58.4
PEAL* [25] 72.4 79.1 84.1 86.1 87.3 45.0 50.9 57.4 60.3 62.2
RoITr* [29] 82.6 82.8 83.0 83.0 83.0 54.3 54.6 55.1 55.2 55.3
SE3ET-E (Ours) 72.5 77.8 81.2 82.5 83.2 44.3 50.2 54.8 56.7 57.9
SE3ET-I (Ours) 71.2 77.1 80.9 82.4 83.4 42.0 48.1 53.1 55.2 56.7

Feature Matching Recall (%) ↑
Predator [5] 96.6 96.3 96.4 96.6 96.6 78.1 79.3 79.4 79.2 77.8
CoFiNet [13] 98.1 98.2 98.2 98.2 98.2 83.2 83.1 82.9 82.7 82.7
GeoTrans [6] 98.4 98.4 98.4 98.1 98.0 87.4 87.2 87.7 87.8 87.3
YOHO [11] 98.2 97.6 97.5 97.7 96.0 79.4 78.1 76.3 73.8 69.1
RoReg [34] 98.2 98.0 98.3 98.2 97.8 82.1 82.3 81.2 80.7 80.5
PEAL* [25] 99.0 99.0 99.1 99.1 98.8 91.7 92.4 92.5 92.9 92.7
RoITr* [29] 98.0 98.0 97.9 98.0 97.9 89.6 89.6 89.5 89.4 89.3
SE3ET-E (Ours) 98.5 98.7 98.6 98.4 98.3 88.8 88.6 88.6 88.5 88.0
SE3ET-I (Ours) 98.3 98.3 98.3 98.3 98.1 87.7 87.7 87.8 87.7 86.7

ratio is higher, we observe mixed results in the inlier ratio
(IR). We hypothesize that local point cloud patches with
rotational symmetry could obscure the rotation-invariant fea-
tures. Because the not-rotated testing set only includes very
limited relative pose changes between a point cloud pair, the
non-equivariant baseline methods will not suffer from the
pose ambiguity and can overfit the feature descriptor to the
local pose difference between the local patches. Compared
with other equivariant registration methods (YOHO [11] and
RoReg [34]), our method performs better in most metrics.
RoReg has slightly higher registration recalls in 3DMatch, but
our method leads with a considerable margin in other metrics,
especially in the 3DLoMatch benchmark.

From Tab. III, it could be observed that our method offers
better overall performance across different sample sizes when
the input point clouds are subject to arbitrary rotations. Our
method outperforms both the non-equivariant baseline (Geo-
Transformer [6]) and the equivariant baseline (YOHO [11]).
Tab. IV presents the 3DMatch and 3DLoMatch registration
result in absolute metrics. Our method performs well under
low overlap and arbitrary rotation.

B. Outdoor Benchmark: KITTI Point Clouds

In addition to indoor point clouds, we evaluate our frame-
work on outdoor LiDAR point clouds from the KITTI odom-
etry dataset [41]. KITTI includes 11 sequences of LiDAR
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TABLE III: Evaluation results on rotated 3DMatch and 3DLoMatch for
different number of samples. RANSAC is run with 1k iterations for YOHO,
as stated in their paper, and 50k iterations for other methods.

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

Registration Recall (%) ↑
YOHO [11] 90.6 - - - - 65.9 - - - -
GeoTrans [6] 87.7 88.2 88.4 87.5 87.9 68.5 67.8 68.0 66.7 66.5
SE3ET-E (Ours) 89.3 89.4 88.2 89.3 89.1 72.0 71.1 71.3 70.6 69.7
SE3ET-I (Ours) 90.9 90.7 89.9 89.1 88.5 70.8 70.3 71.0 69.8 68.1

Inlier Ratio (%) ↑
YOHO [11] 65.1 - - - - 26.4 - - - -
GeoTrans [6] 68.0 74.8 80.1 82.3 83.6 39.4 44.1 50.7 53.6 55.5
SE3ET-E (Ours) 71.5 77.6 81.7 83.3 84.4 43.6 49.5 55.1 57.5 59.0
SE3ET-I (Ours) 69.2 75.7 80.1 81.9 83.1 40.4 46.2 51.8 54.4 56.2

Feature Matching Recall (%) ↑
YOHO [11] 98.1 - - - - 79.2 - - - -
GeoTrans [6] 98.2 98.0 98.1 97.9 98.0 85.8 86.1 86.0 86.0 85.9
SE3ET-E (Ours) 98.2 98.2 98.1 98.0 98.1 88.0 88.4 88.5 88.1 87.2
SE3ET-I (Ours) 98.5 98.0 98.2 98.4 98.2 87.2 87.1 86.6 86.5 87.0

TABLE IV: Registration results on 3DMatch in absolute metrics Relative
Translation Error (cm) and Relative Rotation Error (°).

Methods 3DMatch Rotated 3DMatch 3DLoMatch Rotated 3DLoMatch
RTE RRE RTE RRE RTE RRE RTE RRE

GeoTrans [6] 6.4 1.825 6.3 1.864 9.2 2.938 8.6 2.883
SE3ET-E (Ours) 6.4 1.893 6.1 1.792 9.0 2.973 8.3 2.762
SE3ET-I (Ours) 6.4 1.841 6.3 1.886 8.8 2.914 8.4 2.782

outdoor scans that are collected by Velodyne HDL-64E. Since
this work focuses on addressing the low overlap point cloud
registration challenge, we follow [5], [6], [42] to create point
cloud pairs that are the first taken at least 10 meters apart
within each sequence. Thus, this is not the complete KITTI
odometry benchmark and the evaluation method is also differ-
ent from standard KITTI odometry metrics. We use sequences
00-05 for training, 06-07 for validation, and 08-10 for testing.

For training on KITTI, we use the octahedral rotation group
and set A = 6. There are five stages in the encoder, and the
equivariant features output from the encoder have feature size
C = 2048. In the transformer, we use the SE3ET-I design
described in Sec. IV-B, three equivariant self-attention layers,
and three invariant cross-attention layers interleaved together.
The model is trained for 160 epochs with an initial learning
rate of 10−4.

Again, we evaluate the methods using RTE and RRE. In
addition, we evaluate using Registration Recall (RR): the
percentage of point cloud pairs of which the RRE is smaller
than 5 degrees and the RTE is smaller than 2 meters.

We compare with state-of-the-art point cloud registration
methods in Tab. V. Among other methods, our approach
delivers the smallest RTE and RRE. Although we didn’t
achieve the top performance in the RR metric, we are only 0.1
percentage points behind, with the RR nearing its saturation
point at 100%. It shows the superior performance of our
method in outdoor driving scenes.

C. Generalization Experiment

In addition to the indoor and outdoor experiments, we aim
to test how the proposed method generalizes to unseen data.
Thus, we evaluate the pre-trained weights learned from the
indoor RGB-D point cloud (3DMatch) in Sec. V-A on outdoor

TABLE V: Evaluation result on KITTI point clouds.

Method RTE (cm) ↓ RRE (°) ↓ RR (%) ↑
FCGF [40] 9.5 0.30 96.6
D3Feat [39] 7.2 0.30 99.8
Predator [5] 6.8 0.27 99.8
CoFiNet [13] 8.2 0.41 99.8
SpinNet [28] 9.9 0.47 99.4
BUFFER [30] 5.4 0.22 -
GeoTrans-RANSAC-50k [6] 7.4 0.27 99.8
GeoTrans-LGR [6] 6.8 0.24 99.8
SE3ET-I-RANSAC50k (Ours) 6.3 0.25 99.7
SE3ET-I-LGR (Ours) 4.7 0.21 99.7

TABLE VI: Result for the generalization experiment. Evaluation results on
KITTI point clouds with models trained on 3DMatch.

Method RTE (cm) ↓ RRE (°) ↓ RR (%) ↑
GeoTrans 42 1.26 70.6
RoITr 30 1.52 20.9
SE3ET-I2 (Ours) 17 0.71 75.9

TABLE VII: Runtime analysis of the proposed method. We tested on an Intel
i9-10900K CPU and Nvidia GeForce RTX 3090 GPU.

Number of Parameters Runtime
Method Backbone Transformer Total (ms)

GeoTrans [6] 6.01 M 3.82 M 9.83 M 84
RoITr [29] 5.21 M 4.81 M 10.02 M 232

SE3ET-E / SE3ET-E2 (Ours) 10.10 M / 2.53 M 6.98 M / 1.75 M 17.08 M/ 4.29 M 210 / 136
SE3ET-I SE3ET-I2 (Ours) 10.10 M / 2.53 M 3.82 M / 0.96 M 13.92 M / 3.49 M 157 / 105

LiDAR point clouds from KITTI. To address scaling issues
between the two sensor measurements, we discard points
beyond the 30-meter range and scale the KITTI point clouds
by a factor of 0.1 to match the 3DMatch point cloud scale.

We evaluate the performance using RTE and RRE. The
Registration Recall (RR) is calculated as the percentage of
scaled point cloud pairs of which the RRE is smaller than 5
degrees and the RTE is smaller than 0.2 meters (0.1 scale of
the original threshold for the KITTI experiment).

We present the result in Tab. VI with the original KITTI
point cloud scale to better compare with the result in Tab. V.
Our equivariant features allow better generalizability in cross-
dataset evaluation since equivariant representations preserve
more expressive features and thus provide better cross-domain
generalizability than non-equivariant and invariant representa-
tions.

D. Run-time Analysis

In this section, We include details on network parameters
and runtime for the proposed network. The result is shown in
Tab. VII. Our proposed networks have faster runtime and fewer
parameters than RoITr [29]. We can further increase efficiency
by reducing the feature dimension by half in SE3ET-E2 and
SE3ET-I2 (feature size C = 512) while maintaining similar
performance (performance shown in Tab. I). SE3ET-E2 and
SE3ET-I2 use fewer parameters than GeoTrans [6] and still
outperform it.

VI. CONCLUSION

We have designed SE3ET, a low-overlap point cloud reg-
istration framework that leverages SE(3)-equivariant feature
learning. Our approach enhances robustness to large trans-
formations in low-overlap scenarios. We also propose an
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octahedral rotation group implementation and an equivariant
transformer design to enable efficient training and improve
performance. Experimental results on indoor and outdoor
benchmarks demonstrate promising results across various met-
rics. Future work includes using the correlation between
the anchor dimension of the equivariant features to obtain
a coarse estimate of the rotation and reduce computation
time for RANSAC. Moreover, combining this work within
an equivariant place recognition framework [43] for mobile
robots is an attractive future direction.
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