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Abstract—Point cloud registration is an essential step
for free-form blade reconstruction in industrial measure-
ment. Nonetheless, measuring defects of the 3D acquisition
system unavoidably result in noisy and incomplete point
cloud data, which renders efficient and accurate registra-
tion challenging. In this paper, we propose a novel global
registration method that is based on the minimum poten-
tial energy (MPE) method to address these problems. The
basic strategy is that the objective function is defined as
the minimum potential energy optimization function of the
physical registration system. The function distributes more
weight to the majority of inlier points and less weight to the
noise and outliers, which essentially reduces the influence
of perturbations in the mathematical formulation. We de-
compose the solution into a globally optimal approximation
procedure and a fine registration process with the trimmed
iterative closest point algorithm to boost convergence. The
approximation procedure consists of two main steps. First,
according to the construction of the force traction operator,
we can simply compute the position of the potential energy
minimum. Second, to find the MPE point, we propose a new
theory that employs two flags to observe the status of the
registration procedure. We demonstrate the performance
of the proposed algorithm on four types of blades. The
proposed method outperforms the other global methods in
terms of both accuracy and noise resistance.

Index Terms—Free-form blade measurement, minimum
energy registration, measuring defects, global robust
method, turbine blade

I. INTRODUCTION

THE free-form blade is a fundamental structure of indus-
trial components and is often used in precise aeroengines

and steam turbines. Traditional blade measurement [1] aims
to produce a model using a coordinate measuring machine
(CMM). The high precision of CMMs makes them suitable
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for application in final inspection. However, limited by the
performance of the measurement machine, it is usually time-
consuming with low productivity. Optical measurement meth-
ods of other types are widely used for object measurement,
such as stereo vision using surface structured light [2]. This
method realizes higher efficiency and obtains precise point
cloud data for the quality evaluation of blades. Based on
stereo scans, a more common approach for correspondence
establishment between different views is proposed. It depends
on artificial markers, which are manually placed on the
measured surface before scans. The common marker points
that are visible between the aligned scans are extracted either
manually [3] or automatically [4] and then the transformation
parameters for registration are determined. Marker point-based
methods show precise performance if the manually placed
markers remain stable during the measurement. However, sev-
eral characteristics of marker point-method make them difficult
to apply for automatic measurement in blade manufacturing: 1)
The manual intervention of marker placement is usually time-
consuming because the markers need to be distributed stably
to avoid ill-defined geometric constellations. The time cost
is especially tremendous when dealing with mass-produced
workpieces. 2) In automatic manufacturing, the marker points
are vulnerable during processes such as milling and grinding.
In most situations, marker point-based methods are applied in
an offline measurement when the blade is not simultaneously
required to be processed.

To circumvent the manual intervention requirement and the
vulnerable marker points, we apply direct 3D point cloud reg-
istration (PCR) for automatic and accurate blade measurement.
It can be used in the applications during processing such as
automatic margin calculation in grinding and milling. The
overall characteristics are presented in Table I. We consider
three characteristics: the manual intervention, measurement
speed, and application scenarios. In terms of all these char-
acteristics, manual intervention imposes higher requirements
on operators and results in lower consistency. We consider the
time-cost for measurement and the target application scenarios.
The PCR technique is considered most suitable for repeated
measurements during blade processing in industrial manufac-
turing. Precise blade reconstruction to meet the requirements
of the measurement system using PCR is the main problem to
be solved in this paper. Nonetheless, limited by the single-scan
view of the camera, the surface structured light scheme hardly
establishes the correspondence between the point clouds of
multiple view scans and necessitates registration with accurate
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TABLE I
CHARACTERISTICS OF THREE TYPES OF MEASUREMENT METHODS

Characteristic CMM Markers PCR

Manual Intervention − ✓ −
Speed Extremely Slow Slow Fast

Application Final Inspection Offline Measurement Online Measurement

Multi-view scans Model reconstruction Quality evaluation

(R1, t1) (R2, t2) (Ri, ti)

Point cloud registration

Fixed camera

Fig. 1. Schematic diagram of the reconstruction system. The fixed
camera scans multiple views of the blade with transformations. The
green areas denote the visible parts of the camera view, which are
then reconstructed to a complete model for quality evaluation with the
standard model.

methods [5] for model reconstruction.
The 3D point cloud registration [6] technique is an im-

portant procedure for 3D blade reconstruction [7] [8], which
reconstructs measured blade workpieces [9] for comparison
with a standard model for quality evaluation [10]. Three-
dimensional point cloud registration is the task of establishing
correspondences between point clouds that have been scanned
from different views, each residing in a different coordinate of
a camera system, and subsequently minimizing the distances
between the corresponding point pairs to align the point clouds
in the same coordinate system. Therefore, the precise recon-
struction of a free-form workpiece in industrial applications
necessitates an accurate registration algorithm. In recent years,
the ubiquity of 3D acquisition devices in the manufacturing
area has led to a growing interest in the high-precision recon-
struction of workpieces and the need for more effective, robust
and efficient algorithms. However, 3D acquisition devices,
especially those that operate in real time, provide noisy point
cloud data, which makes it challenging to achieve efficient
and accurate registration. To solve this problem, we propose a
novel global registration method that is based on the minimum
potential energy method for addressing the problem of noise,
including measurement noise and outliers. It assigns different
weights to the inlier part and noise part using a criterion
function and realizes fine registration for blade measurement.

Over the past few decades, numerous methods have been
developed for point cloud registration. The iterative closest
point (ICP) algorithm [11], [12] has been widely used for
the rigid registration of 3D point clouds due to its simplicity
and performance. It is intuitive and easy to implement in
practice. ICP first establishes correspondences between the
nearest points of the two point clouds and then minimizes the
ℓ2 distance between the corresponding point pairs. However,

the ICP algorithm is well known to be susceptible to the local
minimum problem due to its assumption that the set of nearest
points in the current iteration will be better correspondences
than those in the last iteration. This assumption can easily fail
when the point cloud data are contaminated with noise or have
missing regions of overlap and does not guarantee a globally
optimal registration.

To address the local minimum problem, Chetverikov et
al. proposed the trimmed ICP algorithm [13], which enables
the application of ICP to point clouds with partial overlap.
Nonetheless, the original ICP and all its variants are still
sensitive to noise and necessitate good initialization of the
registration. Furthermore, several Gaussian mixture model
(GMM) [14] [15] [16]-based methods have been proposed to
seek a more robust solution. Jian et al. [14] represented the
point clouds as GMMs and minimized the Kullback-Leibler di-
vergence of two GMMs. Myronenko et al. [15] regarded regis-
tration as a probability estimation problem by representing one
cloud as centroids of a GMM. Hirose et al. [16] incorporated
Bayesian theory into a probability model. These GMM-based
methods show more robust performances than ICP but still
tend to become trapped in a local minimum and usually have
high time complexity. Yang et al. [17] employed a branch-
and-bound scheme to search for the optimal transformation. A
few heuristic methods [18] [19] have also been presented for
alleviating the local minimum problem. Another strategy [5]
is to use coarse alignment with other methods, such as feature
matching, to achieve good initialization. However, feature-
based methods are not always reliable and do not guarantee a
globally optimal transformation. More critically, due to the
ℓ2-norm least squares function [20], when minimization is
applied, the optimizer runs even after reaching the global
minimum, especially when dealing with contaminated real
point cloud data. A small number of outliers may adversely
affect the validity of the results.

One solution is to employ a more robust error func-
tion instead of the sensitive ℓ2-norm least squares function.
Wang et al. [21] formulated the misalignment problem as
a quadratic integer program (minMaxQIP). Xie et al. [8]
employed variance-minimization matching to replace the ℓ2
optimization. PE minimization is applied by several meth-
ods [22]-[25] in point cloud registration. The registration is
regarded as the potential energy decrease of the rigid swarms
of particles with masses by Golyanik et al. [22]. Ali et
al. [23] considered the gravitational field in locally multiply
linked patches and updated the alignment parameters with
unconstrained displacement fields. The more robust gravita-
tional potential energy method BHRGA [24] was proposed



by Golyanik et al. for accelerating the computation of the
potentials using a Barnes-Hut Tree. BHRGA formulates a
functional gravitational potential energy (GPE) and minimizes
the sum of squared residuals that are related to the ℓ2 loss.
Yang et al. [25] constructed a dynamical system for updating
registration parameters using the Lyapunov theory. Despite
their application value for PE optimization in registration
problems, these methods are still based on the ℓ2 loss function,
which would bias the registration by the perturbations. In
addition, the motion that is determined by the dissipation
term is often vague for the optimal convergence guarantee of
gravitational approaches with altered physics. Several methods
have been proposed for addressing outliers [13] [26] [27] [28]
and for consensus maximization (point pair matching max-
imum) between the point clouds [29] [30] [31]. Fitzgibbon
et al. [26] employed a standard iterative nonlinear optimizer
(LM algorithm) to replace the closed-form ℓ2 minimization
part of the ICP. Granger et al. [32] proposed an expectation-
maximization method (EMICP) for identifying and rejecting
outliers. Rusinkiewicz et al. [27] assigned different weights
to address outliers. However, these methods are based on
heuristics and incur additional computational costs. This is
unacceptable for the numerous measured points in industrial
measurement.

Therefore, to perform precise and efficient blade reconstruc-
tion, a novel method named minimum potential energy (MPE)
is developed. Different from the previously established PE-
based registration method, this method optimize the proposed
negative full inverse (NFI) criterion instead of the ℓ2 loss. The
proposed method shows optimal registration results, which are
guaranteed by the shapes of the objects. The shape that is
indicated by the majority of inlier points determines the results
of the optimal registration and alleviates the influence of
outliers and measurement noise. In summary, our contributions
are as follows:

1) A novel NFI criterion loss function is proposed to
alleviate the influence of outliers and noise. The pro-
posed loss function makes this method more tolerant to
perturbations than methods that are influenced by the
ℓ2 loss function. Notably, the pairwise correspondence
is not necessary for the registration guided by the NFI
criterion.

2) The classic point cloud registration problem is reformu-
lated as an N-body simulation minimum potential energy
optimization problem. We straightforwardly formulate
the point cloud registration from the proposed NFI
loss function for MPE optimization in (5). Based on
this formulation, the NFI function is optimized by the
proposed motion control scheme to approach the optimal
registration.

3) The proposed minimum potential energy algorithm is
tailored for NFI criterion optimization. A physical sys-
tem is constructed to facilitate the MPE registration
process, which is guided by the rotational torque and
gravitational vector. The motion in each iteration is
reasonable for the PE minimization toward the global
optimum. We experimentally demonstrate the superior

performance of our method in free-form workpiece
reconstruction.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Freeform surface reconstruction is the problem of finding
the best transformation parameters between K sets that are
acquired by scanning different views and reconstructing the
whole model. We consider two view scans X and Y as an
example. Let X =

{
x1,x2, ......,xN

}
represent the template

set and Y =
{
y1,y2, ......,yM

}
the reference set, where D

denotes the dimension of the data (D = 3 in this paper) and
M,N are the sizes of the point sets. We denote the putative
correspondences as (xi,yi), where xi ⊂ X and yi ⊂ Y. The
optimal transformation can be expressed as a tuple (Rk, tk),
where Rk ∈ SO(3) and tk ∈ R3×1. Hence, the former can be
aligned with the latter as follows:

yi = Rkxi + tk + oi + ϵi, (1)

We use oi to model the outliers and ϵi to model the mea-
surement noise. When we regard the correspondence pair
(xi,yi) as an inlier, the vector oi remains a zero vector, which
indicates that there is no error of this inlier correspondence pair
under the optimal transformation, or an arbitrary vector if the
correspondence involves outliers. The measurement noise ϵi is
set to model the small perturbation of the scanning process. In
other words, the acquired correspondence pair deviate and are
hard to align exactly in practice. The measurement noise ϵi is
intrinsic to the 3D scanning process and, hence, unavoidable.
Specifically, yi corresponds to a transformation (Rk, tk) of
xi (plus the little unknown perturbation ϵi) if (xi,yi) is an
inlier correspondence, whereas yi is an arbitrary point when
it belongs to be an outlier correspondence.

The popular ICP algorithm performs optimization by alter-
nately applying the following two functions:

j∗ = argmin
∥∥yj − (Rkxi + tk)

∥∥ , (2)

E(R, t) =
N∑
i=1

ei(R, t)2 =

N∑
i=1

∥∥yj∗ − (Rkxi + tk)
∥∥2 , (3)

where yj∗ and xi denote the optimal corresponding point pair.
Equation 3 implements the transformation estimation, and (2)
matches the closest points. To obtain the optimal registration,
the parameter oi should be a zero coordinate vector by search-
ing for the inliers and discarding outlier correspondences.
Subsequently, the 3D transformation is estimated to minimize
the ℓ2 error of putative inlier correspondences with the mea-
surement ϵi. Despite its many desirable properties, including
simplicity, ICP implicitly requires full overlap between the
point clouds, which is a rare situation in practice. Applying
the ℓ2 metric in (3) and taking the nearest neighbor points
in (2) as the corresponding points makes the ICP algorithm
susceptible to becoming trapped in a local minimum.

As shown in Fig. 1, the pose of a blade is transformed to
obtain different view scans with a fixed camera. The green area
denotes a part of the blade that has been scanned. Then, the
set of scans is reconstructed to the completed model by point
cloud registration. Similar to the two-point set registration



Fig. 2. Framework of the proposed MPE method.

that is discussed above, we match K sets to reconstruct the
completed model. The framework of the proposed multiview
registration method is illustrated in Fig. 2. We decompose the
multiview registration into two point set registrations. Once the
registration of the current two scenes is finished, a decision
is made as to whether to merge the aligned points as the new
reference set when the overlap of current point sets is more
than τ0. Otherwise, the current template set is assumed to
contain unqualified points and, hence, is discarded.

III. APPROACH

In this section, we consider two view scan registration as an
example to demonstrate how we establish a correspondence
between views. As defined in Section II, the point cloud
registration problem generally involves two D-dimensional
point sets: a reference set Y and a template set X. First,
to overcome the local minimum problem of current methods,
we propose the NFI criterion (4) in Section III-A to perform
optimization to achieve a global minimum. Next, based on the
proposed negative full inverse (NFI) criterion, we assume in
Section III-B that the minimum potential energy position of the
system is equivalent to the global optimum. Hence, the optimal
NFI function can be solved by approaching the minimum
potential energy of the whole system. In Section III-C, we
present a motion control procedure that reduces the potential
energy of the whole system to a minimum in the constructed
physical system. In summary, we construct a physical move-
ment algorithm for optimizing the proposed NFI criterion
instead of the sensitive L2 criterion.

A. Negative Full Inverse (NFI) Criterion

To overcome the local minimum problem, a global reg-
istration method must have two properties. First, the local
matching process (e.g., based on nearest points) must be
replaced with a process that is influenced globally. Second,
different weights should be allocated to the points to alleviate
the influence of outliers. It is easy to see from ( 3) that
most current registrations are optimized by minimizing the
L2 distance function E(R, t). However, it is well known
that the L2-norm least-squares metric is not robust, as it is
sensitive to outliers. To make matters worse in the specific
case of point set registration based on L2-norm optimization,
incorrect matching pairs are assigned higher weights since

their Euclidean distance is very large. Such pairs should be
assigned lower weights.

Hence, we apply the inverse proportion function to calculate
the pairwise distance against the ℓ2 metric for assigning
different weights in (3) and consider a globally full pairwise
connection against nearest neighbor points, as expressed in
(2). Furthermore, a negative term is added to reverse the
optimization direction to minimization. The inverse proportion
function, full pairwise connection, and negative term are
denoted as I, F, and N, respectively. We complete the alignment
by minimizing the following criterion, which is named the
negative full inverse (NFI) function:

EI(R, t) = NFI{eij(R, t)}

= −
N∑
i=1

M∑
j=1

1∥∥yj − (Rxi + t)
∥∥+ε2

,
(4)

where eij(R, t) denotes the per-point residual error of xi and
yj and ε2 represents a constant that ensures a lower bound of
a single correspondence pair. We introduce the nonzero real
number ε2 for the motion control to produce an infinitesimal
minimum potential energy of a single correspondence pair. It
prevents the movement of the template set from being frozen
by the infinite value of a single correspondence pair and, thus,
becoming trapped in local minimum (singularity), which is
akin to a black hole. There are two advantages to using the
outlier per-point residual oi and measurement noise ϵi in (1)
with the NFI function: 1) The per-point residual oi of outliers
is assigned lower weight by the NFI function as the residual
error increases, whereas the ℓ2 function gives more attention
to outliers. 2) Measurement noise ϵi is considered globally.
The scheme considers the global optimum with the small
perturbation ϵi. In contrast, the ICP method only considers
the nearest neighbor of each point, which is one of the main
reasons that it is vulnerable to the local minimum problem. In
other words, given R ∈ SO(3) and t ∈ R3, the NFI criterion
assigns more weight to inlier correspondence and less weight
to outliers, instead of only considering the nearest neighbors
and giving no attention to points with long distances; hence,
it improves the robustness of the proposed alignment method.

The loss function of a method is a significant guideline of
optimization. The traditional L2 distance method in ICP uses
a nonlinear loss function min(∥yi − (Rxi + t)∥2) of the point
pairs to assign weights at different distances. This loss function
generally performs satisfactorily but fails in the presence of
measurement noise and outliers. Perturbations, especially out-
liers with longer distances, are assigned quadratic weights and
bias the registration. Our proposed NFI criterion easily ignores
noise and assigns lower weights to points that are farther.
In conclusion, the NFI criterion optimizes the registration
by giving more weight to inliers. The inlier registration is
regarded as a maximum common set between two aligned sets
and is located at an optimum.

We present a series of examples of lower dimension to better
visualize the advantages of the NFI function. The impact of
the parameter ε2 selection is shown in Fig. 3. It shows a 1D
illustration of the registration error with the NFI metrics by
the 1D translation of the template set. We present the 1D



registration using an extra outlier with a deviation 0.5 from
the nearest real match in the reference set. An enlarged view
around the optimum is also presented. It is obvious that a
local minimum is attained when the perturbation is close to
the real match. However, the smoothness of the error curve
can be adjusted using suitable parameters. ε2 = 4 results in
a smoother peak and trough on the error curve. When the
value is increased to 8, the error function becomes a convex
function. We continue to improve the parameter and show that
parameter adjustment is feasible.

Like Fig. 3, we compare the NFI function and ℓ2 metric as
the distance of the outlier increases in Fig. 4. Each column
presents a comparison of the error map under different outlier
distances. The four distances model different types of outliers
from near to far and are shown in Fig. 4(a)-(d). It is easy
to see that NFI error functions are convex and consist of one
single optimum and no other local minimum, whereas the error
functions contain multiple local minima when applying the
ℓ2 loss. In particular, compared to the local minima around
the optima, the ℓ2 loss function shows a sharper and wider
local minimum around translation + 14, which usually has a
higher possibility of trapping the optimization in the wrong
convergence.

With perturbations, we can see that the NFI criterion is more
applicable for registration. The inliers form a maximum com-
mon set to ensure convex optimization and are assigned higher
weight by the NFI criterion. These example shows that our
NFI criterion can address the various perturbation distances.
This can be explained as follows: There is no correspondence
for the perturbation alignment. However, perturbation for
alignment with one other point would bias the majority of the
inlier correspondences in the registration, which would result
in a substantial penalty by the NFI function. The number of
the inlier correspondences is much greater than the number of
perturbations in practical blade measurement.

Furthermore, we add a rotation dimension to the previously
considered 1D translation in Fig. 5. With the 2D map, the
potential path is more vivid to show the optimization process.
It shows a toy 2D example to illustrate the difference in
registration that results from the NFI and ℓ2 criterion with the
clean data and the noisy data in the presence of measurement
noise and outliers. The four contour maps share the same
horizontal and vertical axes. The first column shows clean and
noisy data images that are used to generate an error map of
the NFI criterion of our MPE method and the ℓ2 metric of the
ICP metric. Due to the requirements of the matching process
for the ℓ2 metric, we employ nearest neighbor search for the
per-point residual, just as the ICP method does. The two axes
of the error map are the rotation θt and a linear translation
t to transform the blue point set. The red rhombus is the
position (location) of the ground truth (GT), and the green
triangles are local minima. The red lines denote the potential
paths of optimization. When processing the clean data, NFI
and ℓ2 both show an easy convergence of the error contour
map due to the single optimal position. It is obvious that the
optimization to GT of the NFI function is undisturbed. The
noisy data consist of Gaussian noise and outliers with different
distances. These perturbations bias the value of the NFI map,

Template set with 1D translation (+d) Reference set with an outlier

(a) Data

(b) 1D translation/ε2 = 2 (c) 1D translation/ε2 = 4

(d) 1D translation/ε2 = 8 (e) 1D translation/ε2 = 16
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Fig. 3. One-dimensional illustration of the registration error with the
NFI metrics. (a) 1D data, the blue template set and the red reference
set. The hollow circle in the reference set denotes an outlier. (b)-(e) The
curve of the NFI loss function with the 1D translation of the template set.

but the function is still convex. However, the local minima of
the error map with the ℓ2 function have a higher possibility of
disturbing the convergence. This is the main reason that the
current registration methods usually fail to obtain real blade
measurements in complex environments.

The main reason for the difference is that the NFI function
considers the majority of the inliers in the correspondences
registration. The perturbations, especially the outliers with a
larger distance to the main part of the point set are given a
much lower weight in the registration process. 1) With a far
distance of perturbations, the NFI function distributes much
more weight to inliers. In this situation, the NFI shows great
performance when dealing with outliers and noises. 2) With a
near distance of perturbations, the NFI function relies on the
optimal transformation of the majority of the inliers. Because
there is no true correspondence of outliers in registration.
The penalty to align the wrong position of the outliers is
exponentially higher than to align true inliers correspondence.
In this situation, the extendable ε2 is adjusted to prevent the
registration from being trapped by some number of the wrong
correspondences.

B. Minimum potential energy registration conversion

In this section, we introduce a physical system into this
problem to facilitate efficient registration. The system is
adapted from the real world by adding a series of modifications
to adjust it to the problem at hand. These modifications and
assumptions are presented below:

1) Every point is assumed to be a particle that has a mass
but no volume to avoid collision issues in the system.
This ensures that the motion of the whole system is only
controlled by gravity.
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Fig. 4. One-dimensional illustration of the registration error with the traditional ℓ2 error and the NFI metrics with a value of ε2. Each column
represents the loss function map with an outlier in the reference set. The first row (a)-(d) presents the data with four different outlier values. Each
1D data set consists of a blue template set and a red reference set. The hollow circle in the reference set denotes an outlier. The second row (e)-(h)
presents the corresponding NFI error, and the last row presents the ℓ2 error. For a better illustration of the difference, we enlarge the local map in
an extra window around the optimal translation +5.
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Fig. 5. Two-dimensional illustration of the registration error with tradi-
tional ℓ2 and NFI metrics. The rows from top to bottom present the data,
the error contour map using the NFI metric, and using the ℓ2 metric.
The columns present the noiseless and corrupted data registrations
with the 2D cross-section point set of the blade. The relative positions
(abbreviated as Pt.) of the registration are represented as a star,
rhombus, and triangle. The four contour maps of the last two columns
share the same coordinate system with rotation θ and translation t.

2) The point cloud X is considered to be a rigid body.
The force between its internal points corresponds to
the internal force of the system and does not affect its
motion. This design is due to the reconstructed point
cloud being rigid and there being no deformation.

3) The point cloud X resides in the constant inhomoge-
neous force field that is induced by the point cloud Y.
We fix the position of the point cloud Y and induce
a constant inhomogeneous gravitational field to control
the motion of Y.

4) The system does not follow the law of conservation
of kinetic energy, namely, the system is not isolated.
Moreover, each position of X is computed, and its
distribution is discrete. Our system does not contain
kinetic energy or follow the law of conservation of
energy. In each iteration, we just move the point cloud
X in the direction of decreasing the potential energy of
the system. Each step is discrete and only depends on
the current status.

5) The potential energy at infinity is regarded as zero. It
provides a datum of potential energy.

We first propose MPE, which is a physics-inspired proce-
dure that is based on the modified N-body simulation, for fine
registration. Unlike ICP, which relies on closest point pairs,
we use the gravitational field that is induced by the set of
points (particles) to implement the registration.

To compare the physical parameters with the registration
parameters, the physical position minimum E(R, t) [33] is
the best registration position. The PE of the whole system
is formulated as

ϕ =

N∑
i=1

M∑
j=1

∫ ∞

r

−Gmimj

r2
dr

=

N∑
i=1

M∑
j=1

(
Gmimj

r
)

∣∣∣∣r=∞

r=r

=

N∑
i=1

M∑
j=1

−Gmimj

r
,

(5)

where r =
∥∥yj − (Rxi + t)

∥∥+ε2 denotes the Euclidean
distance between points (i, j), mi,mj represent the masses



of the particles, and G denotes the gravitational constant. The
PE of the system follows the fifth assumption: it is zero at
infinity. The minimization of potential energy is derived as

argminϕ ∝ argminEI(R, t), (6)

Hence, we minimize the potential energy of the system
to approach NFI minima and obtain the optimal alignment.
According to the law of entropy increase, energy always flows
from a higher level to a lower level, and the motion of the
whole system is directed toward the minimum potential energy
position.

We construct a motion control procedure of the physical
system for approaching the PE minimum under the optimal
NFI criterion.

Algorithm 1: Minimum potential energy (MPE) algo-
rithm for the traction force for optimal registration

Input: Point clouds P and Q
Output: Rotation matrix R and translation vector t

1 init flags FR = 0 and Ft = 0 and strides θt and st;
2 Point clouds P and Q are downsampled to Ps and Qs;
3 while θt > εR AND st > εt do
4 np(last) = np, vt(last) = vt;
5 FR and Ft are compuated with (14)(15);
6 if FR < 0 then
7 θt =

θt
2 ;

8 if Ft < 0 then
9 st =

st
2 ;

10 end
11 end
12 Q is transformed with θt, st according to (8)(12);
13 end
14 The trimmed-ICP algorithm is applied to approach the

fine registration;

C. Motion Control Optimization

In the previous section, we obtained the minimum potential
energy (5), which is proportional to the loss function optimiza-
tion of registration (4). However, it is still difficult to obtain
a mathematical solution for the MPE formulation. Therefore,
we present our motion control scheme for searching for the
MPE of the system in this section.

Algorithm 1 details the steps of the proposed MPE align-
ment. In this section, we attempt to employ gravitation and
obtain the direction of motion for potential energy minimiza-
tion. After obtaining the direction of motion, we control the
strides, including the rotation angle θt and translation stride
st, to constrain the registration around the potential energy
minimum and iteratively approach the optimum.

Per-point gravitation in X: We first define the per-point
gravitation F xi in X that is attracted by Y. It is formulated
as:

F xi = −Gmi

M∑
j=1

mj

r2
· nij , (7)

where nij is the normalized vector that points from particle xi

to particle yj and r denotes the Euclidean distance between xi

and particle yj . Each point is regarded as a particle, namely,
each point has ideal conditions–mass but no volume or shape.

Motion Representation: The motion for the template set X
consists of a rotation and a translation, which is denoted as a
tuple (p ∈ R3×1, t ∈ R3×1).

The rotation of the template set X is denoted by an axis-
angle representation, which consist of a rotation vector p and
a translation vector t:

p = θt · np

t = st · vt
(8)

where θt represents the rotation angle, and np ∈ R3×1 is the
normalized rotation axis, st represents the translation step, and
vt ∈ R3×1 is the normalized direction of the translation.

Based on the per-point gravitation formulation, we present
an illustration in Fig. 7. The per-point gravitation F xi is first
decomposed into an axial translation force fi1 and a rotational
force fi2:

f i1 = (F xi · nxi) · nxi

f i2 = F xi − f i1

(9)

where nxi denotes the normalized point vector xi. The
rotational force fi2 generates a torque pxi for point cloud
rotation that follows the right-hand rule of the law of force
composition:

pxi = xi × f i2 (10)

Here, × represents the cross product of the vectors. The
rotation axis np and the translation direction vt are computed
as follows:

np =

∑N
i=1 pxi∥∥∥∑N
i=1 pxi

∥∥∥
vt =

∑N
i=1 fi1∥∥∥∑N
i=1 fi1

∥∥∥
(11)

where ∥ · ∥ denotes the vector length. More specifically, to
apply the axis-angle representation (θt,np) to transform the
template set, the rotation matrix R can be easily derived with
the Rodrigues formula [34]:

R = cos θt · I + (1− cos θt)npnT
p + sin θt · ñp, (12)

where I is a 3×3 identity matrix and ñp denotes the skew-
symmetric matrix of np, which is formulated as:

ñp =

 0 −nz
p ny

p

nz
p 0 −nx

p

−ny
p nx

p 0

 , (13)

Stride Control: With the rotation axis np and translation
direction vt, we need to assign the appropriate stride, θt and st
to obtain the current transformation parameters. For the stride
computation, we apply a mutation detection scheme, which is
illustrated for a one-dimensional movement for simplicity in
Fig. 6. The template point set X (water droplets colored blue)
moves along one axis in the gravitational field that is induced
by the reference set Y. When crossing the centroid o of Y, the



Fig. 6. Illustration of potential energy and gravitation cross functions
with respect to linear motion. The green and blue surfaces represent the
point sets of the reference and template, respectively. The blue water
droplets L move along the axis in 3D space and represent the different
statuses of surface X. The size of each water droplet indicates the
level of potential energy, while the direction of the tail denotes the force
traction.

Fig. 7. Illustration of the motion representation. The per-point gravita-
tion is first decomposed into an axial translation force and a rotational
force. The rotational force generates a torque for point cloud rotation.

gravitation direction of X changes, and the potential energy
of X is proportional to the distance between the centroid and
X. When the Euclidean distance r approaches zero, the PE
approaches a minimum, and at this moment, the point pair
(xi,yj) is also registered. However, the strides rarely approach
the exact position of the optimal minimum, and we make some
adjustments to the strides. Upon the mutation of PE, namely,
when gravity is detected, we halve the strides.

To capture the mutation, a pair of flags, namely, FR and
Ft, are set to observe the changes in the rotational torque
and gravitational vector, respectively. In each iteration, we
recompute (np, vt) and store its last values. The flags are
defined as follows:

FR = np · np(last), (14)

Ft = vt · vt(last). (15)

where (np(last), vt(last)) are the last iteration parameters of
(np, vt). When the flag values are less than zero, the tem-
plate set X has crossed the mutation point, and the force
direction has reversed. Hence, the stride parameters (θt, st) of
rotation and translation are adjusted to approach the optimal
values. Notably, the stride can be solved with other adjustment
algorithms, whereas we only apply simple mutation-halving
scheme, which is presented in detail in Algorithm 1, to obtain
a coarse alignment. When the stride parameters (θt, st) are
less than the thresholds (εR, εt), the iteration is stopped.

The proposed MPE is a global registration method and
can achieve accurate and efficient reconstruction. However,

Fig. 8. Reconstruction system.

the limitation of MPE is that its time complexity exponen-
tially rises with the number of points in the point clouds.
For scalability to large point clouds, we employ a random
downsampling strategy to obtain the same gravitational field
distribution but lower intensity. The new sparse point clouds,
which we denote as Xd ⊂ X and Yd ⊂ Y, increase
the scalability and reduce the time complexity. However, the
downsampling scheme also introduces sampling bias and is
unable to achieve a perfect global minimum through the
MPE method alone. Therefore, once the two point clouds
are registered with the MPE method, we apply the trimmed
iterative closest point algorithm to boost the convergence
of registration. This coarse-to-fine approach is applied by
many registration methods. However, these methods almost
always rely on feature descriptors. In contrast, our proposed
framework for global minimum approximation enables the
point cloud registration procedure to cross the local minima
of traditional ℓ2-based methods with a smoother optimization
error map and directly approach the local convex optimization
function under a natural force, without the need for feature
descriptors.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

The proposed method is implemented on a PC with an
Intel i5 3.4 Hz processor, and a series of experiments are
designed to test its performance on different data sets. We
verify the theoretical properties of our method using idealized
3D blade models, which are shown in Fig. 10. The proposed
method is compared with other algorithms, and the influence
of the hyperparameter settings on our method is discussed.
Furthermore, we introduce our hardware reconstruction system
and visualize the registration procedure for four real blades.
Specifically, we compare the proposed MPE method and other
state-of-the-art methods in terms of accuracy.

A. Performance Evaluation
In this section, we demonstrate the robustness and conver-

gence properties of the proposed method and compare the
results with those of other algorithms.

1) Robustness of the Proposed Algorithm: Using the
four blade models, we compare our method to the follow-
ing baselines: the coherent point drift (CPD) [15], LM-
ICP (Levenberg-Marquart ICP) [26], EM-ICP (expectation-
maximization ICP) [32], hybrid mixture model ([35]), and
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Fig. 9. Performance comparison with several state-of-the-art algorithms using RMSE metrics. The first row: Registration errors of four blades
with Gaussian noise with standard deviations of 0.01 to 0.14 (m). The second row: Registration errors with different numbers of outliers that are
generated from a uniform model. The columns present the results of models (a), (b), (c), and (d) from left to right.

Fig. 10. CAD models (1-4) of four turbine blades: Model 1 (a) is a low-
pressure turbine blade, while models (2-4)(b)(c)(d) are different types of
aero-engine high-pressure turbine blades.

Bayesian formulation of coherent point drift ( [16]) algorithms.
The size of each model is adjusted to 3×3000 through a down-
sampling scheme to increase the effectiveness of the test. We
use a random translation and rotation (angle ϕ ∈ [0, π

2 ]). Then,
we introduce Gaussian noise that is generated by a Gaussian
distribution into the template set Y.

Fig. 9(a-d) shows that the proposed MPE algorithm out-
performs the five baseline methods. With increasing levels
of noise, the registration error of our method remains the
lowest, and the slope of the curve also remains relatively
small. The reference point set is generated with different levels
of noise. The translation of every point from the original

Fig. 11. Estimation error and convergence time results with different
sampling ratios. Every blue inverted triangle denotes a data point that
represents the relation between the estimation error and convergence
time under the corresponding sampling ratio. The red line represents
their averages and the variance of the estimation error with increasing
sampling ratio. The metrics are calculated from 160 runs with 16
sampling ratios.

position is randomly computed by a Gaussian model in 3D
space. The standard deviations of the Gaussian distribution
are σ = 0.01− 0.14 (m). As shown in the first row of Fig. 9,
our algorithm achieves the lowest error among all algorithms
by at least 45.50%. More interestingly, our method shows less
error accumulation for all Gaussian noise levels.

Fig. 9(e-h) compares our method with the baselines in terms



(a) (b)

(c) (d)
Fig. 12. Cross-sectional error chromatogram of blade reconstruction. The columns correspond to three cross-sections for four methods, namely,
ICP, CPD, BCPD, and MPE, from left to right in order. The white lines on the blades represent the locations of the three cross-sections.

of RMSE with an increasing number of outliers (uniform
noise). The outliers (0 → 3000 points) are generated uniformly
in a cube that encompasses the point cloud data. The proposed
MPE algorithm performs exceptionally well and outperforms
CPD and LMICP. Among the three GMM-based methods,
BCPD outperforms HMM and CPD. However, it does not
show large differences in blade model tests. Our method shows
robustness to a large number of outliers by taking advantage of
the global PE minimum to ignore the gravitational field that is
induced by the outliers. The estimation error always stays at a
low value that approaches zero in this experiment irrespective
of the number of outliers. Fig. 9(e-h) demonstrates the great
registration effectiveness with the increasing number of out-
liers. The reference point set is generated by adding random
outliers in the data cube following a uniform distribution. The
numbers of noise points are 200, 950, 2000 and 2800.

2) Time to Convergence: The next experiment is designed
to examine the influence of the hyperparameter settings of the
search on the tradeoff between convergence speed and recon-
struction accuracy. To register point clouds with our proposed
method, a downsampling rate generally must be specified.
A higher sampling rate usually results in not only higher
accuracy but also longer runtime. Therefore, to maintain the
balance between the downsampling size of MPE computation
and algorithm accuracy, we design an independent experiment
to obtain 160 data points of multiple test results from experi-
ments that are repeated 10 times. In each experiment, we set
the downsampling rate from 5% to 80% with an interval of 5%.
Then, we measure the time to convergence and calculate the
error for each downsampling ratio. This process is visualized
in Fig. 11. The blue inverted triangle points are the original
test data points, whereas the red line represents the time
average for each downsampling ratio and its corresponding
standard deviation. Table III presents the time cost of the
MPE method under the different numbers of sampling points.
The times to convergence with different sampling ratios are
presented in detail in Table II. Obviously, as the sampling
ratio increases, the estimation error decreases and becomes

more stable. Significantly, the error line becomes smoother
when the sampling ratio value is over 0.25, and our algorithm
can ensure that a global optimum is attained more frequently.

3) Ablation Study on the Proposed Components: We show
the contributions of various module selections of our proposed
MPE method, which consists of the down-Sample scheme
(DS), motion control (MC), and ICP refinement. The per-
formances of various combinations are reported in Table IV.
The models are still normalized and adjusted to 3000 pts. The
standard deviation of the Gaussian distribution is set to σ = 20
(mm), and we add 10% outliers that are uniformly distributed
in the domain [−1, 1]3.

Each combination is repeated ten times, and their average
is taken as the final result. The performances with accuracy
and runtime are evaluated in this experiment. The first part in
the top three rows of Table IV consists of three combinations
with different downsampling rates, all points/full samples,
500 points samples, and 100 points samples. The DS+MC
combination can represent the main part of the MPE algorithm.
It is obvious that the accuracy increases as the downsampling
rate increases; However, the runtime also increases. Hence,
ICP refinement is considered to boost the convergence in
the rows (4-6) of Table IV. With the ICP module, the MPE
(DS+MC+ICP) algorithm approaches the same level of accu-
racy under the 500 point samples, but with only 11.33% of
the DS+MC runtime. For a fair comparison, we also present
the performance of pure ICP method. Because the DS+ICP
combination is nonsense, the DS scheme only brings worse
performance to ICP method. In conclusion, the DS module
reduces the average runtime but results in lower accuracy. The
ICP module is applied to solve the problem of decreasing
accuracy. More importantly, only with the motion control
algorithm is the registration accurate and efficient.

As shown in Table IV, the MPE (DS+MC+ICP) algorithm
shows great performance and efficiency for registration. This
combination will be regarded as the standard paradigm for our
MPE method and, hence, applied to multiview registration for
blade measurement in practice.



TABLE II
AVERAGE ERROR AND ERROR VARIANCE OF TIME TO CONVERGENCE WITH DIFFERENT DOWNSAMPLING RATIOS

Downsampling ratio 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30 0.35 0.40 0.45 0.50 0.55 0.60 0.65 0.70 0.75 0.80

Average error (mm) 10.8 8.3 4.8 7.1 5.3 4.3 3.5 2.7 3.2 2.9 2.6 2.4 1.9 1.9 1.8 1.8
Error variance (×10−6) 32.1 20.7 8.9 16.3 3.67 3.03 4.85 2.75 2.18 2.07 1.07 0.78 0.94 0.97 1.13 0.49

TABLE III
TIME COST OF MINIMUM PE REGISTRATION FOR NAIVE MPE THEORY

WITH THE FULL SAMPLE AND TWO SAMPLES THAT HAVE BEEN
DOWNSAMPLED AT DIFFERENT RATES

N×M full sample 200 pts 100 pts

500×3 16.4s 3.3s 0.9s
2000×3 5.1m 3.9s 1.5s
8000×3 1.6hr 7.2s 4.8s

32000×3 30.6hr 20.2s 18.4s

TABLE IV
IMPACT OF MODULE SELECTION

DS MC ICP Accuracy/mm Runtime/s

Full ✓ − 0.12 241.54
500 pts ✓ − 5.14 15.34
100 pts ✓ − 10.03 1.94

Full ✓ ✓ 0.10 276.41
500 pts ✓ ✓ 0.11 18.64
100 pts ✓ ✓ 10.04 2.32

Full − ✓ 60.43 22.54
500 pts − ✓ 125.32 3.18
100 pts − ✓ 230.14 0.93

TABLE V
AVERAGE CROSS-SECTIONAL ERRORS (mm) OF FOUR MODELS

Blade Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

EMICP 0.48 0.65 0.50 0.69
CPD 0.24 0.38 0.33 0.59

BCPD 0.13 0.16 0.17 0.21
MPE 0.04 0.12 0.08 0.09

TABLE VI
AVERAGE PER-SCAN COMPUTATION TIMES (sec) OF FOUR MODELS FOR

REGISTRATION

blade Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Average

EMICP 1013.27 986.45 1146.32 1025.65 1042.92
CPD 5698.32 6215.49 6389.80 4432.15 5683.94

BCPD 423.58 544.35 521.33 468.78 489.51
MPE 391.84 449.48 406.72 387.40 408.86

B. Multiview registration with the blade measurement
system

The blade measurement system is introduced in Fig. 8. The
whole system consists of an end effector that is equipped at
the end of a Yaskawa DX200 6-axis robot and a Cognex ES-
A5000 binocular structured light camera that is fixed on the
platform. The scanned blades are grabbed by the end effector,
which generates different blade poses to be scanned with the
fixed camera. In this experiment, the poses of the blade are
generated by z-axis rotation with an interval of 10 degrees and
random (x,y)-axis deviation at 45◦.

We demonstrate the performance of our proposed regis-
tration algorithm in multiview reconstruction and realize the
registration of different views by processing the raw point
clouds of four objects. Due to the absence of ground-truth data,
we use the rotation error ϵr and translation error ϵt to measure
the performance of the reconstruction result. The rotation error
ϵijr and translation error ϵijt are calculated as follows:

ϵijr =
180

π
∗ arcos(

trace(Rij
GT ∗ (Rij

E )
−1)− 1

2
) (16)

ϵijt = ∥tijGT − tijE∥ (17)

Rij
GT and tijGT represent the ground-truth rotation and trans-

lation, respectively, between the i-th and j-th point sets. The
point clouds are coarsely aligned manually and then refined
with the ICP algorithm for ground-truth generation. Rij

E and
tijE denote the estimated rotation and translation, respectively.

We compare our method with other methods, namely,
ICP [11], coherent point drift [15], and Bayesian coherent
point drift [16], in terms of rotation and translation errors in
Table VII. For the multiview registration and input of a set of
point clouds P1, P2, ......, PN , sequentially, the algorithm starts
with two views P1, Pi+1 (i=1 initially) and performs the regis-
tration. For a registered new point cloud Qnew that is generated
by our proposed method, we regard P1, Pi+1 as having been
registered successfully if the number of overlapping points
exceeds a threshold τ0. We update the registered new point
cloud Qnew as the new P1. Otherwise, the latter input point
cloud is discarded, and the registration is continued iteratively
until all point sets are processed. Furthermore, to reduce
computation, we merge the registered pairwise points into a
single point after accepting the successful registration result.
As presented in Table VII, our proposed method achieves
the best registration performance and shows great potential in
free-form blade reconstruction. For a better comparison, we
evaluate the registration performance based on the multiview
reconstruction cross-section, and the error chromatogram is
shown in Fig. 12. We consider three cross-sections of each
blade and mark their locations with white lines. The color and



TABLE VII
REGISTRATION ERROR (ROTATION (◦)/TRANSLATION(mm)) OF FOUR MODELS

Method

Error Model
Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4

EMICP [32] 4.81/0.60 4.71/0.41 3.17/0.67 2.37/0.42
CPD [15] 1.77/0.31 2.21/0.22 1.43/0.43 1.98/0.29

BCPD [16] 0.87/0.13 1.24/0.12 0.65/0.16 1.23/0.26
MPE 0.27/0.06 0.38/0.05 0.15/0.03 0.32/0.04
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(h)
Fig. 13. Illustration of multiview reconstruction for blades. (a)(c)(e)(g)
present the reconstruction demonstrations of models 1-4. Each part
consists of four figures, which show the initialization, coarse alignment,
fine alignment, and local details of coarse and fine alignment. The
top red and bottom blue squares in the local details represent locally
enlarged images that are sampled from the coarse and fine alignments,
respectively. (b)(d)(f)(h) represent real models 1-4.

length of each vector denote the error level. Moreover, the
columns present the results of ICP, CPD, BCPD, and MPE
from left to right. Additional details are presented in Table V.
In addition to the accuracy in the real blade performance com-
parison, the average per-scan computation time for registration
is presented in Table VI. The CPD algorithm shows the highest
runtime. The large scale of the blade point cloud exponentially
increases the computation time. The CPD algorithm reaches
the maximum number of iterations and stops, which might
be the main reason for the highest time cost. BCPD is more
efficient but not as fast enough as MPE. Our MPE method can

deal with the large number of points in each scan with a low
computation time.

An overall visual illustration of multiview registration of
four blades by our algorithm is presented in Fig. 13. Each
row presents a procedure of single blade reconstruction with
initialization, coarse alignment, fine alignment, local details,
and the real model image from left to right. The top red and
bottom blue squares present the coarse and fine alignment de-
tails, respectively. For better visualization, we only show four
view scans in initialization instead of all scans. Interestingly,
the MPE method shows a satisfactory overall result, whereas
the enlarged image shows that it still has not approached the
optimal result with a finite number of iterations without ICP
refinement. Due to the exponential growth of gravitation as the
distance decreases, there is an oscillation around the optimum
at the end of the reconstruction procedure. Hence, it is more
efficient and accurate to use ICP refinement than to increase
the number of MPE iterations. In this experiment, we compare
the performance of our proposed method with those of several
other methods on real blade reconstruction. The results show
that our algorithm achieves the best performance in blade
reconstruction.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we proposed a novel, globally optimal theory
for free-form blade reconstruction in 3D, which was achieved
by introducing a suitable physical system to approach the MPE
of the point clouds. We also proposed a new NFI criterion
to address the overfitting problem. Our method of gathering
the point clouds using the rotational torque and gravitational
vector efficiently realized globally optimal registration. The
proposed approach was able to align point clouds within large
amounts of Gaussian and uniform noise while running with
low time complexity. According to a comparison between our
proposed method and other approaches, our approach per-
formed well. Different from the traditional baseline methods,
our proposed method explores a new path to offer a new
solution.
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