
3DFeat-Net: Weakly Supervised Local 3D
Features for Point Cloud Registration -

Supplementary Material

Zi Jian Yew and Gim Hee Lee

Department of Computer Science, National University of Singapore
{zijian.yew, gimhee.lee}@comp.nus.edu.sg

1 Detailed Results for ETH dataset

In this section, we show detailed results on the ETH “challenging dataset for
point cloud registration algorithms” [7]. As in [1], we evaluate on the Gazebo and
Wood scenes which are each captured in two different seasons (Table 1). Each
season-scene combination has its respective coordinate frame, and groundtruth
poses are available to relate the local point clouds within the same season and
scene. We use these groundtruth poses to stitch all the individual point clouds
to generate four global point clouds, one for each season-scene combination.

Table 1. ETH Dataset breakdown

Scene Season Pairs

Gazebo Summer, Winter
Wood Summer, Autumn

We note that the ground truth transformations between two different seasons
of the same scene are not provided in the original dataset. We circumvent this
problem via manual registration of the global point clouds. We get the following
transformations for Gazebo:

Tsummer←winter =


1 0 0 0.6
0 1 0 0.3
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1

 , (1)

and Wood:

Tsummer←autumn =


cos 10◦ sin 10◦ 0 −0.2
− sin 10◦ cos 10◦ 0 0

0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1

 . (2)
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We evaluate our approach by registering winter local point clouds to the
summer global point cloud for the Gazebo scene, and autumn local point clouds
to the summer global point cloud for the Wood scene. The performance for
this dataset is evaluated as per [1], i.e. point clouds registered to within 1m
are considered successful. RTE and RRE values are computed for the successful
registrations. There are 31 and 32 local point clouds for Gazebo winter and
Wood autumn scenes respectively. Table 2 summarizes the statistics computed
over the entire dataset, with the detailed breakdown shown in Fig. 1. 3DFeat-Net
outperforms most algorithms in all measures except USC which uses a 1,980-
dimensional descriptor.

Table 2. Performance on the entire ETH dataset

Method RTE (m) RRE (◦) Success Rate

ISS [11] + SI [4] 0.332± 0.197 5.93± 5.20 93.7%
ISS [11] + USC [9] 0.223± 0.148 3.11± 1.80 100%
ISS [11] + CGF [5] 0.290± 0.193 5.31± 5.63 92.1%
RS + 3DMatch [10] 0.414± 0.275 14.94± 28.25 33.3%

ISS [11] + 3DMatch [10] 0.530± 0.266 17.41± 22.11 33.3%

Our Kpt + Desc 0.277± 0.171 4.45± 3.84 95.2%

Gazebo scene Wood scene

Fig. 1. Individual RTE and RRE for the ETH dataset for 3DFeat-Net. Horizontal
dashed line in the top plot indicates the 1m threshold for computing binary success.
For clarity, the y-axis for the RRE plot is truncated for outliers with the actual value
shown in red. Numbers in teal indicate the 12 datasets considered in the main paper.
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2 Oxford RobotCar Dataset

2.1 Data Split

The Oxford RobotCar [6] dataset contains 40 traversals after excluding traversals
with bad GPS/INS readings. We split the data into disjoint training and testing
sets as shown in Table 3 and Fig. 2.

Table 3. Train and test split for Oxford RobotCar dataset.

Traversals 1-35 Traversals 36-40

Northern region (blue) Training Unused

Southern region (red) Unused Testing

Fig. 2. Regions used for training (blue) and testing (red).

2.2 GPS/INS Errors

We observe errors of up to around 5 meters when using GPS/INS poses to align
the point clouds (Fig. 3). Such large errors makes it difficult to infer accurate
point correspondences for strongly supervised training.

3 Indoor Performance

We also show the performance of our Feat3D-Net descriptor on the indoor
SceneNN [3] dataset in Fig. 4. As in [5], we consider the precision of the feature
descriptor over all points. We do not fine-tune our network, but reduce the clus-
ter size rcluster to 0.35m (obtained from validation) to accommodate the smaller
scene. Despite not being trained on indoor datasets, our Feat3D-Net obtains
competitive performance and performs just slightly worse than the best per-
forming traditional descriptor (USC) which uses a 1,980-dimensional descriptor.
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Fig. 3. Misalignment of point clouds from different trajectories (Oxford dataset).
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Fig. 4. Performance on SceneNN [3] dataset. Baseline results from [5].
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4 Parameters

Batch normalization and ReLU activation are used for all intermediate layers.
We use the softplus activation for the output of the attention, and do not use
any activation functions for the final layers that output the orientation and
descriptor. We use the same number of nodes for all layers to evaluate the effect
of descriptor dimensionality (Fig. 2 in the main paper), except for the last two
feature description layers where we use d′ = 128 (for output dimension d ≤ 64)
or d′ = 256 (for d = 128). We also show the parameters used for all baseline
algorithms in Table 4. Note that the ISS detector had to be tuned separately for
the ETH dataset to obtain good performance.

Table 4. Baseline Algorithm Parameters. Parameters not listed are set to their default
values in PCL [2].

Algorithm Parameter Value

ISS [11] Saliency radius (rsalient) 1.0
(Oxford, KITTI) Non-max suppression radius (rnms) 0.5

Saliency thresholds [γ21, γ32] [0.975, 0.975]
Min neighbors 7

ISS [11] Saliency radius (rsalient) 1.0
(ETH) Non-max suppression radius (rnms) 0.2

Saliency thresholds [γ21, γ32] [0.975, 0.975]
Min neighbors 5

USC [9] Min Radius rmin 0.1
RF radius rlocal 4.0
Density radius (δ) 1.0

SI [4] Search radius (r) 4.0

FPFH [8] Search radius (r) 4.0

3DMatch [10] Voxel size 0.13 cm

CGF [5] Search radius (r) 4.0

5 Additional Qualitative Results

We show additional qualitative registration results by our approach in Fig. 5
and 6, including a failure case for the Oxford RobotCar dataset due to lack of
sufficient distinctive local features.
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Oxford RobotCar

Fig. 5. Additional registration results by our approach for Oxford Robotcar dataset.
The third row shows an example of a failure case due to the building’s symmetry and
lack of good local textures. ISS+FPFH fails for all of these cases.
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KITTI

ETH

Fig. 6. Additional registration results by our approach for KITTI and ETH (Wood)
datasets. Top portion of ETH dataset is truncated for ease of visualization. ISS+FPFH
fails for all of these cases.
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