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Abstract

Bridging 2D and 3D sensor modalities is critical for robust
perception in autonomous systems. However, image-to-point
cloud (I2P) registration remains challenging due to the seman-
tic—geometric gap between texture-rich but depth-ambiguous
images and sparse yet metrically precise point clouds, as well
as the tendency of existing methods to converge to local op-
tima. To overcome these limitations, we introduce CrossI2P, a
self-supervised framework that unifies cross-modal learning
and two-stage registration in a single end-to-end pipeline. First,
we learn a geometric-semantic fused embedding space via
dual-path contrastive learning, enabling annotation-free, bidi-
rectional alignment of 2D textures and 3D structures. Second,
we adopt a coarse-to-fine registration paradigm: a global stage
establishes superpoint—superpixel correspondences through
joint intra-modal context and cross-modal interaction mod-
eling, followed by a geometry-constrained point-level re-
finement for precise registration. Third, we employ a dy-
namic training mechanism with gradient normalization to bal-
ance losses for feature alignment, correspondence refinement,
and pose estimation. Extensive experiments demonstrate that
CrossI2P outperforms state-of-the-art methods by 23.7% on
the KITTI Odometry benchmark and by 37.9% on nuScenes,
significantly improving both accuracy and robustness.

Introduction

Accurate 2D-3D registration is essential for aligning data
from modalities such as cameras and LiDAR to a unified rep-
resentation, ensuring geometric consistency across sources
and enabling effective multimodal fusion for robust scene
understanding and decision-making in autonomous driving
and robotic perception systems. However, practical deploy-
ment on mobile platforms, handheld mapping devices, UAV-
mounted sensors, or retrofitted vehicles, often lacks pre-
calibrated extrinsics due to mechanical vibrations, thermal
variations, ad-hoc sensor reconfiguration, or calibration drift
in long-term or unstructured operation, challenges that per-
sist even when benchmarks like Waymo (Sun et al. 2020)
and KITTI (Geiger et al. 2013) assume known sensor setups.
Moreover, the inherent cross-modal representation gap, im-
ages offer dense textures but lack depth, while point clouds
provide sparse geometry with limited semantics, leads to
divergent feature emphases, with images focusing on seman-
tic attributes (Vogel and Schiele 2007; Enser et al. 2007;
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Figure 1: Comparison of traditional image-to-point cloud
registration pipelines (top) versus our CrossI2P framework
(bottom).

Yang, Feng, and Huang 2024) and point clouds prioritizing
geometric structures (Wang et al. 2022; Zhang et al. 2023),
highlighting the need for calibration-free, robust 2D-3D reg-
istration methods. Nonetheless, current 2D—-3D registration
approaches face some significant challenges.

First, the inherent disparity between 2D image and 3D
point cloud feature representations creates a large semantic
gap that hinders direct matching. Methods like DeepI2P (Li
and Lee 2021) fuse multi-level features but can be compu-
tationally intensive and still struggle in textureless or am-
biguous regions, while CoFil2P (Kang et al. 2024) injects
high-level semantics to filter outliers at the cost of overlook-
ing fine geometric details. Self-supervised contrastive frame-
works such as CLIP (Radford et al. 2021), achieve strong
semantic alignment but remain unaware of the geometric
constraints critical for registration. Despite progress, (Gap
1) a semantic mismatch persists between cross-modal pre-
trained features and those required for accurate geometric
registration, making it difficult to fully leverage large-scale
cross-modal pre-training for precise registration tasks.

Second, traditional registration pipelines depend on local
feature correspondences (such as SIFT, ORB, or learned de-
scriptors) followed by robust pose estimation (e.g., RANSAC
+ Perspective-n-Point (PnP)). Because these methods ignore
the global scene structure, they often fall into local minima
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or yield incorrect poses when faced with strong outliers or
visually ambiguous regions. To inject broader context, some
approaches retrieve database images to supply additional
viewpoints (Irschara et al. 2009), use visibility priors to favor
geometrically plausible matches (Alcantarilla et al. 2011; Li,
Snavely, and Huttenlocher 2010), apply 2D-3D vocabulary-
based retrieval for global feature indexing (Sattler, Leibe,
and Kobbelt 2011), or incorporate CoFil2P’s coarse-to-fine
semantic filtering for outlier rejection (Kang et al. 2024).
However, these context-aware strategies often rely on large
external image repositories, can suffer from inaccurate visi-
bility estimation under occlusions or sensor noise, use fixed
vocabularies that limit coverage of diverse feature variations,
and even coarse-to-fine methods like CoFilI2P still struggle in
low-density regions. (Gap 2) Effectively modeling and lever-
aging the full relational topology of large, complex scenes
remains an open challenge for robust, calibration-free regis-
tration.

Third, enabling end-to-end learning is blocked by the
Perspective-n-Point (PnP) solver, a core component of tradi-
tional pipelines that is inherently non-trainable. As a result,
gradients from pose estimation cannot flow back through
PnP to feature extraction and matching stages, preventing
joint optimization for pose accuracy. Most deep learning
methods, such as DeepI2P (Li and Lee 2021) and CoFil2P
(Kang et al. 2024), sidestep this by applying classification or
contrastive losses directly to features or match scores, then
treating PnP as a fixed post-processing step. Consequently,
(Gap 3) no practical, differentiable substitute for PnP ex-
ists that would allow true end-to-end co-optimization within
large-scale 2D-3D registration pipelines.

To bridge these gaps, we propose CrossI2P, a self-
supervised framework for image-to-point cloud registration.
As shown in Figure 1, first, to close the semantic divide
between 2D images and 3D point clouds, we design a self-
supervised comparative learning module that projects 3D
points into the camera frame and pulls positive image—point
pairs together in feature space via a contrastive loss. Second,
to escape local minima and capture global context, we in-
troduce a two-stage registration pipeline: a coarse matching
stage aligns superpoints with superpixels using region-level
descriptors, then a fine stage refines these correspondences by
aligning local patches within each region. Finally, to enable
end-to-end optimization, we integrate a differentiable PnP
layer into the network and harmonize losses across modules
with a dynamic collaborative training scheme. CrossI2P thus
achieves semantic-geometric alignment, global consistency,
and full differentiability for accurate and robust 2D-3D reg-
istration. The main contributions of this work are as follows:

* We introduce CrossI2P, a unified self-supervised frame-
work designed for accurate and robust 2D-3D registration.

» Within this framework, we develop three core components:
a self-supervised comparative learning module for feature
alignment, a coarse-to-fine registration strategy based on
superpoint—superpixel matching, and a differentiable PnP
solver coordinated via dynamic gradient collaboration.

» Extensive experiments on KITTI and nuScenes demon-
strate that CrossI2P consistently achieves state-of-the-art

performance under diverse data conditions.

Related Work

Image-Point Cloud Registration Scheme

Traditional 2D-3D registration evolved from small-scale
SLAM systems (Cummins and Newman 2008; Castle, Klein,
and Murray 2008; Eade and Drummond 2006; Klein and
Murray 2007) to large-scale image retrieval frameworks that
match 2D features against reconstructed and synthetic views
(Irschara et al. 2009), accelerated by GPU-based vocabu-
lary trees (Nister and Stewenius 2006) and adapted for MAV
localization (Wendel, Irschara, and Bischof 2011). Visibility-
aware strategies then learned to predict or prioritize visible
3D points (Alcantarilla et al. 2011; Li, Snavely, and Hutten-
locher 2010), and Sattler et al. introduced direct 2D-3D vo-
cabulary matching for greater efficiency (Sattler, Leibe, and
Kobbelt 2011). Deep learning fused modalities: DeepI2P (Li
and Lee 2021) classifies points in camera frustums, CorrI2P
(Ren et al. 2022) performs dense overlap matching but lacks
global context, and CoFil2P (Kang et al. 2024) injects seman-
tic cues in a coarse-to-fine pipeline with global optimization.
However, CoFil2P’s reliance on traditional feature extraction
and comparison still leaves the semantic gap between 2D and
3D features insufficiently addressed.

Self-supervised Cross-Modal Learning

Contrastive Multi-view Coding (CMC) (Tian, Krishnan, and
Isola 2020), AVSA (Morgado, Li, and Nvasconcelos 2020),
and MMV (Alayrac et al. 2020) pioneered self-supervised
alignment across different views and modalities. This ap-
proach scaled massively with CLIP (Radford et al. 2021)
and ALIGN (Jia et al. 2021), which leverage over 400 M
image—text pairs, and gained efficiency via CLIPPO’s pixel
unification (Tschannen, Mustafa, and Houlsby 2023) and
FLIP’s masked patch training (Li et al. 2023). Intra-modal
contrastive losses, as in SLIP (Mu et al. 2022), CrossCLR
(Zolfaghari et al. 2021), and CrossPoint (Afham et al. 2022),
further reinforce alignment—though AVID (Morgado, Vas-
concelos, and Misra 2021) warns of low-level statistic domi-
nance. Cross-modal matching spans audio-visual correspon-
dence (Arandjelovic and Zisserman 2017, 2018), temporal-
hard negatives (Owens and Efros 2018), and pixel-level sepa-
ration (Zhao et al. 2018; Gan et al. 2020), while image—text
matching methods like UNITER (Chen et al. 2020) and AL-
BEF (Li et al. 2021) introduce hard negatives to improve
discrimination. Unlike these prior works, our approach rec-
onciles semantic alignment with geometric precision and
avoids local optima through a dedicated two-stage registra-
tion pipeline.

Method

Given an overlapping image-point cloud pair, denoted as
I € R¥>*WxH and P € RV*3 where W and H represent
the image width and height, and NV denotes the number of
3D points, the goal of image-to-point cloud registration is
to establish accurate correspondences between image pixels
and 3D points in the point cloud. This enables the estimation
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Figure 2: CrossI2P: Firstly, a Self-supervised contrastive Learning network (SL) is used to map the two modalities into a shared
feature space. Subsequently, two-stage Registration feature Matching (RM) is implemented to obtain the final correspondence
relationship. The entire process is optimized end-to-end through backpropagation using the Differentiable PNP algorithm
(D-PNP). Finally, it was optimized using the Dynamic Collaborative training (DC) method.

of the relative transformation between the two modalities,
including both rotation and translation components.

To this end, we propose CrossI2P, a framework consisting
of four key components: (1) a self-supervised contrastive
learning module for cross-modal feature alignment, (2) a
feature registration module for hierarchical matching, (3) an
attitude estimation module for camera pose regression, and
(4) a Dynamic Collaborative Training mechanism to enhance
robustness.

Architecture Overview

As shown in Figure 2, we propose a two-stage image-point
cloud registration framework based on self-supervised learn-
ing for cross-modal registration under complex perception
scenarios. Specifically, given multi-sensor image and point
cloud data from the same scene, we first employ a Self-
supervised contrastive Learning network (SL) to map both
modalities into a shared feature space, facilitating cross-
modal feature alignment and extracting common representa-
tions. Subsequently, a two-stage Registration feature Match-
ing (RM) is implemented: The initial stage utilizes a trans-
former network for global feature matching to obtain region-
based coarse registration results, followed by point-to-point
registration of internal elements within these regions to derive
final correspondence. The entire process is end-to-end opti-
mized through backpropagation using a Differentiable PNP
algorithm (D-PNP), which addresses the non-differentiable
limitation of traditional Perspective-n-Point methods while
refining camera poses. Finally, it is optimized by the Dynamic
Collaborative training method (DC).

Self-supervised Comparative Learning Module

Firstly, we develop the intra-modal instance discrimination
(IMID) to implement invariance for a set of point cloud ge-
ometric transformations 7' by performing self-supervised
comparative learning.

As shown in Figure 3, the point cloud feature extractor fg,
projects two point clouds into the feature embedding space,
and uses a specific projection head g4, to project the obtained
feature vector into the invariant space R%with contrast loss
applied, we express the projection vectors of P;'* and P;'* as
Z;" and Z;"*, respectively where Z;" = g4, (fsp(Pi")). The
goal here is to maximize the similarity between Z;'* and
Z;"* while minimizing the similarity with all other projection
vectors in a small batch of point clouds. We calculate the loss
function [(i, t1, t2) for the examples Z!* and Z*2 as:

. exp (s(z;51 , zf”)/r)
Zk;ﬁieXP(S(ZflaZ?)/T) 7
+ Yl exp(s(z]!, 22)/7)

where N is the minimum batch size, 7 is the temperature

coefficient, and s (zz1 , zfj) is the cosine similarity function.

Our modal case discrimination loss function L4 can be
described as:

l(i,t1,t2) = —10 (1)

N
S (it te) + 1t )], ()
i=1

In addition to the feature alignment within the point cloud
mode, we also introduce auxiliary contrast targets between
the point cloud and the image mode to learn the distinguish-
ing features, so as to obtain better learning ability of 3D point
cloud representation. To this end, we first use the visual back-
bone f4r to embed the 2D image I into the feature space.
The commonly used RESNET architecture is chosen as fyr.
Then, the feature vector is projected into the invariant space
R< using the image projection head g4;. Projected image
features are defined as h; ,where:

hi = gor(for(1i)), 3)

In order to reduce the influence of point cloud rigid body
transformation, we calculate the average value of the projec-

1

Limia = N
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Figure 3: Overview of the two-stage feature matching module
in CrossI2P.

tion vectors Z;"* and Z;*2 to obtain the projection prototype
vector Z; of P;:

Zi= (2 + 2), )
We aim to maximize the similarity of Z; and h; in invari-
ant space because they all correspond to the same object.
Our cross-modal alignment forced model learns from more
difficult positive and negative samples, thus enhancing the
representation ability than only learning from intra-modal
alignment. The loss function [(%, z, h) of positive samples for
Z; and h; is:

exp (s(zi, h;)/7)
~ G

> exp(s(zi,zx)/7)
L N
—|—k¢l > exp (s(zi, hy)/7)

c(i,z,h) = —log

where N is the minimum batch size, 7 is the temperature
coefficient, and s (z;*,z}" ) is the cosine similarity function.
The trans-modal loss function L4 is formulated as:

N
mevkgmmm+mﬁﬁ, ©)

The final loss function is defined as L opntrast:
Econtrast = )\lﬁimid + A2‘Cc1’m’oiv (7)

where Liniq imposes invariance on the point cloud transfor-
mation, while L niq injects 3D-2D correspondence.

Two-stage Registration Feature Matching

In the feature registration module, the transformer is used
to obtain the geometric and spatial consistency between the
image and the point cloud. Each level of the transformer
includes a self-attention module for long-distance context
between channels and a cross-attention module for feature
exchange within channels. First, we construct local point
blocks and image pixel blocks according to the distribution
of points in space and the feature pyramid. Local point blocks
are defined as P, and image pixel blocks are defined as IT
he independent points and pixels are defined as P; and I;.

P={pePllp—pil <r}, (8)

where r is the selected radius. Image pixel blocks use a
pyramid matching strategy to match the multi-scale features
obtained by the image pyramid within the layer and cross-
layer weighted fusion to obtain the final local pixel block
I

First stage registration. Our transformer contains both a
self-attention module for spatial context capture in homoge-
neous data and a cross-attention module for mixed feature
extraction in heterogeneous data. For the self-attention mod-
ule, given the coarse feature map F' € RV of the image
or point cloud, the query vector, key vector and value vector
Q, K,V are generated as:

q=W,F,k=W,F,v=W,F, )

where W ,W;,,W, is a learnable weight matrix. Then, the
global attention enhancement feature map is calculated as:

gk’
F° = Softmax(ﬁ)v, (10)

The global perceptual feature f extracted from the chan-
nel dimension is fed into the feedforward network (FFN) to
fuse the spatial relationship information. Given the feature
graph F'°, the relative position is encoded by an MLP. Cross
attention is designed to fuse image and point cloud features.
Given the feature map F's of the local point blocks P and F’;

of the local point blocks I .The cross attention enhancement
feature map F'5° of the point cloud and F;°of the image are
represented as:

apky'
F¢ = Softmax (L )v, (11)

Ve

T
Fg = Softmax(ql\];g s, (12)
where g5, kg and v are query vectors, key vectors and value
vectors of point cloud feature I, g7, k7 and vy are query
vectors, key vectors and value vectors of point cloud feature
F’;. Then, the coarse-level correspondence between the lo-
cal point blocks and the image pixel blocks is estimated by
sorting the nearest image pixel blocks. Matching succeeded
when L,,4tcn = ||Fp — Fj|| taking the minimum value.



Second stage registration. Based on the registration re-
sults of the first stage, the second stage carries out point-to-
point registration in the registered local point blocks and im-
age pixel blocks. local point blocks P and image pixel blocks
I inverse decoded into points P; and pixels I;, Matching
succeeded when L,,q1ch = || Fp — F|| taking the minimum
value.

Differentiable PNP Module

The differential PNP algorithm embeds the PNP solving pro-
cess into the deep learning framework, and the gradient can
be backpropagated to the front-end feature extraction net-
work or 3D point cloud generation network to achieve joint
optimization. For previously obtained 3D point and pixel
pairs {(P;, I;)} ,where P, is 3D point, I; is its corresponding
2D projection element.Using the closed form method such
as EPNP, the gradient of pose parameters (R, t) is calculated
by re-parameterization or implicit derivation. The solution
formula is:

argminZHW (RP, +t) — L|)%, (13)

The loss calculation includes two parts: pose loss and re-
projection error loss. Pose loss direct comparison between
the predicted pose and the true value.

ﬁpose = ||Rpred - }%gt”2 + )\Htpred - tgt||27 (14)

Indirect supervision of re-projection error loss.

ﬁrcproj - Z H’]T (Rprcd-Pi + tprcd) - IiH27 (15)

‘Cproj = Lpose + Ereproj; (16)

Then the gradient of pose loss or re-projection error is trans-
mitted back to the feature extraction network through the
differentiable PNP module.

Dynamic Collaborative Training

The role of the Dynamic Collaborative Training process is
to improve the generalization ability, robustness and data
efficiency of the model by jointly optimizing multiple related
tasks, making full use of the synergy effect between tasks.
Its core value is to achieve complementarity and balance
among multiple tasks through dynamic adjustment of task
weights, shared feature representation and end-to-end opti-
mization. Image to point cloud registration consists of two
tasks: self-supervised feature extraction and feature matching
and differentiable PNP. The parameters of the first two tasks
are adjusted with the third task as the overall goal.

Ltotul = )\l‘ccontrast + )\2£match + )\SEprojy (17)

where A is the dynamic weight, adjusted by GradNorm (Chen
et al. 2018). differentiable PNP module: Adjust parameters
in the solution process (such as iteration step size). Feature
matching module: Optimize matching configuration reliabil-
ity calculation. Self supervised feature extraction module:
improves the adaptability of features to pose estimation.

Experiment Settings
Dataset Preparation

We conducted comprehensive evaluations on two author-
itative autonomous driving benchmarks, Kitti Odometry
(Geiger, Lenz, and Urtasun 2012) and nuScenes (Caesar et al.
2020), where Kitti provides precisely calibrated multi-sensor
data with centimeter-accurate 6-DoF ground truth across 39.2
km of urban driving sequences, while nuScenes extends val-
idation to 1,000 multimodal scenarios featuring 6 cameras,
32-beam LiDAR, 5 radars, collectively demonstrating our
method’s superior robustness across heterogeneous driving
conditions and sensor configurations.

Evaluation Metrics

Following previous works (Ren et al. 2022; Kang et al. 2024),
we calculate the relative rotation error (RRE), relative trans-
lation error (RTE), and registration recall (RR) to evaluate
the registration results. RRE and RTE are defined as:

3

RRE =) " |r (i), (18)
=1

RTE = ||tgt — tp,,eH , (19)

where r is the Euler angle vector of R;tl Ryre, Ry and tg;
are the true rotation and translation matrices of the ground,
R, and t,.are the estimated rotation and translation matri-
ces. The IR index matches the internal registration accuracy,
which measures the specific registration quality of each frame.
If the corresponding point cloud pixel pairs in a certain frame
are X pairs, then IR is defined as:

1
IR =— > 1(|rp - Ll < 7), (20)

(Pi,15)

where 1 (-) indicates the function, output 1 if the condition
is met, otherwise 0. I" p, represents the true coordinates pro-
jected onto the image through the projection matrix. 7 is used
to control the re-projection error tolerance. We define RMSE
to represent the matching quality of the entire point cloud
image pair:

1
RMSE= | > [Tr — 1], @1)
(Pi,I;)

The percentage of correctly matched pairs estimated by the
RR metric indicates the descriptor learning ability of the
network, which can measure how many correct pairs the
algorithm finds in image and point cloud matching tasks.
In other words, this means looking at how many reliable
matches the algorithm has found. Assuming the number of
point cloud image data pairs for registration is Z. RR is
defined as:

1

Z
RR=— Y 1(RMSE <7). (22)
i=1

N



Implementation Details

In the process of detailed experiments, we cut the image to
160 x512 size, down-sampled the point cloud with 0.1M
x0.1M x0.1M voxels, and then randomly sampled 20480
points as input. In the self-monitoring module, we use
DGCNN (Phan et al. 2018) as the point cloud feature ex-
tractor and ResNet50 (Koonce 2021) as the image feature
extractor and debug the baseline to achieve the best effect.
The two-layer MLP is used as the projection head to generate
256-dimensional feature vectors projected in the invariant
space R%. The point cloud feature extractor fg,, (-) and im-
age feature extractor fy, (-) are obtained through training.
During the training process, the correct transformation pa-
rameters provided by the calibration file are used to establish
the ground-truth value correspondence to monitor the net-
work. We trained the entire network with 100 epochs and
the batch size was 1. We use Adam to optimize the network.
The initial learning rate is 0.001, multiplied by 0.25 after
every 5 epochs. For our combined loss, we set A = 0.5. The
confidence threshold for successful matching is set to 0.9;
that is, when 90% of the points are correctly matched, we
believe that the matching of this frame is reliable. The whole
training was conducted on two Nvidia-Titan 24GB GPUs.
For the reproducibility of the results, our detailed code and
implementation process will be uploaded to the following
website for learning and communication.

Experimental Result

In order to ensure the fairness of the comparison of experi-
mental results, we used the Kitti odometry data set for the
experiments. The main algorithms for comparison include
traditional methods(SIFT+PNP) , P2net+PNP (Wang et al.
2021), Deepi2p (Li and Lee 2021), CorrI2P (Ren et al. 2022),
CoFil2P(Kang et al. 2024). In order to compare with the
most advanced registration methods available, we set various
threshold parameters as the same as possible. For example,
we set a set of specific thresholds (10°/5m) to reject the
wrong registration frame. The experimental results are shown
in Table 1.

From Table 1, it can be seen that when the threshold is
(10°/5m), our method improves IR while reducing RRE
and RTE errors and minimizing fluctuations, indicating that
the self-supervised comparative learning feature extraction
method plays a very positive role in cross-modal feature
matching. To better reflect the advantages of our algorithm,
we use histograms to display the stability of RRE and RTE
parameters for different methods, as shown in Figure 5. The
height of the column indicates the size of the parameter error,
and the lower the value, the smaller the overall error.

Figure 5 shows the visualization results of the algo-
rithm. We compared the ground truth Traditional method
(Sift+PNP), CoFil2P and our method. Different colors indi-
cate different depths of point clouds. It can be clearly seen
that our method obtains more matching points and more
accurate projections.

In order to understand the loss changes of multiple mod-
ules during the training process, we defined the overall loss,
self-supervised modal loss, coarse registration loss, and fine

KITTI Dataset - Relative Rotation Error (RRE) KITTI Dataset - Relative Translation Error (RTE)

123.6% 137.9%

15.52 Tl 313 311 317
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Figure 4: Performance Comparison of Registration Methods.
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Figure 5: The registration effect of different methods on the
dataset, from which we can observe that our method obtains
better alignment results.

registration loss as Total Loss, Description Loss, Coarse Loss,
and Fine Loss, and analyzed them on the Nuscence dataset.
The results are shown in Figure 6. It can be seen from this
that the overall training loss and self-supervised modal loss
are continuously decreasing. The coarse registration loss first
rapidly decreases, and after stabilization, the fine registration
loss begins to decrease, proving the regulatory effect of the
DC module.

Finally, to verify the stability of the algorithm under noise
and occlusion conditions, we conducted experiments on the
nuScence dataset, and the experimental results are shown in
Table 2. Among them, noise_0.1_occlusion_16x16 represents
a point cloud Gaussian noise standard deviation of 0.1, and
the image occlusion area size is 16x16. From the table, it can
be seen that our method can still maintain good performance
even in situations where noise and occlusion are quite severe.



Table 1: Experimental results on the KITTI and nuScenes datasets, with the best-performing values highlighted in bold.

Method KITTI nuScenes

RRE/(°) RTE/(m) IR(%) RR(%) RRE/(°) RTE/(m) IR(%) RR(%)
SIFT+PNP 12.32+18.13 3.13+£2.96 - — 15.62+10.12 5.13+4.37 — -
P2net+PNP 10.35+8.47 3.11£3.55 - - 11.25+7.27 4.16+3.64 - -
Deepi2p 15.52+12.73 3.17+3.22 - — 13.52+12.73 3.97+2.35 — -
Corri2p 2.70+1.97 1.24+0.87 25.84  90.66 8.70+1.97 3.24+1.86 26.87 88.57
CoFil2P 1.14+0.78 0.29+0.19 75.75 100.00 5.14+0.78 2.29+1.19 73.60 100.00
Our method 0.87%0.33 (-23.6%) 0.18+0.11 (-37.9%) 88.74 100.00 3.92+2.29 (-23.7%) 1.74+0.98 (-24.0%) 82.58 100.00
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Figure 6: Changes in losses during the training process.

Table 2: Experimental Result on nuScence.

Noise setting RRE(°) RTE(m) IR(%)
noise_0.0_occlusion_0x0 3.92+2.29  1.74+0.98 82.58
noise_0.0_occlusion_16x16  4.02+2.31 1.78+0.95 80.35
noise_0.0_occlusion_32x32  4.06+2.34 1.77£0.95 79.56
noise_0.1_occlusion_0x0 3.95£2.22  1.79£096  79.34
noise_0.1_occlusion_16x16  4.02+2.38  1.82+0.93 77.75
noise_0.1_occlusion_32x32  3.98+2.30 1.84+0.96  75.25
noise_0.2_occlusion_32x32 4.21+2.38 1.94+096 73.74

Ablation Study

In order to comprehensively evaluate the contribution of each
core component in CrossI2P, we conducted systematic abla-
tion experiments on four key modules: self-supervised con-
trastive learning network (SL), two-stage registration feature
matching (RM), differential PNP module (D-PNP), and dy-
namic collaborative training mechanism (DC). The ablation
results summarized in Tables 4 and 5 quantitatively demon-
strate the indispensability of each module. Below, we will
delve into their individual and collaborative impacts on regis-
tration performance.

The SL module bridges the geometric semantic gap be-
tween 2D images and 3D point clouds through bidirectional
comparison alignment. The RM module refines the cor-
responding relationship from global superpoint/superpixel
alignment to local point-level registration. Ablating RM sim-

plifies the framework into single-stage matching, lacking
global context awareness. The D-PNP module achieves end-
to-end training through differentiable refactoring. The DC
module adaptively balances the gradients between feature
learning, registration, and pose estimation tasks. Disabling
DC will result in fixed loss weights, leading to optimization
conflicts. Attitude estimation loss dominates early training,
suppresses feature alignment gradients, and leads to subopti-
mal embedding.

In summary, ablation studies have rigorously confirmed
that the performance of CrossI2P does not come from isolated
components, but from their careful integration. Each mod-
ule addresses different challenges, and together they form a
robust framework for uncalibrated cross-modal registration.

Table 3: Ablation Experiment Results.

SL RM D-PNP DC KITTI nuScenes

RRE(°) RTE(m) RRE(°) RTE(m)
v v v 228 0.43 5.28 2.54

v v v 175 0.31 5.75 2.76

v v v 155 0.28 5.23 2.33

v v v 1.25 0.30 4.25 2.14

v v v v o 0.87 0.18 3.92 1.74
Conclusion

In this paper, we propose CrossI2P, a unified framework
that combines self-supervised learning with a two-stage fea-
ture matching strategy to achieve end-to-end 2D-3D regis-
tration. CrossI2P resolves the core conflict between semantic
alignment and geometric optimization through two key in-
novations: a self-supervised feature extraction module that
bridges the domain gap between sparse LiDAR point clouds
and dense RGB images, and a transformer-based coarse-to-
fine alignment architecture that avoids suboptimal solutions
typically encountered in iterative matching pipelines. Further-
more, the integration of a differentiable PnP module and a
dynamic gradient coordination mechanism enables joint opti-
mization of feature learning, correspondence refinement, and
pose estimation within a single training loop. In the future,
we plan to enhance CrossI2P for real-time deployment via
lightweight model distillation and extend its applicability to
broader multi-sensor fusion scenarios.
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