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Abstract

Registration of multiview point clouds conventionally re-
lies on extensive pairwise matching to build a pose graph
for global synchronization, which is computationally expen-
sive and inherently ill-posed without holistic geometric con-
straints. This paper proposes FUSER, the first feed-forward
multiview registration transformer that jointly processes all
scans in a unified, compact latent space to directly predict
global poses without any pairwise estimation. To maintain
tractability, FUSER encodes each scan into low-resolution
superpoint features via a sparse 3D CNN that preserves ab-
solute translation cues, and performs efficient intra- and
inter-scan reasoning through a Geometric Alternating At-
tention module. Particularly, we transfer 2D attention pri-
ors from off-the-shelf foundation models to enhance 3D fea-
ture interaction and geometric consistency. Building upon
FUSER, we further introduce FUSER-DF, an SE(3)N dif-
fusion refinement framework to correct FUSER’s estimates
via denoising in the joint SE(3)N space. FUSER acts as a
surrogate multiview registration model to construct the de-
noiser, and a prior-conditioned SE(3)N variational lower
bound is derived for denoising supervision. Extensive ex-
periments on 3DMatch, ScanNet and ArkitScenes demon-
strate that our approach achieves the superior registration
accuracy and outstanding computational efficiency. The
code is available at https://github.com/Jiang-HB/FUSER.

1. Introduction

Multiview point cloud registration aims to estimate the
global rigid poses of a set of unordered, partially overlap-
ping point-cloud scans, thereby aligning them into a com-
mon coordinate system. It is a fundamental yet challenging
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Figure 1. Comparison of paradigms. Conventional multiview reg-
istration relies on redundant pairwise estimation (time-consuming
and no global constraint) and pose synchronization (outlier sen-
sitivity and high inductive bias). By contrast, our FUSER di-
rectly predicts global poses through unified feed-forward reason-
ing across all scans without any pairwise matching, delivering out-
standing accuracy and efficiency (minutes→seconds).

problem, playing an important role in extensive downstream
applications, such as 3D scene reconstruction [19, 43],
AR/VR [4, 37], and embodied AI [49, 50].

Despite its practical importance, the multiview registra-
tion problem has received far less attention compared to
its pairwise counterpart [31, 45, 65, 66]. This is largely
because most existing approaches adhere to a pairwise-
then-global paradigm [3, 9, 25], where pairwise registra-
tion serves as a sub-module to first estimate relative poses
between pairs of scans (i.e., pose graph), after which a
pose-graph synchronization step is then applied to recover
globally consistent absolute poses (i.e., transformation syn-
chronization). As the core component, pairwise registration
has thus attracted most research effort, with the implicit as-
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sumption that improving pairwise accuracy will naturally
bring better multiview consistency. However, optimizing
scan pairs in isolation fails to exploit global multi-scan ge-
ometric constraints, often producing ambiguous or unstable
relative poses whose errors further accumulate during syn-
chronization. At the same time, registering many redundant
pairs would impose substantial computational overhead.

To address these issues, recent studies move beyond
exhaustive pairwise matching by prioritizing reliable scan
pairs via overlap prediction [11, 41, 54] or triplet consis-
tency [39]. Meanwhile, both analytical and learning-based
synchronization frameworks have been developed to en-
hance global optimization. Analytical methods employ ro-
bust averaging or hierarchical strategies to refine relative
poses under geometric consistency [3, 29, 39, 56], whereas
learning-based approaches incorporate geometric priors and
data-driven weighting to improve robustness [25, 30, 33, 35,
41, 63]. Nevertheless, even the most advanced methods re-
main bound to the pairwise-then-global paradigm and thus
cannot fully overcome its inherent limitations.

In this paper, we propose FUSER, the first feed-forward
multiview registration transformer that jointly encodes all
scans in a compact latent space to directly predict global
poses without any pairwise estimation. Unlike prior two-
stage paradigm, FUSER enables holistic geometric reason-
ing across scans, avoids error propagation and redundant
computation (caused by pairwise estimates), and removes
handcrafted priors through a fully data-driven manner.

However, designing a feed-forward multiview registra-
tion transformer is highly non-trivial, as it must jointly rea-
son across multiple scans while managing the prohibitive
attention cost of all-scan interactions. To this end, we
introduce absolute geometric encoding via a sparse 3D
CNN [14, 15], departing from relative encodings [51], to
encode each scan into low-resolution superpoint features
that preserve absolute spatial cues crucial for absolute trans-
lation recovery. To ensure tractable multi-scan reasoning,
we propose a Geometric Alternating Attention that alter-
nates intra- and cross-scan message passing, capturing both
local and global geometry. Notably, transferring 2D at-
tention priors from an off-the-shelf VGGT-like foundation
model (i.e., π3 [59]) yields significant gains despite the
modality gap. The fused features are decoded by a global
pose predictor, trained with a relative pose loss as reference-
free global supervision. Trained on large-scale datasets,
FUSER achieves excellent accuracy while cutting runtime
from minutes (in two-stage pipelines) to the second scale.

Building on the established FUSER and its pose esti-
mates, we further introduce FUSER-DF, an SE(3)N diffu-
sion refinement framework that formulates multiview pose
refinement as a denoising diffusion process in the joint
SE(3)N space. We treat the FUSER outputs as pose pri-
ors, and design prior-aware SE(3)N diffusion/reverse pro-

cess to learn an SE(3)N denoiser that progressively refines
the prior predictions toward fine-grained results. Remark-
ably, FUSER serves as a surrogate multiview registration
model to construct the denoiser, and we also derive a prior-
conditioned variational lower bound to supervise the de-
noising. Extensive experiments verify the outstanding ac-
curacy and efficiency of our method.

To summarize, our main contributions are as follows:
• We propose a novel feed-forward paradigm for multi-

view registration that directly predicts per-scan global
poses without redundant pairwise matching, enabling
unified all-scan reasoning and reducing inference time
from minutes to second scale.

• We develop FUSER, an end-to-end multiview registration
transformer that combines absolute geometric encod-
ing, 2D foundation attention-guided geometric alternat-
ing message passing, and direct pose regression, achiev-
ing outstanding feed-forward accuracy and efficiency.

• We introduce FUSER-DF, an SE(3)N diffusion refine-
ment framework that further improves multiview pose es-
timates from FUSER. Here, FUSER serves as a surro-
gate multiview registration model to construct the SE(3)N

denoiser, supervised by a prior-aware, multiview-specific
variational lower bound.

2. Related Work

Pairwise Registration. Pairwise registration [1, 7, 12,
23, 67] aims to estimate the relative transformation be-
tween two point clouds. Most advanced methods fol-
low a correspondence-based paradigm that extracts and
matches geometric features for pose estimation. Classi-
cal approaches use handcrafted descriptors to encode lo-
cal geometry [36, 46–48, 52], such as USC [52] with a
shape-context local frame, SHOT [48] with normal-based
histograms, and PFH/FPFH [46, 47] with pairwise geomet-
ric relations. Recent learning-based descriptors adopt data-
driven representations [2, 5, 10, 16, 24, 40, 42, 57, 66].
Predator [31] employs cross-attention to identify overlap-
ping regions, RoITr [65] introduces rotation-invariant en-
coding, and GeoTransformer [45] injects explicit geomet-
ric embeddings for stronger discrimination. Beyond this
two-frame setting, our work addresses the more challenging
multiview alignment problem requiring globally consistent
registration across multiple scans.
Multiview Registration. Conventional multiview registra-
tion follows a two-stage pipeline: exhaustive pairwise reg-
istration followed by global pose synchronization. Classical
methods [3, 8, 13, 26, 32] build fully connected pose graphs
from all pairwise estimations, incurring quadratic complex-
ity and degraded robustness under outliers [22, 63]. To ad-
dress these issues, traditional synchronization relies on non-
linear least-squares frameworks such as IRLS [17, 27, 38],



often enhanced by robust rotation averaging [29, 56] or hier-
archical initialization (e.g., HARA [39]). Recent learning-
based approaches integrate geometric priors and data-driven
robustness [11, 25, 30, 33, 35, 41, 63]. For instance,
LMVR [25] and FeatSync [30] jointly optimize pairwise
and global registration, SGHR [54] predicts overlaps for
adaptive reweighting, and MDGD [41] fuses descriptor and
geometric cues for reliable graphs. However, these methods
still depend on extensive pairwise estimation and remain
sensitive to noisy poses. By contrast, our method elimi-
nates the two-stage paradigm, directly predicting globally
consistent poses in a single feed-forward process.

3. Approach

3.1. Background
Problem Definition. Given a collection of partially over-
lapping point clouds S = {Si ∈ RMi×3 | 1 ≤ i ≤ N},
each capturing a 3D scene fragment from a distinct camera
pose, the goal of multiview 3D registration is to estimate
the rigid global poses of all scans so that they can be consis-
tently aligned within a common global coordinate system.
Formally, for each scan Si, its rigid pose is represented as
Ti = (Ri, ti) ∈ SE(3), where Ri ∈ SO(3) and ti ∈ R3

denote the rotation and translation of the i-th point cloud.
Existing Multiview Pipelines. In most existing multiview
registration pipelines [13, 26, 32], this problem is typically
represented as a graph G = (S, E), where each vertex cor-
responds to a scan and each edge (i, j) ∈ E encodes the
relative pose Ti←j = T−1i Tj between scans Si and Sj .
The graph edges E are initialized from noisy relative trans-
formations obtained by independent pairwise registration
algorithms [31, 45, 65, 66]. A pose synchronization step is
then applied to recover per-scan global poses.
Pairwise SE(3) Diffusion Registration. The SE(3) diffu-
sion registration model [34] reformulates pairwise 3D reg-
istration as a denoising diffusion process composed of a for-
ward SE(3) diffusion process and a reverse SE(3) denoising
process. Given source and target point clouds X and Y ,
the forward process gradually perturbs the optimal transfor-
mation H0 ∈ SE(3) into a noisy one, forming a Markov
chain: H0 → H1 · · · → HT , whose diffusion formula
Ht ∼ q(Ht | H0) can be represented as:

Ht = Exp(γ
√
1− ᾱtε)F(

√
ᾱt;H0,H). (1)

Here, Gaussian noise is sampled as ε ∼ N (0, I), and H de-
notes the identity transformation. The diffusion coefficient
is defined as ᾱt =

∏t
s=0 αt =

∏t
s=0(1−βt), where βt fol-

lows a cosine schedule [44]. The pose interpolation func-
tion F(

√
ᾱt;H0,H) = Exp((1−

√
ᾱt) ·Log(HH−10 ))H0.

The SE(3) reverse process then learns a pose denoiser to
iteratively refine noisy poses through the chain HT →
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Figure 2. Architecture of FUSER. It encodes unordered scans into
a compact latent space via Absolute Geometric Encoding, then per-
forms 2D attention prior-enhanced Geometric Alternating Atten-
tion for multiview reasoning and final pose regression.

· · ·H1 → H0. Using a surrogate registration model fθ,
the denoised pose can be estimated as Ht−1 =

Exp(λ0 Log(fθ(Xt,Y)Ht) + λ1 Log(Ht) +

√
β̃tε), (2)

where λ0 =
√
ᾱt−1βt

1−ᾱt
and λ1 =

√
αt(1−ᾱt−1)

1−ᾱt
, and Xt de-

notes the source point cloud transformed by Ht; Theoret-
ically, the surrogate registration model can be modeled by
different deep pairwise registration models e.g. [58, 62, 64].

3.2. FUSER
3.2.1. Motivation
Mainstream multiview registration systems still follow a
pairwise-then-global pipeline [3, 9, 25]: redundant pair-
wise alignments construct a pose graph, followed by pose
synchronization on SE(3) to recover absolute poses. While
effective to some extent, this two-stage strategy has sev-
eral fundamental limitations: (i) Missing global context:
Each pairwise alignment is performed independently, ignor-
ing geometric constraints from other scans and leading to
ambiguity in low-overlap or symmetric scenes that require
joint reasoning; (ii) Outlier sensitivity. Inaccurate pair-
wise estimates contaminate pose synchronization, causing
global error propagation; (iii) Computational overhead:
Repeated pairwise registration is computationally intensive
and markedly slow, due to costly feature extraction and out-
lier removal; (iv) Strong inductive bias: It necessitates nu-
merous hand-crafted designs, e.g. graph sparsification, ro-
bust losses, and synchronization schedules, largely restrict-
ing model flexibility and hindering global optima.

To address the aforementioned limitations, we propose
FUSER, a novel, powerful and efficient feed-forward mul-
tiview 3D registration transformer that enables end-to-end
global alignment without any time-consuming pairwise reg-
istration. FUSER takes all scans as input and performs ge-
ometric message passing across all views through stacked
transformer layers in a compact latent space, directly re-
gressing the absolute pose for each scan. By jointly rea-
soning over geometric cues from all scans, FUSER inher-



ently mitigates the limitation (i) of lacking global context.
Additionally, as the entire pipeline requires only a single,
efficient feed-forward pass, without any redundant pairwise
alignments, it effectively addresses the issues of outlier sen-
sitivity and computational overhead in limitations (ii) and
(iii). Moreover, FUSER adopts a clean, fully data-driven ar-
chitecture that alleviates the heavy reliance on handcrafted
priors inherent in previous pipelines. It learns to infer accu-
rate poses purely through transformer-based attention over
raw point clouds, thereby alleviating the handcrafted induc-
tive bias on the optimization space in limitation (iv).

As illustrated in Fig. 2, FUSER consists of an absolute
geometric feature encoder, a 2D attention prior-enhanced
alternating attention module, and a global pose predictor.
The following subsections elaborate on each component.

3.2.2. Absolute Geometric Encoding
Prevalent deep geometric descriptors [45, 65] typically pre-
fer translation-invariant descriptors, build on relative coor-
dinate normalization e.g. KPConv [51], to stabilize pairwise
matching. However, since FUSER directly regresses abso-
lute poses, particularly translation, such position-agnostic
encodings become inadequate: removing global location
cues obscures where each scan lies in the camera frame,
making translation regression inherently ambiguous.

To this end, we employ an absolute coordinate-aware
sparse 3D CNN built with MinkowskiEngine [14, 15] to ex-
tract hierarchical geometric features. Each scan Si ∈ S un-
dergoes hierarchical voxelization and sparse convolutions,
yielding compact, semantically enriched superpoints S′i ∈
RM ′

i×3 (M ′i ≪ Mi) with features Fi ∈ RM ′
i×d. To en-

able efficient all-scan attention in the transformer, we keep
the latent representation highly compact by controlling the
number of superpoints through a deeper, five-layer sparse
convolutional hierarchy (kernel size 3, stride 2). Despite
this low superpoint resolution, our experiments show that
the resulting compact superpoint features still retain suffi-
cient geometric information for accurate pose regression,
leading to outstanding registration performance.

3.2.3. Geometric Alternating Attention
With the downsampled superpoints S ′ = (S′1, ...,S

′
N ) and

their features F = (F1, ...,FN ) from all scans, we then ap-
ply a transformer attention mechanism over them to enable
comprehensive cross-scan geometric reasoning.
Permutation-Equivariant Alternating Attention. In-
spired by VGGT’s alternating attention mechanism for
cross-image reasoning [55], we extend this paradigm to 3D
matching field. Our transformer contains L = 32 alternat-
ing layers, including 16 intra-scan and 16 cross-scan blocks,
applied sequentially to capture fine-grained local geometry
and global contextual relationships across scans.

Notably, VGGT’s alternating attention uses learnable
reference tokens to differentiate the reference view, but this

design causes instability under varying scan orders. To en-
sure permutation equivariance [59], we remove these tokens
so that reordering scans does not alter their features:

AA(Pπ(S ′), Pπ(F)) = Pπ(AA(S ′,F)), (3)

where Pπ(·) denotes a permutation operator and AA(·) the
alternating attention. Additionally, unlike the 2D ROPE po-
sition embedding on 2D patch coordinates in VGGT, we
replace it with sinusoidal positional encodings on super-
point coordinates to integrate absolute positional cues into
the each attention layer. We note that we also devote much
effort on relative position-aware 3D ROPE embedding, un-
fortunately, our experiments shows it may bring degraded
performance, possibly caused by the relative position infor-
mation would be misleading during cross-scan attention (as
each scan belongs to different coordinate system).
2D-to-3D Attention Prior Transfer. A key finding of our
study is the cross-domain transfer of attention priors from
2D to 3D. Rather than training our alternating transform-
ers from scratch, we investigate whether the powerful mul-
tiview reasoning learned by 2D reconstruction foundation
models can benefit 3D geometric alignment. To this end,
we initialize our alternating attention layers with pretrained
weights from π3, a VGGT variant trained on large-scale 2D
image reconstruction tasks. Notably, we make no architec-
tural modifications to accommodate this transfer due to their
inherent structural compatibility (apart from differences in
2D/3D position embedding and 2D/3D feature encoding).

This simple yet effective initialization empirically yields
notable performance gains in our 3D multi-scan matching
tasks as shown in Table 4. We attribute these improvements
to transferable 2D attention priors, such as view grouping,
alignment consistency, and attention sparsity, which gener-
alize surprisingly well to unstructured 3D point clouds. To
the best of our knowledge, this demonstrates a promising
step toward transferring pretrained 2D attention modules for
3D point cloud reasoning, suggesting a potential direction
for future cross-modal foundation model research.

3.2.4. Global Pose Prediction and Supervision
Global Pose Regression. With the superpoint tokens F̃ =
(F̃1, ..., F̃N ) learned by L alternating attentions above, we
directly regress a global pose T̂i ∈ SE(3) for each scan.
Specifically, a series of self-attention blocks first refines the
superpoint tokens of each scan, followed by global aver-
age pooling to obtain a compact scan-level global descrip-
tor. Two lightweight MLP heads then regress the transla-
tion t̂i ∈ R3 and a 3×3 rotation proxy (a 9D representa-
tion), which is finally projected onto a valid rotation matrix
R̂i ∈ SO(3) via SVD-based orthogonalization.
Global Pose Supervision. Directly supervising global
poses in a fixed world frame is inherently ill-posed: (i)
world coordinate systems vary across sequences or datasets,



leading to instability when regressing absolute ground-truth
poses; and (ii) defining the world frame by arbitrarily select-
ing a reference scan breaks permutation equivariance with
respect to scan order. To address these issues, we adopt a
reference-free strategy that indirectly supervises the pair-
wise relative poses. Specifically, for any (i ̸= j), we com-
pute the relative transformation T̂i←j = T̂−1i T̂j and com-
pare it to the ground-truth Ti←j using a geodesic rotation
loss and a robust translation loss with Huber function ℓβ(·):

Lr(i, j) = arccos

(
Tr(R⊤i←jR̂i←j)− 1

2

)
,

Lt(i, j) = ℓβ
(
t̂i←j − ti←j

)
.

(4)

We further impose a point-wise loss to ensure geometric
consistency between the transformed point clouds under the
predicted and ground-truth poses Lp(i, j) =

1

Nj

Nj∑
l=1

∥(R̂i←jpl + t̂i←j)− (Ri←jpl + ti←j)∥1. (5)

Finally, our overall loss is summarized as L =

1

N(N − 1)

∑
i̸=j

Lr(i, j) + γtLt(i, j) + γpLp(i, j), (6)

where γt and γp balance the respective loss terms.

3.3. FUSER-DF: SE(3)N Diffusion Refinement
Building on our established feed-forward multiview regis-
tration transformer (FUSER) and its predicted global poses
T̂1:N = (T̂1, ..., T̂N ), we further seek higher alignment
precision by introducing a novel SE(3)N Diffusion Refine-
ment model, termed FUSER-DF, that formulates the multi-
view pose correction as a denoising diffusion process over
the joint SE(3)N manifold.

3.3.1. FUSER-DF vs. SE(3) Diffusion Registration
Compared with the prior SE(3) diffusion model [34], our
FUSER-DF brings three key innovations:
(i) From pairwise to multiview: Prior work diffuses a single
relative motion on SE(3), whereas FUSER-DF diffuses the
entire pose set on the joint space SE(3)N , preserving cross-
scan dependencies throughout refinement;
(ii) From estimation to refinement: Unlike denoising from
an uninformed identity prior H for pose estimation, our pose
refinement initializes the reverse chain at FUSER’s pose es-
timate and only need perform small-step correction;
(iii) Pairwise to multi-view surrogate: Prior work relies on
a pairwise surrogate registration model fθ and thus cannot
model multiview alignment; Thanks to the multiview pose
estimation of FUSER, we can employ it as our multiview
surrogate registration model for SE(3)N refinement.

3.3.2. Prior-aware SE(3)N Diffusion Process
Unlike SE(3) diffusion [34] that perturbs optimal transfor-
mation toward the identity one, our prior-aware SE(3)N dif-
fusion instead diffuses from the optimal poses toward the
prior T̂1:N = (T̂1, ..., T̂N ) predicted by FUSER. This pro-
cess forms a Markov chain T0

1:N → T1
1:N · · ·TT

1:N , where
the diffusion formula Tt

1:N = (Tt
1, ...,T

t
N ) ∼ q(Tt

1:N |
T0

1:N , T̂1:N ) can be expressed as:

Tt
i = Exp(γ

√
1− ᾱtε)F(

√
ᾱt;T

0
i , T̂i), (7)

where i ∈ {1, ..., N} denotes the scan index; F represents
the pose interpolation function between the optimal pose
and the prior pose estimate, with

√
ᾱt acting as the interpo-

lation weight: F(
√
ᾱt;T

0
i , T̂i) =

Exp((1−
√
ᾱt) · Log(T̂i(T

0
i )
−1

))T0
i . (8)

The perturbation Exp(γ
√
1− ᾱtε) introduces stochastic

noise to the interpolated pose, enriching the diversity of dif-
fusion trajectories. This diversity effectively augments the
training of the denoiser network, enhancing its generaliza-
tion capability across diverse pose distributions.

3.3.3. Prior-aware SE(3)N Reverse Process
As demonstrated in Sec. 3.1, the conventional SE(3) reverse
process learns an SE(3) denoiser that refines poses from the
identity transformation to the optimal one. By contrast, our
prior-aware SE(3)N reverse process learns an SE(3)N de-
noiser pθ that refines poses from the prior multiview poses
predicted by FUSER toward the optimal ones (see Fig. 3).
To train this denoiser, we first derive a prior-aware varia-
tional lower bound of log-likelihood over the training data:

ES,T0
1:N
∼pdata

[
ln pθ(T

0
1:N | S, T̂1:N )

]
≥E

[
ln

pθ(T
0:T
1:N | S, T̂1:N )

q(T1:T
1:N | T0

1:N , T̂1:N )

]
= E

[
ln pθ(T

0
1:N | S1, T̂1:N )

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Residual term

− E
[
KL(q(TT

1:N | T0
1:N , T̂1:N )||p(TT

1:N | T̂1:N ))
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Prior matching term

−E
[ T∑

t=2

KL(q(Tt−1
1:N | Tt

1:N ,T0
1:N , T̂1:N )||pθ(Tt−1

1:N | St, T̂1:N ))︸ ︷︷ ︸
Prior-aware Denoising matching term

]
,

(9)

where St represents the transformed scans under the noisy
poses Tt

1:N , that is St = {St
i | St

i = Rt
iSi + tti, i = 1..N}.

Please refer to Appendix 7 for detailed derivation.
Prior-aware Denoising Matching Term. This term serves
as the core loss for training our SE(3)N denoiser. Here,
q(Tt−1

1:N | Tt
1:N ,T0

1:N , T̂1:N ) denotes the posterior distri-
bution of noisy poses Tt−1

1:N , while pθ(Tt−1
1:N | St, T̂1:N ) rep-

resents its learnable prior distribution predicted by the de-
noiser. Benefiting from the pose reference from both the
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Figure 3. Pipeline of prior-aware SE(3)N denoising process. It
integrates the prior pose estimates (T̂1, ..., T̂N ) of FUSER into
the denoising process, where FUSER, as the surrogate registra-
tion model, estimates the residual poses (T̂t→0

1 , ..., T̂t→0
N ) =

FUSER(St) to support progressive denoising over SE(3)N space.

optimal poses T0
1:N and the prior poses T̂1:N , the pos-

terior can naturally provide a supervision signal for guid-
ing the training of the ground truth-agnostic prior distri-
bution by minimizing their Kullback-Leibler (KL) diver-
gence. Formally, inspired by [28], our prior-aware poste-
rior pose, postTt−1

1:N ∼ q(Tt−1
1:N | Tt

1:N ,T0
1:N , T̂1:N ), can

be expressed as: postTt−1
i =

Exp(λ0 Log (T
0
i ) + λ1 Log (T

t
i) + λ2 Log(T̂i) + ε̃i). (10)

Here, ε̃i =
√

β̃tεi and the scan index i ∈ {1, ..., N}; The
denoising coefficients λ0 and λ1 are consistent with those
in Eq. 2, and λ2 = 1 +

(
√
ᾱt−1)(

√
αt+
√
ᾱt−1)

1−ᾱt
. The denois-

ing coefficients λ0, λ1, and λ2 essentially control the rela-
tive contributions of the optimal pose T0

i , the current noisy
pose Tt

i, and the prior pose estimate T̂i at each timestep.
Intuitively, at the beginning of the reverse process, λ2 dom-
inates, making the posterior pose strongly depend on the
prior estimate. As the denoising progresses, λ2 gradually
decays, shifting the posterior toward the conventional SE(3)
reverse formulation governed by λ0 and λ1. Consequently,
following the formulation in [34], the expected value of pos-
terior pose (Eq. 11) can be rewritten as µpost =

Exp(λ0 Log (T
t→0
i Tt

i) + λ1 Log (T
t
i) + λ2 Log(T̂i)), (11)

where Tt→0
i = T0

i (T
t
i)
−1 represents the residual trans-

formation from the noisy pose to the optimal one. Anal-
ogously, the expected value of the parameterized prior dis-
tribution can be reformulated through a multiview surrogate
registration model fmv

θ as µθ(S,Tt
1:N , T̂1:N )i ≜

Exp((λ0Log(fmv
θ (St)iT

t
i + λ1Log(Tt

i) + λ2Log(T̂i)). (12)

Benefiting from our established end-to-end feed-forward
multiview registration model, FUSER, we employ it to in-
stantiate the multiview surrogate function as:

(T̂t→0
1 , T̂t→0

2 , ..., T̂t→0
N ) = fmv

θ (St) ≜ FUSER(St). (13)

Minimizing the KL divergence between the prior and the
posterior is thus equivalent to reducing their expected-value
discrepancy (Eq. 11 and Eq. 12). Consequently, this objec-
tive can be reformulated as optimizing the surrogate model
fmv
θ (St) to predict the residual pose Tt→0

i , a formula-
tion naturally aligned with the standard optimization target
of multiview registration. Thus, the losses introduced in
Sec. 3.2.4 can be directly applied for surrogate training.
Residual and Prior Matching Terms. The prior matching
term actually is a constant term and doesn’t contain any op-
timizable parameters, and we can thus ignore it. Instead, the
objective of residual matching term is essentially consistent
with the prior-aware denoising matching term at t = 1.

4. Experiments

4.1. Experimental Settings
Implementation Details. We train FUSER with sequence
lengths randomly sampled from 2 to 50 to accommodate
varying scan set sizes. The loss weights γt and γp in loss 6
are both 0.1, and the Huber threshold β in loss 4 is 0.06.
For FUSER-DF, we follow [34] with T=200 diffusion steps
during training and 10 denoising steps at inference, setting
the perturbation weight γ=0.1 in Eq. 7. We train on four
large-scale indoor datasets, 3DMatch [66], ScanNet [18],
ScanNet++ [61], and ArkitScenes [6], for 2 epochs using
the Adam optimizer (learning rate 5×10−5, weight decay
0.05) with a linear decay schedule down to 1×10−8. All ex-
periments are executed in PyTorch on 8 NVIDIA L20 GPUs
(45 GB memory each). FUSER has ∼0.6B parameters.
Metrics. We evaluate registration accuracy using rotation
and translation errors (RE/TE) on ScanNet and Registration
Recall (RR) on 3DMatch and ArkitScenes, as in [16, 25, 54,
63]. More details are provided in the Appendix 6.

4.2. Comparison with Existing Methods
Evaluation on ScanNet. We first evaluate FUSER and
FUSER-DF on ScanNet [18], a well-known indoor RGB-D
dataset. Following [54], we use total 32 sequences with 30
scans each (20 frames apart) for evaluation. Baselines in-
clude EIGSE3 [3], L1-IRLS [9], RotAvg [26], LMVR [25],
LITS [63], HARA [39], SGHR [54], MDGD [41], and In-
creMVR [11]. All methods use YOHO [53] descriptors for
pairwise registration except LMVR, which performs end-
to-end alignment and synchronization. As [35] has not re-
leased code, it is excluded. We follow [25, 54] and con-
sider three pose graphs: (i) Full: exhaustive pairwise reg-
istration; (ii) Pruned: filtering pairs by a median point dis-
tance threshold (0.05m); and (iii) Sparse: adaptively select-
ing pairs based on overlap estimation.

As shown in Table 1, both FUSER and FUSER-DF
consistently surpass all baselines across nearly all metrics.
Compared with the strongest prior method [41], FUSER



Table 1. Multiview registration performance on the ScanNet (30 scans) [18].

Pose Graph Method #Pair
Rotation Error Translation Error (m)

3◦ 5◦ 10◦ 30◦ 45◦ Mean/Med 0.05 0.1 0.25 0.5 0.75 Mean/Med

Full

LMVR [25] 13920 48.3 53.6 58.9 63.2 64.0 48.1◦/33.7◦ 34.5 49.1 58.5 61.6 63.9 0.83/0.55
EIGSE3 [3] 13920 19.7 24.4 32.3 49.3 56.9 53.6◦/48.0◦ 11.2 19.7 30.5 45.7 56.7 1.03/0.94
L1-IRLS [9] 13920 38.1 44.2 48.8 55.7 56.5 53.9◦/47.1◦ 18.5 30.4 40.7 47.8 54.4 1.14/1.07
RotAvg [9] 13920 44.1 49.8 52.8 56.5 57.3 53.1◦/44.0◦ 28.2 40.8 48.6 51.9 56.1 1.13/1.05
LITS [63] 13920 52.8 67.1 74.9 77.9 79.5 26.8◦/27.9◦ 29.4 51.1 68.9 75.0 77.0 0.68/0.66
HARA [39] 13920 54.9 64.3 71.3 74.1 74.2 32.1◦/29.2◦ 35.8 54.4 66.3 69.7 72.9 0.87/0.75
SGHR [54] 13920 57.2 68.5 75.1 78.1 78.8 26.4◦/19.5◦ 39.4 61.5 72.0 75.2 77.6 0.70/0.59
MDGD [41] 13920 54.7 71.4 83.4 88.2 88.6 17.6◦/19.1◦ 38.7 62.8 77.8 82.6 85.2 0.42/0.35

Pruned [25]

EIGSE3 [3] 13920 40.8 46.3 51.9 61.2 65.7 40.6◦/37.1◦ 23.9 38.5 51.0 59.3 66.1 0.88/0.84
L1-IRLS [9] 13920 46.3 54.2 61.6 64.3 66.8 41.8◦/34.0◦ 24.1 38.5 48.3 55.6 60.9 1.05/1.01
RotAvg [9] 13920 50.2 60.1 65.3 66.8 68.8 38.5◦/31.6◦ 31.8 49.0 58.8 63.3 65.6 0.96/0.83
LITS [63] 13920 54.3 69.4 75.6 78.5 80.3 24.9◦/19.9◦ 31.4 54.4 72.3 76.7 79.6 0.65/0.56
HARA [39] 13920 55.7 63.7 69.0 70.8 72.1 34.7◦/31.3◦ 35.2 53.6 65.4 68.6 71.7 0.86/0.71
SGHR [54] 13920 59.4 71.9 80.0 82.1 82.6 21.7◦/19.1◦ 39.9 63.0 74.3 77.6 80.2 0.64/0.47

Sparse
SGHR [54] 6004 59.1 73.1 80.8 82.5 83.0 21.7◦/19.0◦ 39.9 64.1 76.7 79.0 81.9 0.56/0.49
IncreMVR [11] 6004 58.6 73.4 79.7 83.9 85.6 19.8◦/15.6◦ 39.6 63.9 76.3 81.9 85.4 0.55/0.37
MDGD [41] 6004 56.1 71.8 83.5 88.5 88.8 17.4◦/19.0◦ 38.2 61.2 77.5 82.7 84.9 0.37/0.31

/ FUSER (Ours) 0 65.2 86.0 94.1 95.4 95.9 7.1◦/2.3◦ 32.2 65.7 91.6 95.1 96.2 0.1/0.1
FUSER-DF (Ours) 0 71.0 88.5 94.1 94.8 95.1 7.8◦/1.9◦ 40.4 71.7 92.2 94.5 95.3 0.2/0.1

Table 2. Comparisons on 3DMatch (60 scans) [18].

Method #Pair RR (%) ↑ RE (◦) ↓ TE (m) ↓

Full+FCGF [15] 13615 46.2 33.8 0.89
Full+Predator [31] 13615 49.7 26.8 0.67
Full+YOHO [53] 13615 59.2 35.8 0.77
Full+GeoTrans [45] 13615 61.5 38.0 0.61
Full+PARENet [60] 13615 61.9 31.2 0.68

SGHR+FCGF [15] 3034 39.7 38.4 0.66
SGHR+Predator [31] 3034 44.2 28.3 0.55
SGHR+YOHO [53] 3034 53.2 34.6 0.57
SGHR+GeoTrans [45] 3034 55.2 29.8 0.69
SGHR+PARENet [60] 3034 55.3 37.0 0.60

FUSER (Ours) 0 88.6 3.2 0.16
FUSER-DF (Ours) 0 90.5 2.9 0.15

Table 3. Comparisons on ArkitScenes (200 scans) [6].

Method #Pair RR (%) ↑ RE (◦) ↓ TE (m) ↓

Full+GeoTrans [45] 207527 24.7 92.5 1.36
Full+PARENet [60] 207527 14.3 109.2 1.44

SGHR+GeoTrans [45] 47924 26.7 91.2 1.48
SGHR+PARENet [60] 47924 23.7 95.3 1.24

FUSER (Ours) 0 84.1 6.6 0.20
FUSER-DF (Ours) 0 90.3 6.2 0.17

significantly reduces mean translation and rotation errors
(0.37m→0.1m, 17.4◦→7.1◦), highlighting the advantage of
our feed-forward design that avoids cumulative pose noise
in traditional pairwise pipelines. Further, FUSER-DF re-
fines the multiview alignment of FUSER via the proposed
SE(3)N diffusion process, yielding notable gains under
strict thresholds (e.g., Rot@3°: 65.2 → 71.0) while main-
taining high overall accuracy (see Fig. 4 and Fig. 5).
Evaluation on 3DMatch. We further evaluate our frame-

Ground truthFUSER-DFFUSER

Denoising

!" # !	%&'()*)'+

!" # !	%&'()*)'+

Figure 4. SE(3)N diffusion refinement in FUSER-DF visually re-
fines FUSER’s pose estimation, yielding smoother surfaces.

work on the 3DMatch dataset [18], a widely used indoor
RGB-D dataset. Following the eight testing scenes in [54],
we conduct multiview alignment under a more realistic and
challenging setup. Unlike prior works that fuse 50 consec-
utive frames into GT-aligned fragments via TSDF integra-
tion (an operation that effectively denoises, alleviates occlu-
sions, and increases geometric overlap), we construct each
sequence directly from single frame to better reflect real-
world deployment with limited overlap, sensor noise and
severe occlusions. Each sequence contains 60 frames with
a 20-frame interval (consistent with ScanNet). We com-
bine five SOTA deep descriptors, FCGF [15], Predator [31],
YOHO [53], GeoTrans [45], and PARENet [60], with two
pose-graph types, full and SGHR-based sparse, for compar-
ison. As shown in Table 2, both FUSER and FUSER-DF
achieve superior accuracy across all metrics.

Evaluation on ArKitScenes. We finally perform evalua-
tion on ArKitScenes [6], an indoor RGB-D dataset captured
with LiDAR-equipped iPhones. We randomly select 15 se-
quences, each with 200 scans sampled every three frames.



Table 4. Ablation Studies on ScanNet [18] (ScaN: ScanNet [18], ArkitS: ArkitScenes [6], ScaNP: ScanNet++ [61], 3DM: 3DMatch [66]).

Pose Graph Method
Rotation Error Translation Error (m)

3◦ 5◦ 10◦ 30◦ 45◦ Mean/Med 0.05 0.1 0.25 0.5 0.75 Mean/Med

FUSER

(ScaN) w/o 2D Attention Prior 13.0 27.2 47.0 67.5 73.5 34.6◦/11.2◦ 5.5 17.0 37.7 56.8 68.4 0.7/0.4
(ScaN) 36.8 57.6 74.3 83.7 85.1 22.3◦/4.1◦ 15.4 36.7 65.5 80.9 84.5 0.4/0.2
(ScaN + ArkitS) 36.3 63.2 86.7 93.0 94.1 11.3◦/3.9◦ 16.4 45.2 81.0 90.9 93.1 0.3/0.1
(ScaN + ArkitS + ScaNP) 56.8 79.9 91.6 93.2 93.7 9.4◦/2.6◦ 27.9 61.1 88.9 92.5 93.8 0.2/0.1
(ScaN + ArkitS + ScaNP + 3DM) 65.2 86.0 94.1 95.4 95.9 7.1◦/2.3◦ 32.2 65.7 91.6 95.1 96.2 0.1/0.1

FUSER-DF

(ScaN) w/o 2D Attention Prior 33.4 46.3 59.1 69.7 74.6 32.4◦/5.9◦ 18.3 34.2 50.7 62.4 69.4 0.7/0.2
(ScaN) 51.3 67.1 79.9 85.1 85.4 21.2◦/2.9◦ 28.3 48.3 72.8 81.6 84.3 0.4/0.1
(ScaN + ArkitS) 55.4 77.0 91.3 93.6 94.0 10.5◦/2.7◦ 29.4 59.9 86.0 91.9 93.9 0.2/0.1
(ScaN + ArkitS + ScaNP) 66.4 85.5 91.5 93.0 93.4 9.2◦/2.1◦ 39.3 69.0 89.8 92.6 93.5 0.2/0.1
(ScaN + ArkitS + ScaNP + 3DM) 71.0 88.5 94.1 94.8 95.1 7.8◦/1.9◦ 40.4 71.7 92.2 94.5 95.3 0.2/0.1
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Figure 5. Qualitative comparison: FUSER surpasses SOTA
GeoTrans [45] and PARENet [60] descriptors with SGHR pose
graph [54], achieving much higher accuracy and efficiency.

Table 5. Runtime (sec.) on 3DMatch [18] and ArKitScenes [6].

FCGF Pred. YOHO GeoT. PARE. FUSER FUSER-DF

3D
M Full 517.4 690.7 762.9 495.4 384.0 0.31 2.91SGHR 292.5 316.6 517.5 180.5 155.4

A
rK Full – – – 2454.6 1831.3 0.61 6.50SGHR – – – 714.8 583

For a fair evaluation, we select the two best-performing
baselines on 3DMatch for comparison. Table 3 demon-
strates our method exhibits strong precision, robustness, and
generalizability under large-scale scan settings.

4.3. Abalation Studies and Analysis
Scaling with Data Volume. Table 4 shows that with in-
creasing training data, our model yields consistent accuracy
gains, indicating a favorable scaling trend and strong poten-
tial for large-scale 3D foundation training.
Effectiveness of 2D Attention Prior. We evaluate the im-
pact of the 2D Attention Prior from pretrained 2D founda-
tion model, π3 [59]. Table 4 shows that integrating this prior
significantly enhances both rotation and translation preci-
sion. This demonstrates that injecting 2D attention priors
via parameter initialization substantially improves geomet-
ric reasoning, leading to more robust multiview alignment.
Runtime and Memory Analysis. Table 5 shows prior
two-stage pipelines that rely on redundant pairwise registra-
tions are highly time-consuming, requiring hundreds of sec-
onds per sequence on 3DMatch (60 scans) and even thou-
sands of seconds on ArkitScenes (200 scans). By contrast,
our feed-forward paradigm, FUSER, and its diffusion vari-
ant, FUSER-DF, remove the redundant pairwise optimiza-
tion, enabling efficient second-scale inference while main-
taining superior accuracy, as evidenced in Tables 2 and 3.
Moreover, thanks to the highly compact superpoint repre-
sentation (Sec. 3.2.2) and efficient FlashAttention [20, 21],
FUSER and FUSER-DF consume only 2.83G and 5.09G of
GPU memory, respectively, for the longest ArkitScenes se-
quences (200 scans), highlighting its practical efficiency.

5. Conclusion
We presented FUSER, the first feed-forward multiview reg-
istration transformer that unifies all scans within a compact
latent space for direct global pose prediction, eliminating
redundant pairwise estimation. By integrating absolute ge-
ometric encoding, 2D attention priors, and geometric alter-
nating attention, FUSER achieves holistic cross-scan rea-
soning and surpasses previous methods by a large margin,
while cutting inference time from minutes to the second
level. We further introduced FUSER-DF, an SE(3)N diffu-
sion refinement framework that formulates multiview regis-
tration as a denoising process for fine-grained pose correc-
tion. Both of them marked a paradigm shift from two-stage



pipeline to unified feed-forward paradigm, advancing 3D
foundation modeling for multiview registration.
Limitations and Future Work. Our experiments show
consistent performance gains with increasing data volume,
and we plan to further explore how FUSER scales with
model capacity. Moreover, while our current work targets
indoor scenes, extending our method to outdoor scenes will
be an exciting future direction.
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Supplementary Material

6. Evaluation Metrics
We evaluate multiview registration accuracy by comparing predicted relative poses R̂ij , t̂ij with ground truth Rij , tij . For

ScanNet [18], following [25, 54, 63], we report the empirical cumulative distribution function (ECDF) of rotation/translation
errors:

REij = arccos
Tr

(
R̂⊤ijRij

)
− 1

2
, TEij = ∥t̂ij − tij∥2 (14)

For 3DMatch [66], following [16], we report Registration Recall (RR), the percentage of successful registrations within 15°
and 0.3 m thresholds, together with average rotation (RE) and translation (TE) errors. We also list the number of pairwise
matchs (#Pair) executed by each method.

7. Variational Lower Bound Derivation for Prior-aware SE(3)N Diffusion Refinement Model

The objective is to find a tractable lower bound on the marginal log-likelihood of the ground-truth transformations T0
1:N

given the data S = {S1,S2, ...,SN} and the prior transformations T̂1:N = (T̂1, T̂2, ..., T̂N ) predicted by the FUSER. We
introduce the set of latent transformation variables T1:T

1:N = (T1
1:N ,T2

1:N , . . . ,TT
1:N ) and apply the Jensen’s Inequality (I):

ln pθ(T
0
1:N | S, T̂1:N )

= ln

∫
T1:T

1:N

pθ(T
0:T
1:N | S, T̂1:N )dT1:T

1:N

= ln

∫
T1:T

1:N

q(T1:T
1:N | T0

1:N , T̂1:N )
pθ(T

0:T
1:N | S, T̂1:N )

q(T1:T
1:N | T0

1:N , T̂1:N )
dT1:T

1:N

= lnET1:T
1:N∼q

[
pθ(T

0:T
1:N | S, T̂1:N )

q(T1:T
1:N | T0

1:N , T̂1:N )

]
(I)
≥ ET1:T

1:N∼q

[
ln

pθ(T
0:T
1:N | S, T̂1:N )

q(T1:T
1:N | T0

1:N , T̂1:N )

]
(15)

Based on the defined conditional dependencies in the diffusion process, the prior distribution pθ and the posterior distri-
bution q can be factorized as follows:

pθ(T
0:T
1:N | S, T̂1:N ) = p(TT

1:N | T̂1:N ) · pθ(T0:T−1
1:N | ST , T̂1:N ) = p(TT

1:N | T̂1:N ) ·
T∏

t=1

pθ(T
t−1
1:N | St, T̂1:N ) (16)

q(T1:T
1:N | T0

1:N , T̂1:N ) =

T∏
t=1

q(Tt
1:N | Tt−1

1:N , T̂1:N ) (17)

where St represents the transformed point-cloud scans at timestep t. By substituting the factorized distributions into Eq. 15,
we can achieve:

ln pθ(T
0
1:N | S, T̂1:N )

≥Eq

[
ln

p(TT
1:N | T̂1:N )

∏T
t=1 pθ(T

t−1
1:N | St, T̂1:N )∏T

t=1 q(T
t
1:N | Tt−1

1:N , T̂1:N )

]

=Eq

[
ln p(TT

1:N | T̂1:N ) +

T∑
t=1

ln
pθ(T

t−1
1:N | St, T̂1:N )

q(Tt
1:N | Tt−1

1:N , T̂1:N )

] (18)



We use Bayes’ formula to deform the forward transition q(Tt
1:N | Tt−1

1:N , T̂1:N ):

q(Tt
1:N | Tt−1

1:N , T̂1:N ) =
q(Tt−1

1:N | Tt
1:N ,T0

1:N , T̂1:N )q(Tt
1:N | T0

1:N , T̂1:N )

q(Tt−1
1:N | T0

1:N , T̂1:N )

Substituting this into Eq. 18 yields:

ln pθ(T
0
1:N | S, T̂1:N )

≥Eq

[
ln p(TT

1:N | T̂1:N ) +

T∑
t=1

ln
pθ(T

t−1
1:N | St, T̂1:N )

q(Tt
1:N | Tt−1

1:N , T̂1:N )

]

=Eq

[
ln p(TT

1:N | T̂1:N ) +

T∑
t=1

ln
pθ(T

t−1
1:N | St, T̂1:N )q(Tt−1

1:N | T0
1:N , T̂1:N )

q(Tt−1
1:N | Tt

1:N ,T0
1:N , T̂1:N )q(Tt

1:N | T0
1:N , T̂1:N )

]

=Eq

[
ln p(TT

1:N | T̂1:N ) +

T∑
t=2

ln
pθ(T

t−1
1:N | St, T̂1:N )q(Tt−1

1:N | T0
1:N , T̂1:N )

q(Tt−1
1:N | Tt

1:N ,T0
1:N , T̂1:N )q(Tt

1:N | T0
1:N , T̂1:N )

+ ln
pθ(T

0
1:N | S1, T̂1:N ) · 1

1 · q(T1
1:N | T0

1:N , T̂1:N )

]

=Eq

[
ln pθ(T

0
1:N | S1, T̂1:N )−DKL(q(T

T
1:N | T0

1:N , T̂1:N )||p(TT
1:N | T̂1:N ))

−
T∑

t=2

DKL(q(T
t−1
1:N | Tt

1:N ,T0
1:N , T̂1:N )||pθ(Tt−1

1:N | St, T̂1:N ))

]
(19)

This completes the derivation.

8. Model Architecture of Absolute Geometric Encoder
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Figure 6. Network architecture of absolute geometric encoder.
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