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Abstract— To enable versatile robot manipulation, robots
must detect task-relevant poses for different purposes from raw
scenes. Currently, many perception algorithms are designed for
specific purposes, which limits the flexibility of the perception
module. We present a general problem formulation called
3D scene-to-pose-set matching, which directly matches the
corresponding poses from the scene without relying on task-
specific heuristics. To address this, we introduce SPLIT, an
SE(3)-diffusion model for generating pose samples from a scene.
The model’s efficiency comes from predicting scores based on
local geometry with respect to the sample pose. Moreover,
leveraging the conditioned generation capability of diffusion
models, we demonstrate that SPLIT can generate the multi-
purpose poses, required to complete both the mug reorientation
and hanging manipulation within a single model.

I. INTRODUCTION

Detecting task-relevant poses from a raw scene input is a
crucial ability for robots to operate autonomously in unstruc-
tured environments. For instance, object pose estimation [1],
[2] focuses on predicting the canonical pose of the target
object. In a similar context, object descriptor detection [3],
[4] aims to predict object descriptors that annotate object-
specific locations in the scene, such as identifying the handle
of a mug. Grasp detection algorithms [5], [6], on the other
hand, identify graspable poses, regardless of the object’s
shape or category. These pose detection problems have been
actively studied for decades in the fields of robotics and
computer vision.

Traditionally, each perception algorithm has relied on
problem-specific heuristics designed for the particular de-
tection problem at hand. However, as robotic manipulation
becomes more complex, multiple perception capabilities are
often required simultaneously. For instance, even a simple
task like object reorientation (shown in Fig. 1) requires the
robot to determine both how to grasp the object (i.e., grasp
detection) and in which pose the object should be placed
(i.e., object descriptor detection). As robots are required to
perform more complex tasks, relying on single-purpose per-
ception algorithms may limit their adaptability and flexibility.
In this paper, we aim to develop a generalizable framework
capable of handling a wide range of pose detection problems
without the need for problem-specific adjustments.

To this end, we introduce a new problem called 3D
scene-to-pose-set matching that can encompass various pose
detection problems in a single formulation. The formulation
assumes that specific geometric features in the scene locally
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Fig. 1. Multiple pose descriptors and grasp detections are required to
execute the mug reorientation and hanging task. The robot must determine
a stable pose for upright placement, the handle direction for hanging, and
grasp candidates for picking. The figure illustrates the subgoal configurations
and corresponding poses needed to solve the task: (a) pick-reorient, (b) pick-
hang.

determine the corresponding poses around them, which we
call spatial locality. For instance, in grasp detection, stable
grasp poses are primarily related to the contact geometry.
Similarly, detecting an object descriptor for tool use can
be determined by the shape of the tool’s operational part.
This approach offers a more flexible framework, as it does
not rely on prior knowledge of specific problems. Instead,
it induces the perception module to learn the relationship
between geometric features and the corresponding pose sets.

A recent study on SE(3)-diffusion models [7] provided
valuable insights for our 3D scene-to-pose-set matching
problem by formulating pose detection as a geometry-based
pose generation problem. To generate target poses, the ge-
ometry and a pose sample are encoded into a feature vector
using an MLP, and the model estimates score functions based
on the concatenated featureugh iterative score-based updates,
called forward diffusion, the pose samples converge to the
desired poses. However, we observed that this approach
struggles when complex geometry such as scene input is
considered. This limitation arises from the model’s lack of
spatial reasoning. When geometry and the pose query are
compressed into a single latent vector, the model fails to
capture local geometric details and cannot leverage inductive
biases like SE(3)-equivariance. This issue was also discussed
in 3D reconstruction tasks [8], [9].

The goal of this paper is to develop an SE(3)-diffusion
model that generates SE(3) poses relevant to a given scene,
aiming to address various pose detection tasks using a single
framework. We call our model SPLIT: Score Prediction
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with Local Geometry Information for Rigid Transformation
Diffusion. Instead of encoding global geometry and a sample
pose, SPLIT encodes the local geometric context with respect
to the sample pose. This enhances model efficiency, as 1)
predicting poses with a localized view of the geometry is
simpler than using the full geometry and 2) the same local
geometry encoder can be applied to all SE(3) pose samples in
the scene, naturally exploiting symmetry. To summarize, the
contributions of this paper are as follows. First, we present a
new problem formulation called 3D scene-to-pose-set match-
ing to tackle a broad class of pose detection tasks within
a unified framework (Sec. IV-A). We identify the concept
of spatial locality as a key insight for solving this problem
effectively. Second, as a solution, we propose SPLIT, a novel
SE(3)-diffusion model (Sec. IV-B), which utilizes spatial
locality in its architecture. Using SPLIT, we demonstrate
that the mug reorientation and hanging tasks (Fig. 1), which
require solving multiple pose detection problems, can be
handled with a single model.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Learning-based Grasp Detection Approaches

Grasp detection is a fundamental area of research in
robotic manipulation [10], [11]. Early methods employed
mathematical models for friction and geometry to plan grasps
[12], [13]. More recent research has focused on learning-
based approaches to enhance generalization for unseen ob-
jects and enable fast grasp queries [5], [6].

These methods typically take raw inputs, such as RGB
or depth images, and output a finite set of grasp candi-
dates. However, as directly regressing SE(3) poses presents
significant challenges, many previous studies have utilized
heuristics to address this issue. One successful approach is
to utilize discretized candidates, such as voxels in a 3D
grid or points in point clouds [14]–[17]. The model first
evaluates the quality of each candidate, then regresses the
remaining degrees of freedom for the selected points. On
the other hand, there is another approach to solving this
as a generation problem. From this perspective, generating
accurate poses that match complex geometries, such as
a scene, is challenging. Therefore, object segmentation is
typically performed first, and the algorithm generates grasps
based on the object-centric shape embedding [7], [18].

B. Learning-based Object Description Approaches

Due to the shape variance within an object category, object
pose estimation is often insufficient for manipulation. For
example, even if the accurate canonical pose of a mug is
known, the position of the handle may vary depending on
its shape. In this context, object description methods focus on
extracting task-relevant spatial features from the scene at the
category level. A common approach is to detect keypoints
from an image and use them to derive the 6-DoF poses
[19]–[21]. However, these methods depend heavily on the
keypoint prediction accuracy, which can significantly reduce
task success rates. For this, recent methods directly infer the
6-DoF pose without relying on keypoints [3], [4], [22].

C. SE(3)-diffusion Models

Diffusion models [23], [24] have recently shown strong
performance in generating realistic data across various fields.
Several researchers have adapted this ability to pose gen-
eration problems in robotic manipulation. Urain et al. [7]
introduced an SE(3)-diffusion model that generates multiple
grasp poses based on object shape. However, the model
simply compresses the object geometry and the sample pose
into a single vector, which limits its capability to handle
complex spatial relationships. To address this, Singh et
al. [25] employed a convolutional multi-plane encoder [8]
to handle part-constrained pose generation from an object
point cloud. The most relevant work to ours is Diffusion-
EDF [4], which takes full-view scene input and outputs an
SE(3) pose descriptor for manipulation. For this, the method
uses an SE(3)-equivariant graph neural network encoder,
which exploits symmetry in geometric reasoning. In contrast,
our method utilizes a lighter CNN-based architecture and
demonstrates applicability even with partial-view inputs.

III. PRELIMINARIES

A. Score-based Generative Models

Diffusion models generate new data by progressively
denoising samples from pure noise [23]. This process can
also be interpreted through score-based generative modeling
[26], which involves estimating the score, or the gradient of
the log data density function. Since score-based sampling
techniques [27], [28] can be used to sample from the target
distribution, the primary objective of this framework is to
accurately learn the score function using a neural network.

Since the true score function is unknown, Vincent et al.
[29] proposed denoising score matching (DSM) for train-
ing a network. In this method, a noise kernel qσ(x̃|x) =
N (x̃;x, σ2I) is applied to produce a perturbed data distribu-
tion pσ(x̃). Then, instead of learning the exact score function
directly, the model sθ is trained to approximate the score of
the perturbed distribution by minimizing the DSM loss:

LDSM =
1

L

L∑
k=0

Ex,x̃[||sθ(x̃)−∇x̃ log qσ(x̃|x)||22].

It is important to note that the choice of noise scale presents
a tradeoff: smaller perturbations yield more accurate score
estimates, but the model’s coverage is reduced because the
training relies on perturbed data.

To mitigate this issue, a noise-conditioned score model
sθ(x̃, σk) is introduced [24]. During training, known as
forward diffusion, the data is perturbed with an increasing
noise schedule from k=0 to k=T . At the initial noise level
σ0, the distribution pσ0(x̃) is close to pdata. By the final
noise level σT , the distribution pσT

(x̃) contains no useful
information about the original data. The same DSM loss
can be applied to train the noise-conditioned score network
sθ(x̃, σk).

For sampling, known as inverse diffusion, the predicted
score at time k is used for a score-based sampling technique,
such as Langevin dynamics. Starting with an initial sample



at time T , x̃T ∼ pσT
(x), the model iteratively updates the

sample using the following dynamics:

xk−1 = xk +
αk

2
sθ(xk, σk) +

√
αkϵ, ϵ ∼ N (0, I),

where αk is a time-dependent step size. By updating the
sample until k=0, we obtain a sample from the original data
distribution.

B. SE(3) Lie group

In robotics, representing the pose of objects, robot links,
and joints is essential. A commonly used representation is
the 4 × 4 homogeneous transformation matrix, H = [ R t

0 1 ],
where t is a position vector, and R is a rotation matrix. These
matrices form a differentiable manifold known as SE(3) [30].

For a pose H moving on the SE(3) manifold, its veloc-
ity is represented in the tangent space THSE(3), which is
isomorphic to a Euclidean space, R6. The tangent space
at the identity pose E is called the Lie algebra se(3) :=
TESE(3), and there exists a mapping between the Lie group
SE(3) and the Lie algebra se(3), known as the exponential
and logarithmic maps: exp : se(3) → SE(3) and log :
SE(3) → se(3). Consequently, we extend this mapping to
the isomorphic R6 space, referred to as Exp : R6 → SE(3)
and Log : SE(3) → R6. These maps allow any element of
SE(3) to be parameterized as a vector. In this paper, we call it
the global parametrization, as SE(3) components are located
in the global tangent space.

Similarly, local parametrization with respect to a given
pose H can be defined. For a pose H′, the mapping between
SE(3) and the local tangent space at H is given by

HExp(h′) := HExp(h′) and HLog(H′) = Log(H−1H′),

where h′ is a vectorized component of H′ in the tangent
space THSE(3).

Uncertainty in SE(3) can be represented by defining a
Gaussian distribution in the tangent space. Given a mean
pose H̄, a set of noisy poses can be generated by sam-
pling zero-mean perturbation vectors from the tangent space
TH̄SE(3) and multiplying them to H̄. The probability distri-
bution can be expressed as:

q(H|H̄,Σ) ∝ exp
(
−0.5 ∥H̄Log(H)∥2Σ−1

)
,

where Σ = σI is a covariance matrix. We denote this
distribution as qσ(H|H̄).

Finally, we define the gradient of a function in SE(3). As
an SE(3) pose can be mapped to a vector, the gradient rep-
resents the rate of change of a function in the parameterized
vector space. When local parametrization at H is used, the
gradient of f(H) at H′ is given by:

HDf(H)

DH

∣∣∣∣
H=H′

=
∂f(h)
∂h

∣∣∣∣
h=h′

h′ = HLog(H′),

where h is the parameterized pose vector in the tangent space
THSE(3). Throughout this paper, we denote this operation
as H∇f(H′). In practice, this gradient is computed using
automatic differentiation. For more details, refer to [30].

Fig. 2. A visual explanation of the spatial locality assumption of our
problem. For example, in a grasp detection task, the success probability at
a given pose is induced by the local geometric context surrounding it.

IV. METHOD

A. 3D scene-to-pose-set matching: Towards a Generalizable
Pose Detection Formulation

We aim to define a more flexible problem, which we refer
to as 3D scene-to-pose-set matching. This problem adheres
to the following key assumptions:

Assumption 1: The target pose has a local relationship
with specific parts of the scene. We refer to this relationship
as the local geometric context. This context captures the
implicit connection between the scene and the target pose.

Assumption 2: The same local geometric context consis-
tently leads to the same target poses. This means that if the
local geometric context is identical, two different locations
can generate similar target poses relative to their positions.

To realize this abstract concept, we assume that a neural
network Fϕ can encode the local geometric context:

Fϕ(H,X) = Hz,

where the inputs of the network are a pose query H ∈ SE(3)
and a scene X. The output, Hz ∈ Rn, is a latent vector that
encodes local geometric context with respect to the frame of
the pose query. Intuitively, the network learns to extract the
task-relevant information around the given pose H within the
entire scene.

Building on this, we mathematically represent the concept
of spatial locality in our problem. The success probability of
the pose detection task depends solely on the local geometric
context around the pose and is independent of the global
scene. This relationship can be expressed as:

p(succ|H,X) = p(succ|Hz), (1)

where succ denotes the success event of the pose detection
task. Fig. 2 illustrates this idea in the context of grasp
detection. It shows that the success probability is unaffected
by the current pose or unrelated geometries, as long as the
task-related local geometric context Hz remains constant.

B. SPLIT: Sample-frame Score Prediction based on the
Local Geometry

We aim to address the 3D scene-to-pose-set matching
problem with an efficient SE(3)-diffusion model that lever-
ages spatial locality. The key intuitions from Sec. IV-A are
as follows:

• Locality: By spatial locality of the problem, global
geometry becomes unnecessary for score prediction.



• Symmetry: Instead of feeding both geometry and a pose
query into the score prediction network, we can use a
geometry feature canonicalized with respect to the pose
query.

From a generative modeling perspective, pose detection
involves sampling from the distribution of successful poses,
H ∼ p(H|succ,X). Let s(H,X) be the score function of
our target distribution. Using (1), we decompose the score
function:

s(H,X) = ∇ log p(H|succ,X) (2)

= ∇ log
p(succ|H,X)p(H|X)

p(succ|X)
(3)

= ∇ log p(succ|H,X) (4)

= ∇ log p(succ|Hz). (5)

First, note that we omit the notation of parametrization
needed to define a gradient (Sec. III-B), as any parametriza-
tion is valid in this context. In (3), two terms are excluded:
(i) p(H|X) is treated as a uniform distribution since no
task-specific prior knowledge is used for generating pose
candidate H from the scene X, and it is therefore removed
by the gradient. (ii) p(succ|X) is independent of H, so it
is also removed. From this, we conclude that, rather than
redundantly using global scene knowledge, it is sufficient to
derive score prediction from the local geometric context Hz.

The choice of parameterization for the gradient is also
crucial. Here, we denote log p(H|succ,X) := f(H) for
convenience. If global parameterization is used, the score
function is represented as

E∇f(H) =
∂f(h)
∂h

=
∂f(Log(H)

∂h
,

which indicates that the score prediction depends on the
current pose H. In contrast, if local parameterization at H
is used:

H∇f(H) =
∂s(h)
∂h

=
∂f(HLog(H))

∂h
,

and since HLog(H) = 0, this implies that the current pose
is not required for score prediction if the predicted score is
represented on the tangent space THSE(3).

In conclusion, our score model sθ predicts the SE(3) score,
parametrized with respect to the sample frame. For the input,
a local shape encoder Fϕ encodes the latent local geometric
context Hz from a given scene X:

Fϕ(H,X) = Hz, sθ(Hz) ≃ H∇ log p(H|succ,X)

This structure provides two key advantages: 1) The score
prediction sθ(Hz) is performed over simpler local geometries
Hz rather than the global geometry. 2) Since the network
input Hz is a geometric feature canonicalized in the sample
pose frame, the architecture leverages symmetry in the score
prediction1.

1Although we achieve SE(3)-equivariance in the score prediction, the
overall architecture partially leverages this property, as the convolutional
neural network used as our geometry encoder is limited to translation
equivariance.

⋮

Fig. 3. The network architecture of SPLIT. To extract the local geometric
context Hz from the multi-scale feature grids Z, a point kernel is transformed
by the sample pose to interpolate the local features at the points.

C. Network Architecture for SPLIT

The overall architecture of our network is depicted in Fig.
3. A scene input X is a 3D occupancy grid. To generate this
grid, single or multi-view depth images are first converted
into a point cloud, and the occupancy of points within a
predefined workspace grid is counted.

To encode the local geometric context Hz from scene X,
we adopt an architecture similar to IF-Nets [9]. First, multiple
downscaling CNN blocks are applied to generate multi-scale
feature grids Z = (Z1,Z2, . . . ). To encode Hz from the
feature grids Z, the pose H is used to transform a predefined
point kernel p to obtain interpolated feature values at these
points, resulting in Hz = (Z1(Hp),Z2(Hp), . . . ). The point
kernel p consists of seven points: one central point and six
points located at a distance d along the principal axes.

Finally, the concatenated local feature vector Hz is fed
into two 8-layer MLPs: score prediction network sθ and
sample evaluation network Gψ. As in [18], the sample
evaluation network is trained to distinguish original samples
from negative samples (e.g., grasp failure poses) and/or noisy
samples generated during the training process. This network
is used for rejecting low-quality samples and prioritizing
generated samples.

In addition, we leverage the conditional generation capa-
bility of diffusion models to handle multiple pose generation
tasks within a single model. For this, both networks utilize
a FiLM architecture for conditioning inputs [31]. A one-hot
vector vtask representing the target task is provided as an
additional condition. Furthermore, for noise-conditioning of
the score prediction network, the noise scale at time k, σk, is
incorporated using a Gaussian Fourier encoder [32], which
allows the model to encode the noise scale as a frequency-
based feature.

D. Sample-frame SE(3)-diffusion

Here, we define a sample-frame SE(3) diffusion model that
utilizes a locally parameterized score function. Note that it
differs from the SE(3)-diffusion in previous works, as they
used a globally parameterized score function [4], [7], [25].

During training, a SE(3) noise kernel with various noise
scales σk is applied to perturb the original data samples. This
is done by sampling perturbation vectors v ∼ N (0, σ2

kI)



Fig. 4. Packed and pile scenes from [14], along with grasp generation
results. A point cloud is obtained from a single-view depth image and
converted into an occupancy grid for input.

and perturbing the original data as H̃ = HExp(v). After
perturbing the original data, latent local geometric features
are then computed for each noisy pose, H̃z = Fϕ(H̃, X).

Our DSM loss objective is to match the score predictions
with the locally parameterized target scores:

LDSM =
1

L

L∑
k=0

EH,H̃[||sθ(
H̃z, σk)− H̃∇ log qσk

(H̃|H)||22],

where qσk
is a Gaussian distribution defined in SE(3) (Sec.

III-B). In practice, the target scores H̃∇ log qσk
(H̃|H) are

computed using automatic differentiation.
Pose generation is achieved by iteratively updating initial

pose samples HT through simulating Langevin dynamics
from k = T to k = 0. Practically, the initial pose sample is
drawn from uniformly random poses in the scene2. At each
step, sample-frame Langevin dynamics is applied as follows:

Hk−1 = HkExp(
αk

2
sθ(

Hz, σk) +
√
αkϵ), ϵ ∼ N (0, I).

Note that αk

2 sθ(
Hz)+

√
αkϵ represents a one-step Langevin

update in the tangent space THk
SE(3).

V. IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

Synthetic Data Generation Protocol: The training datasets
for all experiments were generated through simulation. The
generation protocol is as follows: first, target pose candidates
were generated at the object level using antipodal sampling
for grasp detection [33], or through manual annotation for the
object description task. These candidates were then attached
to each object and placed in the scene.

The feasibility of grasp poses was further validated
through physics simulations. The feasibility check included
collision detection between the gripper and the ground,
as well as ensuring that the angle between the approach
axis and the z-axis was less than 90 degrees. Additionally,
grasp visibility was checked by calculating the point where
the grasp approach vector intersects the object surface and
ensuring the distance between this point and the point cloud

2This is because: 1) applying a noise kernel with a large noise scale
converges to a uniform distribution in rotation due to the compact nature of
SO(3), and 2) the score outside the scene cannot be defined.

TABLE I
EVALUATION RESULTS ON SCENE-BASED GRASP GENERATION

Method Packed Pile
GSR (%) DR (%) GSR (%) DR (%)

VGN [14] 76.37±3.3 79.26±3.7 47.60±3.7 31.06±3.57
GIGA [34] 84.04±3.5 83.48±2.8 56.83±5.7 39.42±5.52

SE(3)-Dif [7] 35.34±2.8 28.35±3.6 10.62±2.2 4.94±1.1
SPLIT (Ours) 89.01±2.3 86.63±4.6 69.00±6.3 47.59±4.9

was less than 0.005. Grasp candidates that failed these checks
were used as negative samples for training the evaluator.

The scene input was captured using a single-view depth
camera. To minimize the sim-to-real gap, we applied farthest
point downsampling to 2000 points on the point cloud
obtained from the depth image, and Gaussian noise with
a standard deviation of 0.005 was added to the simulated
point cloud. The point cloud was converted into a 64×64×64
occupancy grid, which has an edge length of 0.3m. For each
experiment, a set of 200 train objects with different scales
was used to generate 30,000 training scenes.
Training Details: The geometry encoder was based on the
IF-Net architecture, using five CNN layers with downscaling
by a factor of 2 at each step. For the multiscale feature grids,
the input, output, and the 1st, 2nd, and 3rd intermediate grids
were utilized. The displacement for the point kernel was set
to 8cm, corresponding to the gripper width in the actual
workspace. The overall network loss was a combination
of DSM loss for the score prediction network and focal
loss for the evaluation network, LDSM + 0.1Lfocal, with
focal loss parameters set to α=0.25 and γ=2. To train the
evaluation network, we determine a time threshold tth=0.3,
and noisy samples generated from a noise schedule after tth
are considered negative samples. The training was conducted
using the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 0.001. For
the diffusion process, the noise schedule ranged from 0.02 to
0.1. A total of 1000 timesteps were used for training, while
100 timesteps were employed for sampling.

VI. EXPERIMENTS

A. Scene-based Grasp Generation Evaluation

In the first experiment, we aimed to validate the grasp
pose generation capability in complex scenes, using the
clutter removal task introduced in [14]. The task included
two scene types: packed and pile. Each scene is generated
in simulation using five unseen objects in random poses.
Given a single-view depth image, a grasp pose was inferred
by the model and executed in a physics simulation. Grasp
attempts continued each round until one of three termination
criteria was met: 1) all objects were removed, 2) no feasible
grasps remained, or 3) two consecutive grasp attempts failed.
Performance was measured using Grasp Success Rate (GSR)
and Declutter Rate (DR). GSR is the ratio of successful
grasps to total trials, and DR is the ratio of successful grasps
to the total number of objects in the scene. Test scenes
were generated using five objects from unseen test sets, and
each model was tested over 40 simulation rounds across five
random seeds, for a total of 200 scenes.



Fig. 5. Two real-world examples of multi-purpose pose detection with the
highest probability are presented. (a) The mug is positioned in the canonical
pose. (b) Even though the mug’s handle is not visible in the point cloud,
SPLIT infers implicit information (i.e., the handle is located on the hidden
side in the stable pose) from the scene-pose dataset.

We employed three baselines: VGN [14], GIGA [34] (with
pre-trained parameters from the GIGA authors), and SE3-Dif
[7]. SE3-Dif and our model were trained on the same partial
point cloud dataset, but unlike the original implementation,
we omitted the signed distance prediction loss, which is
challenging to compute in 3D scenes.

Table I shows the simulation comparison results. Our
method performed comparably to existing grasp pose de-
tection algorithms. Notably, the baseline SE(3)-Dif model
did not perform well across both scene types. Effective
matching of grasp poses to the scene requires attention to
fine geometric details, which is difficult when using global
geometry encoding. In contrast, our approach extracts local
geometric context with a point kernel, preserving finer details
and enabling more efficient score prediction for each sample.
The same experiment was also conducted in real-world
scenarios. For more details, please refer to the attached video.

B. Multi-purpose Pose Generation for Mug Reorientation
and Hanging Manipulation

We conducted the second experiment to evaluate the gen-
eralized scene-to-pose-set mapping capability of our model
by performing a mug hanging task, as shown in Fig. 1. A
mug was initially placed in a random orientation around the
origin. From the captured scene, the model aimed to detect
three types of poses: graspable poses, a handle pose, and an
upright placement pose.

In certain initial mug poses, a kinematically feasible solu-
tion for hanging may not exist. To deal with such cases, if the
planner fails to find a solution, the robot attempts an interme-
diate subgoal of reorienting the mug to an upright position.
Cases where the mug was upside down were excluded, as no
grasp solution exists for such orientations. All pick-and-place
operations are executed using pre-grasp and pre-placement
poses. To avoid ambiguity in the mug’s pose within the scene,
two depth images were captured from different angles: one
directly perpendicular to the workspace and another rotated
45 degrees. Mug shapes were manually selected from the
ShapeNet dataset [35], with 25 mugs used for training and 5
reserved for testing. We compared our approach to executions
based on ground truth perception, which is a pre-calculated

pose set for the object. The evaluation was based on the
success rate of the overall task. Additionally, to isolate the
impact of the reorientation task, we specifically measured
its success rate separately. The experiment was conducted
40 times for both the mug reorientation and hanging tasks.
In the ground truth results, the mug hanging task achieved
a success rate of 77.5%. It is important to note that even
with knowledge of the ground truth poses, execution often
fails due to small pose errors during grasping or reorienting
motion, or the lack of a feasible plan. When using the
predicted poses by SPLIT, the success rate was 70%, yielding
a relative success rate of 90.3%. Additionally, the success
rate of the mug reorientation with SPLIT was 92.5%.

We identified two main factors contributing to task failures
in perception. First, the model did not favor certain robust
grasp poses. For example, selecting a shallow grasp on the
rim often caused orientation errors during the motion due to
a lack of robustness. This is expected, as our method pre-
dicts target poses solely based on scene geometry and does
not account for task-specific heuristics, such as robustness
prediction based on the center of mass [36]. However, we
believe that task-specific pose preferences could be improved
by incorporating them into scene-pose dataset generation.
Second, when the mug handle was completely invisible in
the scene, incorrect pose predictions led to manipulation
failures. This challenge arose from the lack of explicit handle
information, as shown in Fig. 5(b). Nevertheless, our method
learned priors from the dataset, enabling it to infer handle
positions without heuristics, and in some cases, it predicted
feasible poses. This highlights one of the key strengths of
our approach: its ability to learn the implicit relationship
between scene geometry and poses from the dataset without
relying on hand-crafted rules. Therefore, we expect that, as
the model is trained with larger and more diverse datasets,
this end-to-end approach will become even more scalable,
similar to recent successes of large models.

VII. CONCLUSION

This paper introduced 3D scene-to-pose-set matching, a
novel formulation to address a broad range of pose de-
tection tasks within a unified framework. By identifying
spatial locality as a key factor for improving efficiency, we
developed SPLIT, a score-based SE(3)-diffusion model that
leverages this concept. The mug reorientation and hanging
experiment demonstrated SPLIT’s ability to generate multi-
purpose poses with a single model, showing performance
comparable to ground truth in terms of task success rate.

We also identify several limitations. SPLIT struggles with
out-of-distribution scenes, a common issue in end-to-end
models. It is expected that similar to advances in image-
based models, larger datasets or domain randomization could
mitigate this issue. We also observed that addressing real-
world uncertainties during execution is crucial for improving
success rates. Exploring how feedback can be incorporated
to enhance success rates, as in [20], is an important direction
for our future work.
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