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Abstract—Recent approaches have successfully focused on
the segmentation of static reconstructions, thereby equipping
downstream applications with semantic 3D understanding. How-
ever, the world in which we live is dynamic, characterized by
numerous interactions between the environment and humans or
robotic agents. Static semantic maps are unable to capture this
information, and the naive solution of rescanning the environment
after every change is both costly and ineffective in tracking e.g.
objects being stored away in drawers. With Lost & Found we
present an approach that addresses this limitation. Based solely
on egocentric recordings with corresponding hand position and
camera pose estimates, we are able to track the 6DoF poses
of the moving object within the detected interaction interval.
These changes are applied online to a transformable scene graph
that captures object-level relations. Compared to state-of-the-art
object pose trackers, our approach is more reliable in handling
the challenging egocentric viewpoint and the lack of depth in-
formation. It outperforms the second-best approach by 34% and
56% for translational and orientational error, respectively, and
produces visibly smoother 6DoF object trajectories. In addition,
we illustrate how the acquired interaction information in the
dynamic scene graph can be employed in the context of robotic
applications that would otherwise be unfeasible: We show how
our method allows to command a mobile manipulator through
teach & repeat, and how information about prior interaction
allows a mobile manipulator to retrieve an object hidden in a
drawer. Code, videos and corresponding data are accessible at
behretj.github.io/LostAndFound/.

I. INTRODUCTION

Dynamic scene understanding is a fundamental requirement
for autonomous robots operating in diverse environments, such
as homes, warehouses, or farms. While substantial progress
has been made in semantic scene understanding, most research
to date has focused on static scenes. However, assuming en-
vironments to be static severely limits real-world applicability
as everyday environments such as living rooms are inherently
dynamic since objects are moved and furniture might be
rearranged.
Previous works in reconstruction of dynamic scenes usu-
ally investigate the joint problem of reconstructing the 3D
geometry of all objects and their movements together. To
achieve this, they require a prohibitive number of calibrated
cameras [1], ignore observations during object movement [2],
[3] or are computationally limited to small tabletop scenes [4].
To address these limitations, we propose to decompose the
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Fig. 1. Object tracking: Our method allows to track the dynamic information
associated with the pick-and-place action of the cow toy (purple). The figure
presents a series of snapshots of the employed scene graph data structure at
varying time points. The object trajectory extends from the right shelf to the
top-left drawer of the cabinet, as indicated by the dotted arrow.

problem of dynamic semantic mapping into two tasks: (i)
Estimate the geometry of each object and (ii) accurately track
its pose over time. We leverage a prior, static reconstruction
of the environment for the first task, for which many methods
already exist. For the second task, our method enables the
tracking and mirroring of user interactions in this environment.
Our environment reconstruction, represented as a dynamic
scene graph, provides a compact and flexible framework for
capturing the ongoing dynamics within a scene that is later on
also accessible by robots.
Our approach demonstrates the ability to perform tasks that
are typically beyond the capabilities of static semantic maps,
such as retrieving objects from a drawer after a human has
placed them there. Static maps are inherently limited in such
scenarios, as they cannot capture the contents of a closed
drawer or other occluded environments. To achieve this, we
capture user interactions in dynamic environments through
egocentric cameras, specifically utilizing Aria glasses [5]. By
registering the Aria glasses to the scene reconstruction, we
accurately track their pose and, through the glasses’ cameras,
the 3D positions of both hands, as long as they remain within
the field of view. Also using the egocentric camera, we predict
interactions between hands and objects, which can then be
matched with the 3D poses of object instances in the scene.
This integrated setup allows us to robustly track pick-and-place
interactions with objects as well as furniture interactions, such

ar
X

iv
:2

41
1.

19
16

2v
1 

 [
cs

.R
O

] 
 2

8 
N

ov
 2

02
4

https://behretj.github.io/LostAndFound/
mailto:tbehrens@ethz.ch


as the opening and closing of drawers.
The resulting dynamic scene graph representation is directly
accessible to robots. Through its high level of abstraction,
we effectively decouple the environment from both visual
observations and human embodiment. We illustrate this by
replaying a pick-and-place action of a human with a robot
in a teach-and-repeat fashion, as well as retrieving an object
with a robot from a closed drawer that was previously placed
there by a human.
In summary, our contributions are:

• We introduce a method to track objects in egocentric
video by fusing hand positions, spatial object tracks, and
a prior static reconstruction.

• We spatiotemporal reconstruct object and furniture inter-
actions in a robot-accessible, dynamic 3D scene graph.

• We thoroughly evaluate and demonstrate our method in
challenging real-world scenarios.

II. RELATED WORK

3D Instance Segmentation: Instance segmentation of point
clouds identifies and classifies individual objects within a
scene. This is essential in dynamic settings like ours, where
each of these parts may move independently.
Coarse-to-fine-based solutions infer rough object detections
and then repetitively refine the estimate to an accurate segmen-
tation. Instead of initial 3D bounding box estimates, Spherical
Mask [6] proposes 3D polygons based on spherical coordinates
as an instance representation. These estimates are treated as a
soft reference and not as a perfect initialization.
Transformer-based Architectures have been established as the
state-of-the-art in 3D instance segmentation of point clouds.
Mask3D [7] proposes a sparse 3D convolutional U-Net archi-
tecture to encode the point cloud features. Iterative refinement
steps for the instance queries in the transformer decoder, to-
gether with the extracted features, allow for the final prediction
of instance masks and semantic labels per point.
Similarly to foundational models for 2D tasks, Unified Frame-
works [8], [9] have been proposed that exploit multi-task
learning to learn one large model that performs on par or better
than single-task models.
3D Scene Graphs essentially split a 3D scene into smaller
parts, where each part is a node and the overall structure is
kept through properties and edges between nodes. This makes
it naturally a more flexible representation than point clouds or
voxel grids because moving an object only requires changing
a few properties and/or edges.
A common approach is to structure the scene graph in layers.
While the root node represents e.g. a complete building,
lower levels represent the rooms and objects, respectively. The
lowest level may contain camera information of the capturing
process or the obtained 3D representation (mesh/point cloud).
Top-down connections are established to induce this natural
hierarchy. Links within one layer indicate semantic or spatial
relations of objects. Multiple methods have been proposed to
build such scene graphs from sensory observations [10], [11].
In general, these methods have in common that once the
scene graph is built, it is not updated anymore, thus, only

capturing static information. More recently with the rise of
open-vocabulary methods, ConceptGraphs [12] demonstrate
that the semantics of an object allow for informative guessing
when an object is not in the location marked in the scene
graph. Dynamic Scene Graphs (DSGs) [13] is the approach
that is the most related to our method as they also distinguish
between static and dynamic objects. They restrict DSGs to
humans and robots as dynamic objects to observe their tra-
jectories in the scene. Hence, they are capable of answering
time-dependent questions in this regard. However, all other
objects are modelled as static centroids with bounding boxes.
Pose Tracking: Object pose estimation solely based on RGB
images remains a difficult problem. Approaches such as
Pix2Pose [14] predict the 3D location of every image pixel.
This yields dense 2D-3D correspondences that allow one to
run a RANSAC-based Perspective-n-Point [15] (PnP) to obtain
the 6D pose of an object. With recent advances in point
tracking [16]–[18], natural extensions to the 3D domain [19]
could benefit this idea.
When depth is available as an additional signal, the setting
becomes less constrained and deep learning-based models
excel. The literature distinguishes between model-free and
model-based approaches, depending on the availability of a
CAD model of the tracked object. In the model-free setting,
BundleTrack [20] computes an initial coarse pose estimate
via robust key point feature matching. This initialization is
refined online based on a global pose graph optimization.
BundleSDF [21] performs neural 3D reconstruction of the ob-
ject, to jointly optimize this implicit surface representation and
the pose estimations in almost real-time. FoundationPose [22]
is a recent proposal that reaches the state of the art in both
categories, leveraging the advantages of a novel transformer-
based architecture and a contrastive learning formulation.

Hand-Object Interactions: The identification of hand-object
interactions represents a powerful tool, given that hands are the
primary instrument through which humans interact with their
environment. However, the estimation of three-dimensional
distances from a single image represents a long-standing
challenge, which is pivotal for predicting whether a hand
is in contact with an object. Action recognition is further
complicated by an egocentric perspective, which may result
in the hand obscuring the object of interest, as well as the
presence of rapid movements and background clutter. Current
works [23] propose a Faster-RCNN backbone that benefits
from the large-scale data set for this purpose.

Dynamic Semantic SLAM: Schmid et al. [2] offer a dynamic
SLAM formulation that can represent semantic maps that
change over time but assume reconstructed objects to remain
static over multiple frames while observing them, therefore
focusing on changes that occur outside of the camera field-
of-view. We in contrast focus only on dynamics that happen
during the camera observation. Like us, MID-Fusion [4] tracks
dynamic object movements in front of the camera. While it
even performs reconstruction and modelling simultaneously, it
also requires RGB-D sensing and is only demonstrated on a
tabletop scene.
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Fig. 2. Method Overview: We build a static scene graph that captures object-level relationships, given our initial 3D scan with its semantic instance
segmentation. Each Aria glasses recording provides hand positions and device poses. With Lost & Found, we identify object interactions by locating them in
our 3D prior and simultaneously querying a 2D hand-object tracker. At the beginning of such an interaction, we project 3D points of our object instance onto
the image plane. A point tracking method keeps track of these 2D feature points in subsequent observations. While the 3D hand location yields an anchor for
the object translation, we can apply a robust perspective-n-point algorithm to the known 2D-3D correspondences for each RGB image, to identify the correct
6DoF pose of the object. The scene graph is updated accordingly to reflect the correct state of the current environment. In the example above, the picture
frame (red) is carried from the rack on the right to the top of the tall shelf on the left.

III. METHOD

A. Problem Formulation

Given egocentric observations from a head-mounted device
with pose, ego-view, and hand position information (for ex-
ample, from Aria glasses) and the initial state of a scene
graph representation, we aim to accurately track and update
object locations and relations from human pick-and-place
interactions.

B. Initialising the Dynamic Scene Graph

We define our scene graph as a set of nodes and edges
G = (V,E). Each node u ∈ V is assigned a semantic label
and the segmented points belonging to the instance. Many
works have proposed different edge relations that should be
considered for useful scene graphs [11], [12]. Without loss
of generality, we illustrate the possibility of node relations
by adding an edge (u, v) ∈ E for every nearest-neighbor
relationship between the centroid of u to v. A centralized
scene graph data structure organizes these relationships and
ensures that the structure remains invariant under transforma-
tions. In this work, we focus on the object-level layer of the
scene graph, as this is where the interactions within a scene
occur. The modularity of the scene representation permits the
straightforward incorporation of other semantic connections or
node properties.
We get the set of nodes by running a 3D instance segmentation
method such as [7] over a static point cloud scan of the
scene. However, to demonstrate the adaptability of the scene
structure, we further incorporate image-based detection into
our initial scene graph. Detected objects from RGB images
of the 3D scanning trajectory are lifted into the 3D point
cloud. This enables us to detect objects that are usually hard
to capture in point clouds, such as posters. We integrate the
drawer detector of [24] to spawn drawers as individual nodes
and add connections to the respective cabinet.

C. Tracking of Interactions

Given the Aria recording, we process the observations in a
frame-wise, online fashion. The only delay is imposed by
applying a sliding look-ahead window to compensate for noisy
observations. In each frame, an observation is comprised of
two elements: the probability of a hand-object interaction po
and the three-dimensional locations of the hands r⃗l, r⃗r ∈ R3

if they are within the field of view.
The problem formulation in III-A allows us to decompose
the estimation process into two distinct prediction problems.
First, the aim is to determine the temporal interval of hand-
object interactions and, secondly, to estimate the 6D pose of
the object carried within this interval.
The interval predictions boil down to finding the start and end
times of the interactions within the environment. A 2D hand-
object interaction of the image detector is deemed positive if
the probability of a hand-object-detection meets a specified
threshold po > τo.
The starting time can be determined by utilizing the 3D
prior knowledge encapsulated within the initial scene graph
representation. An observation is classified as a point of
contact and thus the beginning of an interaction interval if it
meets two criteria: (i) a positive 2D interaction prediction and
(ii) a distance lower than τd between the respective hand and
the closest 3D object O. To account for incorrect hand-object
predictions, a minimum number of θreg positive interaction
detections and strictly higher distance values are required for
all the observations in the look-ahead window.
The main principle to determine the end time of the interaction
is again relying on the image-based hand-object predictions.
However, because the object position is changing, we lack
the 3D distance metric used for start point discovery. To
compensate for this lack of knowledge, we compute the past
and future hand velocity (denoted as vprior, vpost) from a replay
buffer and the look-ahead, respectively. The concept builds
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upon the natural assumption that placing an item leads to
a hand velocity reduction, whereas the retrieval of an object
typically increases hand velocity afterwards.
Before, the decision rule would simply require a certain num-
ber θreg of positive observations in the look-ahead window W .
This formulation is further extended through the introduction
of a second threshold θhigh, applicable to cases wherein there is
a notable discrepancy in hand velocity, quantified by a margin
of difference, denoted as δdiff:∑

x∈W

I{x=positive} ≥

θhigh if |vprior − vpost| > δdiff

θreg else
(1)

D. Pose Estimation and Tracking

In between the start and end point, we then track for each
time step k how the 6DoF pose Tk = [Rk |⃗tk] ∈ SE(3) of
the interacted object changes. For each object, we compute a
deterministic and meaningful initial pose T0. The translation
component t⃗0 consists of the object centroid in the scene graph
and we utilize PCA to determine the principal components that
capture the most variance in the point data to form the rotation
matrix R0.
To keep track of the pose Tk in subsequent observations,
we separate the problem of estimating its orientation and
translation. For the translation, we utilize the hand position
tracking, while for the rotation we use visual keypoint tracking
on the object. An ablation of always using visual keypoint
tracking is shown in the experiments IV-C.
Orientation Tracking: To estimate the rotation, we track
visual key points on the object. We initialize the key points by
projecting 3D points that belong to the tracked object O onto
the RGB image at the start time. We use the 3D points from
the semi-dense Aria point cloud, gathered through nearest-
neighbour matching with the object instance mask. Note that
the semi-dense reconstruction is based on visual SLAM, and
therefore these points are already known to be good key points.
We then employ a point-tracking algorithm to predict key point
positions and visibility for the images within the interaction
in an online fashion. Since the key points are initialized by
projecting the 3D model onto 2D, the tracking provides a
set of visible key points for each frame, with established
2D-3D correspondences to the 3D object model. Given the
2D tracking points and the 3D points in the object frame,
a RANSAC-based PnP algorithm robustly solves the rotation
Rk,obj→cam from the object to the camera coordinate system at
time step k. Multiplying with the rotation component of the
known camera pose Rk,cam→world as in equation 2 yields the
orientation of our object in world coordinates.

Rk,obj→world = Rk,cam→world · Rk,obj→cam (2)

Translation Tracking: To estimate object translation, we
utilize hand tracking. For the initial frame, we can use the
3D prior of the scene to obtain the relative distance vector
between the hand and the tracked object. Given the initial hand

position r⃗0,{l,r} and the centroid of the object c⃗o in the world
coordinate frame, we calculate ∆⃗0,world = c⃗o− r⃗{l,r}. Because
this offset is anchored at the centroid, it suffices to apply the
inverse rotation to transform the offset into the object’s local
coordinate frame.

∆⃗obj = RT
0,obj→world · ∆⃗0,world (3)

Given that the hand keeps grasping the object at the same
point, this local offset ∆⃗obj remains invariant throughout the
interaction. We take advantage of this observation in equa-
tion 4 by transforming ∆⃗obj back to ∆⃗k,world for each frame
k given the estimated 3D hand locations and the rotations of
the object.

t⃗k = r⃗k,{l,r} − Rk,obj→world · ∆⃗obj (4)

Hence, the object pose Tk can be reconstructed for each time
step by combining Rk,obj→world and t⃗k. The object pose is
updated by applying the inverse of the pose from the previous
step and subsequently the most recent pose prediction:

Tk→k+1 = Tk+1 · T−1
k (5)

The scene graph remains unaltered by these transformations
and updates the connections online.
Moreover, as long as a hand is regarded as being in contact
with an object, the hand retains its own estimation of the
object’s pose. This is achieved by storing the initial offset
to the tracked object as well as initiating a point tracking
process per hand. These concepts facilitate the tracking of
multiple interactions with the same or different objects and
the concurrent updating of two objects.

E. Implementation Details

For scene graph creation, an initial scan of the environment
is required. Most modern smart devices enable us to capture
high-resolution scans through built-in LiDAR sensors - we
employ an iPad Pro with the 3D Scanner App [25] for this
processing in all our experiments. The scene is then segmented
into its instances by Mask3D [7].
We capture human interactions with the head-mounted Aria
glasses. For each recording, we utilize the 6DoF closed-loop
slam trajectory of the Aria device, a semi-dense point cloud
consisting of key points from its SLAM system, and the
estimated 3D locations of wrist and palm tracking data. The
integrated RGB camera captures 30 frames per second with a
resolution of 1408× 1408 pixels.
Visual localization is carried out with a fixed fiducial
marker [26] that was placed inside the scene. Alignment of
the marker poses and further refinement via ICP [27] allow us
to achieve a common reference frame of our scene graph data
structure and the Aria recording.
To detect hand-object interactions from 2D image observa-
tions, we use the pre-trained model by Shan et al. [23]. An
observation is called positive if it meets the probability thresh-
old τo = 0.5 for the corresponding hand-object-detection. We
define a look-ahead window size of |W | = 8 observations.
For an observation to be classified as a starting point of a
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TABLE I
COMPARISON OF TRACKING PERFORMANCE across different methods for various objects with about 10 pick-and-place actions per object. The efficacy of

each method is assessed based on three key metrics: RMSE of the object position (in centimetres) and orientation (in degrees) as well as ADD score (in
percentage, 10% object diameter threshold). The lowest position and orientation errors are highlighted in bold  , whereas the second-best values are

underlined  . Similarly for ADD, we bold the highest and underline the second-highest values. Mean represents the average tracking error across all objects.

Objects
BundleTrack [20] BundleSDF [21] FoundationPose [22] Head Pose Lost&Found (ours)

cm ◦ % cm ◦ % cm ◦ % cm ◦ % cm ◦ %

Carton 7.77 40.02 35.44 9.24 29.92 34.62 9.07 35.28 26.10 7.84 18.80 34.95 2.64 5.13 74.35

Organizer 4.87 19.45 49.19 11.28 6.25 25.28 14.02 7.52 23.78 12.68 13.72 11.04 3.80 6.53 50.38

Frame 6.00 34.89 35.85 5.64 24.85 48.65 8.46 49.33 39.35 3.27 12.04 59.96 1.99 4.10 90.39

Clock 6.43 52.33 10.18 6.88 64.37 6.34 8.86 67.96 1.82 3.76 11.53 21.89 3.15 6.07 32.65

Ball 7.46 36.93 4.38 15.77 21.69 4.02 13.97 29.85 3.34 15.03 15.66 8.86 4.60 7.08 13.29

Plant 5.45 29.66 38.77 4.77 20.10 43.37 10.76 75.62 15.80 4.61 11.55 51.82 4.87 5.24 69.62

Basket 12.56 27.46 41.35 20.99 14.06 28.30 22.83 26.97 22.21 18.80 24.16 17.24 5.26 10.41 75.14

Water Can 18.66 23.09 43.74 21.60 23.88 45.62 21.75 68.70 28.41 10.63 28.90 26.84 15.58 9.65 69.91

Shoe 13.22 23.95 20.62 15.76 34.69 11.50 19.94 59.50 9.42 13.80 22.19 11.18 12.28 15.91 30.07

Mean 9.16 31.98 31.06 12.44 26.65 27.52 14.41 46.75 18.91 10.05 17.62 27.09 6.02 7.79 56.20

3D hand-object interaction, the state itself has to be positive,
confirm with the distance threshold of τd = 10 cm and
require at least θreg = 4 positive observations in the look-
ahead window, or θhigh = 6 iff the absolute discrepancy of
vprior and vpost is greater than δdiff = 0.025 m

s . The same
rule applies, except for the distance threshold, to all other
observations within the interaction interval.
For point tracking, we integrate an online version of Co-
Tracker2 [18]. Its window size of 8 allows for seamless
integration with the employed look-ahead window, making the
pose of the object readily available, once a particular frame is
processed.
The aforementioned hyperparameters have been selected in
training scenes that are not part of the experiments, and remain
constant in this configuration throughout all of the following
sections.

IV. EXPERIMENTS & RESULTS

A. Experimental Setup
We conduct quantitative experiments to evaluate the tracking
accuracy of our proposed method. The experiments are carried
out within a furnished area that is designed to resemble a
typical living room. The furniture includes items such as
shelves and chairs, as well as various smaller movable objects.
The full setup is depicted in Fig. 1.
To capture the three-dimensional trajectories of each displaced
object, the environment is equipped with a Vicon motion
capture system. Objects are tracked using mocap markers,
which are rigidly attached to the objects’ surfaces. This
specific point is then selected manually within the designated
object frame of the scene graph, to ensure that the initial pose
of the ground truth (mocap) and the predicted trajectory are
as closely aligned as possible. Each recording consists of a
single pick-and-place action that is performed by a person
wearing Aria glasses. For each object, around 10 different

trajectories are recorded, with each recording lasting between
10 and 20 seconds. Two instances of complete failure were
observed in the 96 recordings (shoe and watering can). In
both cases, the interaction interval was mispredicted and the
object was incorrectly identified as being dropped off mid-way
through the sequence.
It is important to note that the ground truth is recorded in
a fixed frame, while the evaluated visual methods generate
tracking estimates within an arbitrary Aria reference frame,
which is set by the head pose at the beginning of each
recording. To achieve both spatial and temporal calibration
between these frames, we mount additional mocap mark-
ers onto the Aria glasses. Calibration is then performed by
aligning the headset pose in the Aria reference frame with
the corresponding trajectory tracked by the Vicon system.
This alignment ensures that both systems are synchronized,
providing a unified reference for accurate trajectory analysis.

B. Tracking Accuracy

For quantification of the tracking accuracy, we report both the
positional and rotational root mean squared error (RMSE) of
the 6DoF pose along the trajectory. The translation error is
measured in centimetres (cm), whereas the orientation error
is measured in degrees (°). As commonly done in 6DoF pose
estimation, we report the ADD score and the less constrained
ADD-S score for symmetric objects, both having an error
threshold of 10% of the respective object diameter [28].
Baselines: As a first baseline, we rely solely on the head
poses given by the Aria glasses for the object’s orientation
and the estimated 3D hand location. This heuristic assumes
that the carried object remains in the same orientation within
the camera frame and omits any further pose processing. We
refer to it as the Head Pose baseline, and it serves as an initial
indicator of the attainable degree of accuracy.
Additionally, we compare multiple state-of-the-art methods for
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6DoF pose estimation of unseen objects. Our input for the
following baselines initially consists of the egocentric camera
recording within the identified tracking interval. This time
interval remains constant for all baselines and our method.
All following methods require RGB-D data and object masks
as input. To bridge this domain gap, we employ Met-
ric3Dv2 [29] with known Aria camera intrinsics to generate
metric depth estimates. Additionally, we utilize our 3D prior
and reproject the 3D mesh of the object onto the first image
of our tracking sequence. The object has not been moved yet,
so this yields an accurate initial mask.
First, we implement variants of BundleSDF [21] and Bundle-
Track [20] that also require masks for the rest of the interaction
interval. To achieve this, we employ SAM2 [30] and follow an
iterative procedure, where the mask of the previous iteration is
used as a prompt for the subsequent frame. As a third baseline,
we employ the most recent FoundationPose. An initial mask
estimate is sufficient for this approach. However, we need to
prompt this method with a 3D mesh of the object, which is
obtained by selecting all mesh vertices of our 3D prior that
belong to the tracked object instance.
Each baseline estimates the object pose Tk,obj→cam in the
camera coordinate system. Following the same scheme as in
section III-D let us deduce the object pose Tk in the world
frame for each baseline.
Results: Tab. I provides analysis of the tracking accuracy
of our method and the baselines. We report RMSE for the
position (in centimetres) and orientation (in degrees) of each
object, which includes items such as, among others, a carton,
picture frame, and clock, to represent typical indoor objects
with varying shapes and textures. On the recorded test set, we
reduce the translation error by 34% and the rotational error by
56% compared to the second best approach with a mean of
6.02 cm and 7.79°, respectively. The orientation estimation in
particular benefits from our approach. This is also reflected in
the ADD score, which includes both translation and orientation
errors by comparing all object points.
Notably, the Head Pose, which uses the wearer’s head orien-
tation as a proxy of object rotation, shows competitive results,
indicating a correlation between head and object movements.
Only when the object is tilted within the camera frame, does
the Head Pose heuristic suffer a lot, hence the notable degra-
dation of the orientation estimates compared to our method.
Still, as this heuristic relies mostly on the very accurate camera
poses, there are almost no extreme failure cases (e.g. PnP
mismatch in our method), explaining good results throughout
all scenes and even outperforming all other methods for the
plant and watering can recordings in terms of translation error.
The remaining methods show higher and more variable error
rates, exhibiting particularly high orientation errors, especially
on objects with complex geometries, such as the clock and
plant. These tracking approaches appear to be negatively
affected by the lack of depth information, which modern
monocular depth estimators cannot sufficiently replace yet.
They excel and perform state-of-the-art in lab settings, but the
noisy depth estimates paired with the egocentric viewpoint

TABLE II
OVERALL METRICS: Performance metrics across all objects in the test set.
We state ADD-S (%) for 10% of the object diameter, percentage of poses in

the whole trajectory within a 5cm and 5◦ error threshold as well as
translation (cm) and rotational (◦) error (median ± standard deviation).

Metric ADD-S Acc5cm,5◦ T̃err ± σ R̃err ± σ

BundleTrack 73.81 16.21 5.22± 15.37 17.97± 35.24

FoundationPose 44.56 10.34 10.29± 13.39 35.03± 36.31

BundleSDF 60.69 14.18 6.03± 17.22 18.39± 25.34

Head Pose 68.26 13.51 5.14± 13.22 15.12± 11.68

Lost&Found (ours) 88.10 53.05 3.23± 14.16 5.88± 6.56

(clutter and sudden viewpoint changes) degrade the perfor-
mance a lot.
In the case of BundleSDF, pose estimation is predominantly
reliant on finding a consistent neural 3D reconstruction of
the object. Inaccurate depth estimates result in erroneous
geometrical cues in this regard, which subsequently influence
the resulting pose predictions. FoundationPose relies on the
object mesh, which is often incomplete and scattered in our
real-world setup. In combination with the misaligned depth,
this could explain the difficulties of matching the correct object
pose. BundleTrack achieves the second-best results among the
evaluated approaches. It relies more on robust feature matching
of key points for the pose estimation and hence suffers less
from incorrect depth estimates.
In Lost & Found, we also make use of this idea. However,
instead of a classical key point detection and feature matching
approach, we employ a readily available point tracking algo-
rithm. Additionally, we make use of the 3D prior given as our
scene graph representation. With this, we know the ground
truth spatial dependency of the 2D feature points, giving us a
direct way to integrate the 3D geometry in the whole tracking
process. The introduced temporal coherence of the feature
points paired with the injected 3D knowledge has proven
to give more accurate and reliable pose predictions. These
adaptions are not only reflected in the quantitative study but
also lead to visibly smoother 6DoF trajectories with less strong
flickering artifacts compared to the baselines. We also claim
that our method is computationally less prohibitive compared
to the other modern pose estimators. Further metrics that un-
derline our findings are stated in Tab. II. This further highlights
the robustness and reliability of our tracking method, even in
diverse and complex environments.

C. Ablation

All methods except the Head Pose baseline yield the complete
6DoF pose Tk,obj→cam in the camera frame. Hence, we could
directly obtain the pose of the object Tk without using the esti-
mated 3D hand location as an anchor. A respective comparison
of each method’s accuracy only using the predicted pose (✗) or
utilizing the 3D hand location (✓) as an additional input signal
is depicted in Tab. III. The results reaffirm the limitations of
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Fig. 3. Teach & Repeat Experiment. We showcase how Lost & Found can help to record reoccurring motion primitives. In this example (from left to
right), a human agent opens the top-left drawer of the small cabinet and grabs the blue toy from the other side of the room. The toy is then stored inside the
drawer. To conclude the action, the drawer is closed again. We demonstrate that our method can be seamlessly integrated into robotic systems that are then
capable of replaying the tracked interaction (on the right).

TABLE III
ABLATION STUDY: Each method is evaluated with the estimated pose as
the only proxy (✗) or with the 3D hand location as additional input (✓).
Because the orientation remains invariant for the two configurations, we

report Terr (in cm), ADD and ADD-S score (both in percent and for 10%
diameter threshold).

Method Hand Anchor Terr (↓) ADD (↑) ADD-S (↑)

Head Pose ✓ 10.07 26.91 68.26

BundleTrack
✗ 19.31 9.61 35.22

✓ 9.05 30.99 73.81

FoundationPose
✗ 41.73 6.04 24.49

✓ 14.33 18.70 44.56

BundleSDF
✗ 19.17 10.65 34.93

✓ 12.38 27.28 60.69

Lost&Found (ours)
✗ 5.87 48.97 82.62

✓ 5.90 55.97 88.10

the baselines in accurately predicting the pose. Here, omitting
the hand location has a clearly negative effect. In contrast, our
method achieves competitive results even without this anchor.
In terms of translation error, this approach even outperforms
our full method by a slight margin, thereby demonstrating the
suitability of our approach also in the absence of 3D hand
locations.

D. Robotic Downstream Tasks

This section demonstrates the importance of a transformable
scene representation for robot navigation tasks. In this setup,
our data structure is expanded with an YOLO [31] exten-
sion (III-B) to accommodate the explicit detection of cabinet
drawers. Given our initial state, we can perform arbitrary
interactions within the scene, captured solely by Aria glasses,
and then perform informative robotic manoeuvres in the same
environment.

Object Retrieval: We select a particularly challenging sce-
nario in which an object is stored in one of the drawers during
the interaction. The occlusion of the object precludes the
naive solution of a rescan. However, our scene graph structure
contains the updated state of the scene. This allows a mobile
manipulator to successfully find and grasp the object, despite
its lack of visibility at the moment of the query.
Teach & Repeat: Similarly, we can use the tracking sequence
to replay interactions in a real-world setting. By providing the
start and end pose of the particular object trajectory to the
robot, it is capable of computing object grasps and planning
body movements that align with the carried-out task. We not
only showcase this for simple pick-and-place actions but also
for more complex scenarios when objects are stored in or taken
out of drawers (Fig. 3). Such a teach & repeat capability could
prove useful in defining reoccurring motion primitives, also for
people with a less technical background.

V. LIMITATIONS & FUTURE WORK

As with other pose trackers, Lost & Found is inherently
limited to 6DoF pose estimation of rigid objects. However, this
rigid-body assumption is only applicable to a subset of objects
with which we interact in the real world. While our robotic
demonstrations include the case of the plush-cow, for instance,
that we can still track until it is dropped in the drawer, our
method would likely struggle under more severe deformations.
Moreover, the object must remain in the perceptual field of
the egocentric observations at all times to make our approach
effective. Although this is straightforward to impose, it does
not align with how we typically transport certain objects. This
limitation may be lifted as point trackers improve in recovering
from occlusions and tracking loss.
Naturally, limitations within the underlying methods do prop-
agate to our method. For instance, solving the depth ambiguity
that 2D observations yield would result in a performance leap
for detecting hand-object interactions - a crucial building block
in the Lost & Found pipeline that is still prone to error.
In addition to improving the fundamental techniques, it could
be advantageous to model the uncertainty associated with the
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tracked object. Such an approach could handle ambiguous
observations that can be resolved later with higher certainty.
While we demonstrated possible applications of dynamic
scene graphs with robotic agents in IV-D, a comprehensive
framework that effectively integrates both domains could pro-
vide valuable resources to the research community.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we proposed Lost & Found, an approach to accu-
rately detect and track object interactions in 3D environments.
The framework integrates a 6DoF pose tracking method that
handles egocentric viewpoints and limited domain knowledge
(missing depth) more robustly than state-of-the-art. We employ
this object interaction tracking on a transformable scene graph
data structure and showcase how robotic systems benefit from
the acquired dynamic knowledge.
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