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EasyREG: Easy Depth-Based Markerless Registration and Tracking using
Augmented Reality Device for Surgical Guidance
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Figure 1: EasyREG is a markerless registration and tracking system developed for the Microsoft HoloLens 2, utilizing only the
device’s native Time-of-Flight (ToF) depth sensor. (a) In the initial registration phase, the user maintains a stable head position
to ensure accurate alignment. (b) A user study was conducted to evaluate registration and tracking performance. In (b1), after
executing the registration module, the user uses a tracked tool to mark predefined virtual target points overlaid on the registered
3D hologram. The tracking module then continuously updates the 3D pose of the target in real time as it moves. To assess tracking
accuracy, the user repeats the marking task post-motion. (c1-c2) illustrate the hologram dynamically overlaid by the tracking
module onto a physical spine model, as captured through the HoloLens lenses.

ABSTRACT

The use of Augmented Reality (AR) devices for surgical guidance
has gained increasing traction in the medical field. Traditional reg-
istration methods often rely on external fiducial markers to achieve
high accuracy and real-time performance. However, these markers
introduce cumbersome calibration procedures and can be challeng-
ing to deploy in clinical settings. While commercial solutions have
attempted real-time markerless tracking using the native RGB cam-
eras of AR devices, their accuracy remains questionable for med-
ical guidance, primarily due to occlusions and significant outliers
between the live sensor data and the preoperative target anatomy
point cloud derived from MRI or CT scans. In this work, we
present a markerless framework that relies only on the depth sensor
of AR devices and consists of two modules: a registration mod-
ule for high-precision, outlier-robust target anatomy localization,
and a tracking module for real-time pose estimation. The registra-
tion module integrates depth sensor error correction, a human-in-
the-loop region filtering technique, and a robust global alignment
with curvature-aware feature sampling, followed by local ICP re-
finement, for markerless alignment of preoperative models with pa-
tient anatomy. The tracking module employs a fast and robust reg-
istration algorithm that uses the initial pose from the registration
module to estimate the target pose in real-time. We comprehen-
sively evaluated the performance of both modules through simu-
lation and real-world measurements. The results indicate that our
markerless system achieves superior performance for registration
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and comparable performance for tracking to industrial solutions.
The two-module design makes our system a one-stop solution for
surgical procedures where the target anatomy moves or stays static
during surgery.

Index Terms: Markerless registration, Augmented reality, Mixed
reality, Object tracking, Tumor localization, Surgery.

1 INTRODUCTION

Augmented Reality (AR) head-mounted displays (HMDs) have
demonstrated significant potential in surgical navigation by over-
laying critical anatomical and planning information directly onto
the surgeon’s field of view. In particular, the Microsoft HoloLens 2
has been increasingly integrated into various surgical workflows,
ranging from procedures involving rigid, immobilized anatomy
(e.g., spinal and cranial surgeries) to those with more dynamic and
mobilized anatomical targets (e.g., knee surgeries) [12]. A funda-
mental requirement for effective AR guidance is the accurate esti-
mation of the three-dimensional pose of the target anatomy (reg-
istration) and the ability to dynamically update this pose in real-
time (tracking). This process is traditionally achieved using fidu-
cial markers rigidly attached to the patient’s anatomy, which are
then tracked using either external optical tracking systems such as
OptiTrack or NDI, or through native tracking algorithms embed-
ded within the AR headset [2, 32, 6]. Marker-based approaches
are widely adopted due to their high accuracy, low latency, and fast
response times, making them suitable for a variety of surgical appli-
cations [16, 14]. These methods are also prevalent in robot-assisted
surgeries, where markers are typically fixed to bone surfaces to en-
sure stable tracking [7, 27].

Despite their advantages, marker-based systems introduce sev-
eral limitations [9, 19]. The use of physical markers requires ad-
ditional procedural steps, including placement, removal, and verifi-
cation of visibility throughout the procedure. Furthermore, patients
are often required to wear these markers during preoperative imag-
ing sessions such as CT or MRI, so that the scanned anatomical
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models can be registered using the markers as spatial anchors. This
imposes constraints on the surgical workflow and creates logistical
complications, as the markers must remain fixed in position from
the time of imaging through to surgery. Additionally, marker-based
systems are limited by the requirement for consistent line-of-sight
between the tracking hardware and the markers, which restricts sur-
gical freedom and can be disrupted by occlusions. In response to
these limitations, markerless techniques have been developed to ex-
ploit the patient’s natural anatomical features for both registration
and tracking, thereby eliminating the need for artificial fiducials.

Recent progress in computer vision and depth sensing technolo-
gies has enabled the development of markerless methods that sup-
port both registration of preoperative models and intraoperative
tracking. For example, Groenenberg et al. introduced ARCUS,
a depth-based AR navigation system on the HoloLens 2 that per-
forms markerless registration of holograms to patient anatomy un-
der 30 seconds. While the ARCUS system illustrates the feasibility
of markerless registration, it lacks dynamic tracking capability and
must be re-registered if the target structure moves during surgery.
Moreover, although its accuracy is within 10 millimeters, it does not
meet surgical standards, which typically require sub-three millime-
ter accuracy for mid to low-risk surgeries or sub-millimeter level
for high-risk scenarios [39, 38]. Other efforts have explored image-
based tracking methods, which offer lower latency but suffer from
even greater error, often exceeding 10 mm, making them unsuitable
for precise surgical guidance [37]. To date, markerless approaches
still significantly lag behind marker-based systems in terms of reg-
istration accuracy and real-time adaptability, thereby limiting their
use in clinical environments.

This work introduces a novel markerless registration and track-
ing framework designed for surgical guidance using the HoloLens
2. The system utilizes the built-in Time-of-Flight (ToF) Articulated
HAnd Tracking (AHAT) mode depth sensor for accurate, outlier-
robust registration, and a separate module for real-time 6-degree-of-
freedom (6DoF) tracking of rigid anatomical target. Our approach
consists of a two-module architecture. The first module is a ro-
bust point cloud registration pipeline that aligns a preoperative 3D
model to the intraoperative patient anatomy, even in the presence
of substantial outliers. This pipeline uses a coarse-to-fine strategy
that begins with a human-in-the-loop step to correct sensor error. It
then employs the TEASER++ algorithm for globally optimal reg-
istration that is resistant to noise and outliers, followed by a local
refinement step using a robust iterative closest point (ICP) method
to fine-tune the alignment. The second module addresses real-time
tracking through the implementation of a fast ICP algorithm to es-
timate the pose efficiently for textureless rigid objects at the cost of
slightly lower accuracy. The key contributions of this work include:

* A novel markerless registration pipeline for the HoloLens 2
that provides accurate and robust target registration in chal-
lenging surgical scenarios.

* An integration of a tracking algorithm that enables real-time
6DoF tracking of a rigid anatomical target.

¢ An all-in-one solution that eliminates the need for external
cameras.

* A comprehensive evaluation of the proposed system through
simulation and real-world experiments.

To the best of our knowledge, this work presents the first
fully markerless method for both registration and tracking that
achieves surgical-level accuracy using only the native sensors of the
HoloLens 2. Designed specifically for surgical applications, our
system integrates depth-based markerless registration and track-
ing to enable real-time intraoperative guidance on a commercially

available AR headset. The registration module can operate indepen-
dently when the target anatomical structure remains static, while the
tracking module can be activated to accommodate intraoperative
motion and dynamically adjust the visualization. By eliminating
the need for external tracking infrastructure, this work advances the
practicality of AR-guided surgery and enhances the flexibility and
usability of mixed reality systems in the operating room.

2 RELATED WORK
2.1 Marker-Based AR-Guided Surgery

AR HMDs, such as the Microsoft HoloLens 2, have been widely
investigated for surgical navigation across diverse clinical applica-
tions [15, 31, 5]. Accurate spatial guidance in these systems re-
quires precise knowledge of the patient’s anatomical pose, which
is typically achieved through marker-based tracking. Common
approaches include the use of optical fiducials—such as ArUco,
ChArUco, or QR codes—or passive retro-reflective spheres tracked
via infrared cameras [3, 13, 11, 30]. Commercial navigation sys-
tems (e.g., NDI Polaris, OptiTrack) utilize external infrared cam-
eras to track rigidly attached marker frames on the patient or instru-
ments, offering sub-millimeter accuracy but requiring line-of-sight
and dedicated external hardware [33, 2].

Recent advances have utilized the native sensing capabilities of
the HoloLens 2 for marker-based tracking, demonstrating perfor-
mance comparable to external tracking systems in applications such
as target registration, continuous pose estimation, and real-time
surgical tool tracking [32, 23, 26]. Despite these advancements,
marker-based methods present several practical limitations. Their
accuracy can be affected by environmental lighting, occlusion, and
the placement of markers [22]. More critically, such methods in-
herently assume a rigid transformation between the marker and the
anatomical structure of interest. This assumption often fails in clin-
ical settings, where tissue deformation, patient movement, or in-
traoperative repositioning may alter the spatial relationship estab-
lished during preoperative imaging [18].

2.2 Markerless Registration and Tracking Method on
AR devices

Aligning a target 3D anatomical structure, reconstructed from pre-
operative imaging modalities such as CT or MRI, to the patient
without the use of fiducials remains a significant challenge in AR-
guided surgery. This difficulty arises from inter-patient anatomical
variability, sensor noise, and the presence of substantial outliers in
intraoperative data. Broadly, markerless registration and tracking
methods in AR surgical systems fall into two categories: depth-
based and vision-based approaches. Depth-based methods typically
offer higher registration accuracy and robustness but often incur in-
creased computational cost, making them well-suited for static tar-
get registration. In contrast, vision-based methods, primarily using
RGB cameras, provide faster runtime and are more appropriate for
real-time pose estimation and dynamic tracking. Recent advance-
ments in depth-based approaches also enabled fast and real-time
object tracking, comparable to vision-based approaches [17, 45].
Previous researchers have developed depth and vision systems
for markerless registration or tracking using AR devices. Kim
et al. developed a tablet-based AR system for facial reconstruc-
tive surgery that employed an ICP algorithm to align the target
anatomy, achieving sub-2 mm registration accuracy [24]. However,
their method was computationally intensive and not integrated with
wearable HMDs. More recently, Groenenberg et al. introduced a
faster registration technique using the native depth camera of the
HoloLens 2, but reported higher registration errors that exceeded
10 mm [18]. Suenaga et al. demonstrated the feasibility of mark-
erless registration using an external stereo vision system in a surgi-
cal setting [37]. Ahmad et al. proposed a similar stereo vision-
based method for automatic dental registration, achieving better
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Figure 2: Overview of the proposed system framework. The preoperative setup generates a point cloud representation of the region of interest
(ROI) from segmented CT or MRI data. During surgery, this point cloud is aligned to the patient using the registration module, which utilizes depth
data from the HoloLens 2’s native ToF sensor to produce the registration transformation. The resulting transformation also serves as the initial
pose for the optional tracking module, which continuously updates the model’s position in real-time if the target anatomy moves intraoperatively.
The registration module alone is suitable for procedures where the patient and target anatomy remain static, while the tracking module can be

activated as needed in dynamic surgical scenarios.

alignment accuracy, but with a higher average processing time of
approximately 20 seconds [1]. Wang et al. also employed stereo
vision for oral and maxillofacial surgery, yielding promising results
in both accuracy and runtime; however, their system relied on ex-
ternal stereo cameras, which limits its real-world usability [40]. Re-
cent efforts have also sought to combine depth and vision. Hu et al.
introduced an Al-driven navigation system integrating both modali-
ties, but their approach exhibited translation errors exceeding 5 mm
and rotational errors over 5° in a drilling task [20].

3 METHODS

We present an end-to-end framework for markerless registration
and tracking for AR-guided surgery using the HoloLens 2. The
system consists of three main components:

* Preoperative model preparation, where a 3D mesh of the tar-
get anatomy is reconstructed from medical imaging and con-
verted into a downsampled point cloud for registration.

Intraoperative registration module, which robustly aligns the
virtual model with the real patient using depth data from the
HoloLens 2 ToF sensor.

Intraoperative tracking module, which continuously updates
the target’s pose using a fast ICP algorithm when the anatomy
moves.

We validate our system through a comprehensive evaluation
involving simulation experiments, a user study using 3D-printed
models, and a cadaveric use case. The overall system architecture
is shown in Fig. 2. We provide an overview of the preoperative
setup, and a detailed description of the intraoperative registration
and tracking modules.

3.1 Preoperative Setup

The first step in markerless AR-guided surgery is obtaining an accu-
rate 3D representation of the target anatomy, typically reconstructed
from preoperative CT or MRI scans. Segmentation of the region of
interest (ROI) is performed using 3D Slicer. After segmentation,
we use the Open3D Python library to convert the mesh into a point
cloud and downsample it to 5,000 points to balance computational
efficiency and registration accuracy.

The system is implemented using the HoloLens 2 as the AR plat-
form, paired with a high-performance workstation (Intel® Core™
19-13950HX CPU, NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4060 GPU). The head-
set communicates with the workstation via a custom TCP protocol
over a high-speed (1000+ Mbps) USB tether, enabling real-time
data streaming at approximately 30 frames per second.

3.2 Camera Calibration and Registration

The goal of the registration module is to align the target anatomy
to the HoloLens 2’s coordinate system using depth data from the
ToF camera (AHAT). Since the initial camera pose obtained here
is later used by a separate tracking module with results displayed
in the Hololens 2 coordinate, a precise spatial calibration of AHAT
cameras is essential. To investigate the feasibility of using the na-
tive front-facing RGB camera instead of the depth sensor for track-
ing, we further calibrated and registered the RGB camera to AHAT
for a device-specific field of view (FoV) analysis.

3.2.1 Camera Intrinsic Calibration

Intrinsic calibration of both the AHAT depth sensor and the front-
facing RGB camera was performed independently to account for
their differing sensing modalities. Calibration of the RGB cam-
era used a planar checkerboard with 7x5 inner corners and 30 mm
square sizes. High-resolution images (3904x2196 pixels) were cap-
tured from various positions, angles, and distances to ensure ad-
equate coverage. Feature points were detected and used in a non-
linear optimization process to estimate focal lengths, principal point
coordinates, and distortion coefficients by minimizing the reprojec-
tion error:

1 ¥ .
RMSE = Nanﬁxi\P (1)
i=1

where x; is the detected image point and %; is the reprojected point
from the estimated 3D parameters. The AHAT sensor was cali-
brated using its reflectivity images. A total of 100 frames were
collected: 70 for calibration and 30 for evaluation. This proce-
dure yielded reprojection errors of 0.268 + 0.031 pixels and 0.266
+ 0.050 pixels for the RGB camera, and 0.148 £ 0.053 and 0.162 +
0.040 pixels for the AHAT sensor.
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3.2.2 RGB-AHAT Extrinsic Calibration

Following intrinsic calibration, we computed the extrinsic transfor-
mation between the RGB and AHAT cameras to align their co-
ordinate systems. This process involved estimating a rigid-body
transformation, rotation matrix R € SO(3) and translation vector
t € R3, that maps 3D points from the RGB camera space to the
AHAT space.

Using the previously captured RGB images and known camera
intrinsics, 3D corner points on the checkerboard were triangulated
and paired with their corresponding detections in the AHAT reflec-
tivity images. The transformation was computed by minimizing the
mean squared error (MSE) between corresponding 3D point sets
{ri} (RGB) and {a;} (AHAT):

N
min )" |a; — (Re; + )| @)
=1

To assess extrinsic calibration accuracy, 3D points from the RGB
camera were transformed into AHAT space, projected onto the
AHAT image plane, and compared to ground-truth AHAT detec-
tions. The reprojection RMSE was below 1 pixel (0.832), indicating
high spatial alignment fidelity. Using similar approach by [32], we
measured the sensor FoV on our device, resulting in 40.3° x 64.8°
(RGB) and 126.8° x 126.6° (AHAT) respectively. The significant
larger FoV of the AHAT camera makes it more suitable for surgical
registration.

3.3 Intra-operative Registration

The registration module is outlined in Fig. 2. Raw depth data from
the HoloLens 2’s AHAT sensor are acquired via the device’s re-
search mode and streamed in real-time to the external workstation
described previously. To ensure accurate alignment, we first eval-
uated the depth accuracy of the AHAT camera on different body
regions and introduced a region-specific correction method to miti-
gate sensor noise.

Following this, the pre-generated point cloud of the target
anatomical model (obtained during preoperative setup) is registered
to the intraoperatively acquired depth data. This process involves a
coarse correspondence-based registration algorithm that is robust to
outliers, followed by a local point-to-plane ICP refinement step to
improve registration accuracy and convergence near the final pose.

3.3.1 Evaluation of AHAT depth sensor accuracy

To enable accurate registration, it is critical that the point cloud ac-
quired from the HoloLens 2’s ToF AHAT depth sensor accurately
reflects the geometry of the target anatomy. Prior studies have
shown that ToF sensors exhibit varying degrees of depth error de-
pending on the surface material properties [25, 18]. Specifically,
retro-reflective materials, known for their strong infrared reflec-
tivity, can achieve sub-millimeter accuracy when combined with
Kalman filtering for marker tracking [32]. In contrast, common 3D
printing materials have been reported to result in depth errors ex-
ceeding 10 mm due to poor infrared response.

To assess whether similar error characteristics are present when
scanning human tissue, we conducted a quantitative evaluation of
the relative depth error on cadaveric skin under surgical light, using
retro-reflective tape as a ground truth reference for surface depth.
Four pieces of retro-reflective tape were affixed directly to a ca-
daver at anatomically distinct regions (each at least 200mm apart)
with relatively flat skin surfaces: chest (2 locations: c1—¢2), head
(2 locations: hl1-h2), see Fig. 3 (a). These regions were chosen to
cover different anatomical zones while ensuring sufficient visibility
for depth sensing.

The HoloLens 2 was worn by an operator, who recorded depth
data from 25 different camera poses while maintaining the target at
arm’s distance, with minor head movement. This also ensures that

all four retro-reflective markers were visible in each capture. For
analysis, five poses were randomly selected from the 25. In one
case, a pose was excluded because not all four markers were cap-
tured during data analysis, and an alternative pose was randomly
chosen to maintain consistency across samples. To extract refer-
ence depth data, the retro-reflective regions were first segmented
based on their high intensity values in the infrared reflectivity chan-
nel. The corresponding points in the depth map, indexed by the
set R={1,2,...,R}, were then reprojected into 3D space using the
camera intrinsic and transformation matrix K~!, yielding spatial
coordinates X, = (x,yr,2r) € R3 for r € R. These R points were
used to estimate a reference plane I1: Ax+ By +Cz+ D =0 via
least-squares fitting. To assess local depth accuracy, we extracted
3D points Py = (xg,yx,zx) from the surrounding cadaver skin sur-
face within a 20 mm radius from the reflective tape denoted as the
neighborhood set S = {1,2,...,S}. Assuming these points ideally
lie on the same reference plane, we projected each Py € S orthogo-
nally onto IT:

Axy +Byy +Czx +D

P, =P, —
k= ok A2+ B2 4 C?

The pointwise depth error §, was then calculated as the Euclidean
distance between the measured point and its planar projection:

& = [P — Pyl @

The angle of incidence 6 and depth between the HoloLens 2 and
the cadaver skin surface varied naturally between each retroreflec-
tive tape region, as the tape placements were spatially distributed
across distinct anatomical regions (>200mm apart). Fig. 3 presents
the distribution of calculated depth error for each data point under
varying conditions.

A Shapiro-Wilk test indicated significant departures from nor-
mality for all four anatomical regions on the cadaver (all p < .001).
As the normality assumption was violated, a non-parametric Fried-
man test was performed, revealing statistically significant differ-
ences in depth error across the regions (p < .001). A subsequent
post-hoc Nemenyi test confirmed significant pairwise differences
between all groups (p < .001), suggesting that depth error varies
significantly across different anatomical regions. These findings
imply that systematic depth error correction must be tailored to the
specific anatomical region being registered, rather than applying a
uniform transformation across the entire point cloud. A global cor-
rection approach would be insufficient to eliminate localized sensor
bias, emphasizing the need for case-by-case error correction in AR-
guided surgery workflows. Since error correction needs to be done
frequently, our proposed error correction method balances conve-
nience and effectiveness (described in Sec. 3.3.2).

Furthermore, we assessed the consistency of depth error across
different camera poses for each anatomical region. When com-
paring five different poses at each target location (e.g., hlpl to
h1p5), the Shapiro-Wilk test again indicated non-normal distribu-
tions for all cases. Friedman tests for regions /1, A3, and #4 showed
no statistically significant differences across poses (4l : p = 0.63;
h3:p=0.38; h4 : p = 0.17), suggesting that minor pose varia-
tions during data acquisition do not significantly affect depth er-
ror, and the measurements are stable and reproducible. However,
the c1 region exhibited a statistically significant result (p < .001).
Post-hoc pairwise Nemenyi tests revealed significant differences for
the following pose pairs: ¢y p; vs. c1ps5 (Q = 10.8 > Qi = 3.86);
c1p2 vs. c1ps (Q = 4.6 > Qcrig = 3.86); c1p3 vs. c1ps (Q=17.5>
chit = 386)

These differences are driven primarily by outliers in the c1p5
group. All other comparisons remained statistically insignificant,
suggesting that the depth error is generally stable across small head
pose changes.
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Figure 3: AHAT depth sensor data collection and error distribution. (a) Workflow for cadaveric data collection using the HoloLens 2 AHAT depth
sensor. Retroreflective markers were applied to multiple anatomical regions, and depth data were captured from multiple poses to assess sensor
accuracy. (b) Distribution of depth error for each data point across all evaluated conditions. Labels such as h1pl refer to head marker 1 at pose

1, and c1pl refers to chest marker 1 at pose 1.

3.3.2 Region-Specific Depth Sensor Error Correction

To correct the previous described depth sensor error, researchers
have proposed a fiducial marker-based approach [25]. Here, we in-
troduce a region-specific and convenient method without placing
additional markers on the patient surface for error correction. This
is tailored for surgical purposes as one target region is typically de-
fined prior to surgery for each patient, and accuracy for this region
is the key consideration.

Consider a target region M defined as a circular area with a 70
mm radius. We first obtain a set of ground truth points by using an
AHAT sensor—tracked tool (by [32]) to map the true contour of M.
Let

L={LeR®|i=1,2,....n} 5)

denote these ground truth points, which inherently lie within M. To
align the sensor’s measurements with these ground truth points, we
need to extract the corresponding sensor-measured points from the
depth data. For each ground truth point L;, we identify the corre-
sponding sensor-measured point P; as the nearest neighbor within
Py and the paired set:

P,v:argprglipnn||P—L,~||7 {(Li,P) |i=1,2,...,n} 6)

Our goal is to find the rotation matrix R € R3*3 and translation
vector t € R such that the transformed sensor points

P =RP;+t O

are as close as possible to the corresponding ground truth points
L; in a least-squares sense. This is achieved by minimizing the
following objective and then computing the centroids of the paired
point sets:

ILi — (RP;+ 1)) (8)
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We calculate the optimal translation that aligns these centroids
and center the point sets for rotation matrix calculation

t=L—P (10)

Pl=P—-P, Li=L-L (11)

From the covariance matrix, we perform the singular value decom-
position (SVD) of H, and compute the optimal rotation matrix R:

Hziﬂ@f (12)
i=1

H=UXV' 13)

R=VU' (14)

If det(R) < 0, the algorithm adjusts by flipping the sign of the last
column of V to ensure that det(R) = 1. Using the proposed ap-
proach, we performed error correction for each of the pre-described
region (hl1-h2, cl-c2). Using the same error measurements de-
scribed in Eq. (3), we reduced median relative error by 82% for
h1 (0.72 mm, targeting hl), 85% for h2 (0.69 mm, targeting h2),
77% for c1 (0.91 mm, targeting c1), and 88% for 2 (0.83 mm, tar-
geting ¢2). When targeting each region, the errors for other regions
are also corrected with >50% error-reduction rate across measure-
ments, making the resulting point cloud dataset suitable for regis-
tration.

3.3.3 Coarse Registration via Modified TEASER++ with
Curvature-Aware Sampling

After sensor error correction, the intraoperative scene and preoper-
ative target anatomy are represented by

Py={pieR|i=1,....N;} (15)
Py ={q; eR®|j=1,...,N;} (16)

Traditional methods generate feature correspondences uniformly
using FPFH. In the context of anatomical registration, however,
high-curvature regions (e.g., ridges and contours) are more likely
to coincide with salient anatomical landmarks. To preferentially
select such regions, we compute a curvature value k; for each point
p; using local differential geometry, and define a curvature-aware
sampling probability:

kA
P(pi) o< ——— a7
Z_],YA:] kj

This sampling approach biases feature extraction toward
landmark-rich areas, enhancing the discriminative quality of the
FPFH descriptors, denoted by ¢(p;) for points in & and ¢(q;)
for points in Z;.


https://doi.org/xx.xxxx/TVCG.201x.xxxxxxx/

© 2025 IEEE. This is the author’s version of the article that has been published in the proceedings of IEEE Visualization
conference. The final version of this record is available at: xx.xxxx/TVCG.201x.xxxxxxx/

Putative correspondences are then generated by a nearest-
neighbor search in the descriptor space:

¢ ={0,j) [ 1¢(pi) —9(q;)| < 7} (18)

where 7 is a fixed matching threshold. Each correspondence is fur-
ther assigned a weight w;; that incorporates both descriptor similar-
ity and the curvature-based importance.

Due to the high outlier rate typical in keypoint matching for
anatomical data, we adopt a robust truncated least squares (TLS)
formulation from TEASER++. Our model assumes that the trans-
formation between the two point clouds adheres to

q; = kRp;+t+o;+¢; (19)

where:k > 0 is the unknown global scale factor; R € SO(3) is the
rotation matrix; t € R3 is the translation vector; 0; is the outlier term
(zero for inliers); €; denotes bounded measurement noise.

The robust registration problem is then formulated as

2 82} (20)

min w;; min i—(kRp;+t ‘
x>0, RESO(3), teR? (i‘j)zé%) Y {Hq, (<Rp;+1)

where € is a fixed truncation threshold chosen based on the expected
noise level.

To decouple the estimation of scale, rotation, and translation, we
form translation-invariant measurements. For any two correspon-
dences (p;,q;) and (p,qy), define the pairwise differences

Apix = Pi — Pr; Aqjr=q;—q (21

Assuming the correspondences are inliers, the transformation

implies
Aqje = KRAp; (22)

[Aq;ell = K [[Api]| (23)

We then define the scale measurement for the pair and estimate the
global scale K via a robust TLS formulation:

[Ag;¢
Kijp = 71— (24)
T | Apadl

and estimate the global scale K via a robust TLS formulation:

— k)2
K = argmin Z Wjx min { M, cz} (25)
o

k>0 iles i

where & C ¥ is an appropriate set of pairwise correspondences, Qi
are the noise bounds for the corresponding measurements, and ¢? is
a normalization constant (typically ¢ = 1).

With the scale estimate K obtained, we address the rotation sub-
problem. The rotation is estimated from the translation-invariant
relation

Aqj; = KRApj;; +noise (26)
Thus, we solve
. Aqj; — kRAp;|?
R =arg min Z Wi min { M, c2} 27
RESOB) (i kyes S

where J;; captures the noise level for the measurement pair. This
robust rotation estimation utilizes the TEASER++ framework (via
a heuristic based on graduated nonconvexity).

Finally, the translation subproblem is solved by aligning the cen-
troids of the weighted inlier correspondences. In practice, the trans-
lation is estimated by solving the following component-wise TLS
problems:

’ 2
l

. qu‘*(ffﬁpﬁt)}
wij min

ety (28)
(i,j)e€ ﬁiz

f; = argmin
! gt(ER

where /=1,2,3 denotes the /th component and f3; represents the noise
bound for translation.

The resulting coarse registration estimate (&,R,t) is subse-
quently refined using a point-to-plane ICP algorithm to achieve the
precise alignment required for AR-guided surgical navigation.

We further conducted a preliminary evaluation of the coarse reg-
istration algorithm using a cadaver model to assess the success of
global registration, with error correction targeting the forehead re-
gion. Detailed quantitative results and comprehensive evaluations
are presented in Sec. 4.

3.3.4 Local Refinement through ICP

The coarse registration result is refined using a local ICP algorithm
to achieve the high accuracy required for AR-guided surgical pro-
cedures. While deep learning—based methods have demonstrated
strong performance on certain benchmark datasets, they often strug-
gle to generalize to anatomical structures derived from real MRI/CT
scan data [41, 4, 43, 36, 42, 10]. Traditional ICP algorithms have
seen substantial improvements over the past decade, but their per-
formance must still be carefully evaluated in medical imaging con-
texts [45, 28, 44, 17, 8, 29, 21]. We conducted a simulation exper-
iment using real MRI/CT data from NIH3D database to evaluate
12 ICP variants (See Fig. 4: DGR, SpareseICP, KSS-ICP, Fast-ICP,
Robust ICP-1, PCR-Net, Filterreg, Go-ICP, PNLK, DCP, ICP, Ro-
bust ICP) [34].

Given that registration accuracy is critical for surgical applica-
tions, we assign a higher weight to the accuracy metric, expressed
as the median RMSE, relative to runtime in our composite scoring
method. Specifically, for each model m, let: Ermsg,, denote the
median RMSE, E,x denote the maximum of the median RMSE
across all models, 7, denote the median runtime, and 73« denote
the maximum of the median runtimes observed among the models.
The composite score S, for model m is defined as:

E
Sy = 100 x [1—(A~M+(l—l) T )} 29)

E max Tmax

where A is the weight factor for accuracy. In our experiments, we
set A = 0.7 to place a higher emphasis on accuracy relative to run-
time. With this formulation, a model with the lowest normalized
median RMSE and runtime receives a score of 100 (indicating the
best performance), whereas a model with the worst observed per-
formance receives a score of 0. We describe and report our results
in Sec. 4.1 and Fig. 4.

Among the tested methods, the robust point-to-plane ICP algo-
rithm proposed by Zhang et al. achieved the highest accuracy and
was subsequently integrated into our registration framework [45].
The output of the coarse registration was used as input for fine reg-
istration. An Axis-Aligned Bounding Box (AABB) around globally
registered target anatomy was used to filter captured scene points
for better efficiency, and point cloud normals are calculated using
PCL library [35].

3.4 Intra-operative Tracking

Using the method from Eq. (29), we set A = 0.15 to prioritize run-
time speed and evaluated the performance of various algorithms
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by assigning each a tracking score. To enable real-time pose up-
dates of the target anatomy during mobilized surgery, we utilize the
Fast-ICP mode of the algorithm [45]. Let I,target denote the sen-
sor frame at time #, and our goal is to estimate the 6-DoF pose
T; € SE(3). The tracking module depends on a registration module,
which provides an initial pose Tf_ln from a previous frame I;iriet,
where 1, represents the registration latency. Although the registra-
tion is not performed in real-time, it is assumed valid because the
user’s head remains still while wearing Hololens 2 during this ini-
tialization step.

Due to the continuous nature of object motion, we utilize tempo-
ral coherence by using the most recent valid pose for initialization.
The pose initialization logic for time ¢, denoted T, is defined as:

T,_;, if tracking succeeded atr — 1
pinit _ T{,k7 if tracking failed at # — 1 but succeeded att —k <t
! T, , ifno valid tracked pose exists
0, if neither tracking nor registration has succeeded

Thus, the final estimated pose at time 7 is computed by the Fast-
ICP tracker as: o
T, = FastICP(7,"**!, Tint)
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Figure 4: Comparison of 12 registration algorithms on the NIH3D
dataset under challenging conditions (0.33 Gaussian noise and 50%
partial data selection). (a) Qualitative registration results at an over-
lap ratio of 20% and a rotation angle of 40°, shown for a represen-
tative subset of methods. Two selected methods are bolded. (b)
Quantitative comparison across all 12 methods under each condi-
tion, with computed registration and tracking scores reported.

4 RESULTS
4.1 Simulation Experiment

We present evaluation results of the 12 local registration algorithms
in Fig. 4. Six representative target anatomies from the NIH3D

dataset (real 3D reconstructions derived from MRI/CT scans) are
used for analysis. For each anatomy, we prepare a global point set
(downsampled to 8K points) and a 50% partially selected version
with 0.33 Gaussian noise added to simulate realistic depth sensor
data. A test set is then generated with overlap ratios of 20% and
60%, and rotation angles ranging from 0° to 100° between target
points and simulated sensor points. A total of 12 algorithms are
evaluated on this dataset. Qualitative results on a spine model are
shown in Fig. 4 (a). Median RMSE values for each algorithm, ag-
gregated across the six anatomies, are presented under each test
condition. Using median runtime data, we compute both registra-
tion and tracking scores for each overlap setting and report their
average in Fig. 4 (b). Based on these evaluations, the Robust ICP-L
algorithm and Fast ICP are selected for local registration and track-
ing respectively, due to their better performance.

To evaluate the accuracy and stability of our proposed markerless
registration and tracking framework, we conducted comparative ex-
periments against two industry-standard solutions, Vuforia (SDK
Version 6.5.22) and VisionLib (Version 3.2, Trial License), both
of which operate on the HoloLens 2 using the front-facing RGB
camera and proprietary tracking algorithms. We used a 3-axis elec-
tronically controlled translation stage (accuracy: 0.01 mm) and a
rotational platform (accuracy: 0.1°) to provide precise ground truth
motion. A 3D-printed human spine model was affixed to the stage,
and ToF sensor errors were corrected using our proposed error com-
pensation method. The translation stage was controlled using an
Arduino Uno Rev3. During translation experiments, the stage was
moved along the x-axis by 10 mm increments. After each move-
ment, the stage was held idle for 30 seconds to allow stabilization
and accuracy measurements. At each stage position, 50 poses were
recorded. For each movement, 500 relative distance values were
randomly sampled from adjacent positions. The difference between
these measurements and the known translation (e.g., 10 mm or 50
mm) was calculated to evaluate tracking accuracy. We report the
median and interquartile range (IQR) of the calculated relative er-
ror for each adjacent pose under four independently tested methods.

This process was repeated for: 1) additional 10 mm translations
to maintain similar viewing angles and eliminate the need for error
re-compensation (20 back-and-forth repetitions); 2) 50 mm trans-
lations along the x- and z-axes; 3) rotational motions of 15° and
30° about the vertical axis. The relative error was computed as the
absolute difference between the measured translation/rotation and
the ground truth. This experimental setup allowed for a rigorous,
repeatable comparison of performance between our methods and
existing RGB-based industry alternatives under controlled motion
and varying magnitudes.

The Shapiro—Wilk test indicated that the data were not normally
distributed (p < .05). Consequently, we employed non-parametric
statistical methods. The Kruskal-Wallis test was used to assess
differences between independent measurements across all meth-
ods. For pairwise comparisons under each translation or rotation
condition, Dunn’s post-hoc tests with Bonferroni correction were
applied. Additionally, Mann—Whitney U tests were conducted to
compare aggregated data from the x-axis and z-axis translation
groups, which showed insignificant result. As shown in Fig. 5, all
reported measurements are expressed as median and interquartile
range (Median, IQR), with statistically significant p-values clearly
highlighted. Our subsequent analyses focus on insights learned
from statistically significant results.

Our registration module achieved the highest overall accu-
racy across both translation and rotation measurements. Notably,
it demonstrated significantly better performance than competing
methods during the 50 mm z-axis translation condition. This su-
perior accuracy can be attributed to several factors. First, our er-
ror correction method is region-specific, and the 50 mm transla-
tion likely remains within the corrected region, yielding a highly
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Figure 5: Comparison of our method’s registration and tracking module with two industry solutions for markerless registration or tracking on
HoloLens 2. Our registration module is visualized in pink with a light yellow band representing IQR, while the tracking module is visualized
in yellow. Other methods are shown in orange or red color. (a) Median relative error (RE) across measurement conditions. (b) Independent
measurements on other conditions. (¢) Experiment setup. (d) Collected translation and rotation RE measurements across conditions for Our
Registration module (OR), Our Tracking module (OT), Vuforia (Vuf), and VisionLib (Vis). Data are reported in (Median, IQR) format. Significant
differences are highlighted as follows: light yellow for p < .05, yellow for p < .01, and dark yellow for p < .001.

accurate source point cloud. Second, the target model, a 3D-
printed spine with intricate anatomical contours, benefits from our
curvature-aware sampling strategy. This strategy emphasizes con-
tour correspondence, which enhances performance compared to
standard TEASER++ using uniform FPFH-based correspondences.
Third, the local registration step in our method utilizes a robust ICP-
1 algorithm, which has demonstrated superior registration perfor-
mance relative to other algorithms, making it particularly suitable
for anatomical structure registration tasks. As a result of this accu-
rate initial registration, our tracking module, initialized by this pose,
achieves performance comparable to existing industry solutions.

However, our registration module did not outperform other meth-
ods during repeated measurements involving high-degree vertical-
axis rotations. Several factors may contribute this observa-
tion. First, FPFH descriptors are not fully rotation-invariant.
TEASER++ performance degrades under large rotations due to un-
reliable local descriptors, which increases the likelihood of false
correspondences. This compromises the effectiveness of the al-
gorithm’s inlier pruning via maximum clique selection and under-
mines its rotation estimation. Second, as illustrated in Fig. 4, the
median RMSE of our integrated local registration algorithm (Ro-
bust ICP-1) increases with greater rotational differences between
point clouds. Therefore, if TEASER++ outputs a large relative ro-
tation, the final registration accuracy may deteriorate. Third, since
depth sensor errors were corrected only once during the initial setup
in our experiment, a 30° rotation may move the target region outside
the corrected volume. Given that statistically significant differences
exist across region pairs (see Fig. 3), re-conducting sensor correc-
tions for different rotational configurations may further reduce error
and improve accuracy.

To evaluate the runtime of our tracking module, we conducted a
separate experiment in which time stamps were recorded for each
processed frame. The median runtime was 210 ms, corresponding
to an effective frame rate of approximately 5 FPS. To enhance the
smoothness of the user experience during visualization, we imple-
mented a between-frame interpolation strategy, which increased the
visual refresh rate to approximately 30 FPS.

B

Error (mm)

“urvature

" Registration Tracking

Figure 6: (a) Comparison of user study results. (b) Successful lo-
calization of the target anatomy (head) on AHAT sensor data. The
head point cloud was generated from a segmentation of a full-body
3D scan and reconstruction, shown using a color-coded underlying
representation. Initial FPFH-based correspondences are visualized
in blue, inlier correspondences identified by the registration algorithm
are shown in green, and the final localized target region is highlighted
in green.

4.2 User Study and Cadaveric Use Case

To evaluate the real-time performance of our method, we conducted
a user study with 12 participants. As illustrated in Fig. 1 (a), a
virtual head model was registered to a 3D-printed head phantom
(fabricated using the Bambu Lab X1C printer), with the periph-
eral features of the head deliberately occluded. Virtual targets were
rendered as holographic dots over the registered model, each corre-
sponding to a physical dot printed on the phantom (flat and col-
ored). Since the holographic overlay occluded the participants’
view of the underlying physical model, participants were effectively
blinded to the real target positions. An OptiTrack V120:Trio mo-
tion capture system (sub-millimeter accuracy) was used to track a
probe with a localization marker. Eye calibration was performed in-
dividually for each participant to ensure accurate alignment. Each
participant used their dominant hand to maneuver the probe tip to
each virtual target and used their other hand to mark the position
with an ultra-fine marker. Participants were allowed to reattempt
points if they were not satisfied with their initial marking. A dig-
ital caliper was used to measure the linear deviation between the
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marked position and the corresponding physical dot, using the cen-
troids of each as the measurement reference. A total of 25 points
were labeled per participant during the initial registration condition.

After the initial session, the head phantom was repositioned to
a new location to simulate patient movement, and the tracking
module was activated. Participants then repeated the marking task
for an additional 20 points. A within-subject analysis of variance
(ANOVA) was used to compare the registration and tracking error
distributions across conditions. The results showed no statistically
significant difference between the registration module (Mean = 3.77
mm, SD = 1.45 mm) and the tracking module (Mean = 4.82 mm,
SD = 1.38 mm), though a mean difference greater than 1 mm was
observed.

To further demonstrate real-world applicability, we evaluated the
performance of our coarse registration pipeline in a cadaveric use
case. This component forms the foundational basis of both the reg-
istration and tracking modules; failure at this stage prevents any
downstream registration or tracking. We tested TEASER++ with
our improved correspondence generation strategy on cadaver head
data. Initial correspondences were generated using FPFH descrip-
tors, followed by TEASER++ for outlier-robust global registration.
The target head point cloud was reconstructed from a 3D scan of
the cadaver using a commercial 3D scanning app on iOS. Both the
object and scene point clouds were uniformly downsampled to a
similar density (approximately 10% of original size). The results
of this cadaver-based validation are shown in Fig. 6 (b). Out of
12 attempts, TEASER++ achieved a 100% success rate in global
registration, with each registration completed in under one second.

5 DISCUSSION

This work presents a fully markerless registration and tracking
framework that utilizes the native ToF sensor of the HoloLens 2
for surgical guidance. Our approach introduces a modular pipeline
that delivers high registration accuracy and robust real-time track-
ing without relying on external cameras or physical fiducials. The
design and evaluation of this system contribute key insights into the
practical application of AR in intraoperative environments.

Our comprehensive evaluation of the AHAT depth sensor ac-
curacy, followed by the implementation of a region-specific error
correction strategy, offers a practical yet effective solution for mit-
igating localized sensor inaccuracies inherent to the HoloLens 2’s
ToF system. As detailed in Sec. 3.3.2, this correction approach is
grounded in region—specific calibration rather than global compen-
sation within one camera pose, allowing for higher-fidelity surface
data in critical areas. We validated the effectiveness of this method
through rigorous statistical analyses, including non-parametric test-
ing of cadaveric measurements across multiple anatomical regions.
The results confirmed that depth sensor error varies significantly
between regions and that applying our localized correction method
substantially reduces registration error, thereby enhancing the reli-
ability of subsequent registration and tracking procedures.

In the development of our registration and tracking pipeline, we
conducted a quantitative evaluation of 12 local registration algo-
rithms using a custom benchmark dataset derived from the NIH3D
collection Sec. 3.3.4. This dataset was designed to closely represent
real-world anatomical reconstructions obtained from preoperative
MRI and CT imaging, with simulated sensor conditions introduced
through the addition of Gaussian noise and partial data reduction.
Each method was tested under varying conditions of point cloud
overlap and relative rotation angles, and the RMSE was computed
for each setting to assess performance. To systematically compare
the suitability of these algorithms for different clinical tasks, we
further introduced a custom scoring framework that modeled both
registration and tracking performance. This comprehensive eval-
uation not only yielded valuable insights into the robustness and
limitations of existing local registration methods in the context of

medical point cloud registration, but also directly informed our al-
gorithm selection. Specifically, the results guided the integration of
a highly accurate and robust method into our registration module,
and a computationally efficient variant into our tracking module.
The strong performance of both modules, demonstrated in subse-
quent experiments, can be attributed in part to this rigorous algo-
rithm selection process.

The evaluation of our registration module demonstrated a clear
advantage over existing commercial SDKs in terms of accuracy
across multiple translational and rotational motion scenarios. In
particular, the use of curvature-aware feature sampling proved criti-
cal in achieving high precision. Compared to RGB-based methods,
our ToF-based approach performed better registration, especially
in tasks requiring larger translational alignment. Results show the
value of depth sensing for medical registration tasks, especially
when patient movement is minimal or highly localized.

Interestingly, although our registration module outperformed
others in translational conditions, it exhibited slightly reduced per-
formance under large vertical-axis rotations. We attribute this to
limitations in the rotational invariance of FPFH descriptors and the
degradation of the TEASER++ solver under significant angular dis-
placement. These findings suggest a potential future direction: the
integration of rotation-invariant descriptors or learned features that
can more robustly handle viewpoint changes.

In terms of tracking, our system demonstrated stable and accu-
rate pose estimation under real-time conditions, mostly maintaining
sub-5 mm error across diverse movements. The tracking module,
initialized by a precise registration result, showed runtime feasibil-
ity for surgical use. While the native runtime of 210 ms per frame
yields a relatively low FPS rate, our use of visual interpolation to
simulate 30 FPS addresses the smoothness requirement for user ex-
perience. Future work could explore further algorithmic optimiza-
tion to improve frame rate without compromising accuracy.

The user study further validated the system’s ability to provide
consistent guidance across participants. Importantly, although the
registration module presents higher accuracy, the lack of statisti-
cally significant difference between registration and tracking phases
suggests that EasyREG can maintain target alignment even under
motion, supporting dynamic surgical workflows.

Finally, the cadaver-based experiments highlight the robustness
of the registration module in real-world anatomical contexts. In the
presence of textureless surfaces and significant outliers, the system
achieves successful global alignment. However, it is worth noting
that the results presented here were obtained on a single HoloLens
2 device with one cadaver experiment. To generalize these find-
ings, further studies are necessary. Although EasyREG has demon-
strated robustness under peripheral occlusion and real-world sce-
narios, further improvements tailored to handling non-rigid defor-
mation and high-occlusion scenarios are promising directions for
future research.

6 CONCLUSION

We presented EasyREG, a fully markerless registration and track-
ing framework designed for surgical guidance using only the built-
in sensors of the HoloLens 2. Our system integrates region-specific
depth error correction, robust outlier-resistant registration, and real-
time 6DoF tracking into a single, modular pipeline. Across con-
trolled experiments, the registration module achieved a relative er-
ror of approximately 1.2 mm under lateral translation and 1.7 mm
under depth translation. An approximately 1.8° error was achieved
under vertical rotation. In a user study involving 12 participants,
the system achieved a mean localization error of 3.77 mm during
registration and 4.82 mm under dynamic tracking. A cadaveric ex-
periment further validated system performance under real-life use
cases. These results demonstrate that EFasyREG provides surgical
level accuracy without requiring external hardware, and adaptabil-
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ity to various surgeries. The proposed framework enhances the
practicality of AR navigation in surgery and offers insights for fu-
ture work in non-rigid and occlusion-robust registration.
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