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METHODS

RESULTS - RELATIVE PRECISION

The use of Laser Detection and Ranging (LiDAR) systems has become increasingly
popular over the last decade. The use of such systems requires the distinction of the
following two categories: data collection and data processing. The processing side
involves an action known as registration. LiDAR Registration is the process of

obtaining a unified pointcloud through of a series of rigid coordinate transformations.

This study compares three similar, but different, registration methods: Auto-
registration, Manual Registration (using paper targets), and Visual Alignment. Each
method was evaluated on two terms: its relative precision and accuracy compared to
an established coordinate system. The data was collected in a single room at the
Facility for Rare Isotope Beams (FRIB) on the Michigan State University Campus in
Lansing Michigan with a Leica P40 static LiDAR unit. The data was then processed
using all three of the mentioned methods.

BACKGROUND

Auto-Registration: A method of registration that requires the user to upload each
individual scan. The software automatically selects conjugate points and unifies
each scan.

Manual Registration (Using Paper Targets): A method of registration that requires

the user to upload the each individual scan, and select conjugate paper target
points in each scan. The software automatically selects conjugate points and
unifies each scan.

Visual Alighment: A method of registration that requires the user to upload the
each individual scan, and visually align each scan. The software automatically
selects conjugate points and unifies each scan.

Auto-Registration
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