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ABSTRACT Surgical interventions for musculoskeletal tumor resection are particularly challenging in the
pelvic region due to their anatomical complexity and proximity to vital structures. Several techniques, such as
surgical navigation or patient-specific instruments (PSIs), have been introduced to ensure accurate resection
margins. However, their inclusion usually modifies the surgical approach making it more invasive. In this
study, we propose to combine both techniques to reduce this invasiveness while improving the precision
of the intervention. PSIs are used for image-to-patient registration and the installation of the navigation’s
reference frame. We tested and validated the proposed setup in a realistic surgical scenario with six cadavers
(12 hemipelvis). The data collected during the experiment allowed us to study different resection scenarios,
identifying the patient-specific instrument configurations that optimize navigation accuracy. The mean
values obtained for maximum osteotomy deviation or MOD (maximum distance between the planned and
actual osteotomy for each simulated scenario) were as follows: for ilium resections, 5.9 mm in the iliac
crest and 1.65 mm in the supra-acetabular region, and for acetabulum resections, 3.44 mm, 1.88 mm, and
1.97 mm in the supra-acetabular, ischial and pubic regions, respectively. Additionally, those cases with
image-to-patient registration error below 2 mm ensured MODs of 2 mm or lower. Our results show how
combining several PSIs leads to low navigation errors and high precision while providing a less invasive
surgical approach.

INDEX TERMS Patient-specific instruments, pelvic tumor resection, surgical navigation, 3D printing.

I. INTRODUCTION
Pelvic tumor surgeries are challenging due to bone’s morpho-
logical complexity and proximity to vital structures. In these
interventions, achieving safe margins is essential as they
present high local recurrence rates (70% in marginal resec-
tions and 90% in intralesional) [1], [2]. However, according
to a study on simulated models of the pelvis, the probability
of obtaining adequate margins following the conventional
approach is only 52% (95% CI: 37-67) [3]. Consequently,
several technologies have been introduced to improve resec-
tion accuracy and reduce the risk of recurrence.
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Computer-assisted navigation has improved precision in
complex surgical settings [4]–[8]. Many studies have already
proved its benefits in pelvic tumor resections [5], [7], [9],
[10]. Thanks to the real-time visual feedback, tumor and
adjacent anatomical structures can be identified and located
accurately. The preoperative surgical plan can be easily trans-
lated to the operating room, increasing not only the resection
accuracy but also the intra-operative confidence [5].

The use of navigation requires some preparation of the
surgical field [4]. After the exposure of bone and tumor,
a dynamic reference frame is attached to the patient’s bone to
account for intra-operative movements. It is then necessary
to register preoperative images and patient’s anatomy. This
image-to-patient registration is usually performed through
pair-points and surface-points matching. These points are
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identified in the preoperative images and recorded during
surgery on the patient using a navigation probe or pointer.
The registration process is the most critical step to achieve
optimal accuracy. If the software indicates an error above
1 mm, the process is generally repeated until a lower value
is achieved. Additionally, correspondence between image
and patient is visually verified by placing the pointer in
anatomical landmarks. This verification is essential, as target
registration errors can be high even if the fiducial registration
error was low [11], [12]. Current registration approaches
provide acceptable results, but there is still room for fur-
ther improvements. Alam et al. [13] identify the need for
registration methods providing higher efficiency, accuracy,
and robustness in acceptable time frames. They also describe
as a challenge the detection of reliable landmarks, either
manually (which requires medical expertise and takes more
time) or automatically (which requires large databases for
training).

Patient-specific instruments (PSIs) are considered an alter-
native to surgical navigation in some scenarios [14]–[18].
They provide similar accuracy [19] while guiding the sur-
geons towards a predefined path without diverting their atten-
tion from the surgical field. Also, they can be manufactured
with a 3D printer at a low cost [20]. However, they do not
offer the information provided by surgical navigation, such as
real-time image guidance, which limits their use to osteotomy
assistance. Besides, PSIs correct placement cannot be verified
other than subjectively [19], and incorrect positioning can
lead to positive resection margins. To overcome this limita-
tion, PSIs are commonly designed with large sizes, covering
more bone surface to ensure precise fitting into the bone and,
thus, accurate osteotomy guidance.

Both techniques (computer-assisted navigation and PSIs)
present better accuracy than conventional procedures, but
they also show some limitations. Large PSIs alter the surgi-
cal approach as their sizes imply more bone exposure [14],
[21], requiring extensive dissections that increase the surgi-
cal risks. Similarly, surgical navigation modifies the inter-
vention as the registration anatomical landmarks, which are
distributed all over the hemipelvis, require the exposure of
bone regions not necessarily involved in the procedure. Fur-
thermore, the rigid fixation of the reference frame becomes
cumbersome, since the setup must ensure stability [22] and
avoid interference in the surgical field [23].

Therefore, it is necessary to find less invasive solutions
that preserve the surgical approach but, at the same time,
ensure adequate resection margins. In this paper, we pro-
pose combining both techniques to solve their limitations
and benefit from the advantages they offer. We substitute the
use of anatomical landmarks for registration with artificial
landmarks included in the PSIs. These PSIs are designed with
small sizes to limit bone exposure and manufactured with a
desktop 3D printer at a low cost. The reference frame is also
3D printed and fixed to the patient with a PSI, simplifying its
installation. It is also detachable, avoiding surgical interfer-
ence when it is not used for navigation.

We present a study to assess the feasibility of the proposed
setup, the precision of the reference frame placement in PSIs,
and the system’s navigation accuracy for common scenarios
in pelvic tumor resections. This study has been performed in
cadavers, which provide a realistic surgical simulation. The
results validate this setup and show the best configuration of
PSIs placement for each resection type and the navigation
accuracy expected in each scenario.

II. MATERIAL AND METHODS
This section explains themethodology followed in the present
study to validate each of the setup proposals. These include
the design and manufacturing of PSIs and navigation refer-
ence frame with a desktop 3D printer, the reference frame’s
attachment to a PSI, and the use of navigation combined
with small PSIs in a realistic environment. The last sub-
section explains the analysis performed, with data obtained
from the cadaveric experiment, to evaluate the navigation
system’s accuracy in common surgical scenarios for pelvic
tumor resection.

A. DESIGN AND VALIDATION OF THE REFERENCE FRAME
ATTACHMENT
We designed a reference frame in the shape of a prism and a
socket for its insertion (Fig. 1). The prism was designed with
an isosceles triangular base to fit in a unique position in the
socket and avoid possible rotations while presenting a simple
shape. The frame included three branches with snap-fit posts
for the attachment of spherical markers. We defined their
positions considering the constraints for a correct localization
with optical tracking (distance between markers of at least
40 mm, and differences of at least 3.5 mm between segments
connecting each pair of markers) [24].

To reattach the reference frame during an intervention
without the need to repeat the registration process, the ref-
erence frame’s position should be maintained across inser-
tions. To verify this assumption, we recorded the reference
frame position with respect to the socket during 20 insertions.
To track the socket position, we added to the design a platform
with spherical markers attached. We computed the deviations
of the reference frame’s pose (position and orientation) in
every insertion from the mean pose, decomposing these val-
ues into the translations and rotations present in every axis,
defined as shown in Fig. 1.
A Polaris Spectra (NDI, Waterloo, Canada) optical track-

ing system was used to track the position of the reference
frame and the socket. Spherical optical markers attached to
the tools reflect the infrared light emitted by the device, which
is then captured by the cameras to estimate their position with
a trueness of 0.170 ± 0.090 mm [25].

Both the socket and the reference frame were 3D-printed
on a Formlabs Form2 (Formlabs Inc., Somerville, MA,
USA) 3D printer in Dental SG, a Class I biocompatible
material, also used for PSIs (ISO Standard from Form-
labs Vertex-Dental BV resin: EN-ISO 10993-1:2009/AC:
2010, USP Class VI). After printing, we followed three
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FIGURE 1. Design and validation of reference frame attachment:
(a) reference frame; (b) socket and coordinate system used for the
analysis; (c) setup for validation.

postprocessing steps: rinsing in isopropyl alcohol (Form
Wash), removing supports, and post-curing (Form Cure) to
maximize mechanical properties. When fabricating surgical
guides, the surface in contact with the patient should be
smooth. Hence, it is recommended to avoid the placement
of supports in this area. Surgical guides can therefore be
printed upside down to leave that surface free of supports.
However, this means that they are placed inside the socket
instead. So, it is essential to remove those supports after
printing to ensure the correct insertion of the reference frame.
The attachment of the spherical markers to the posts of the
reference frame should also be verified after printing. In order
to replicate this procedure for our experiment, the validation
platform was 3D printed upside down. Supports were thor-
oughly removed from the socket and the reference frame.
A space of 0.115 mm between the reference frame and the
socket walls was included in the design, considering the 3D
printer’s tolerance. This way, a static insertion was achieved.

B. CADAVERIC EXPERIMENT
To validate our setup’s feasibility, we conducted an experi-
ment with a total of 6 cadaveric pelvises (three female and
three male). Specimens were scanned with a CT slice thick-
ness of 1 mm, since this value is a good compromise between
accuracy and radiation exposure. Previous studies present
lower thickness values [14], [19], which can provide higher
precision for 3Dmodels reconstruction but are difficult to jus-
tify in clinical practice. A model of the pelvis was extracted
for every specimen through a segmentation process using
thresholding. Four planes were defined in each hemipelvis
presenting common osteotomy locations: iliac crest (C),
supra-acetabular (S), ischial (I), and pubic (P). A PSI was

designed for each osteotomy plane, presenting a small size to
preserve the surgical approach. Each PSI included four pin-
holes to perform point-based registration [26]. C and S PSIs
also contained the socket to attach the navigation reference
frame. A detailed description of the PSIs design can be found
in [27]. The reference frame and PSIs were 3D-printed in
Dental SG resin on a Formlabs Form2 3D printer. The NDI
Polaris Spectra optical tracking system was used to obtain the
real-time position of the reference frame and a pointer.

We developed a custom module in 3D Slicer [28], a free
and open-source multi-platform software package widely
used for clinical and biomedical applications. We used the
SlicerIGT kit [29] to develop our customized graphical user
interface for surgical navigation and the PLUS toolkit [30]
for communication with the tracker through OpenIGTLink.
Our module allowed the visualization of the models for
each case (pelvis, planes, PSIs, and reference frame) and
recording points for analysis (Fig. 2). The user could modify
the models’ visibility, and the point of view could also be
changedmanually or by selecting one of the predefined views
(lateral, superior-inferior, or anterior-posterior) shown on the
left panel in Fig. 2.

Five experienced surgeons participated in the experiment
placing PSIs. Surgical navigation was performed using the
developed software. For each hemipelvis, the experiment
consisted of the following steps (Fig. 3):

1) PSIs placement and fixation with screws
2) Attachment of the dynamic reference in the C or S PSI
3) Point-based registration with the C or S PSI
4) Recording of pinholes from the four PSIs
5) Navigation of the C or S osteotomy
6) Recording of points along the navigated osteotomy

Osteotomies were navigated to validate our setup, and
points were recorded along the osteotomy to visually com-
pare them with the plane displayed in the virtual navigation
scene. We developed a questionnaire to address the main
contributions and possible limitations of the proposed setup.
The survey included questions regarding the reference frame
installation through the PSI, the use of small PSIs, and the
registration with artificial landmarks located in the PSIs.
We were also interested in the difficulty perceived by sur-
geons regarding the placement of each PSI and the use of
surgical navigation and 3D-printed PSIs. The questionnaire
was developed in Google Forms and sent to the surgeons after
the experiment.

C. ANALYSIS OF NAVIGATION ACCURACY
During navigation, the only feedback provided by the system
regarding accuracy is the fiducial registration error. However,
as Fitzpatrick et al. [11] concluded, this value is a poor
indicator of the error found in the target region. Errors in
the target area can only be verified visually by comparing the
position of the tool in the patient and its position in the image
or 3D model. Similarly, the placement of the PSIs can only
be checked visually. Our work studies the error distribution
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FIGURE 2. Module developed in 3D Slicer for surgical navigation of each hemipelvis.

FIGURE 3. Steps followed for each case during the experiment: 1) PSIs placement and fixation; 2) reference frame placement; 3) registration;
4) recording of points in all PSIs; 5) navigation of osteotomy; 6) recording of points along the navigated osteotomy.

in the target area using the data collected intraoperatively and
a postoperative CT to obtain the real locations of the PSIs.
The postoperative CT was acquired for each pelvis with the
PSIs still attached. The position of the PSIs was extracted

from the CTs as well as the bone models. Preoperative and
postoperative data of the same case were aligned using a
model to model registration (based on iterative closest points
algorithm [31]) between the bone models. We extracted the
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FIGURE 4. Configurations of PSIs and reference frame (RF) for each scenario considered in the analysis. Orange lines indicate the osteotomies involved
in each configuration.

transformation between preoperative and postoperative PSIs
as explained in [27]. These transformations allowed us to
characterize the displacement with respect to the planning
position.

The data collected during the experiment (recorded points
in all PSIs), together with the pre- and postoperative data,
were used to analyze the accuracy provided by the navi-
gation system. Our analysis considered different scenarios,
defined according to the pelvic tumor resection classification
by Enneking and Dunham [32]. In each scenario, the PSIs and
the reference frame are placed in different locations. Fig. 4
presents the resulting configurations considered for each of
these scenarios.

All these configurations could be analyzed for every spec-
imen by performing the following procedure. As the land-
marks for all PSIs were collected in every hemipelvis, we can
choose the points from one (or more) PSIs to simulate a
specific scenario where those points are used for registration
with the virtual plan. The virtual scene will then show the
osteotomy planes at a particular position, and those planes
would be used to guide the osteotomies. However, this posi-
tion displayed by the navigation scene may not correspond
to the correct one due to registration errors. These registra-
tion errors can arise from navigation inaccuracies, fiducial
localization errors, and incorrect positioning of PSIs. As we
have the real position of the PSIs from the postoperative

CT (which represents the real scene), we can register the
navigation scene with the real scene using the collected land-
marks from all PSIs. That way, we can compare the position
of the osteotomies according to that particular navigation
scene with their real position. Therefore we can quantify the
navigation error for that scenario. Fig. 5 represents these steps
graphically. The diagram uses as an example the scenario
where registration is performed using only the landmarks
from the S PSI.

Following this procedure, we analyzed the errors in every
configuration. As mentioned earlier, we can identify two
sources of error in each scenario: PSI placement and nav-
igation. As placement errors have already been analyzed
by García-Sevilla et al. [27], here we focus on the errors
introduced only by navigation and the ones resulting from
the combination of both sources (total error). Total errors
result from navigation errors (inaccuracies introduced by the
tracking device or the user when recording the registration
points) and incorrect placement of the PSIs, making the
virtual plan differ from the real scene. In order to extract
the navigation errors separately, we can assume PSIs were
correctly placed. Therefore, we can take the real scene as
the virtual plan. Fig. 5 represents the steps for the extraction
of the two error types. The diagram shows how virtual and
real scenes coincide when computing the navigation error but
differ for the computation of the total error.
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FIGURE 5. Representation of the steps followed to analyze total and
navigation errors in every configuration of PSIs, illustrated with the
scenario in which only S PSI is used for registration.

We measured the maximum osteotomy deviation (MOD)
for each configuration. That is the maximum distance
between the osteotomy that would be performed based on
the navigation scene and the osteotomy defined in the virtual
plan. To compute this distance, we first extracted the intersec-
tion of the osteotomy plane in the virtual plan with the bone,
generating a 3D model (point cloud). Then we transformed
that osteotomy plane to the real scene to place it where the
cut would be performed in that specific scenario. Once again,
we extracted the intersection of that plane with the bone.
Finally, we computed the maximum distance between both
models. For that, we computed the distance of every point
in one intersection model to its closest point in the other
intersection model. The MOD was defined as the maximum
distance obtained from this computation. The Supplementary
Material includes a graphical representation of the procedure.

As navigation can be used for other purposes apart from
guiding the osteotomies (for instance, to identify the tumor
and other anatomical structures), we also computed the error

TABLE 1. Descriptive statistics of translation (T) and rotation (R) errors in
every axis (x, y, z) for the insertion of the reference frame in the socket.

distribution across the bone surface. First, all data was cen-
tered and aligned with the RAS (Right, Anterior, Superior)
coordinate system. Then, we extracted the transform between
virtual and real scenes for every case and applied it to a
pelvis model used as a reference. We measured the distances
between corresponding points of the original and the trans-
formedmodels. Finally, we computed the mean error of every
surface point for each configuration.

III. RESULTS
A. DESIGN AND VALIDATION OF THE REFERENCE FRAME
ATTACHMENT
The reference frame was inserted 20 times in the socket.
We recorded the pose for each insertion and computed the
deviations from the mean (calculated from the 20 repetitions)
to report the placement precision. The resulting mean, stan-
dard deviation, and maximum deviation values for transla-
tions and rotations are presented in Table 1 for each axis
defined in Fig. 1.

Translations present a mean deviation of 0.02 mm and a
standard deviation of 0.02 mm or lower in all axes. Maximum
deviations in translations are below 0.10 mm. Mean rotations
are below 0.25◦, with a standard deviation below 0.15◦ and
maximum rotations below 0.6◦. The direction of the insertion
(z-axis) presents the highest translation and the lowest rota-
tions.

B. CADAVERIC EXPERIMENT
PSIs were rigidly fixed to the bone with screws, and the
navigation was performed successfully. The reference frame
was easily inserted in all PSIs, and it was correctly tracked
during the experiment without interfering with the procedure.
The surgeons were able to navigate the osteotomies using the
tracked tools and the navigation system.

The Supplementary Material collects valuable feedback
from the surgeons involved in the experiment. Surgeons agree
that the use of both techniques requires training but presents
an advantage due to the reduced sizes of PSIs, the ability to
attach and detach the reference frame, and the substitution
of anatomical with artificial landmarks for registration. They
also agree that having a tool to verify PSIs placement would
be very valuable.

C. ANALYSIS OF NAVIGATION ACCURACY: MAXIMUM
OSTEOTOMY DEVIATION
For every hemipelvis, we extracted the MOD in each region
(C, S, I and P) with every configuration presented in Fig. 4.
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TABLE 2. Mean and standard deviation of the maximum osteotomy
deviations in each configuration (values are in mm). The lowest values for
each osteotomy are presented in bold.

Table 2 shows the mean and standard deviation values in
each osteotomy plane for the different combinations of PSIs
used for registration. The results are divided into ‘‘Total’’
errors (which result from placement and navigation errors)
and ‘‘Nav’’ errors (which are only a result of navigation
errors).

The results demonstrate how using multiple PSIs for reg-
istration improves navigation accuracy, providing the lowest
deviation errors. For the total errors in C and S osteotomies,
using both PSIs for registration gives MODs with a mean
value of 5.90 mm in C and 1.65 mm in S. For navigation
errors, we can observe the same behavior, where registration
with C and S PSIs gives a mean error of 1.29 mm in C and
0.76 mm in S. Therefore, when performing type I resections,
it is best to use both PSIs. For type I-III resections, deviations
depend only on the correct placement in C, where the mean
error is 8.18 mm.

Using S and P PSIs shows the highest accuracy for
type II(a) resections, with mean values of 3.46 mm in S and
2.47 mm in P for total errors and 2.86 mm and 0.83 mm for
navigation errors. For type II(b) resections,MODs present the
lowest values when using S, I, and P PSIs for registration. The
mean values for the total errors are 3.44 mm in S, 1.88 mm
in I, and 1.97 mm in P. For navigation errors, these values are
1.32 mm, 0.72 mm, and 0.66 mm, respectively.

When using multiple PSIs, high patient-image registration
errors can be indicative of incorrect placements. In these
situations, PSIs can be repositioned until a lower error is
achieved. As navigation accuracy highly depends on the
correct positioning of the PSIs, low registration errors can
be used to ensure precise navigated osteotomies. To deter-
mine which registration values are acceptable for navigation,
we have selected from total and navigation data those scenar-
ios using multiple PSIs for registration. In particular, we have
chosen those cases presenting the optimal configuration in
each resection (registration with C and S PSIs for type I, with
S and P PSIs for type II(a), and with S, I, and P PSIs for type
II(b)). From this data, we have extracted those cases where

TABLE 3. Registration errors for maximum osteotomy deviations (MODs)
below 2 mm and MODs for registration errors below 2 mm. The table
presents the number of cases used, mean, standard deviation, and 75th
quartile for each resection type with their optimal registration
configurations.

MODs are below 2 mm, and we have analyzed their cor-
responding registration errors. We have also obtained cases
with registration errors below 2 mm to identify their MOD.
The results for each analysis are presented in Table 3.
In cases with MOD below 2 mm, most registration errors

are between 1 and 4 mm. Mean values are lower than 2 mm
in type I resections and below 2.6 mm for type II. 75% of
the cases in type I resections present registration errors below
2.38 mm, and below 3.67 mm and 4.07 mm in type II(a)
and type II(b), respectively. Registration errors below 2 mm
present MODs of 2 mm or lower in 75% of the cases.

Therefore, in these configurations, registration errors lower
or equal to 2 mm ensure a precise navigated osteotomy in
most cases, with maximum deviations below 2 mm.

D. ANALYSIS OF NAVIGATION ACCURACY: ERROR
DISTRIBUTION
Apart from measuring the MOD, we analyzed the navigation
error distribution across the bone’s surface for each configu-
ration. The results are presented in Fig. 6, where one of the
hemipelvis from the study is used to represent the distances
computed with the data from all cases. These values indicate
the errors we would find in all the hemipelvis, assuming a
correct placement of PSIs.

The results show how the error is lower in the areas close
to the PSIs used for registration. When using multiple PSIs,
errors are reduced not only in the PSIs location but also in the
area between them. The configuration CS (registration with C
and S) presents the best navigation results in the ilium region
with errors below 2 mm. As for the acetabular region, the SIP
configuration presents errors below 2 mm, and below 5 mm
in all the hemipelvis.

IV. DISCUSSION
The resection of tumors located in the pelvis becomes very
challenging due to the complex morphology of the bone
and the proximity to vital structures. Tools such as surgical
navigation or PSIs have shown improvements in precision,
but they also result in more invasive approaches. In this study,
we introduce a new, less invasive solution combining both
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FIGURE 6. Navigation error distribution for every configuration of PSIs considered for the analysis. Arrows indicate the position of the PSIs.

tools. The proposed setup has been tested and validated in a
realistic environment with cadavers.

As an alternative to the fixation to the patient’s bone,
we propose using PSIs for an easier and more convenient
installation of the navigation’s reference frame, which can be
attached only when necessary. Our study has evaluated the
repeatability of its placement, which avoids performing the
registration for every new insertion. The identified placement
error was below 0.1 mm in translation and 0.6◦ in rotation.
These values are negligible considering the error introduced
by the optical tracking system [33].

PSIs also become a valuable tool for registration since
artificial landmarks included in the PSIs replace anatomical
landmarks and surface-points, reducing bone exposure and
solving some of their limitations [5], [23], [34]. Besides, they
are easier to identify, reducing intra- and interobserver vari-
ability in the registration process. Previous studies have also
replaced anatomical landmarks with bone-mounted fiducial
markers improving registration results [9], [35]. However,
these solutions usually require the implantation of titanium
pins prior to the preoperative CT and are more invasive. Nev-
ertheless, if registration relies on artificial landmarks located
in the PSIs, the navigation accuracy is highly dependent on
their correct placement, which is challenging to ensure [27].
If registration is computed from a single PSI, low registration
errors can bemisleading. However, when usingmultiple PSIs,
high registration errors may indicate incorrect placements
that can then be rectified. Hence, low registration errors can
ensure precise navigation. We have identified the registration
errors associated with precise osteotomies when using multi-

ple PSIs. The results show that, in most cases, 2 mm or lower
registration errors ensure MODs below 2 mm.

PSIs positions depend on the surgical scenario and the
planned osteotomies, but thanks to a novel methodology,
we could analyze different PSI and osteotomy combinations
in a single specimen. During the experiment, PSIs were
placed in the four most common osteotomy regions (C, S,
I, and P). We recorded the position of all the artificial land-
marks present in the PSIs. From the data collected during the
experiment with the six cadaveric specimens, we analyzed the
system’s precision when performing registration with differ-
ent combinations of PSIs for type I, type II, and type I-III
resections [32]. The results presented in Table 2 and Fig. 6
demonstrate how using multiple PSIs for registration always
offers the highest precision in the area of interest. These
results align with previous studies from Fitzpatrick et al. [11]
andWest et al. [12], who studied how the configuration of the
landmarks used for registration affects the error distribution
in the navigated surgical field. They found that low errors can
be achieved in the target region if fiducials are widely spread
and surrounding the area. Ideally, the target would be placed
in the centroid of the markers. Hence, using multiple PSIs
(composing a set of landmarks spread and surrounding the
navigation area) presents lower errors. When using a single
PSI for registration, as all registration landmarks are dis-
tributed in the PSI, the errors in that area are low. Inaccuracies
in the localization of fiducials can result in small translations
and rotations close to the landmarks. However, these errors
increase with distance, and so we obtain high errors far from
the PSI used for registration.
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Therefore, if we consider the scenarios presented in Fig. 4,
both C and S PSIs should be used for type I resections, S,
I, and P should be combined for type II or, if the ischial
osteotomy is not performed, only S and P. For type I-III
resections, as the PSI in C is the only one used, incorrect
placement can cause high navigation errors. Therefore, in this
case, it would be advisable to use additional PSIs in the iliac
crest or the symphysis to reduce errors and verify correct
placement. In this and any other scenarios, PSIs can be used
exclusively for registration, avoiding their fixation to the
bone.

The proposed setupwas tested in cadavers following a real-
istic surgical approach, where surgeons successfully placed
PSIs and navigated the osteotomies. Overall feedback from
the surgeons was very positive. They all agreed that the
setup proposal, including the reduced size of PSIs, the ref-
erence frame’s installation, and the use of artificial land-
marks, presented an advantage compared to conventional
procedures or using either technology independently (Sup-
plementary Material). They also concurred that navigation
requires more training and experience than PSIs. However,
there were some discrepancies regarding the difficulty in PSI
placement for each region. Although C PSIs are the ones
presenting higher placement errors followed by S PSIs [27],
some surgeons found the placementmore challenging in other
regions whereas others considered all regions equally tricky.
These incoherent results highlight the difficulty of identifying
erroneous placements, a significant limitation of PSIs. Sur-
geons agreed on the usefulness of a verification tool for PSIs
placement, which would avoid high errors during guidance.
In our setup, registration errors can be used for this purpose.

The MODs obtained considering placement errors are
similar to those obtained in other studies using only surgi-
cal navigation or PSIs. Wong et al. [19] studied the mean
MODs in supra-acetabular and partial-acetabular resections
with both techniques, obtaining errors of 3.6 mm with sur-
gical navigation and 2.6 mm with large and multiplanar
PSIs. Sallent et al. [14] used PSIs in 5 cadaveric speci-
mens obtaining mean MODs of 5 mm in the sacroiliac joint,
4 and 3.6 mm in the supra-acetabular region, 2.2 mm in the
ischial osteotomies, and 0.8 and 1 mm in pubic osteotomies.
Fehlberg et al. [23] obtained a median deviation of 3.3 mm
in a series of 13 patients.

Our setup can be replicated by following the indications
given for the design of the surgical guides [27] and the
fabrication of the 3D-printed tools. If Dental SG resin is used
for 3D printing, it should be stored following the manufac-
turer’s indications (a cool, dry place out of direct sunlight
in containers at 10 – 25 ◦C). The orientation of the surgical
guides should be carefully studied to ensure smoothness in
the surface in contact with the patient. Supports added inside
the socket or in the reference frame should be thoroughly
removed, and the correct insertion of the reference frame
in the socket and the optical markers in the posts should
be verified before use. Models of the reference frame and
socket are available at https://dx.doi.org/10.21227/zcbr-k673.

During navigation, it is essential to ensure adequate lightning
conditions in the surgical field. Materials presenting similar
properties to the optical markers could reflect the infrared
light emitted by the optical tracker and result in tracking
errors.

V. CONCLUSION
To conclude, we have proposed and validated a new setup for
pelvic tumor resections using surgical navigation and PSIs.
The novelty of our study relies upon the fact that both tech-
niques, 3D printing and image-guided surgery, are combined
to provide a less invasive setup. This invasiveness is reduced
by using small PSIs, which also act as artificial landmarks.
We have also presented a new and more convenient installa-
tion of the dynamic reference frame using a socket included
in the PSI. This installation has demonstrated repeatability,
which allows the removal of the reference frame without the
need to repeat the registration step every time it is reinserted.

A realistic experiment on cadavers allowed us to describe
the optimal PSIs configuration in three different resection
scenarios. We computed the MODs for all cases and identi-
fied the registration errors minimizing these deviations. Addi-
tionally, we studied the distribution of the navigation error
in the target regions, which to our knowledge has not been
previously analyzed.We can conclude that the best results are
achieved when at least two PSIs are used surrounding the area
of interest. Our results show how, with our setup, correct PSI
placements lead to low navigation errors and high accuracy
while providing a less invasive surgical approach.
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