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(a) Active search by a team of two hexarotor aerial vehicles (b) Searched area with trajectories

Fig. 1: Active search by a team of two aerial robots. (a) Image taken of one robot during flight. b The flight paths for each robot are shown in red and green plotted on top
of a georegistered mesh. Unexplored cells are opaque and explored cells are transparent. The safe flight area is outlined in red. A video of this experiment may be found at
https://youtu.be/lzh8Ml34enw. A video of active search conducted with three robots may be found at https://youtu.be/xgLnS2IFCQQ.

Abstract— Rapid search and rescue is critical to maximizing
survival rates following natural disasters. However, these efforts
are challenged by the need to search large disaster zones, lack
of reliability in the communications infrastructure, and a priori
unknown numbers of objects of interest (OOIs), such as injured
survivors. Aerial robots are increasingly being deployed for
search and rescue due to their high mobility, but there remains
a gap in deploying multi-robot autonomous aerial systems for
methodical search of large environments. Prior works have
relied on preprogrammed paths from human operators or are
evaluated only in simulation. We bridge these gaps in the state of
the art by developing and demonstrating a decentralized active
search system, which biases its trajectories to take additional
views of uncertain OOIs. The methodology leverages stochas-
ticity for rapid coverage in communication denied scenarios.
When communications are available, robots share poses, goals,
and OOI information to accelerate the rate of search. Extensive
simulations and hardware experiments in Bloomingdale, OH,
are conducted to validate the approach. The results demonstrate
the active search approach outperforms greedy coverage-based
planning in communication-denied scenarios while maintaining
comparable performance in communication-enabled scenarios.

*The authors are with the Robotics Institute, Carnegie
Mellon University, Pittsburgh, PA 15213 USA. (email:
{wtabib,jsteckle,cmcdowel,kgoel1,fjonatha,arathod2,
mkokoski,eburkhol,luisn,nabakshi,tejusg,norm,davidg,
eekahn,jkasemer,jholdawa,jeff4}@andrew.cmu.edu.)

I. INTRODUCTION

Rapid emergency response is key to maximizing the
survival rate following a disaster. Rescuing a victim within
the first 24 hours yields a survival rate of 90%, which drops
precipitously to 5-10% after 72 hours [1]. Due to their speed,
agility, and maneuverability in challenging three dimensional
environments, unmanned aerial systems are increasingly be-
ing deployed to facilitate search and rescue [2]. For example,
in 2014 a drone pilot was able to locate an 82 year old man in
20 minutes after rescue teams searched unsuccessfully over
a three day period [2, 3].

When the number of victims is a priori unknown, which
is often the case after natural disasters (e.g., hurricanes),
automated methods are needed to systematically and method-
ically cover the disaster area. After Hurricane Harvey, Fer-
nandes et al. [4] conducted 112 preprogrammed and remotely
piloted flights. Each flight required 2-3 people for support.
We would like to develop automated methods of search that
reduce the reliance on operators and pilots to coordinate
teams of aerial robots. Because wireless communication
and mobile phones are often unusable post-disaster (e.g.,
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Hurricane Katrina) [5] or jammed [6], the multi-agent search
methods should be robust to communication dropouts and
failures.

The problem this work seeks to address is how to au-
tonomously and rapidly search an area to discover objects
of interest (OOIs), such as injured persons. We develop a
decentralized, multi-agent reinforcement learning approach
for active search that utilizes cross-robot communication
when available, is robust to communication dropouts, and
adapts the behavior of the agents to take additional views of
areas when detection uncertainty is high.

II. RELATED WORKS

This section reviews recent works in autonomy for search
and environment monitoring, and contrasts with the proposed
approach.

Stache et al. [7] develop an environment monitoring sys-
tem, which uses a Gaussian Process as a decision function, to
modulate an aerial robot’s altitude according to the accuracy
of semantic segmentation. The objective is to maximize
the classification accuracy of objects in the images. The
initial plan creates a set of waypoints at a fixed altitude
in a lawnmower pattern [8]. The decision function outputs
the next waypoint, which may vary the altitude, based on
an input waypoint and the result of semantic segmentation.
When the altitude is changed, the GP is updated. While the
approach is evaluated in post-processing, it is not evaluated
with real-world experiments. In contrast, our active search
methodology is demonstrated with a team of three aerial
robots in real world experiments.

Meera et al. [9] develop an obstacle-aware informative
path planning solution for target search. A GP is used to
represent the 2D ground plane; however, it is discretized and
sensor measurements are fused by using the field of view of
the onboard camera to determine which cells are within the
view (as well as occlusions from a 3D Euclidean Signed
Distance Field). The field map is updated using a Kalman
filter. Evaluations are conducted in simulation only.

Horyna et al. [10] leverage multi-agent flocking behaviors
to increase the reliability of OOI detection. When an OOI is
detected, one of the members from the swarm may separate
to confirm the detection. In contrast, the team of robots
in the proposed approach does not maintain a formation.
The reward function enables reflies over uncertain OOIs
while maximizing coverage of the space. A limitation of the
approach by Horyna et al. [10] is that sweeping trajectories
are manually set by a human. These trajectories are executed
when no object is being approached by the swarm. In
contrast, the operator defines an operational zone in our
approach and the agents autonomously determine where to
search in a decentralized manner. Because the swarms in [10]
operate in close proximity to one another the maximum speed
during hardware experiments is set to 1m/s. In contrast,
our approach exceeds speeds of 10m/s. The maximum area
for [10] is 6400m2 whereas ours is approximately one order
of magnitude larger at 72 000m2.
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Fig. 2: System diagram for the active search approach. An operator uses the Android
Team Awareness Kit (ATAK) app on a tablet to draw a convex polygon of an area
for the aerial systems to search. The polygon is sent to one or more robots over
a Silvus mesh radio. Safety pilots launch the vehicles. All search operations are
conducted without human intervention. The robot receives state information from the
flight controller and camera images are processed to localize objects of interest (OOIs)
on the ground below. The planner sends position setpoints to the flight controller,
which are used to send actuator commands to the motors. When communications are
enabled, the robot transmits position, target, and goal information to other robots. A
universal time synchronizer synchronizes time between robots when communications
are enabled. When the battery is depleted, the robots return to their takeoff locations
and the safety pilots land their vehicles.

III. CONTRIBUTIONS

We extend prior work by Bakshi et al. [11], which
leverages Thompson Sampling, for active search and provide
the following contributions. First, we provide analysis for a
multi-agent aerial team in real-world experiments whereas
[11] deployed only a single aerial vehicle. We also incor-
porate goals from other robots when planning the next best
action and provide an analysis of coverage as a function
of time, which is important when the number of OOIs is
a priori unknown. The effects of communication are ana-
lyzed in real-world hardware trials and the OOI localization
accuracy is also reported. Finally, we provide an efficient
C++ implementation of the active search algorithm with
Python bindings for ease of prototyping and deployment to
hardware1.

IV. METHODOLOGY

This section provides an overview of the multirobot active
search system, which enables a team of aerial robots to select
views that search the environment, detect OOIs, and bias
trajectories to collect additional views of uncertain OOIs
while remaining robust to communication failures. Fig. 2
provides a system diagram for the active search approach.
The active search algorithm is detailed in Sections IV-A
and IV-B. The trajectory generation method and interaction
with the flight controller is discussed in Section IV-C. The
hardware configuration is detailed in Section IV-D.

a) Notation: In this paper, lowercase boldface symbols
represent column vectors (e.g., b). The ith entry of a vector
b is denoted as bi. Uppercase bold letters (e.g., B) represent
matrices or sets. Sets and matrices may have the subscript
Ba:b, which means that the matrix or set is composed of
data (e.g., row vectors or scalars) from timestamp a through

1https://github.com/rislab/guts-sandbox

https://github.com/rislab/guts-sandbox


timestamp b, inclusive. The transpose of a matrix B is
denoted as B⊤. A square matrix with nonzero entries b
along the diagonal is represented as diag(b). The ℓ2-norm
of a vector b is written as ∥b∥2. Where it is important to
denote that a particular value is maintained by robot j, it is
written as a superscript (i.e., bj).

A. Active Search

This section details the active search methodology for
a single robot (i.e., the communication-denied scenario). It
is extended to the communication-enabled case in the next
section. The environment is a 2D discrete representation
of dimension M = Mw × Mh, which may be flattened
into a vector, βββ ∈ RM . xi ∈ R1×M is a one-hot sensing
row vector. The aerial system sensing action model consists
of all the cells along the straight line between a start and
end point. Therefore, an action may be represented using
multiple sensing row vectors. Robot positions and OOI
detection locations are encoded in xi with 1. All other entries
are 0. Each robot also maintains a scalar value yi, which
represents the output of the object detector as well as the
OOI confidence, ci.

The data D1:i = {(x1, y1), . . . , (xi, yi)} consists of all
sensor row vectors and observations up to timestep i. The
sensor row vectors are vertically stacked to create a ma-
trix X1:i and observations yi are also vertically stacked
to create a column vector y1:i. For example, if D1:3 =

{(x1, y1), (x2, y2), (y3, y3)}, then X1:3 =
[
x1 x2 x3

]⊤
and y1:3 =

[
y1 y2 y3

]⊤
. Noise is modeled with a diago-

nal matrix ΣΣΣ1:i = diag
([
σ2
1 . . . σ2

i

]⊤)
, where σ2

i = 1
ci

.
Expectation Maximization is used to estimate the posterior

distribution of βββ given data D1:i, p(βββ|D1:i,ΓΓΓ) = N (µµµ,V),
where µµµ and V are defined as

V = (ΓΓΓ−1 +X⊤
1:iΣΣΣ1:iX1:i)

−1

µµµ = VX⊤
1:iΣΣΣ1:iy1:i

and where ΓΓΓ ∈ diag
([
γ1 . . . γM

]⊤)
are the hidden

variables [11, 12]. It should be noted that ΓΓΓ ∈ RM×M and
µµµ ∈ RM .

The Maximization step maximizes the likelihood of
p(y1:i|ΓΓΓ,X1:i) such that the responsibilities γm, where m ∈
[1, . . . ,M ], may be calculated as:

γm = ([V]mm + [µ]2m + 2bm)/(1 + 2am).

am = 0.1 and bm = 1 in keeping with [11, 12]. After these
operations are complete, the robot samples from the posterior
β̃ββ ∼ p(βββ|D1:i).

To select the next sensing action Xi+1:n =[
xi+1 . . . xn

]⊤
, which lies along a straight line

trajectory to a candidate goal location, each agent minimizes
the loss function L(β̃ββ,D1:i,Xi+1:n)

L(β̃ββ,D1:i,Xi+1:n) = ∥β̃ββ − β̂ββ∥2 + λI(β̃ββ, β̂ββ) (1)

where I(β̃ββ, β̂ββ) is an indicator function (defined in Eq. (8)),
which encourages the selection of actions that may detect

targets outside the most confident set in the sample from the
belief, β̂ββ. β̂ββ is calculated as

β̂ββ = Hiy1:i +HnXi+1:nβ̃ββ (2)[
Hi Hn

]
= S(

[
X⊤

1:iΣΣΣ1:i X⊤
i+1:nΣΣΣi+1:n

]
) (3)

S = diag
(
(Uk,k)

−1
)

(4)

U = (
(
X⊤

1:iΣΣΣiX1:i +ΓΓΓ−1
)

+X⊤
i+1:nΣΣΣi+1:nXi+1:n)⊙ I (5)

⊙ denotes elementwise multiplication and I represents the
identity matrix. In Eq. (4), the notation diag

(
(Uk,k)

−1
)

represents extracting the diagonal entries of the matrix U,
taking the inverse of these entries, and converting the column
vector into a diagonal matrix.
I(β̃ββ, β̂ββ) is determined by finding half the maximum value

of β̂ββ and β̃ββ, checking if the corresponding value of β̂k and
β̃k is larger, respectively, and then rounding to the nearest
integer (0 or 1). If all elements of â match all elements of
ã, then the indicator function specified in Eq. (8) returns a
0 and 1, otherwise.

âk = ⌊β̂k > max(β̂ββ)/2⌉ (6)

ãk = ⌊β̃k > max(β̃ββ)/2⌉ (7)

I(β̃ββ, β̂ββ) =

{
0, if âk = ãk, ∀k
1, otherwise

(8)

λ = 0.01 in keeping with [11, 13].

B. Decentralized Multirobot Planning
This section details how the active search loss function

changes when multiple robots share position, goal, and
OOI information. Positions, goals, and tracks from other
robots are incorporated through updates to the X1:i and y1:i

variables. We will consider what happens to these variables
when robot j receives information from robot k.

When robot j receives location information from robot k,
robot j generates a sensor row vector xk

i+1 and observation
scalar yki+1 and appends it to the variables X1:i and y1:i as
in the following equations:

X1:i+1 =
[
xj
1 . . . xj

i xk
i+1

]⊤
y1:i+1 =

[
yj1 . . . yji yki+1

]⊤
.

The same update is used when robot j receives an OOI
detection from robot k.

When goals are transmitted, the update is slightly different
because there are multiple cells that robot k traverses. If robot
j has received information that robot k is at the position
encoded in xk

i+1, and the next sensing action for robot k may
be specified as Xk

i+2:n =
[
xk
i+2 . . . xk

p

]⊤
, then robot j

appends to the variables X1:i+1 and y1:i+1 in the following
way:

X1:p =
[
xj
1 . . . xj

i xk
i+1 xk

i+2 . . . xk
p

]⊤
y1:p =

[
yj1 . . . yji yki+1 yki+2 . . . ykp

]⊤
.



Fig. 3: The aerial system takes off during an experiment at the test site in Bloomingdale, OH.

Dj
1:p = (X1:p,y1:p) is used in Eq. (1) in place of D1:i

since it contains all the information available to robot j.
Formulating Dj

1:p such that it includes goal information from
other robots ensures that robot j will avoid visiting the same
locations.

C. Trajectory Design and Tracking

Because the hexarotor aerial system used in this work is
differentially flat [14], single axis trajectories for x, y, z
position as well as heading (ψ) may be formulated for the
robot to track between waypoints. We leverage the single-
axis trajectory generation solution of [15] because it is
computationally efficient on size, weight, and power con-
strained aerial systems (i.e., thousands of trajectories may be
calculated per second). It also enables the time-parameterized
calculation of position setpoints, which enables re-planning
in flight using all available information up to ∆t seconds
before reaching the next waypoint. We briefly restate the
approach of [15] and how it is used to create dynamically
feasible trajectories.

Let s(t) represent a fifth-order polynomial trajectory for a
single axis (ie, x, y, z, or ψ), which is parameterized by time,
t. Position setpoints may be calculated from s(t), which has
fully defined initial position p0, velocity v0, and acceleration
a0 constraints as well as final position pf , velocity vf , and
acceleration af constraints. The trajectory is valid in the
interval t ∈ [0, . . . , T ]. To obtain a position setpoint at t,
we must calculate the value of s(t), which is defined as

s(t) =
α

120
t5 +

κ

24
t4 +

η

6
t3 +

a0
2
t2 + v0t+ p0. (9)

and where α, κ, and η may be calculated in closed form
using Eqs. (10) and (11).ακ

η

 =
1

T 5

 720 −360T 60T 2

−360T 168T 2 −24T 3

60T 2 −24T 3 3T 4

∆p∆v
∆a

 . (10)

∆p, ∆v, and ∆a may be calculated as∆p∆v
∆a

 =

pf − p0 − v0T − 1
2a0T

2

vf − v0 − a0T
af − a0

 . (11)

The first, second and third derivatives of Eq. (9) may be cal-
culated to obtain time-parameterized equations for velocity,
acceleration, and jerk. The roots of the derivative of a given
polynomial are the times at which the polynomial achieves a
critical point, which can be used to ensure the vehicle limits
are not exceeded.

D. Aerial System Hardware Configuration

The aerial system platform is an Inspired Flight 1200
with dimensions 1.4m × 1.3m × 0.7m (see Fig. 3). It
uses a ModalAI4 flight controller running a closed-source
fork of the ModalAI firmware tag v1.11.3-0.2.35, which
is a modified version of the PX4 Autopilot firmware. The
platform is equipped with a custom payload consisting of a
NVIDIA Jetson AGX Xavier computer.

The sensing payload consists of a global shutter Lucid
Vision Phoenix NIR camera, Lucid Vision Phoenix RGB
camera, and Teledyne Calibir GX camera. The NIR camera
is used for Apriltag detection in the hardware experiments.
All cameras face at approximately 45◦ to the ground and
communicate with the onboard computer via GigE. Sil-
vus Technologies’ StreamCaster 4240 mesh radios enable
communications between aerial systems and operators via a
mobile ad hoc network. The mesh network enables the aerial
systems to automatically and dynamically route information
between one another and intermediate participating radios
(e.g., ground control stations, participating operators, and
dedicated relay points). A tablet running geospatial mapping
software called the Android Team Awareness Kit (ATAK) is
on the network and transmits zone information to the aerial
systems. The aerial systems transmit their poses and object
detections to be visualized on the tablet.

V. EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN AND RESULTS

A. Simulation Results

The approach was tested in simulation on a Lenovo
Thinkpad X1 with an 11th Gen Intel Core i7-1165G7

4https://docs.px4.io/main/en/flight_controller/mo
dalai_fc_v1.html

5https://github.com/modalai/px4-firmware/releases
/tag/v1.11.3-0.2.3

https://docs.px4.io/main/en/flight_controller/modalai_fc_v1.html
https://docs.px4.io/main/en/flight_controller/modalai_fc_v1.html
https://github.com/modalai/px4-firmware/releases/tag/v1.11.3-0.2.3
https://github.com/modalai/px4-firmware/releases/tag/v1.11.3-0.2.3


(a) WingtraOne Takeoff (b) Pix4DMatic pointcloud (c) View from the Wingtra One

Fig. 4: The (a) WingtraOne2 VTOL is used to collect images of the test site and produce a (b) high-resolution, geo-registered point cloud and mesh of the environment using
the Pix4DMatic3 photogrammetry software. (c) illustrates a view from the WingtraOne. This image is the test set up for the results shown in Fig. 11.

0 200 400 600 800
0

50

100

Time [s]

%
U

nk
no

w
n

A
re

a

(a) Communication disabled

0 200 400 600 800
0

50

100

Time [s]

%
U

nk
no

w
n

A
re

a

GUTS
Coverage

(b) Communication enabled (c) Coverage (d) GUTS

Fig. 5: Simulation results of three robots with and without communication enabled between robots. The performance of the GUTS planner is compared to a coverage planner.
The results highlight that the stochasticity of the GUTS planner provides better coverage when (a) communications are disabled between drones as compared to the coverage
planner, which is deterministic. (b) The GUTS planner suffers only slight performance decrease as compared to the coverage planner when communication is enabled. Each
approach is run five times for 800 s for a total of 20 trials.
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Fig. 6: Simulation results of three robots (a) with and (b) without communication enabled between aerial systems. The coverage results are similar to those in Fig. 5. An object
of interest is illustrated as a blue dot in (c) and (d). The robot trajectories are shown in magenta, yellow, and cyan in both figures. The blue trajectories are the ones currently
being executed in the simulation. The coverage image (c) has no blue trajectories because the robots have covered the entire area and have no waypoints left to select. The
GUTS planner, in contrast, will continue executing trajectories.

2.8GHz CPU, 4 cores (8 hyperthreads), and 16GB RAM
running Ubuntu 20.04. Because the Thompson Sampling ap-
proach is stochastic, multiple trials were run to better analyze
the performance of the approach. The approach is compared
to a deterministic coverage planner that greedily maximizes
the amount of area visited when selecting waypoints. The
results are analyzed by plotting the percent reduction in
unknown area as a function of time. For each approach
illustrated in Fig. 5 two cases are considered: communica-

tion disabled and communication enabled. The Thompson
Sampling approach, labeled Generalized Uncertainty-Aware
Thompson Sampling (GUTS), is illustrated as blue lines
and the greedy coverage planner is illustrated in red. In
the communication-denied scenario, we see that the GUTS
approach outperforms the coverage-based approach due to
the stochasticity. The coverage approach in the communica-
tion enabled case (Fig. 5b) slightly outperforms the GUTS
approach early on; however, towards the end of the run
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Fig. 7: Simulation results that provide qualitative and quantitative example of the effect of varying c for a team of two robots. The location(s) of the target(s), or object(s) of
interest is shown as a blue cross(es). The trajectory for robot 1 is shown in red and the trajectory for robot 2 is shown in green. When the confidence is high (e.g., (a) and (d))
the behavior is more exploratory. As the certainty value is decreased (e.g., (b) and e), one may see that the action selection is increasingly clustered around the targets. When c
is close to 0.0, the certainty is very low, so the planner will select points that obtain additional views of target (i.e., (c) and (f)). The number of times the robot views the target
is counted and provided in the figure caption. The robots will select waypoints to fly over the targets more often as the uncertainty increases.

(a) c=1.0 (b) c=0.005

Fig. 8: Qualitative figure of the effect of varying the target uncertainty within the
PX4 simulation stack. The target is outlined in a yellow circle. The trajectories in (a)
explore the entire environment. In constrast, the trajectories in (b) are clustered around
the target because of the high uncertainty. In this visualization, only, the cell sizes are
30m × 30m.

the GUTS approach slightly outperforms it. This is because
the coverage planner stops running once all cells have been
visited. However, the GUTS planner will continue revisiting
areas. Because some of the cells along the border have a
sliver of the cell inside the polygon, but not the center point,
they will never be visited by the coverage planner. However,
the GUTS planner will select paths that graze the boundary
of the red zone and intersect with these cells. Therefore, the
GUTS planner covers slightly more area than the coverage
planner. For these simulation experiments, no objects of
interest were included to enable a thorough analysis of the
percent coverage achieved by each approach for the base case
when nothing of interest is detected in the environment. Each
cell is 15m × 15m, which is 4× smaller than what was used
in [11].

Figure 6 provides the same analysis but with one object
of interest, which is shown as a blue dot. The performance
is similar to that shown in Fig. 5. Three robots are used in
the simulation and the trajectories for each robot are shown
in magenta, yellow, and cyan in Figs. 6c and 6d. The blue
trajectories shown in Fig. 6d are the trajectories currently
being executed. The white dots represent the robot’s current
position and the green dots represent the goal locations.
These screenshots represent the state of the simulation at the
end of the run, so the coverage planner had completed its
search. The behavior of the GUTS approach is to first explore
the environment without stopping even if it finds an uncertain
target. When the environment is completely covered, it will
refly over areas to obtain better views of the targets. This
is demonstrated with qualitative simulation results in Figs. 7
and 8.

To evaluate the effect of target uncertainty, we vary the
value of c and quantify the number of times the robot
views the target(s). c is the only parameter varied in the
simulations shown in Fig. 7. When the certainty is set to
be high, the robot executes more exploratory behavior as
shown in Figs. 7a and 7d. The 38 and 73 views, respec-
tively, indicate the number of times the robots views the
target(s). As the certainty is decreased, the number of views
increases. This behavior is also mirrored in Fig. 8, which is
a qualitative visualization of the behavior of a team of two
robots operating within the PX4 simulation framework. The
two robots pass over a target circled in yellow. When the
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Fig. 9: The number of visited cells as a function of time illustrates the advantage of the decentralized GUTS approach compared to the naive coverage planner. Results obtained
from flight data at the test site in Bloomingdale, OH. The flyable area for this experiment is 72 100m2.
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Fig. 11: For this hardware experiment, apriltags are added in the zone and communications are enabled between robots. (b) provides a visualization of the tag positions. Tags
2 and 4 are within the zone outlined in red in (a). The accuracy with which tags 7 and 2 are detected is shown in (d) and (e), respectively. The flyable area for this experiment
is 15 000m2.

uncertainty is high (as shown in Fig. 8b), the robots select
trajectories that fly over the target.

B. Hardware Results

To validate the simulations from Section V-A, the algo-
rithms are deployed to hardware using the aerial vehicles
described in Section IV-D. Three analyses are conducted to
validate the simulations. All hardware tests were conducted
in Bloomingdale, OH, a 1500+ acre site. An aerial view of
the areas flown over during testing is shown in Fig. 4b.

The cell size used is 15m × 15m. The planners plan

continuously and the best action is stored. When time runs
out, the best action is published. Due to our efficient C++
implementation, 100% of the cells are sampled and evaluated
at each planning round. In contrast, 30m × 30m cell sizes
and 0.0005% - 0.005% sampling is used by a single aerial
system in [11].

The first hardware experiment evaluates the performance
of the GUTS and coverage planners when communication
is disabled with a team of two robots. Figure 9 provides
quantitative analysis on hardware that validates the perfor-
mance of the simulation. The valid flight area for both robots



is 72 100m2, which is slightly smaller than the 75 000m2

used in [11]; however, we use 4× as many cells as they do
to represent a given environment and we sample at 100%
due to our efficient implementation. In these results, we see
that that the GUTS planner outperforms the coverage planner
when communication is denied. The advantage stems from
the stochasticity of the GUTS planner. The areas visited by
both robots are shown as transparent cells in Figs. 9b and 9c.
The results demonstrate that the GUTS approach performs
better when communications between the robots is denied.

The second hardware experiment evaluates the perfor-
mance of the GUTS and coverage planners when com-
munication is enabled. A team of two robots searches the
areas shown in Figs. 10b and 10c. They share information
about poses and goals; however, there are no objects to
detect in the environment so no information about tracks
is shared. Figure 10a illustrates the coverage as a function
of time. We see that when communications between robots
are enabled, the coverage approach performs similarly to the
GUTS approach, which is in line with what we expect from
the simulation results.

The last field test integrates targets and is shown in Fig. 11.
Communication is enabled for this trial. These results cor-
respond to the environment shown in Fig. 4c. The targets
are shown as blue dots in Fig. 11a and labeled with their
IDs in Fig. 11b. Tags 2 and 4 are contained within the
boundary of the red zone. Tags 3 and 7 are detected on
landing, but are outside the boundary of the red zone and
are not included as a result. The error for two of the tags is
shown in Figs. 11d and 11e. To localize the targets in the
global coordinate frame, a ray from the camera is projected
to the apriltag and intersected with a plane, which represents
the environment. A plane is fit to the WingtraOne pointcloud
data and used to perform the intersection. For this test a
single trial is conducted with the GUTS planner. The track
certainty is fixed to be low (c = 0.005). Apriltags are used as
targets because they are detected more reliably compared to
neural-based object detectors. The performance of the GUTS
planner is in line with the simulations.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper detailed a system and methodology for de-
centralized multi-robot active search and analyzed the per-
formance while varying the availability of communications
and target uncertainty. Future potential areas of research are
to extend the implementation from 2D to 3D as well as
consider terrain features where objects may be more likely to
exist. Another interesting area of research is the development
of a reward function that enables the robot to linger in
uncertain regions and collect additional views before fully
exploring the space. Increasing the number of coordinating
robots presents opportunities for further improving the search
performance. Robot assisted search holds the promise of
safeguarding lives. To this end, we hope the results pre-
sented in this paper as well as open source software release
accelerate innovation in this area and benefit the robotics
community.
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