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Abstract

A novel onboard tracking approach enabling vision-based relative localization
and communication using Active blinking Marker Tracking (AMT) is intro-
duced in this article. Active blinking markers on multi-robot team members
improve the robustness of relative localization for aerial vehicles in tightly cou-
pled swarms during real-world deployments, while also serving as a resilient
communication channel. Traditional tracking algorithms struggle to track fast
moving blinking markers due to their intermittent appearance in the camera
frames. AMT addresses this by using weighted polynomial regression to predict
the future appearance of active blinking markers while accounting for uncer-
tainty in the prediction. In outdoor experiments, the AMT approach outper-
formed state-of-the-art methods in tracking density, accuracy, and complexity.
The experimental validation of this novel tracking approach for relative local-
ization involved testing motion patterns motivated by our research on agile
multi-robot deployment.

Keywords: Visual Tracking, Localization, Multi-Robot Systems, Computer
Vision for Automation

1. Introduction

In various applications, collaborative multi-Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV)
systems enhance redundancy and improve efficiency compared to single-robot
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Figure 1: Six agile swarm members flying in challenging desert conditions, relying on UVDAR-
based relative localization as used in this work.

systems [1]. Accurate localization of team members is crucial for collision avoid-
ance and effective collaborative task execution [1, 2]. Global Navigation Satellite
System (GNSS) alone is insufficient for close formation flight in such environ-
ments due to its meter-level accuracy, limited availability (e.g., indoors, under-
ground), and vulnerability to jamming and spoofing [3, 4]. While Real-Time
Kinematic (RTK)-GNSS and motion capture systems offer centimeter-level ac-
curacy, they rely on external infrastructure or public networks, limiting their
practicality in many real-world environments [1, 2, 5]. Alternatively, onboard
Ultra-wideband (UWB) provides comparable precision in distance estimation
without requiring external infrastructure. However, its effectiveness can be
limited by radio jamming, interference, and channel saturation, and for pose
measurements, a UWB network with external anchors is required [3, 6, 7, 8].
Camera-based mutual relative localization offers a robust and cost-efficient so-
lution for multi-robot systems without external infrastructure [9]. This method
of relative localization relies on camera-based object detection and tracking al-
gorithms. In recent works [3, 9, 10], such algorithms often use Convolutional
Neural Networks (CNNs), which are computationally intensive, have low out-
put rates on general purpose PCs, are highly dependent on illumination, and
are typically limited to the specific robot platforms included in the training
dataset. Passive markers attached to robot platforms for visual localization are
cost-effective and easy to deploy in multi-robot systems [11, 12]. However, they
are also dependent on illumination and require planar surfaces for attachment,
which is impractical for small robots. To overcome these limitations, active
markers in the form of Light-Emitting Diodes (LEDs) can be attached to team
members, allowing for efficient background separation and reliable operation in
challenging outdoor/indoor environments [13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18]. When using
constant power, the markers are visible in consecutive camera frames, allowing
for the use of classical tracking algorithms, such as the Kalman filter [19, 20, 21].
This reduces team member differentiation and increases the risk of false detec-
tions from outdoor sunlight, reflections, and indoor artificial lighting.

These challenges may be overcome by modulating the blinking frequencies of
the markers. By using, e.g. On-Off Keying (OOK), the team members can
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share information and uniquely identify each other [14, 22, 23, 24, 25]. Conven-
tional tracking algorithms are inadequate for tracking active blinking markers
due to their intermittent appearance and movement in the camera image of
the Receiver (RX), which is caused by relative motion between team members
[26]. Additionally, recent studies on agile multi-robot teams have shown maxi-
mum trajectory speeds of 2m s−1 in object-dense outdoor environments [8], and
7.4m s−1 in object-sparse indoor environments using external infrastructure,
such as a motion capture system [27]. Even at lower inter-agent speeds, effec-
tive tracking algorithms are crucial for relative localization, as relative motion
within these teams surpasses the abilities of current state-of-the-art methods.

We propose the novel AMT approach, a system-agnostic method for tracking
light sources attached to multi-robot team members. By using motion models
and the constraints of cooperating aerial robots, the AMT approach solves the
tracking problem by fusing the past motion of blinking light sources to estimate
the next expected location of the team members in the image. This proposed
approach enables vision-based relative localization of blinking light sources at-
tached to fast moving UAVs (Fig. 1). The source code1 and a demonstration
video2 can be found online.

2. State of the Art and Contribution

Active blinking markers attached to the UAV frame enhance reliability and
enable unique identification, while also reducing the computational cost of object
detection algorithms. In [14], White et al. tracked a static LED ring using
spatial-temporal difference images, with the ring blinking at half the frame rate
of the camera. This work was extended in [22] by attaching the LED ring to a
UAV and tracked it with a stationary camera. However, using difference images
restricts the blinking frequency for all team members to half the frame rate of
the camera, making it difficult to distinguish between the transmitting UAVs
(TXs).

Breitenmoser et al. developed a mutual relative localization system using ac-
tive and passive markers in [28], achieving centimeter-level accuracy in indoor
experiments. However, they observed that different marker frequencies could
enhance robustness in differentiating robot targets. Additionally, the system
was not tested for cross-talk detection when robots were close.

In [24, 25, 29, 30], the authors tracked a UAV with blinking markers using a Dy-
namic Vision System (DVS), which requires different tracking approaches com-
pared to Complementary Metal-Oxide-Semiconductor (CMOS) cameras. Cenci
et al. extracted the individual frequencies associated with Infrared (IR)-markers
attached to a UAV in an indoor environment [29]. In [30], a DVS was used to

1https://github.com/TimLakemann/ami.git
2https://mrs.fel.cvut.cz/towards-agile-swarming-in-real-world
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UV Camera

UV LEDs

Figure 2: UAV equipped with the UVDAR system [36].

track a marker board with four blinking LEDs. They tested the system in in-
door and outdoor environments with a working distance of up to 10 meters.
However, their system fails to address occlusions or situations where the LEDs
appear close together in the image. Further, DVSs typically have a limited
Field of View (FOV) and are more expensive than CMOS cameras [31]. To our
knowledge, systems using DVSs do not handle tracking when both the RX and
TX are moving, making them impractical for mutual relative localization and,
consequently, for multi-robot systems.

In [32], the authors changed the light intensity of IR-LEDs to represent the two
different bit states. Changes in light intensity are effective in indoor environ-
ments. However, it causes ambiguities in outdoor environments due to higher
background brightness and noise caused by sunlight.

In [23], the authors used a combination of three blue non-blinking markers
for relative localization and one red blinking marker for identification attached
to the frame of a UAV for indoor relative localization. This combination en-
ables continuous tracking by the non-blinking markers and unique identification
by the blinking markers. However, non-blinking markers reduce transmission
bandwidth and reliability. At the same time, reliance on the visible spectrum
increases dependence on lighting conditions and limits the operational range of
UAVs in outdoor environments.

2.1. The UVDAR system
The UVDAR system provides relative localization and communication for UAVs
operating in both indoor and outdoor environments [16, 31, 33, 34, 35]. s in
varying lighting conditions [31]. The system uses Ultraviolet (UV)-LEDs on
the arms of a target UAV for data transmission in combination with calibrated
grayscale cameras with UV band-pass filters (Fig. 2) attached on observer UAVs
[36]. The band-pass filters remove the most visible light, making the blinking
markers appear as bright white spots in the camera image of the observer. These
are then processed using a Features from Accelerated Segment Test (FAST)-
like procedure and non-maxima suppression to extract the center pixel of each
marker [31, 33].

Multiple UV-LEDs on a single multirotor’s arm emit an identical sequence, rec-
ognized as a blinking marker (green box in Fig. 2). These binary sequences are
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stored in a dictionary D that contains LED-IDs associated with each sequence
[36]. In our previous work [33], we solved the tracking problem of the blinking
markers by using the Hough Transform for 3D line extraction. The search for
maxima in the Hough Space introduces high computational load and memory
usage. Additionally, the line approximation of the movement of the marker in
the image is insufficient for fast and agile maneuvers of the multi-robot system.

2.2. Contribution
This work is motivated by the need for reliable mutual visual tracking in ag-
ile multi-robot systems operating in real-world (outdoor/indoor) environments,
particularly in tightly cooperating swarms. The proposed approach was inte-
grated with the UltraViolet Direction And Ranging (UVDAR) system [31], but
it can also be applied to any multi-robot framework using active blinking mark-
ers. We validated its effectiveness through outdoor experiments, demonstrating
substantial performance improvements over the state-of-the-art method. The
main contributions of this work are the following:

1. We propose a novel approach for tracking blinking markers across con-
secutive images, considering the requirements of onboard mutual relative
localization under the constraints of agile flight.

2. We use uncertainty estimates from weighted polynomial regression to de-
fine a search window for future marker appearances, enhancing tracking
accuracy under dynamic conditions.

3. We propose a recovery mechanism that re-tracks blinking markers after
tracking failures, significantly increasing reliability for the real-world de-
ployment of closely cooperating teams.

4. We provide an enabling technology for fast, agile aerial multi-robot sys-
tems with vision-only relative localization.

3. Active blinking Marker Tracking (AMT)

The proposed AMT approach enables the tracking of multiple moving blink-
ing light sources across consecutive image captures, allowing the extraction of
individual blinking sequences, which is essential for agile multi-UAV systems.
Positions of extracted bright points (see Sec. 2.1) from a recent camera image
are stored in the set Pt = {pt,1, . . . , pt,k, . . . , pt,m}, where t is the timestamp of
the image acquisition. These positions are referred to as image-points.

The AMT approach requires knowledge of the maximum number of consecutive
zeros (bm,0) of the sequences emitted by the blinking markers; this is necessary
to keep only valid entries in the dynamic buffer, named B. The buffer B tracks
potential matches between the image-points and sequences emitted by the blink-
ing markers of the TXs and stores the associations in t-series. An image-point
is converted to a point state (p-state) as soon as it is inserted into B. A p-state
contains the image capture time, pixel coordinates, and state, which can be ei-
ther ‘1’ (marker “on”) or ‘0’ (marker “off”). Fig. 3 provides an overview of B and
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time
stamp

t-series
S1

t− 1t− 4t− 7 t

Si

Sn

Figure 3: B contains multiple t-series (S1, . . . , Sn), each with multiple p-states. Black circles
indicate “on”-state; white circles indicate “off”-state of blinking marker. Red rectangle: new
p-state inserted into Si.

Sec. 3.1 further explains the concept of B and t-series. The AMT approach is
divided into three parts:

1. Local Search (Sec. 3.2): uses the markers’ expected maximal speed in the
image to approximate their next appearance.

2. Extended Search (Sec. 3.3): is used for all t-series for which the Local
Search has failed. It predicts the next occurrence of a blinking marker
based on its past image coordinates.

3. Verification (Sec. 3.4): ensures that B stays in memory bounds, optimiz-
ing computation efficiency.

3.1. Dynamic Buffer B
The buffer B stores p-states from a sequence of consecutive camera images, and is
used as the basis for the proposed tracking method. B contains a set of t-series -
conceptualized as rows, each containing multiple consecutive p-states associated
with the same moving blinking marker. The p-states in B which correspond to
the same timestamp are conceptualized as being in the same column (Fig. 3).
Each row in B can potentially match with a sequence in D. A t-series in the
i-th row of B is denoted by Si, and the p-state in Si at timestamp t− j (with j
timestamps before the last image capture at t) is written as p(Si)t−j . When a
new association between Si and an image-point in Pt is found, the image-point
is appended as a p-state at the end of Si (see red rectangles in Figs. 3 and 4).

used for Signal Matching with D

time

LD
LS

used by Extended Search

t− LS t− j t− LD tt− 1

new inserted
p-state

p(Si)tp(Si)t−1p(Si)t−LDp(Si)t−LS−1 p(Si)t−LS
p(Si)t−j

deleted by
Verification

Figure 4: t-series containing multiple p-states. Red rectangle: new p-state inserted at times-
tamp t. Green rectangle: Maximal length LS of t-series. Verification method removes p-state
surpassing LS .
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wt−2wt−6 wt−5

Si

S+
i

time
stamp tt− 1t− 2t− 3t− 4t− 5t− 6

(a)

t

t− 2

t− 5

t− 6

(b)

Figure 5: (a) The Extended Search selects all p-states of a t-series with value ‘1’. (b) Past
images (blue) with pixel locations of S+

i and polynomial regression (red) with its search
window in the image at timestamp t.

B uses two boundaries to cope with its dynamic nature: one limits the maxi-
mum number of rows, controlling the number of allowed t-series in the buffer,
while the other restricts the maximum columns (LS), defining the maximum
length of a t-series in B. The limitation on rows serves as a safety measure to
prevent memory overflow. It also counteracts the continuous insertion of new
t-series into B in noisy background conditions (e.g. sun reflections on water
surfaces), making associations infeasible. The maximum number of columns,
corresponding to the number of p-states per t-series, is primarily defined by the
metrics used in the Extended Search (Fig. 4).

3.2. Local Search
The Local Search matches t-series in B and image-points in Pt based on the
maximal linear movement (∆pxm = (∆xm,∆ym)) of a blinking marker between
two consecutive frames, with ∆xm and ∆ym describing horizontal and vertical
displacements, respectively. The maximal expected displacement of a blinking
marker between two frames, in pixel units, is defined as:

∆pxm = (⌈vx,max/f⌉, ⌈vy,max/f⌉), (1)

where vx,max and vy,max are the maximum horizontal and vertical velocities
of a blinking marker in the image, respectively, and are measured in pixels per
second over a one-second interval. These values were experimentally determined
by analyzing marker motion across frames under varying robot speeds, distances,
and relative motion.

For each t-series in B, the Local Search constructs a fixed search area around
the last inserted p-state using equation (1). For Si, this search area is denoted
by p(Si)t−1 ±∆pxm. If an image-point pt,k in Pt lies in the search area of Si,
pt,k is appended to Si as a new p-state.

This fixed search area works well when the relative movement between the
RX and TX causes minimal marker displacement in the image, but it may
be insufficient when a UAV performs agile maneuvers. The image-points of
Pt with unsuccessful insertion into B by the Local Search are stored in the
subset P∗

t . The subset of B, denoted by B∗, stores all t-series with unsuccessful
correspondence search by the Local Search. B∗ and P∗

t are then used in the
Extended Search.
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3.3. Extended Search
The Extended Search executes a correspondence search between the t-series in
B∗ and the image-points in P∗

t . In B∗, it selects for each t-series only the
‘1’-p-states (blinking marker turned “on”; Fig. 5a), resulting in a discontin-
uous, shorter t-series, denoted by S+

i . During the ‘1’-p-states the pixel co-
ordinates of the marker are known with a higher precision compared to the
‘0’-p-states (blinking marker turned “off”). On S+

i , a weighted polynomial re-
gression is performed by assigning individual weights to each p-state in S+

i using
a time-dependent exponential decay function [37]. Applying a numerically sta-
ble QR-Decomposition using Householder -reflections [38] solves the weighted
least squares problem, avoiding computationally expensive and potentially nu-
merically unstable matrix inversion [39]. The polynomial regression predicts
the pixel coordinates x̂ and ŷ for timestamp t and is denoted by p̂(Si)t, for the
blinking marker represented by Si. For each t-series in B∗, an individual search
window is constructed based on the uncertainty in computing the regression co-
efficients, referred to as the prediction interval for a new response [40]. With the
Student’s t-distribution (t1−α

2 ,ν), the search area around p̂(Si)t for timestamp
t is defined by:

p̂(Si)t ± (t1−α
2 ,ν)

√√√√√σ̂2
w

1 +
1

L+
i

+
(t− t̄w)2∑L+
i

k=1 (tk − t̄w)2

, (2)

where σ̂2
w denotes the unbiased estimator for the error variance σw. t̄w represents

the weighted mean of all timestamps in S+
i , with weights determined by an

exponential decay function. L+
i is the number of p-states in S+

i , α is the desired
probability for the critical value from the Student’s t-distribution, and ν is its
degree of freedom, defined by:

ν = L+
i − (d+ 1), (3)

where d denotes the polynomial degree.

The maximum permissible length of a t-series in B, denoted by LS , depends on
the parameters of the Extended Search. The desired polynomial degree d, cru-
cial for approximating the past movement of a blinking marker, is influenced by
the quantity of past p-states stored in a t-series. Consequently, a larger LS en-
tails accounting for a longer historical trajectory, requiring a higher polynomial
degree, and vice versa. This relationship can be expressed by:

LS = ηd, (4)

where d is the polynomial degree for the regression and η ∈ N+ is a parameter
chosen through experiments.

Similarly to the Local Search, if an image-point from P∗
t lies in the search window

of a t-series, defined by equation (2), it is appended to the end of that t-
series. The image-points from P∗

t for which the Extended Search did not find
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RX TX1

TX2

(a)

1m

Exp. 3

Exp. 1

Exp. 2 Exp. 2 Exp. 2

Exp. 7
Exp. 4 Exp. 4

0

32

1

4

76

5

TX1

TX2

RX

y

x

(b)

Figure 6: (a) Two Transmitters flying in front of one RX. (b) Experimental Setup: In experi-
ments 2-6, the right camera (red) of the RX points at two TXs flying parallel to the y-axis. In
Experiment 7, only one Transmitter (TX) is used to test the algorithm during agile maneu-
vers. Numbers around the TXs’ arms show the LED-IDs emitted by the blinking markers.

a correspondence in B∗ are stored in a new set, denoted PΓ
t . Similarly, t-series

from B∗ without new insertions from P∗
t are stored in a new set, BΓ.

3.4. Verification
The Verification method contains multiple tasks. If BΓ contains t-series, both
correspondence searches failed to find new associations for the stored t-series
in BΓ. The AMT approach expects that a blinking marker represented by the
t-series in BΓ is either “off” in the image frame at timestamp t or otherwise not
visible. Consequently, for all t-series in BΓ, the pixel coordinates of the p-states
at timestamp t − 1 are duplicated and inserted as new ‘0’-p-states. Since the
Extended Search ignores ’0’-p-state, the previous motion is not considered when
inserting the ’0’-p-state. In Fig. 7, a red arrow highlights this process for Si.

This could result in continuously inserting p-states representing ‘0’ bits into t-
series that lack new data associations. This scenario is likely to occur when a
blinking marker exits the FOV of the camera or if it becomes occluded, both of
which would result in a t-series containing only ‘0’-p-states. In the Verification

time
stamp

t-series
S1

t− 1t− 4t− 7 t

Sn+1

Si

Sn

Figure 7: S1 and Sn in gray: successful correspondence searches by the Local Search or
Extended Search. Red arrow: duplication of p(Si)t−1 to ‘0’-p-state at timestamp t. Green
rectangle: initialization of a new t-series at the end of B.
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method, the validity of each t-series in B confirms the condition

t∑
j=t−(e+bm,0)

ps(Si)j ≥ e+ bm,0 {i ∈ B}, (5)

with ps(Si)j denoting the state of p(Si) at timestamp j, and e denoting the
expected bit error rate per sequence transmission. If the condition (5) is violated
for a t-series due to continuous ‘0’-p-state insertions, the Verification method
deletes the t-series from B. To re-track a blinking marker after a tracking
failure caused by situations such as obstruction by an object, the value of e
should be set sufficiently high to keep the invalid t-series in the buffer. This
allows for re-tracking the blinking marker by the Extended Search. However,
by increasing the value of e, the overall computational cost and memory usage
increases since invalid t-series are kept longer in B until condition (5) is violated.
Additionally, the Verification method deletes the p-states in a t-series that
surpass the maximum number of columns, LS , preventing memory overflow
(Fig. 4).

Each image-point in PΓ
t is inserted as a new t-series into B, thereby increasing

the numbers of rows by the length of PΓ
t , allowing the algorithm to track newly

appearing blinking markers in the FOV of the camera. Fig. 7 depicts this
process for a single image-point by the green rectangle.

Consequently by this point, all image-points in Pt have been inserted into B,
either by the Local Search, Extended Search, or Verification method.

4. Experimental Evaluation

1m

z

y

Figure 8: y-z coordi-
nates for TX1 and TX2
during “star” trajectory
in Exp. 6.

We evaluated the AMT approach in outdoor experiments,
comparing it with the state-of-the-art 4D Hough Trans-
form (4DHT) approach [33] used in the previous version
of the UVDAR system. A quadrotor UAV based on the
Holybro X500 platform was used with an Intel NUC 10
i7FNK (6 cores, up to 4.7GHz; details in [41]). Both
onboard and offline executions showed indiscernible per-
formance differences. Therefore, we re-executed both al-
gorithms on the same computer (Intel i7-8550U CPU,
1.8GHz) and dataset for a fair comparison. This paper
presents the seven most relevant experiments from a set
of 14 involving two/three UAVs (Fig. 6). Each trajectory
in each experiment was flown in a periodic loop, with a
minimum duration of 60 s.

Exp. 1: TX1 and TX2 hovered at distances of 4.12m and 8.06m from the RX,
respectively. The RX rotated around its yaw axis, causing the blinking markers
of the TXs to move in a linear horizontal trajectory within the image.
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Figure 9: Experiment 1: Yaw angle (ψ) of RX with extracted LED-IDs.

30 35 40 45 50
Time [s]

0

45

90

135

180

An
gl

e 
in

 [
∘
]

AMT: 1
4DHT: 1

AMT: 2
4DHT: 2

AMT: 3
4DHT: 3

AMT: 5
4DHT: 5

AMT: 6
4DHT: 6

AMT: 7
4DHT: 7

ψ(RX)
ψ(TX1)

ψ(TX2)

Figure 10: Experiment 2: Yaw angle (ψ) of RX and TXs with extracted LED-IDs.
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Figure 12: Extracted LED-IDs with y-coordinates for TX1 and TX2 in linear (Exp. 4; left),
circular (Exp. 5; center), and “star” (Exp. 6; right) trajectories. Gray areas highlight when
the TXs were close in the image.

Figure 13: Experiment 7: Extracted LED-IDs with a relative velocity of TX1 during the
fastest linear (left), circular (center), and “star” (right) trajectories.
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Exp. 2: All UAVs followed a parallel linear trajectory of 8m (Fig. 6b), with the
TXs rotating 180 degrees and the RX rotating between 0 and 90 degrees. The
rotations introduced additional horizontal movement and signal crosstalking
when two blinking markers of one TX were close in the image due to its rotation.

Exp. 3: Similar to Exp. 1, the TXs hovered at minimum relative distances of
4.12m and 8.06m from the RX, and at maximum relative distances of 8.06m
and 12.04m from the RX for TX1 and TX2, respectively. The RX followed a
linear trajectory of 4m in the x-direction, causing vertical motion of the TXs
markers in the image and testing the algorithm’s response to abrupt deceleration
and acceleration of the markers in the image.

Exp. 4: TX1 and TX2 followed linear trajectories of 8m perpendicular to the
RX’s camera optical axis. TX1 had a minimum relative distance of 4m and
a maximum relative distance of 5.66m, while TX2 had a minimum relative
distance of 8m and a maximum relative distance of 8.94m, resulting in linear
motion of the blinking markers in the image with sudden stops at the endpoints.
The maximum velocities of TX1 and TX2 were 1.19m s−1 and 1.54m s−1, re-
spectively. This experiment also introduced occlusions of TX2 by TX1 at the
center of their trajectories.

Exp. 5: The TXs followed circular trajectories, with TX1 having a radius of 1m,
a maximum velocity of 0.6m s−1, and a relative distance of 4.12m from the RX.
TX2 had a radius of 1.5m, a maximum velocity of 1.44m s−1, and a relative
distance of 8.14m from the RX. This experiment evaluated the algorithm’s
performance on curved paths and during occlusions caused by TX1, adding
complexity when both TXs were close together in the image.

Exp. 6: The TXs followed a “star” trajectory (Fig. 8), with TX1 at 4m and TX2
at 8m distance along the x-axis, resulting in the most complex motions in the
image. TX1’s maximum velocity was 2.22m s−1, while TX2’s was 1.63m s−1.

Exp. 7: In this experiment, TX1 was the only transmitter. We flew similar tra-
jectories to Exp. 4-6 at two different speeds to evaluate the AMT approach for
agile multi-robot systems. For the linear trajectory, TX1 reached relative maxi-
mum speeds of 2.40m s−1 and 5.43m s−1; for the circular trajectory, 2.57m s−1

and 4.06m s−1; and for the “star” trajectory, 3.85m s−1 and 4.39m s−1.

Tab. 1 shows the parameters selected for the AMT approach during the experi-
ments. Figs. 9 – 13 present excerpts from the experiments to enhance readabil-
ity and facilitate comparison between the two approaches. The colored markers
represent the tracked LED-IDs by the AMT and 4DHT approach alongside tra-
jectory information of the moving UAVs. In Fig. 9, results from experiment
1 include the extracted LED-IDs and the RX yaw angle (ψ(RX)). Both ap-
proaches failed to extract LED-IDs 0, 4, and 7 as these were oriented away
from the RX. Two rotational speeds were tested: 1.01 rad s−1 and 0.28 rad s−1.
During the flight with the faster rotations (first excerpt in Fig. 9), the 4DHT
approach outperformed the AMT approach for LED-IDs 5 and 6 at timestamp
t = 15. The AMT approach outperformed the 4DHT approach for all LED-IDs
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Symbol / Exp. 1+2 3-6 7 Symbol / Exp. 1+2 3-6 7
f [fps] 60 60 60 α [%] 80.0 95.0 95.0

bm,0 [bits] 10 10 10 LD [bits] 18 18 18
e [bits] 0 0 0 LS [bits] 360 360 360
λ 1.0 0.1 0.1 d 1 4 3

xm [pixels] 0 6 12 η 360 90 120
ym [pixels] 14 6 12

Table 1: Parameters used by the AMT approach.

at timestamp t = 22. Fig. 10 shows the y-coordinates and rotations of all
UAVs with the extracted LED-IDs by both approaches. During the experiment,
the AMT approach had a better tracking performance compared to the 4DHT
approach.

Experiments 1 and 2 showed that even during maximal linear horizontal motions
of blinking markers in the image of the observer, the AMT approach can still
track the UAVs, performing similarly to or better than the 4DHT approach.

For experiment 3, the performance of the two approaches is shown in Fig. 11
alongside the roll (ϕx(RX)) and pitch (θy(RX)) angles of the RX. Compared to
the 4DHT approach, the AMT approach tracked both TXs with higher density
and precision.

Fig. 12 shows excerpts from experiments 4 to 6, including the y-coordinates of
the TXs. Gray areas indicate when the blinking markers of the two TXs were
close in the image, causing TX2 to be occluded by TX1. During these occlusions,
signal crosstalk did not cause significant performance differences between the
two algorithms.

Figure 13 presents excerpts of TX1’s fastest trajectories, highlighting the pre-
cision advantages of the AMT approach for agile multi-robot systems. For the
slower linear trajectory, AMT achieved 81.71% higher precision than 4DHT,
which increased to 87.35% during the faster trajectory. Similarly, in the circu-
lar trajectory, AMT demonstrated a 85.44% precision advantage at 2.57m s−1,
further improving to 89.28% at 4.06m s−1 compared to the 4DHT. In the “star”
trajectory, AMT outperformed 4DHT by 84.90% on the slower trajectory and
by 83.37% on the faster one.

Throughout all experiments, the AMT algorithm outperformed the 4DHT al-
gorithm in tracking LED-IDs not facing the observer (0, 3, 4, and 7), achieving
higher precision in distinguishing signals close to each other in the image. Tab.
2 shows that, on average, the AMT approach reduces computation time by
96.97% and memory usage by 86.31% compared to the state-of-the-art method.
This substantial reduction in resource consumption frees up capacity for other
onboard operations, making the AMT approach especially suitable for small
onboard computers with limited resources. Overall, these results demonstrate
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AMT 4DHT

Avg. Computational Time (T̄ ) in [ms/f] 0.208 6.872
σ(T̄ ) 0.287 3.930

Avg. RSS (RSS) in [mB] 142.28 1039.61
σ(RSS) 12.11 197.10

Table 2: Average Computation Time per camera frame and RSS, with standard deviations,
averaged over all experiments.

that the AMT approach excels in tracking fast, non-linear maneuvers, deliver-
ing enhanced precision through higher detection frequency and efficient resource
use, making it ideal for agile multi-robot teams.

5. Conclusion

A novel approach, AMT, for extracting and tracking moving blinking light
sources attached to multi-robot team members was introduced. The method was
designed to satisfy the requirements and constraints of agile, compact swarming,
tight formation flight, and high-speed multi-UAV operations. We demonstrated
its performance in real-world outdoor experiments focusing on agile flight and
tested the tracking of multiple UAVs on various trajectories, including linear and
circular motions, as well as scenarios with mutual occlusions of the Transmitters.
The algorithm surpassed the state-of-the-art method in tracking density, accu-
racy, and efficiency, significantly reducing computational and memory demands.
The higher tracking density supports significantly faster relative motions, up to
5m s−1, making AMT ideally suited for agile multi-robot systems. Thus, we
propose this approach as an enabling technology for mutual localization and
omnidirectional low-bandwidth visual communication within agile Multi-UAV
teams.
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