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Abstract—This article presents a novel coordination and task-
planning framework to enable the simultaneous conflict-free
collaboration of multiple unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) for
aerial 3D printing. The proposed framework formulates an
optimization problem that takes a construction mission divided
into sub-tasks and a team of autonomous UAVs, along with
limited volume and battery. It generates an optimal mission plan
comprising task assignments and scheduling, while accounting
for task dependencies arising from the geometric and structural
requirements of the 3D design, inter-UAV safety constraints,
material usage and total flight time of each UAV. The potential
conflicts occurring during the simultaneous operation of the
UAVs are addressed at a segment-level by dynamically selecting
the starting time and location of each task to guarantee collision-
free parallel execution. An importance prioritization is proposed
to accelerate the computation by guiding the solution towards
more important tasks. Additionally, a utility maximization formu-
lation is proposed to dynamically determine the optimal number
of UAVs required for a given mission, balancing the trade-off
between minimizing makespan and the deployment of excess
agents. The proposed framework’s effectiveness is evaluated
through a Gazebo-based simulation setup, where agents are
coordinated by a mission control module allocating the printing
tasks based on the generated optimal scheduling plan while
remaining within the material and battery constraints of each
UAV. A video of the whole mission is available in the following
link: https://youtu.be/b4jwhkNPTyQ.

Note to Practitioners—This framework addresses the critical
need for efficiency and safety in planning and scheduling multiple
aerial robots for parallel aerial 3D printing. Existing approaches
lack safety guarantees for UAVs during parallel construction.
This work tackles these challenges by ensuring safety during
parallel operations and effectively managing task dependencies.
The framework incorporates material and flight time constraints
for each UAV and determines the optimal number of UAVs re-
quired for a specific construction mission in a single computation
step. Additionally, a task prioritization method is introduced,
significantly reducing the computational time of the optimization
problem. This approach is particularly suited for applications
such as rapid modular construction in remote or disaster-affected
areas, where efficient UAV coordination is essential. Framework’s
preliminary feasibility is demonstrated in a simulated environ-
ment, while the real-world experimentation is planned as future
work.

Index Terms—Multi-agent Aerial 3D Printing, Safety-aware
multi-task scheduling, Resource utility Maximization, Acceler-
ated computation, Task-dependency constraints

I. INTRODUCTION

ECENT advancements in additive manufacturing, com-
bined with autonomous robotics, are revolutionizing
next-generation construction and manufacturing techniques.
Additive manufacturing has fundamentally reshaped the way
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Fig. 1: Concept figure of the proposed framework where three
robots R; — R; are printing the original mesh according to
the optimal scheduling plan generated by the algorithm. Their
minimum clearance r, is visualized with a light blue sphere.
The mission schedule is generated in a way that all potential
collisions between UAVs are resolved and safety is maintained.

complex production processes are approached, offering un-
matched precision and efficiency. Its transformative impact
is becoming increasingly apparent as the technology matures
and is adopted across diverse industries [1]—[3]]. Simultane-
ously, its potential for future innovations continues to grow.
A particularly exciting development is its integration into
the construction sector, leveraging automation to streamline
construction processes, offer remarkable design flexibility, and
enable the fabrication of intricate structures designed with
Computer-Aided Design (CAD) tools [4]-[6]]. Researchers
have demonstrated the effective use of large-scale robotic
arms and gantry systems to 3D print building components
and even entire structures using various base materials [7]].
These methods, characterized by a high degree of automation,
are especially advantageous for deployment in challenging
environments, such as remote or inhospitable locations [8],
[9]. For instance, these technologies can be critical in disaster-
affected regions like those hit by earthquakes or wildfires,
where the rapid construction of shelters and infrastructure
is essential. Similarly, autonomous construction technologies


https://youtu.be/b4jwhkNPTyQ
https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.05815v1

hold immense promise for extraterrestrial habitats, where
direct human intervention is minimal or absent [[10]. However,
the size and geometry of the workspace are often constrained
by the scale of the equipment, complicating scalability. Mobile
Additive Manufacturing (MAM) systems pose an emerging
technology that could provide scalability for AM processes
on construction sites through the co-operability of multiple
mobile robots on individual 3D printing tasks [[11]. Neverthe-
less, both these emerging robotic technologies and traditional
construction methods face limitations, such as the need for pre-
existing infrastructure to transport and assemble machinery
on-site [12]].

Inspired by the natural construction methods of insects
like bees and wasps, researchers are investigating cutting-
edge advancements in robotics and Unmanned Aerial Vehi-
cles (UAVs) for aerial additive manufacturing. This emerging
concept, still in its early stages of development, presents a
novel approach to construction [13]-[15]. Here, UAVs function
as airborne builders, transporting and depositing construction
material layer by layer to assemble structures. By introducing
autonomous aerial systems into the construction sector, this
innovative methodology has the potential to revolutionize how
large-scale construction projects are executed, offering new
opportunities for efficiency and automation. However, several
hurdles need to be resolved to achieve a smooth implemen-
tation while employing multiple agents to operate simulta-
neously on the construction site. Major challenges include
the restricted payload capacity of UAVs, their relatively short
battery life compared to conventional construction equipment,
and the intricate task of planning and managing autonomous
operations while maintaining safety and coordination between
them. Additionally, determining the number of agents that can
effectively operate within a specified construction footprint
remains a critical area of focus [[16]. Addressing these issues
is essential to advancing the field.

A. Related Work

Multi-robot task assignment and scheduling have been
studied in Operations Research (OR) and integrated process
planning and scheduling (IPPS). However, research on using
multiple aerial robots for construction automation remains
limited, with most studies focusing on ground agents.

1) Operations Research - Job-shop Scheduling Problem:
The particular case of the problem falls under the umbrella
of the classic and challenging job-shop scheduling problem
(JSSC) present in the field of OR and task allocation prob-
lems with temporal and ordering constraints [17]. It involves
scheduling a set of jobs, each consisting of a sequence of
tasks or operations, on a set of machines while minimizing the
overall completion time and it has been widely researched over
the years [[18]—[20]]. In [21]], considering transport resources
with mobile robots, a disjunctive graph model is modified to
describe the relationship between the transport and processing
tasks and a MILP model is proposed based on it. Additionally,
on energy-efficient scheduling [22] proposed MILP models for
flexible job shop scheduling to minimize energy consumption,
showing improved efficiency. Researchers in [23] have also

solved the JSSC problem for autonomous ground vehicles
(AGVs) using classic and quantum approaches, while in [24]],
position-based and network-based models are proposed to
approach the JSC problem while taking into consideration
possible deadlocks and the robots’ movements.

2) Robotic Manufacturing-Construction: The deployment
of multiple robots for autonomous construction and manufac-
turing is often framed as a scheduling problem, focusing on
coordinating tasks, resources, and timelines. Researchers have
explored Deep Reinforcement Learning (DRL)-based methods
for automated assembly planning in robot-driven prefabricated
construction [25]]. A runtime-aware scheduling approach using
Petri nets is proposed for collaborative assembly tasks [26].
In multi-printer 3D manufacturing, tasks are scheduled by
dividing products into parts with multiple printing options,
optimized using a mathematical model and genetic algorithm
[27]. For large aircraft structures, multi-robot task scheduling
with precedence constraints employs an auction-based method
and machine learning to select efficient heuristics [28]]. Task
allocation for robots manufacturing complex aerospace struc-
tures aims to balance workloads and avoid collisions through
precedence orders, using a hybrid of construction heuristics
and iterated local search [29]. In another study [30], makespan
minimization and collision-free scheduling of multiple ground
robots 3D printing simultaneously is investigated by splitting
the mesh into tasks using a predefined way and defining
dependencies between them. Using a dynamic dependency
list algorithm, solutions that could result in collisions are
eliminated and sequences of printing tasks are generated
greedily based on the number of the available resources,
while a genetic algorithm is also proposed to generate various
printing schedules.

Existing multi-robot 3D printing frameworks mainly handle
conflicts through spatial or temporal exclusion. Ground-based
systems such as [31] typically partition the workspace or
enforce sequential exclusion, operating at the task or segment
level with heuristic or rule-based exclusion. Collision checks,
when used, are static feasibility tests that classify assignments
as valid or invalid, without supporting temporal flexibility
or adaptive coordination. As a result, these methods pre-
vent conflicts through proactive isolation rather than dynamic
resolution, limiting parallel efficiency. Dynamic approaches,
such as [32], enable robots to pause and replan trajectories
to avoid collisions. While effective for general coordination,
such interruptions disrupt the continuous deposition required
for uniform aerial printing. Similarly, [33]] decouples planning
into independent path computation and coordination-diagram-
based retiming stages. Although computationally efficient, this
separation treats collision avoidance as post-processing and
cannot guarantee feasibility during execution. Moreover, retim-
ing alters velocities, degrading print quality in tasks requiring
constant motion. Additionally, in the aforementioned works,
scheduling and task allocation are treated independently from
collision management and conflict resolution. Tasks are typi-
cally allocated first and subsequently filtered or corrected for
conflicts, resulting in a decoupled process where assignments
are not guaranteed to be conflict-free and lack awareness
of motion-planning constraints. This separation hinders the



optimal coordination, assignment, and scheduling of multi-
robot printing operations.

In the specific case of aerial 3D printing, the multi-agent
implementation is still in its infancy. In the current state of
the art [34], a real-life implementation of an aerial worker
manufacturing on a small scale is presented. In the emulated
multi-agent scenario, the mesh is sliced into layers and each
layer is further split into print jobs available to the robots.
Constraints related to task manufacturability are enforced,
and each robot selects its next task in real-time based on
proximity to it. On other work [35], a centralized module is
reactively assigning the printing tasks to the available UAVs
with respect to the manufacturability dependencies and is
based on employing heuristic probabilistic scores, while at the
same time tasks with the most dependencies are prioritized
first, reducing the complexity of the overall mission. It must
be noted that in other works, task execution was primarily
sequential. Multiple agents operated simultaneously only in
[35] so far, but task assignment and conflict resolution were
managed reactively, without formal safety guarantees or a
constant printing speed.

Existing solutions to safety-aware multi-task scheduling
problems often address safety conflicts by ignoring them dur-
ing planning and handling them reactively during execution,
either by one of the UAVs pausing in place [35] or halting the
print and moving away [34]. These heuristic approaches do
not provide any guarantees and impose the risk of significantly
altering the plan if the resolution proves infeasible [34]], [35]
or end in a deadlock, making planning non-deterministic and
the mission unpredictable. Other approaches enforce hard
constraints to prevent conflicts where neighboring tasks with
potential conflicts are disallowed from being executed simulta-
neously [28], [30]. These methods reduce the flexibility of the
planner, as the added constraints hinder the optimal allocation
and scheduling of tasks, ultimately undermining the quality of
the final mission plan. These approaches do not directly ad-
dress the safety-aware collaborative task scheduling problem.
Thus, the need for a framework emerges to compute multi-
task UAV schedules that minimize 3D construction makespan
while ensuring collision-free simultaneous operation.

B. Contributions

In this article, we propose an optimal scheduling and task
allocation framework that generates a collision-free construc-
tion plan for UAVs, minimizing the total duration of the whole
mission while considering the material and flight time budget
of each UAV, along with the dependencies of the tasks due
to their geometrical features. The potential collisions between
UAVs executing printing tasks in a co-working environment
are predicted and resolved while scheduling agents to tasks
and the computation is accelerated by giving importance to
the tasks with higher dependencies. Furthermore, the pro-
posed method computes the number of aerial agents and their
schedule to maximize the utility of the team. The simulation
results validate the effectiveness of the proposed method for
computing the safety-aware scheduling of aerial agents for
additive construction. A faster solution can be obtained by

slightly compromising on makespan minimization. The key
contributions of the proposed article can be listed as follows,

. Safety-aware optimal scheduling for the whole mission
with guarantee on the collision-free scheduling to min-
imize the overall mission duration, while following the
dependencies of the geometry of construction, battery,
and material limitations.

- An importance prioritization is proposed to accelerate
the computation by guiding the solution towards more
important tasks

- One-step optimization is proposed to compute the optimal
team size of aerial agents and their schedules to maximize
the agent utility.

To the best of the authors’ knowledge, this is the first time
in the literature that a safety-aware, multi-task scheduling
approach has been proposed for multi-agent aerial 3D printing.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. The ar-
chitecture of the Multi-Agent Aerial Additive Construction
framework, along with the notation of the article, is presented
in Section [[Il The formulation of the overall scheduling op-
timization problem, along with different variations of it and
its integration into the overall mission, is explained in Section
[} The scheduling results for different cases and variations of
the proposed optimization problem, along with a case study
simulation of the whole mission, are presented in Section [[V]
while the article is concluded in Section

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION
A. Multi-Agent Aerial Additive Construction Architecture

A schematic overview of the overall architecture, showcas-
ing the different blocks of the overall framework, is shown in
Fig. ] Initially, the desired mesh M to be constructed is fed
to the chunker block [36] that decomposes it into smaller sub-
parts referred to as *chunks’ C corresponding to the tasks 7; of
the construction mission. The inter-dependencies between the
chunks are identified and systematically placed in a graph G
via the dependency graph generator [35]. All chunks are trans-
formed into manufacturing paths P that need to be traversed by
the UAVs in order to construct them through a slicer module
according to [37]]. The paths are evaluated in pairs and all the
clearance violations between their segments are systematically
detected and placed in the set C. All manufacturing paths,
their interdependencies, and segment violations, along with
the configuration of the available construction UAVS (Cy4y/),
are provided as input to the optimal scheduler module. In this
module, an optimization problem is formulated and solved to
plan and coordinate the overall mission effectively. The output
of the module is a matrix Oy, specifying the starting time of
each task 7; and assigning it to a UAV R, corresponding to
the scheduling for the whole construction mission. Finally, the
matrix is fed to the mission control, which communicates and
coordinates all UAVs in real-time, ensuring that the execution
is carried out according to the scheduled plan.

B. Scheduling Problem

In this paper, we focus on the computation of the multi-task
scheduling of UAVs for printing the chunks while satisfying
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Fig. 2: Multi-Agent Aerial Additive Construction System Architecture Overview

the dependency constraints and guaranteeing safety during the
execution of tasks. Let us consider tasks of printing N chunks,
denoted by 7 = {7y, 7;,.... Ty_;}. Each task 7; requires UI.T
volume of material for printing. The printing duration required
for 7; is denoted by d;. The time at which task 7;’s execution
starts is denoted by .S;. The task 7; completed at completion
time is denoted by C; where C; = S; + d;.

Let us also consider a fleet of M UAV robots, denoted by
R = {Rgp,R;,.... Ryy_;}. A robot R, has a limited volume
carrying capability denoted by vf. The volume capacity of
robots is denoted as set VR = {U(I;, vf, s de_l }. Additionally,
to ensure safety, UAVs operating in the same environment
need to be separated from each other. The minimum distance
required between any two UAVs for safety is denoted by r,.
To achieve optimal print quality, it is crucial to ensure uniform
material deposition throughout the printing process. Therefore,
the UAVs must maintain a constant speed while printing to
ensure a high-quality result. In this paper, we assume that
UAVs are homogeneous and operate at a constant speed
V,, while printing. An overview of all the variables used
throughout the formulation of the optimal scheduling problem,
along with their description, is shown in Table[I]

The tasks are generated by dividing the structure into smaller
chunks. These tasks are both geometrically and structurally
interconnected, meaning they have precedence constraints that
dictate the order in which they must be executed. For ex-
ample, the top layer of chunks cannot be constructed before
completing the bottom layer. After the chunking phase, the
dependencies between tasks are identified and represented
using a dependency graph G, [35]], which captures the feasible
orders of execution.

The UAVs must be scheduled to tasks while satisfying the
dependency constraints imposed by G,. In a co-working
environment, however, UAVs may face potential collisions that
prevent them from executing tasks simultaneously. To ensure
safety, a minimum distance must be maintained between the
UAVs at all times. While the dependency graph imposes
static constraints that remain fixed, the collision constraints are
dynamic and depend on the UAVs’ schedules. Therefore, the
scheduling problem must address both the static constraints
from the dependency graph and the dynamic collision con-
straints among the UAVs.

Y O UAV-1
P Optimal Mission
Scheduling Control .
X *
Optimal
Schedule _,O O
Ga @D
UAV-N
Variable Description
T i-th Printing task
R, k-th Robot
ka Material budget of robot R,
d; Duration of task 7;
U,.T Volume of task 7;
Xk Assignment of task 7; to R,
S; Start time of task 7;
y{."j Order between T;,7; assigned to Ry
e Arrival time at the end of i-th segment of path P_
rf"g Logistics time before start of each task
o Logistics time after end of each task
tF Total flight time of robot R,
t},é Remaining battery flight time of robot R
Chrax Mission makespan
a; Importance factor of task 7;

Uy Utilization of robot R;

TABLE I: Variables used for the formulation of the Optimal
Scheduling Problem.

III. SAFETY-AWARE MULTI-TASK SCHEDULING
FRAMEWORK

A. Base Problem Formulation

The task scheduling algorithm needs to be in accordance
with typical task assignment constraints and the precedence
constraints defined by the dependency relation of the chunks
and encapsulated in the set P.

Initially, the starting time of all tasks cannot be a negative
number since the mission starts at ¢+ = 0; thus, the following
constraint is added.

1) Task Assignment: Initially, given the assumption that the
mission starts at time ¢ = 0, all starting times .S; must be non-
negative:

S, >0NT eT (1)

The assignment of tasks to the available robots is handled via
the matrix X € B? where each binary element x;;, = 1 if
the task 7; is assigned to the robot R; and O otherwise. Each
task 7; can be assigned to only one robot R,, and this rule is
handled by the classic constraint

Y xp =LV EeT 2)
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Fig. 3: Rectangular mesh M decomposed in 18 chunks in a color-coded format (a) along with its dependency graph G¢ (b)

and the Conflict Probability Graph G, for pairs of tasks (c).

2) Precedence: The dependency relations between the
printing tasks for the original mesh are captured in a prece-
dence constraints set, denoted as

Py ={T.T) T xT|(T,. T) € Gy} 3)

i’

Each tuple (7;,7;) in this set represents that task 7; must be
completed before task 7; can begin. This set P, is derived
from the dependency graph G?, where every edge (1., 7)) €
¢4 (as depicted in Fig. b) indicates that the manufacture of
chunk C; needs to be completed before C;, implying that the
start time .S; of task 7; needs to be selected after the end time
C; of task 7.

By imposing these precedence relations and leveraging the
fact that the duration d; of each task 7; is known, assuming
the UAV maintains a constant speed while traversing the paths,
the dependencies between the chunks are formally expressed
as precedence constraints as follows:

S;+d, < ST, T,) € P, @)

3) Ordering: For each robot R, the order of the tasks
being assigned to it is handled by the binary variable yl’.fj
denoting that out of the two tasks assigned to robot R, the
task 7; precedes 7; and is defined as follows:

1
k _
Yij = {0

This piecewise relation is transformed into linear constraints
using the big-M method

Si+d; <S;+0(1 =y ), VT, #T, €T,R, €R  (6)

where O € R is a number big enough such as O > d;, Vd; € D
In case two tasks 7;,7; are assigned to a robot Ry, the
order between them can be defined by only one of the binary
variables yf‘ since having both of them equal to 1 would
lead to ambiguity. Additionally, a robot can not execute two
assigned tasks simultaneously, which is a fact that leads to the

constraint expressed by the following equation:

ViV =Xk X VT # T, €T, R ER (7)

Jf S, +d, < S,

, otherwise

®)

indicating that in case both tasks are assigned to the robot R;
(x;x X = 1), only one ordering variable will be equal to 1
as well.

4) Material Budget: Each robot R, is equipped with a
material capacity of vf, representing the volume of material
it carries. To ensure feasibility, the total volume of material
required for all tasks 7; assigned to robot R, must not exceed
this capacity. This constraint can be expressed as:

N-1
vix SO VR ER (8)
i=0

where x; ; denotes whether task T; is assigned to robot R,
and UiT represents the material volume required by task 7;.
This constraint guarantees that each robot operates within its
material budget.

5) Battery Life - Flight Time : Given the fact that each
robot has a limited battery charge and there may be cases
where, despite a robot carrying sufficient material, its battery
is depleted at some point and is rendered unable to continue
the printing process. In order to incorporate handling of the
aforementioned cases during the planning of the tasks, a flight
time estimate ti € R is associated with every robot R,. This
estimate can be based on the battery voltage of each robot
@], which is sampled at the start of the mission, but this
estimation method is left out of the scope of this work. For
the calculation of the actual time each UAV is airborne, the
duration d; of each assigned task 7; to it is considered along
with the logistics times 7.°¢ and 7.° incorporating the motion
of the UAV from its current position to the starting point of
the task and backwards.

Following to that, the total flight time tf € R for a UAV
R, is calculated as follows:

N-1
tf = 2@;% +d; +7%)x;,, R, €R )
1

and consequently, it is constrained with an upper bound equal
to the estimate of the remaining flight time tﬁ’ based on the
battery percentage.

t, <1’ VR, ER (10)

B. Safety-Aware Scheduling

During the simultaneous printing execution of multiple
neighboring chunks, there is a chance of conflicts appearing



between the agents due to their working envelopes, despite
that their respective paths do not intersect. Thus, a minimum
clearance r, € R between any pair of UAVs is imposed,
indicating the minimum allowed distance the UAVs will have
between them during execution. Each manufacturing path P
associated with task 7; is represented as a sequence of linear
segments P, = {sg,si,... ’55\/.—1}’ where s’ denotes the x-th

segment and N; is the total number of segments in path P,.
The probability p; ; of a conflict arising from the simultaneous

execution of paths P; and P; is defined as:

Ni—1 o N;-1 i
Xolo 2ailo Vi

pii = (11)
b N;N;
where
Vi’jﬁ _ 1, lf dmin(.sf(, Si) S rc (12)
K 0, otherwise

is a conflict indicator for the segment pair (sf(,s{l), set to 1
when the minimum distance between the pair of segments
dipin(st, 7) < 1 is less than the clearance r,. The pairwise
conflict probabilities p; ; are systematically evaluated for all
concurrently executed task pairs and are illustrated in Fig. [3]c
in the form of a conflict graph G,.. In this graph, nodes
represent tasks, and edges indicate a non-zero probability of
conflict. The color of each edge corresponds to the conflict
probability, as defined by the accompanying color map.

Additionally, during the printing execution of each chunk, it
is noticed that the optimal deposition of the material in layers
is conducted when the UAV is tracking the manufacturing
paths at a constant fixed speed V,,, which is selected after
manual iterations and experimentation. Thus, in the current
work, aiming to enhance the printing performance, the extra
requirement of keeping the speed of the UAVs constant
and equal to V,, during printing operation is considered.
This further restricts the flexibility of solving the problem
and other approaches where the speed of the UAVs was
modulated within the area of the fixed speed V,, [40], can
not be employed. So, the handling of the conflicts between
the printing UAVs is conducted by dynamically selecting the
starting time S; of each task, which directly associates the
position of the UAV during the execution of task 7; given the
fact that the speed remains constant. The resolution scheme is
not carried out in two distinct steps and is not decoupled from
the scheduling process compared to other approaches [34],
[35]], but is incorporated in the overall mission plan calculation
step, enabling the optimal selection of the starting time.
Specifically, the conflict resolution mechanism is formulated
as additional constraints to the overall optimization problem
of the scheduling as follows:

1) Conflicting Segments: Initially, in order to identify these
conflicts, all segments s} of manufacturing paths are evaluated
in pairs, where st denotes the i-th segment of the path P, € P.
Specifically, a conflicting set C is calculated as follows:

C = {(s5.5%) t dpip(sf. 51 <7 V(P Py € <72)>} (13)

where a conflict is indicated in case their minimum distance
dyyin(sf,57) € R is less than r, and (72)) corresponds to the path
pairs in P. As a result, the spatio-temporal clearance constraint
of the conflicting UAVs is transformed into temporal, since by
identifying the segments that are in conflict and handling the
time allocation in each segment, the simultaneous presence of
the UAVs in each pair is prevented.

2) Time of arrival: Taking into consideration the time
spent in logistics movements required for the UAVs to move
between their home locations to the starting points of their
manufacturing paths, additional time allocation is added for
each task. Specifically, Téog € R and Tégg € R are added
before and after the actual starting and end time of print-
ing the specific chunk denoting the motion of the UAV
towards the start of the path and the motion towards its next
position correspondingly. Additionally, as mentioned before,
it is assumed that each manufacturing UAV will track its
given manufacturing path P, with a constant speed V,, while
extruding material corresponding to smooth deposition and
optimal manufacturing results. Given that, the time of arrival
and departure at any segment s; of the overall mission can be
calculated in a closed form as follows:

i K
i
=S+l Yy L (14)

1= Vex

denoting the arrival time at the end of the i-th segment of P,.

3) Conflict Resolution Constraints: As mentioned before, in
contrast with [40], the eminent conflicts appearing through-
out the execution of the whole mission are not handled by
modulating the UAVs velocity (something that would affect
the overall printing quality) but by assuming constant speed
throughout the whole course and letting the starting time S
of each task 7, as free variable. This shifting of the task
either backward or forward in time with respect to all the other
aforementioned constraints results in the resolution of all the
detected conflicts. Thus, in the case of a conflicting pair of
segments, the convention that the first UAV that will enter the
pair will be the first one to leave it, is followed similarly to the
one introduced in [40]. A visual representation of the concept
is shown in Fig. ] where the two paths P, and P, have a
conflicting segment pair (s}, s;l) (highlighted with red) along
with the annotated arrival times at the start of each segment.

The order between the robots is not predefined but is
dynamically selected via the solver and for every conflicting
pair (sf‘,s;) and it is denoted using the binary variable

cfj’.’l € {0, 1}, which is defined as follows:

: A
KA Loif et < v (15)

ot =
b 0 ,otherwise

indicating that if cfji’l = 1, the robot executing path P_ will

reach the conﬂictiné pair first and it will occur the other way

: KA _ . .
around in case ¢; = 0. Finally, for every pair of segments

(sf s s;l) € C, the aforementioned constraints are imposed via
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employing the big-M notation [38]:

k A K
< 0 -
o<ttt + 05t

i-1 — "j-1 ij

k A _ KA
<t +0(1A )
A k K,
1<t + 0

ch V(s sheC  (16)

where O € R is a sufficiently large number.

C. Makespan Minimization - (Py)

The overall objective of the scheduling algorithm is to
accomplish all the printing tasks of set 7 and construct the
given mesh in the least time possible while being with respect
to all the aforementioned constraints mentioned in Sections
[T-A] and particularly in making sure no conflict will occur by
dynamically deciding the starting time of each task (Section
[-B). The overall time span of all the tasks needs to be
minimized, translating to penalizing the maximum completion
time C; of all the tasks in set 7. This is formulated by
introducing new decision variable C,,,,, which denotes the
makespan of the whole mission, by adding the following
constraint to the overall problem

S +7% +d +1%<Cpp. VT, ET 17)

which is setting the C,,, as the upper bound of all the
completion times of tasks. Finally, the term C,,,, is added to
the objective function as the main objective term J,,; = C,,,-

The optimization problem incorporating the aforementioned
and the conflict-free safety constraints (analyzed in Section
[II-B) along with the makespan minimization objective consti-
tutes the makespan minimization scheduling problem denoted
as Py and is sufficient to generate a mission plan with respect

to the construction mission requirements.

D. Task Importance Prioritization - (P,)

Trying to prioritize the tasks that have the most dependen-
cies and alleviate the scheduling from possible bottlenecks

Fig. 5: Dependency graph along with annotated importance «;
for each node.

while also imposing a faster convergence to the overall op-
timization problem, some heuristics are added in the overall
cost function with a smaller priority. Specifically, despite the
fact that the makespan of the overall mission is penalized
following the approach of a min-max problem, the sum of
all the ending times E; of tasks 7; is penalized, but each one
is scaled using an importance factor a; € R. The importance
factor a; signifies the contribution of a particular task 7; to the
overall construction of the mesh M. This is translated into the
in-degree d~(C;) of a node C; of dependency graph G¢, which
notates the number of incoming edges/ancestors to a node of
the graph and is defined as follows:

d~(C)= Y 8uC)

uevd

(18)

where V¢ is the set of all nodes of dependency graph G¢

and
if (u,v) € &9,

6(u, v) !
u’ = .
0 otherwise.

where £9 denotes the set of edges of the directional graph G¢.
Following a similar approach, the second-order in-degree is
defined for a vertex C; of graph G¢ as follows:

d;(C)=d~(C)+p Y, d(C)

uENCi

19)

(20)

where N denotes the set of all the ancestor nodes of node
C; and f € R is a tunable scaling factor. So, the importance
factor a; = d; (C;) and the importance score is calculated as

follows:
N-1
Jim = Z a;(S; + T‘i"g +d; + Té”g)

i=0

ey

The importance score J;,, is scaled with W, and added to
the overall objective function of the problem J = W, J, . +
Wi,nJim» leading to the problem variation P,.

E. Agent Utilization - (P3)

After analyzing the scheduling results, it has been observed
that the makespan does not continue to decrease beyond a



certain point, despite an increase in the number of available
UAVs. This phenomenon arises primarily due to task depen-
dencies and, more critically, conflicts between tasks. Although
UAVs and tasks are available at any given moment, deploying
certain tasks may violate the minimum clearance requirements
between UAVs. Consequently, these tasks are held off until the
completion of higher-priority tasks. As a result, multiple UAVs
often remain landed and idle while awaiting the completion of
preceding and conflicting tasks.

Inefficient deployment of UAVs is undesirable, as it in-
curs unnecessary costs and maintenance burdens. To address
this issue, an additional objective has been introduced into
the problem formulation: determining the optimal number of
UAVs required for a given mission. This approach aims to
eliminate the deployment of excess agents while balancing the
trade-off between makespan and UAV utilization.

In order to facilitate this, a cost on using each robot R, is
included. It is assumed that a robot is utilized in the mission if
it has been assigned at least one task 7; throughout the whole
duration of the mission. The utilization of the robot R; is
notated using the binary variable u;, € {0, 1} which is defined
as follows:

I if3di:x;, =1,
uk = . ’
0 otherwise.

where x; , indicates whether task 7; is assigned to robot R.

This switching case is mathematically formulated in the
optimization problem using the big-M notation by adding the
following two constraints.

(22)

Nu, €U (23)

N-1
Zico Xk <Oy
N-1
Xico Xik 2 U
where U = {y;|i = 0,1,..., M} is the set containing all the
binary utilization variables corresponding to each robot R;.
Finally, the agent utilization cost is formulated as follows:

M-1
Jut = Z I/Vcostuk (24)
k=0

where W, € R is a tunable cost associated with the
use of an agent in the mission. With the addition of this
final objective, the problem variation aligning with all the
contributions of this paper is completed and is referred to as
P;.

F. Problem Overview

The aforementioned costs are fused into a common one J
scaled by custom gains G, G, G,; € R as follows:

J = Gmsts + GimJim + GutJut (25)
This cost is fed to the optimization problem in order to be
minimized with respect to the constraints. An overview of the
whole problem formulation is given as follows:

argmin - G, J s + Gy Jiy + Gy Jy
Xji» y;;, Crnax
subject to:
VT, €T : Egs. (0. @. (@)

VT, #T,€T, RkeR :
V(T T;) €Ppy, :

Egs. (),
Eq. @)

(26)

VR, e R : Egs. (@), (I0)
V(sf,sheC: Eq. (I6)
Vu, e U : Eq. @3)

The problem is a Mixed Integer Programming (MIP) and
its formulation along with its solution is carried out using the
Gurobi Optimization solver [41]].

G. Mission Execution

1) Mission Control: Once the optimal schedule is gener-
ated based on the mission requirements, chunking, and UAV
configuration, the schedule is sent to the mission planner. The
planner converts it into a time-based event log, specifying the
timing for each task 7; and its assigned robot R,. At the
mission’s start, mission control transmits a synchronization
signal to all agents, instructing them to set their internal timers
to t = 0. As time progresses, tasks are triggered according to
the schedule. When the time for a new task begins, mission
control assigns the corresponding task 7; to the designated
agent R, based on the plan.

2) Printing UAV: Whenever a UAV R, is assigned a new
task, it moves to the starting point of the manufacturing path.
Both the logistics start and end times, riog and ri,og, are defined
as uniform constants across all UAVs. Under this assumption,
it is possible that one UAV may arrive at its designated start
position earlier than scheduled. In such cases, the UAV hovers
in place until synchronization with the global schedule is
restored. This hovering period represents only a small fraction
of the total logistics time T;Og and is negligible compared to the
overall task durations and the total mission makespan. During
the printing process, the UAV follows the manufacturing path
for the task 7; as generated by the slicer, depositing material
at a constant speed V,,. Once printing is complete, the UAV
returns to its designated landing position and remains idle until
assigned another task.

While traveling between the home positions and the printing
workspace, UAVs fly at a cruising altitude h,. to prevent
the downdraft from their propellers from interfering with
previously printed chunks. Collision avoidance during logistics
movements is decentralized: UAVs share their planned trajec-
tories, similar to the approach in [42]]. Each UAV treats the
trajectories of others as obstacles in space-time and replans its
own trajectory in case a potential collision is detected.

IV. RESULTS

The evaluation of the framework is carried out in various
meshes and the main focus is on a rectangle one with
dimensions of 2 m. width, 2 m. length and 0.5 m. height.



It is decomposed into 18 chunks shown in Fig. [3la and the
dependencies between them are calculated and placed in the
dependency graph G¢ shown in Fig. b. The parameters used
throughout the formulation of the optimization problem for
the rectangle scheduling, along with the ones used for the
construction mission simulation, are listed in Table

Parameter Value Parameter  Value
1% 15 sec. g 0.5
ré”g 15 sec. G5 1
Vox 0.1 m/s G, 0.07
r, 1 m. G, 100

a 1

TABLE II: Parameter values for the formulation of the opti-
mization scheduling problem.

The optimal scheduling results are presented as resource
utilization charts similar to the ones shown in Fig. [] where
the y-axis represents the available UAVs, and the x-axis
corresponds to time. Each task is represented by color-coded
blocks, labeled with the respective task index, indicating the
time periods during which each UAV is assigned a printing
task and the time assigned to logistics is annotated with gray
color. Aligned with previous iterations of aerial 3D printing
such as [34]], [35]] along with aerial masonry construction [43]]—
[45], an available team of 6 UAVs R = {R, Ry, ..., Rs} is
used for all cases of the rectangular mesh and the various
problem formulations are evaluated and analyzed At the end,
a case study is described and demonstrated as a complete
construction mission in a simulated Gazebo environment with
autonomous aerial robots.

A. Effect of Task Importance Factor

To emphasize the impact of task importance on the overall
solution of the optimization problem, the case of the rectangle
illustrated in Fig. [3]a is evaluated both with and without the
inclusion of the task importance cost in the objective function.
The importance cost for each task, 7;, associated with the
chunks of the rectangle is depicted in Fig. [5] These costs are
shown to the left of each node and are visually represented
using a color gradient ranging from black (indicating zero
importance) to red (indicating higher values).

Figure [6] presents the mission scheduling solutions, where
each pair of plots corresponds to one run without and one
with task importance penalization. The first two plots show
results without considering agent utilization cost, while the
last two rows include it as part of the objective function
(corresponding to problem P;). For the case without agent
utilization, it is noted that the assignment of the tasks to the
available robots has changed; however, the sequence between
them has remained the same despite being assigned to different
UAVs. Additionally, it is noted that the starting time of some
tasks has been placed earlier compared to the solution without
the importance factor. Specifically, the tasks 7,, 7, and Tg
have been calculated to start earlier compared to the base
solution by 23 sec. The overall solution makespan of the
planned mission for both cases (with and without importance

factor included), along with the computational time required
to calculate the optimal plan, are shown in the first and second
rows of the Table [[T]} It is noticed that although the makespan
remains the same, the main advantage of including the task
importance is the faster convergence and thus the reduction in
time of the whole computation of the optimal solution from
the solver. Evidently, with the inclusion of the importance cost,
the computation time is decreased by 16% (from 119.04 sec
to 99.76 sec) in the case of adding only the importance cost
(problem P,).

In the last two plots, where the case of agent utilization
is involved (problem Pj), it is noticed that tasks of high
importance are prioritized towards the start of the mission,
while others of least importance are placed towards the end.
Task 7,3 with an importance factor of a;;3 = 5.0 is executed
86 sec earlier similar to task 774, of importance equal to
a;p = 1.5, which is also placed 262 sec earlier compared
to the original solution. Focusing on the mission makespan
and the computation time, it is noticed that there has been
a 2.38% increase in the makespan, but at the same time,
the computation time has been decreased by 12%. Although
the makespan is slightly increased, the main advantage of
including the task importance is the faster convergence and
thus the reduction in time of the whole computation of
the optimal solution from the solver. Overall, the problem
formulation has been formulated to accommodate and adapt
to various application scenarios. In cases where the primary
objective is to minimize mission duration without accounting
for computational cost, the importance factor can be omitted
from the objective function. This design choice ensures that the
model remains adaptable to varying operational requirements.

B. Dynamic sized team of UAVs

Aiming to evaluate the effectiveness of the framework on
selecting the optimal number of agents for the given tasks
7 and the given UAVs configuration, the problem P; of the
scheduling optimization is solved by providing it with six
available UAVs (M = 6) each one of them equipped with
10 L. of material, resulting in 100 L. of actually expanded,
fully cured mesh) and a robot utilization cost G,, = 100.
As shown in Fig. [6l the makespan of the mission remains
almost the same, while only four UAVs are now used instead
of the six originally available. The amount of time the UAVs
remain idle is significantly reduced. To demonstrate further the
effectiveness of this capability, an investigation on associating
the number of the total UAVs M with the total makespan of
the mission C,,,, is carried out. Specifically, using the problem
formulation P, the optimal scheduling plan was generated for
the mission using varying numbers of robots, from a single
robot (M = 1) to six (M = 8), while considering that both
the material they are carrying along with their battery are suf-
ficient. The resulting mission makespans are shown in Fig.
While the mission duration decreases as more UAVs are added,
this reduction plateaus beyond a certain point. This is due to
conflicts arising from multiple UAVs operating simultaneously
in a confined space, leading to increased wait times and under-
utilization of available resources. This behavior is also evident



Importance  Agent Utilization ~ Available  Total Number of Material Usage Computation  Overall Solution
Cost Cost UAVs UAVs Used [L] Time [sec] Makespan [sec]
No No 6 6 [88, 61, 63, 37, 54, 74] 119.04 1080.50
Yes No 6 6 [56, 57, 47, 91, 36, 91] 99.76 1080.50
No Yes 6 4 [96, 93, 95, 93] 244.49 1130.58
Yes Yes 6 4 [92, 99, 89, 98] 216.88 1157.58

TABLE III: Makespan for the rectangle mission and computational time required for different cost objective formulations

in Fig. |§|, where UAVs R, and Rj are only assigned to two
and three tasks each. Additionally, no more than three UAVs
are actively working at the same time during the majority of
the mission. These findings suggest that fewer UAVs could
be deployed for this specific mission without significantly
impacting its overall performance in terms of time.

The final calculated mission makespans for the two versions
of problem P; (with and without the importance factor),
along with the computational times required to solve them,
are presented in the last two rows of Table Compared
to problem P, the makespan is increased by 4.4% in the
case without and 7.1% in the case with the importance cost
included. This slight increase is considered to be negligible
given the fact that it is achieved with two UAVs less and at
the same time maximizing the utilization of the remaining

four that are deployed. Although the computational time
increases by 105.0% and 81.5%, respectively is significant,
the algorithm remains efficient compared to solving problem
P, independently for different instances, where the number
of UAVs M ranges from 1 to 6. This search process would
require at least 3 different computations of the problem in
order to dynamically identify where the slope of the plot shown
in Fig. [7] is no longer being decreased. The latter approach
requires a total computation time of 607 seconds, which is
notably higher. It is highlighted that the algorithm dynamically
identifies the optimal number of UAVs for the mission. This
is evident in Fig. [7] where the makespan shows no significant
decrease once M exceeds 4. It must be noted that, although
it may still seem advantageous to deploy only three UAVs,
reducing the fleet below four leads to violations of the material

Makespan Minimization

UAV 5 { ) 5 3
UAV 4 14 12 Makespan
UAV3{ 17 ; P9 L4 1080 sec
uav 21 716 13 i | 1
UAV 11 15 74 2
UAV 0 { 11 P8 i [ie | o

. . Importance factor Enabled
UAV 51 15 12 Ho7i 1
UAV 41 13 i .
UAV 31 v 5000 i 3 Makespan
UAv 2| 116 2 1080 sec
uav 1y 17 - (e
UAV 01 11 i P9 i o0

Agent Utilization Enabled
UAV 31 11 14 12 5 Makespan
UAV 2 2 7 3 1105 sec
UAV 1y 17 15 hos i i | sl
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uav 3{ 16 | T | 2 Makespan
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Time [sec]

Fig. 6: Rectangular mesh scheduling results for different formulations of the objective function.



budget. This is visually indicated in the plot using a dotted line
to represent configurations that exceed the material constraints.

The trade-off between agent utilization and makespan re-
duction is governed by the utilization factor and the gain
parameters G, and G,. Adjusting these weights alters the
number of UAVs deployed, thereby influencing the over-
all mission duration. Increasing the value of G, places a
stronger penalty on activating additional UAVs, which leads
the optimizer to employ fewer agents. Consequently, the total
makespan increases since fewer UAVs share the workload.
Conversely, reducing G,; promotes the use of more agents,
resulting in faster mission completion at the cost of higher
resource utilization. The framework aims to identify the equi-
librium point where further reductions in makespan no longer
justify deploying additional UAVs, that is, the point where
the makespan curve levels off, signifying a configuration that
jointly minimizes both fleet size and mission duration. In
practical applications, emphasizing G, is appropriate when
minimizing mission duration is critical (e.g., in time-sensitive
operations), while increasing G, encourages more balanced
workload distribution and improved resource efficiency. Our
analysis suggests that maintaining a ratio of G, J,s to G Jy
between 2:1 and 3:1 is effective, allowing the optimization to
prioritize makespan reduction while still accounting for fleet
size minimization. If the task-importance term is included,
its influence should remain small relative to the makespan
term to prevent it from dominating the objective function.
This ensures that it serves primarily to aid convergence by
giving slight priority to more critical tasks, without disturbing
the fundamental balance between mission duration and fleet
utilization.

The trade-off between the number of agents and makespan
minimization, while simultaneously satisfying budget con-
straints, is addressed within the optimization process in a
single step. This capability is particularly advantageous, as the
cost of introducing additional UAVs can be substantial. Select-
ing the optimal number of UAVs required for the task not only
minimizes construction costs but also reduces the complexity
associated with managing the equipment, thereby improving
the overall feasibility and efficiency of the operation.
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= 3000 .
i} .
2 2500 N
% 20001 T R ——— e ———
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\\- ___________
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Number of UAVs

Fig. 7: Mission makespan for rectangular, dome, and quatrefoil
mesh configurations with varying numbers of UAVs. Plot
lines corresponding to configurations that violate the material
constraint are rendered as dotted.

C. Evaluation on Different Mesh Sizes

To evaluate and analyze how the scheduling algorithm re-
sponds and adapts to meshes of different sizes, the construction
plan is computed for the same mesh scaled into four different
cases (1 — 4): rectangles with sides measuring 2, 3, and 4
meters, respectively. The meshes are processed through the
chunker module [36] and subsequently fed into the scheduling
module. The results of the evaluation are summarized in Table
As anticipated, the number of chunks |C| increases with
the size of the mesh, along with the number of dependencies
|G, and conflicts |C|. However, it is noteworthy that the
increase in conflicts (164% and 189% for cases 3 and 4
compared to case 1) is lower than the corresponding increase
in dependencies (233% and 363%, respectively). This can be
attributed to the fact that, despite the scaling of the mesh
M, conflicts remain primarily localized between neighbor-
ing chunks due to the safety clearance r.. Consequently,
the addition of new chunks located farther apart does not
necessarily result in a proportional increase in conflicts. The
decomposition performed by the chunker [36] has a significant
impact on the number of dependencies and conflicts among
the tasks. This is evident in a separate evaluation in which the
original rectangular mesh was further partitioned into thirty
chunks. As anticipated, the planning complexity increased:
the number of dependencies rose to fifty, and the number of
conflict pairs reached 35026. However, this finer partitioning
did not grant additional flexibility, since conflict resolution
is performed at the path-segment level rather than at the
chunk level. As a result, the makespan (1105.5s) remained
comparable to that (1080.5s) of the original decomposition,
and was in fact slightly longer due to the greater logistical over-
head between tasks. Moreover, computational time increased
significantly (10.45 times) with the added complexity, yet
without producing any meaningful reduction in the makespan.
Despite the aforementioned analysis, enhancements in the
chunking module, along with finding the optimal number of
chunks for a given mission, are beyond the scope of the current

paper.

In general, Table further crystallizes the comparative
analysis of scheduling performance across different workspace
sizes, highlighting how spatial constraints influence both agent
coordination and overall mission complexity. While larger
meshes exhibit more tasks and dependencies, they also allow
greater maneuverability and lower conflict densities, reflect-
ing improved spatial separation between agents. In contrast,
smaller workspaces exhibit a much higher concentration of
conflicts relative to their area, indicating increased interaction
among agents and tighter safety margins. These findings
reinforce that compact construction footprints, where agents
operate within overlapping working envelopes, constitute the
most demanding scenarios. It is under such tight-space con-
ditions that the advantages of the proposed scheduling and
coordination framework become evident, as the system must
continuously balance safety, dependency, and efficiency con-
straints in a highly constrained environment.
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Fig. 8: Minimum Distance (blue) between UAVs during the execution of the whole mission.

D. Case Study - Construction Mission Simulation

To evaluate the deployment and integration of the optimal
multi-agent aerial additive manufacturing framework in a
complete construction mission, a simulation is conducted using
a specific case study scenario. The framework is tested within
a Gazebo simulation environment, where multiple UAVs,
modeled after designs in [35], [46], are equipped with a
bottom-mounted extruder suspended beneath them. The tip of
each extruder is precisely tracked in 3D space, and material
deposition is visualized by placing small spherical markers
directly below the extruder tip whenever a deposition action
is triggered by the corresponding UAV.

The construction scenario of the case mentioned in Section
[II-E] is investigated. In the specific one, the rectangular mesh
of Fig. Bla is fed to the scheduling module and six UAVs
constitute the available resources for the mission. Specifically,
following previous iterations of similar concepts [[13], [34],
it is assumed that the material carried by each UAV is a
light-weight expandable polyurethane foam due to its main
advantage of expansion (assumed an expansion factor of 10
[47]) right after it is sprayed and has come into contact with
air. The carried volume of each UAV is set to 10 L while the
flight time ti of each UAV is set to 15 min. The home positions
of the UAVS are placed in the corners of a square with a size of
6 m. while the cruising altitude for the mission was selected
to be equal to A, = 1.5 m. The duration for carrying out
the logistics right before and after the execution of each task
is selected as 7.% = 7.°% = 15 sec after experimentation and
measuring the maximum duration of the motion from the home
position of a UAV to the starting point of its assigned task.
The minimum clearance r, between the UAVs while printing
is selected to be equal to 1 m.

As discussed in the previous section and shown in Fig. [7}
the optimal plan generated by the scheduling module solving
the problem P; utilizes only four of the six available robots,
reducing the resource cost by 33%. This plan is then passed
to the mission planner, initiating the mission and ensuring
all UAVs remain in direct communication and synchronized.
The minimum clearance r, between UAVs is maintained
throughout the mission, as demonstrated in Fig. 8] highlighting

the framework’s capability to allocate multiple parallel printing
tasks while ensuring safety. It is observed that, while tasks 7,
and 73 can theoretically be printed simultaneously from a de-
pendency perspective, they are not scheduled to start together
due to potential conflicts between them. Specifically, task T,
is scheduled to start at t+ = 1008 sec, after the conflicting
segments of task 73 have already been printed, ensuring that
any potential safety risks are eliminated. A similar case is
observed between tasks 7 and 73 where although they can be
printed in parallel as well, concerning their structural depen-
dencies, the starting time of task 73 is delayed at t = 774 sec
to resolve the conflicts with 7. The conflict among tasks 7,
T,, and 73 is consistently evident across all cases shown in
Fig. [6] It can be observed that their conflict-free simultaneous
execution is infeasible; hence, the algorithm schedules them
sequentially, permitting only minimal temporal overlap. This
behavior remains consistent regardless of the number of UAV's
or the total payload, as illustrated across all scenarios where
these tasks are invariably assigned in sequence with slight
overlaps at their start and end times, showcasing that this
constraint is associated with the shape’s and the chunks’ geom-
etry. Notably, this scheduling outcome is an inherent result of
the algorithm’s conflict-resolution mechanism rather than any
manual or static adjustment, reflecting constraints imposed by
the geometry of the shape and the corresponding chunks. The
total volume of material used by each UAV for the mission is
as follows: [9.2,9.9,8.9,9.8]] L, remaining within the initial
material budget VR, Similarly, the total flight time for each
UAV is [9.66, 8.96, 8.25, 8.48] minutes, remaining below the
flight time limit. A video of the whole simulated mission,
including a dynamic visualization of both the dependency
and conflict graphs throughout the mission, is available in the
following link: https://youtu.be/b4jwhkNPTyQl

E. Evaluation on Different Meshes

Towards the further evaluation of the proposed framework
for different geometries and meshes, two complex meshes
are fed as input. Specifically, a hemispherical dome of 3 m.
diameter and a height of 0.75 m. is evaluated. The dome is
decomposed into 53 chunks in total, which are shown in a

Case Total Number of  Total Number of Number of Number of  Conflict Density ~ Computation  Overall Solution
Chunks UAVs Used Dependencies Conflicts [conflicts/m?] Time [sec] Makespan [sec]
I) 2x2 m. 18 6 30 27107 6776 156.6 1092
D 2x2 m. 30 6 50 35026 8756 1330.85 1105
(III) 3x3 m. 55 6 70 44664 4962 846.4 1650
IV) 4x4 m. 60 6 109 51301 3206 2138.6 1830

TABLE IV: Evaluation of the optimal scheduling for different sizes and chunking of meshes.
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Fig. 9: Hemispherical Dome mesh of 3 m diameter and a height of 1 m decomposed in 52 chunks (top left) along with its
associated dependency graph G¢ (top right). The optimal schedule for the mesh and a fleet of 10 UAVs is shown at the bottom.

color-coded format in Fig. 0] in a 3D format. Additionally,
the associated calculated dependencies between the chunks
are placed in the dependency graph and visualized. Finally,
the optimal mission schedule for the given mission and for 8
UAVs available in total, carrying 20 L. of material each, is
calculated and shown at the bottom of Fig. [9] The optimal
schedule employs 6 UAVs from the given fleet, resulting in a
total mission makespan of 1928s.

In addition, an extruded quatrefoil (four-lobed) shell with
uniform wall thickness, a height of 0.8 m, and a side length of

3D Mesh

Mission Schedule

2.0m is considered. The shell is partitioned into 32 chunks,
and its corresponding dependency graph, G?, with color-
coded chunks, is depicted in Fig. [T0] Upon calculation of
each chunk’s manufacturing path and generation of both the
dependency and conflict graphs, the configuration, together
with eight UAVs, each possessing a 20L capacity, is fed to
the optimizer. The resulting optimal schedule, also shown in
Fig.[I0] identifies four UAVSs as the optimal fleet size, yielding
a makespan of 1499s.
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Fig. 10: Quatrefoil (four-lobed) shell mesh of 2m side and a height of 0.8 m decomposed in 32 chunks (top left) along with
its associated dependency graph G¢ (top right) and the optimal schedule for the mesh with a team of 8 UAVs (bottom).



F. Limitations

Despite the effectiveness of the proposed framework, there
are still some hurdles that limit its full potential. It is noted
that the estimation of the flight time employs a simplified
model that establishes a linear relationship between each
UAV’s battery status and its estimated flight duration for
a given mission. In practice, the actual flight time exhibits
nonlinear dependence on factors such as the instantaneous
payload weight. However, incorporating such nonlinear model-
ing would considerably increase the complexity of the overall
formulation. Therefore, a simplified linear approximation is
adopted, which remains valid in scenarios where the payload
variations among UAVs are relatively small.

In the proposed formulation, the logistical travel times
riog and riog for each UAV are assumed constant during
motion between tasks and their designated landing point. In
practice, however, this assumption does not strictly hold, as
each UAV starts from a different initial position and the
distances between consecutive tasks vary with the assigned
sequence. Incorporating these varying travel times into the
optimization would significantly increase computational com-
plexity. Furthermore, since trajectory sharing is employed to
prevent inter-UAV collisions during transit, the actual travel
time becomes non-deterministic. These effects are therefore
neglected, as the variations in travel distances are relatively
minor and comparable among UAVs, making the constant-
time assumption a reasonable simplification.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, an optimal scheduling-based framework for
a multi-agent aerial 3D printing mission is addressed. A
framework is proposed for scheduling multiple UAVs to min-
imize the makespan of a construction mission. Potential inter-
UAV collisions, task dependencies arising from geometric
constraints between chunks are addressed, and adherence to
battery life and material capacity limitations is ensured. The
computation time of the overall mission plan is reduced
by prioritizing tasks with higher dependencies, while UAV
utilization is maximized by dynamically adjusting the num-
ber of UAVs based on the mission’s specific requirements.
The evaluation of the proposed framework indicates that the
prioritization of the important tasks results in a reduction of
the computational time at the expense of a slight increase
in the mission makespan. Additionally, the proposed agent
utilization problem computes the optimal number of UAVs
and their corresponding schedule in one step instead of brute-
forcing, significantly reducing the total cost and improving
efficacy. Finally, the proposed framework is demonstrated in
a simulated Gazebo environment where a given mission of
constructing a 2x2 m. rectangle by dynamically selecting a
team of four UAVs satisfying the material and flight time
constraints while ensuring their safety. Future work includes
hardware experimentation of aerial 3D printing using the pro-
posed framework and the exploration of advanced algorithmic
techniques, such as branch-and-price and metaheuristics, to
enhance computational efficiency.
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