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Abstract—The integration of Unmanned Aerial Vehicles
(UAVs) and Unmanned Ground Vehicles (UGVs) is increasingly
central to the development of intelligent autonomous systems
for applications such as search and rescue, environmental mon-
itoring, and logistics. However, precise coordination between
these platforms in real-time scenarios presents major challenges,
particularly when external localization infrastructure such as
GPS or GNSS is unavailable or degraded [1]. This paper proposes
a vision-based, data-driven framework for real-time UAV-UGV
integration, with a focus on robust UGV detection and heading
angle prediction for navigation and coordination. The system
employs a fine-tuned YOLOvVS5 model to detect UGVs and extract
bounding box features, which are then used by a lightweight
artificial neural network (ANN) to estimate the UAV’s required
heading angle. A VICON motion capture system was used to
generate ground-truth data during training, resulting in a dataset
of over 13,000 annotated images collected in a controlled lab
environment. The trained ANN achieves a mean absolute error
of 0.1506° and a root mean squared error of 0.1957°, offering
accurate heading angle predictions using only monocular camera
inputs. Experimental evaluations achieve 95% accuracy in UGV
detection. This work contributes a vision-based, infrastructure-
independent solution that demonstrates strong potential for de-
ployment in GPS/GNSS-denied environments, supporting reliable
multi-agent coordination under realistic dynamic conditions.
A demonstration video showcasing the system’s real-time per-
formance, including UGV detection, heading angle prediction,
and UAV alignment under dynamic conditions, is available at:
https://github.com/Kooroshraf/UAV-UGV-Integration

Index Terms—Autonomous vehicles, GPS-denied navigation,
UAV-UGYV integration, visual navigation.

I. INTRODUCTION

HE integration of Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs) and

Unmanned Ground Vehicles (UGVs) has emerged as a
powerful paradigm in multi-agent systems, offering significant
advantages for surveillance, search and rescue, precision agri-
culture, and autonomous logistics [2]. UAVs provide agility
and a wide field of view, while UGVs offer stable ground-
level interaction and payload capacity. Their coordinated de-
ployment enables collaborative behaviors such as aerial mon-
itoring, dynamic path planning, and high-precision landing
in both structured and unstructured environments [3]. Earlier
approaches like market-based multi-robot task allocation also
explored decentralized collaboration, especially in logistics
and exploration scenarios [4]. More recently, graph-based
deep learning frameworks have been introduced for dynamic
UAV-UGYV task allocation in complex environments, such as
the Adaptive Depth Graph Neural Network (ADGNN) model,
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which enhances decision-making efficiency and adaptability
[5].

Despite recent progress, achieving reliable UAV-UGV in-
tegration in real-time remains a challenging task, particularly
in unstructured terrain requiring fast and accurate trajectory
adaptation [6], [7]. Key technical hurdles include accurate
heading angle estimation for alignment, robust detection and
tracking of UGVs in dynamic scenes, and secure, real-time
decision-making under limited sensor availability. Many ex-
isting approaches rely on high-cost sensor fusion, such as
GPS-INS, LiDAR, or motion capture systems, which com-
plicate deployment in real-world scenarios [8], [9]. These
solutions, although precise, are impractical in GPS-denied
or infrastructure-sparse environments. Similar concerns about
dataset bias and scalability have been raised in broader au-
tonomous driving contexts, where dataset coverage and an-
notation quality directly impact generalization in deployment
[10].

More broadly, this research contributes to the development
of adaptive Al-based perception frameworks for UAV-UGV
operations in conditions where conventional localization in-
frastructure is unavailable or degraded. While our experiments
were conducted indoors using a VICON motion capture sys-
tem, the proposed approach serves as a baseline for future
adaptation to more complex settings, such as outdoor or semi-
structured environments where illumination changes, partial
occlusions, and temporary localization outages may occur.
These conditions highlight the need for vision-based systems
that operate independently of GPS or GNSS. Recent studies
on GPS spoofing detection using time series analysis and
data-driven anomaly detection [11] reinforce the importance
of localization-independent perception. Although the present
work does not address adversarial threats or contested airspace
directly, it is motivated by the broader goal of enabling robust
navigation in degraded or infrastructure-limited environments.
This aligns with priorities outlined by the Department of
Transportation, NASA, and the Department of Homeland
Security, and reflects ongoing trends toward learning-based
perception for unstructured environments [12].

Recent advances in computer vision and deep learning have
introduced new possibilities for lightweight and cost-effective
navigation systems. A comprehensive survey on vision-based
UAV navigation emphasizes the growing use of monocular
and deep-learning-based methods for perception and autonomy
[13]. YOLO-based object detectors have demonstrated strong
performance in real-time object identification tasks [14], [15],
while neural network regressors offer a viable solution for
estimating spatial orientation from image-derived features. By
leveraging these technologies, vision-only architectures can
now offer heading angle prediction and object localization with
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reasonable accuracy and speed.

In this work, we propose a data-driven framework that
eliminates the need for external localization systems by relying
solely on onboard camera inputs. The system integrates a fine-
tuned YOLOv5 model for UGV detection with a compact
ANN to predict the UAV’s heading angle from bounding
box features. During training and evaluation, we employed
a VICON motion capture system to generate high-fidelity
ground truth for over 13,000 annotated images, enabling robust
model supervision [8]. The trained ANN was able to accurately
predict heading angles with a root mean squared error of
0.1957°, and the system as a whole achieved a 95% detection
accuracy.

This research delivers a deployable and scalable solu-
tion for UAV-UGV coordination that is sensor-independent,
computation-efficient, and capable of operating in complex,
dynamic environments. By demonstrating that vision-only sys-
tems can achieve high-precision autonomous behavior, it repre-
sents a significant step toward practical real-world deployment
of cooperative aerial-ground robotic systems. The proposed
framework advances the state of vision-based UAV-UGV
coordination by introducing a lightweight, markerless archi-
tecture for heading angle prediction that removes the need for
external localization during deployment. While training and
validation were conducted in a controlled indoor environment
with VICON supervision, the design emphasizes computa-
tional efficiency, adaptability, and readiness for extension to
GPS/GNSS-denied and infrastructure-sparse scenarios.

The main contributions of this work are as follows:

o A vision-only heading prediction framework that in-
tegrates a fine-tuned YOLOVS detector with a compact
ANN regressor, enabling real-time UAV alignment with
UGVs using only monocular bounding-box features.

o A custom, high-fidelity dataset comprising over 13,000
annotated images synchronized with precise VICON-
based ground truth, capturing diverse UGV trajectories
for robust model training.

« Demonstration of sub-degree heading accuracy (MAE
= 0.1506°, RMSE = 0.1957°) and 95% UGV detection
precision, achieved with a computation-efficient model
suitable for embedded platforms.

e Closed-loop, real-time evaluation confirming system
stability, low latency (31 ms/frame), and suitability for
GPS-denied operation without reliance on external infras-
tructure during runtime.

II. RELATED WORK

The integration of UAVs and UGVs has been a focal point
in autonomous systems research due to its potential in enabling
multi-agent coordination across various domains, including
environmental monitoring, military surveillance, and disaster
response [3]. Traditionally, UAVs and UGVs have operated
independently, with limited collaboration. Recent studies have
emphasized the advantages of shared autonomy, where UAVs
provide top-down situational awareness while UGVs interact
with the environment on the ground, forming a cooperative
feedback loop.

Early approaches to coordination relied heavily on GPS and
inertial navigation systems (INS) for position estimation and
control. However, such solutions often fail in GPS-denied or
occluded environments, motivating the development of vision-
based alternatives [9]. Marker-based landing strategies, such
as those using fiducial markers or predefined patterns, have
shown success in controlled environments but lack robust-
ness in dynamic or unstructured scenes [16]. Motion capture
systems like VICON provide highly accurate ground-truth
data, yet their reliance on fixed infrastructure and limited
scalability makes them impractical for real-world deployment
[8]. In contrast, methods like visual teach-and-repeat offer
infrastructure-free autonomy by using onboard vision for route
memorization and long-range path repetition [17].

To address these limitations, deep learning methods have
been increasingly adopted. Object detection models such as
YOLO have demonstrated real-time performance and high
precision in detecting targets such as UGVs, pedestrians, and
other objects in cluttered environments [14], [15]. YOLOVS,
in particular, has been widely used for edge-deployable ap-
plications due to its balance between accuracy and inference
speed [18]. These models output bounding box parameters that
can serve not only for detection but also for spatial reasoning
tasks, such as heading angle estimation.

Prior work has explored the use of regression models to es-
timate spatial relationships between aerial and ground agents.
In this context, neural networks trained on visual features
have been proposed to predict relative orientation or distance
without explicit geometric modeling. Such approaches reduce
reliance on depth sensors or external localization infrastructure
and are suitable for embedded applications. Some monocular
systems also leverage dense 3D flow and visual odometry for
spatial awareness without depth sensors [19].

Collision detection is another critical component in au-
tonomous UAV systems. The DroNet model introduced by
Loquercio et al. [20] exemplifies how deep convolutional
networks can learn safe navigation policies from driving data.
Although primarily used for obstacle avoidance, such vision-
based models highlight the growing trend toward using end-
to-end learning systems in robotics.

Security remains a growing concern in vision-based naviga-
tion. Recent studies have shown how deep learning models are
susceptible to Trojan attacks, where hidden triggers embedded
during training can hijack model behavior [21]. These findings
underscore the need for secure, interpretable, and robust model
architectures, especially when deployed in safety-critical sys-
tems like UAV-UGV operations.

In summary, existing literature supports the feasibility of
deep learning-based UAV-UGV coordination and highlights a
broader trend toward learning-based perception and navigation
across autonomous systems [22]. However, a clear gap remains
in frameworks that unify object detection, heading angle
prediction, and landing guidance into a lightweight, sensor-
independent solution suitable for real-time deployment. This
work addresses that gap by leveraging YOLOvV5 and an ANN
trained solely on visual bounding box features to enable robust
coordination and landing in dynamic environments.
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Fig. 1. Overview of the proposed UAV-UGV coordination framework. The forward-facing camera (C1) is used for UGV detection and heading estimation.
The ANN predicts alignment. The downward-facing camera (C2) confirms landing.

III. METHODOLOGY

The proposed framework consists of three main modules:
(1) vision-based UGV detection using YOLOVS, (2) heading
angle calculation using ground truth data from a motion cap-
ture system during training, and (3) heading angle prediction
using an ANN trained on bounding box features. The system
enables real-time UAV-UGV coordination by combining object
detection, heading prediction, collision avoidance, and control.
It is designed for GPS-denied environments using monocular
camera input, lightweight neural models, and real-time execu-
tion within a Robot Operating System (ROS) network.

A. Heading Angle Estimation: Problem Formulation and
Learning Objective

The core objective of this work is to develop a vision-based
model that estimates the relative heading angle between the
UAV and UGV using only visual features, without relying on
external localization at runtime.

Let Zeqm(t) € R denote the vector of visual features
extracted at time ¢ from the bounding box detected by YoloV5.
Let 0yyc(t) denote the ground-truth heading angle derived
from VICON positional data at the same timestamp. The goal
is to learn a function f : R? — R such that:

0(t) = f(Zcam(t))

where:

o O(t) is the predicted heading angle,

o f is a data-driven model (e.g., a neural network),

o Zcam(t) = [cz, ¢y, A, o] includes normalized center coor-

dinates, bounding box area, and aspect ratio.

These features were selected because they provide a compact
yet informative representation of the UGV’s relative position
and scale in the image. The center coordinates encode the
spatial alignment between the UAV and UGV, while the area

and aspect ratio implicitly capture distance and orientation
changes. Compared to alternatives such as diagonal length or
full bounding box coordinates, these features are less sensitive
to perspective distortion and redundant correlations, making
them more robust under partial occlusion and varying viewing
angles.

Model Training Objective: The model f is trained to
minimize the mean squared error (MSE) between predicted
and true heading angles across all N samples:

1 N
L(f) = 55 D (F (Beam (1) = Ourue ()

This formulation enables learning a compact regression
model capable of real-time heading estimation using monoc-
ular camera input alone.

B. Framework Components

The overall system comprises the following main compo-
nents:

e UGV Detection: A YOLOvVS5 model, fine-tuned on a
custom grayscale dataset, detects UGVs in real time. The
predicted bounding boxes serve as input for both spatial
reasoning and heading prediction [14], [15].

o Heading Angle Prediction: An ANN consumes nor-
malized bounding box features (center coordinates, area,
and aspect ratio) to predict the UAV’s desired heading
angle. This replaces geometric computations with a data-
driven approach and allows operation without external
localization systems.

o Collision Avoidance: The DroNet model [20] is used for
forward obstacle detection. When potential collisions are
identified via camera C1, the UAV takes evasive action
before resuming UGV alignment.
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o Landing Confirmation: Visual cues from camera C2
confirm pad presence once alignment is achieved. A com-
prehensive evaluation of the landing procedure, including
robustness and security aspects, is provided in [23].

A high-level schematic of the full pipeline, including sensor
inputs, deep learning components, and system control, is
illustrated in Figure 1.

The modularity of the architecture supports plug-and-play
operation, allowing easy replacement of individual models
or sensors, making the framework suitable for real-world
deployment in resource-constrained and infrastructure-free en-
vironments.

IV. DATASET COLLECTION AND PROCESSING

To train and validate the deep learning components of
our system, we constructed a custom dataset in an indoor
experimental setup using VICON as the localization module
for training purposes, synchronized video streams, and UGV
mobility patterns. The dataset includes over 13,000 images
capturing UGV movement from the UAV’s forward-facing
camera, along with precise heading angle labels derived from
spatial coordinates.

A. Hardware Setup and Sensor Configuration

The UAV platform is equipped with two monocular cam-
eras: a forward-facing camera (C1) for object detection, head-
ing estimation, and collision monitoring, and a downward-
facing camera (C2) used for confirming safe landing once the
UGV is aligned. The UGV is tracked using motion capture
during training but operates independently during deployment.
All processing is conducted on an embedded platform with
real-time control loops interfaced via ROS.

For dataset generation and offline evaluation, a VICON
motion capture system is used. This system provides high-
precision six degrees-of-freedom (6DOF) positional data for
both UAV and UGYV, enabling accurate annotation of visual
frames and heading angles [8]. Over 13,000 frames were
collected using synchronized camera streams and positional
logs, creating a dataset with bounding box annotations, spatial
metadata, and temporal alignment.

B. Software and Control Flow

The system employs a hybrid Windows-Linux software
environment to integrate the VICON Tracker (Windows-based)
with the Linux-based ROS control stack. A custom Python
API was developed to extract and synchronize data in real
time. Using the Windows Subsystem for Linux (WSL), we
eliminate the need for dual-machine configurations, ensuring
efficient data flow across the entire system.

The ROS architecture follows a master-slave model where
the UAV acts as the master node and the UGV as a slave.
Command and feedback messages are exchanged over dedi-
cated topics, including velocity commands (/cmd_vel) and
sensor updates. This structure allows real-time maneuvering of
the UAV in response to visual inputs and model predictions.

C. Data Acquisition Setup

Data was collected in a motion capture arena equipped with
ten infrared VICON cameras, providing full 6DOF tracking of
both the UAV and UGYV, as illustrated in Figure 2. During data
collection, the UAV remained stationary while a single UGV
navigated through the scene. The primary objective was to
learn the relative position and orientation of the UGV with
respect to the UAV’s camera frame; therefore, all training im-
ages were captured in UAV-centric coordinates. This approach
ensured consistent alignment between visual observations and
ground-truth data, which is essential for accurate heading angle
estimation. By emphasizing the relative UGV pose rather than
UAV motion dynamics, the dataset effectively captured the
most informative features for heading angle prediction and
UGV detection. Simultaneously, the VICON system recorded
the real-time positions and orientations of both vehicles for
precise ground-truth generation. A custom Python API was
developed to synchronize the image timestamps with the cor-
responding positional data. This enabled frame-level alignment
of UGV position relative to the UAV’s viewpoint [8].

N, . 4 4

Fig. 2. Top view of the laboratory scene showing VICON camera placement
and UGV/UAV layout.

D. VICON Tracker Visualization

The positions of both UAV and UGV were visualized in
real time using the VICON Tracker software interface. Each
vehicle was marked with a distinct set of reflective markers,
enabling the VICON system to track their full 6DOF motion
during dataset generation. An example of the tracking interface
is shown in Figure 3.

Position of the UGV
I Position of the UAV

Fig. 3. VICON Tracker interface showing UAV and UGV marker positions in
the 3D capture space. The left panel presents a top-down (horizontal) view of
the tracking volume, while the right panel shows a side (elevation) perspective,
enabling spatial verification of relative height and position. The red and blue
bounding boxes highlight the tracked UAV and UGYV, respectively.
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E. Data Annotation and Preprocessing

Each image was manually annotated with a bounding box
around the UGV using label-editing tools. This manual an-
notation was necessary because YOLOv5 does not include
a predefined UGV class, requiring custom labeling to train
the model for our specific use case. Such annotation prac-
tices reflect broader challenges noted in autonomous driving
datasets, where annotation quality and labeling consistency are
key factors influencing downstream perception performance
[10]. Figure 4 illustrates a sequence of collected frames and
corresponding ground truth UGV positions as logged by the
VICON system, showing how visual data and 3D labels were
synchronized.

time |
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Fig. 4. Data generation pipeline showing raw camera frames (bottom) aligned
with VICON-recorded positional metadata (top).

To streamline computation and enhance generalization, the
images were converted to grayscale and resized to 640 x 640
resolution before training. After filtering out blurry, static, or
duplicate frames, 9,000 high-quality annotated images were
retained for further use. To expand the dataset diversity, we
applied several augmentation techniques including horizontal
and vertical flips, random rotations, brightness adjustments,
and minor translations. This step was critical for training
YOLOVS to detect UGVs under varied conditions, such as
partial occlusion and different lighting patterns.

F. Ground Truth Generation

The heading angle for each image frame was calculated
using the positional difference between the UAV and UGV
recorded by the VICON system. Given the UAV position
(%yavs Yuav) and the UGV position (Zugy, Yugv), the ground truth
heading angle 6,,.,. was derived as:

(D

Otrue = atanz(fyugv — Yuav, Tugv — xuav)

G. Feature Extraction for ANN Training

After YOLOVS was trained and deployed on the annotated
dataset, Each detected UGV in an image frame produces
bounding box coordinates (x1,y1,T2,y2), generated by the
YOLOVS detector. These coordinates are normalized with
respect to the image resolution (640 x 640 pixels) to derive
four features that serve as the input vector to the ANN:

. :331-1-362 . :ZJ1+92 ?)
T 2x6407 Y 2% 640’
(w2 — 1) (Y2 — y1) Y2 — Y1
A: _ = “- 3
640 x 640 7 4 — )

Where:

e Cz,Cy: normalized center coordinates of the bounding box
o A: normalized area of the bounding box
e a: aspect ratio of the bounding box

These features were chosen for their ability to capture the
relative position, scale, and geometric proportions of the UGV,
which are crucial for heading angle estimation. The dataset
was split into training (80%), validation (10%), and testing
(10%) subsets to ensure model generalization and unbiased
evaluation.

V. YOLOV5-BASED UGV DETECTION AND
PERFORMANCE

To enable robust and real-time UGV detection, we fine-
tuned a YOLOvV5 model on the preprocessed dataset. YOLOvS
was chosen for its strong balance between inference speed and
accuracy, especially in embedded systems where lightweight
models are preferred [18]. The model was trained on grayscale
images resized to 640 x 640 resolution with corresponding
UGV bounding box annotations.

A. Architecture and Training Details

The YOLOVS framework consists of three major compo-
nents: a backbone for feature extraction, a neck for feature
aggregation using PANet, and a head for predicting bounding
boxes and class probabilities [14], [15]. The detection layers
were customized for single-class (UGV) identification, and the
top layers were adapted to accommodate grayscale inputs.
Training was conducted for 100 epochs using the Adam
optimizer with a learning rate of 0.001 and batch size of 32.
We monitored both classification loss and localization loss to
evaluate training convergence.

Box Loss
Difterence between predicted and true boxes

Class Loss
The accuracy of the classes in each detection

050 045
040
035

030

Fig. 5. Training and validation loss curves: (Left) Box loss representing
localization error. (Right) Class loss representing classification accuracy over
epochs.

Figure 5 shows the training progress. The box loss rapidly
declined and stabilized, indicating improved bounding box
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prediction. The class loss also converged to a low value,
suggesting strong detection reliability across training and
validation sets.

The model achieved a mean average precision (mAP@0.5)
of 95%, computed using the standard Average Precision (AP)
metric:

AP =) (R, — Ry_1)P,
where P, is the precision at recall level R,,. Since the
system detects a single class (UGV), mAP and AP are equiv-
alent in this context. The high mAP confirms the reliability
of YOLOVS5’s bounding box outputs, ensuring accurate UGV
localization for downstream heading angle prediction.

B. Evaluating YOLOvS Bounding Box Accuracy for Heading
Angle Calculation

The system’s performance was first evaluated using
YOLOvVS5-based UGV detection in combination with heading
angle calculations derived from bounding box coordinates and
VICON positional data. This setup establishes the baseline
against which our neural network-based heading prediction
model is later compared.

Figure 6 illustrates real-time UGV detection using

YOLOVS. The bounding boxes (green) correspond to con-
fidently detected UGVs, while the yellow lines represent
calculated heading angles 6 between the UAV and UGV. These
angles were computed using VICON-derived positions of both
agents and matched against the location of the bounding box
center in the image frame.

Fig. 6. YOLOVS5 UGV detection results with bounding boxes and corre-
sponding heading angle calculations 6. Green boxes indicate detected UGVs;
yellow lines show angles computed using VICON and YOLO data.

This approach demonstrated strong accuracy in spatial
alignment, with a mean average precision of 95% and mini-
mal false positives. The heading angle calculations remained
consistent across different UGV positions and trajectories,
showcasing the reliability of YOLO bounding box outputs in
guiding UAV orientation.

While effective, this method requires access to VICON data
at runtime, limiting real-world applicability. Therefore, in the
next section, we present a vision-only neural network model
trained to replicate these heading angle predictions using only
YOLO-extracted features, eliminating the need for an external
localization infrastructure.

VI. ANN-BASED HEADING ANGLE PREDICTION

To eliminate the dependency on external localization sys-
tems such as VICON during deployment, we developed a com-
pact ANN model that predicts the heading angle 8 based solely
on visual features extracted from YOLOvS bounding boxes.
This vision-only approach allows real-time heading estimation
using camera input, enabling scalable and autonomous UAV-
UGYV coordination in practical environments.

A. ANN Architecture and Framework Design

The ANN is designed as a lightweight feed-forward network
with two hidden layers and ReLU activations. This relatively
simple architecture was intentionally chosen because the input
features (cs,cy, A, @) already encode high-level spatial rela-
tionships, making deeper architectures unnecessary. Moreover,
the lightweight design ensures fast inference suitable for real-
time deployment on embedded hardware while accurately
mapping the input features to a continuous-valued heading
angle 6.

o Input: 4 normalized features (c;, c,, area, aspect ratio)
o Hidden Layers: 64 and 32 nodes with ReLU
o Output: 1 node predicting 6

To provide a clearer understanding of the ANN model’s
operational flow, Figure 7 illustrates the overall framework.
The system operates as a continuous two-stage pipeline, where
the output of Part A directly serves as the input to Part B.

e Part A (YOLOvV5S UGV Detection): YOLOvVS first
detects UGVs in the forward-looking camera feed. If no
UGVs are detected, the UAV continues on its default
trajectory. When UGVs are detected, YOLO outputs
bounding box coordinates (x1,y1, 22, y2), which are nor-
malized to derive the center (c,,c,), area, and aspect
ratio. These features encode the relative position and size
of the UGV in the UAV’s field of view.

o Part B (ANN Heading Angle Prediction): These ex-
tracted features are immediately fed into the ANN, which
predicts the optimal heading angle #. The UAV contin-
uously updates its orientation based on this prediction,
aligning itself with the UGV for navigation or landing.

This sequential processing ensures that both modules comple-
ment each other: Part A provides real-time spatial perception,
and Part B translates it into actionable heading control, as
illustrated in Figure 7.

B. Evaluation Methodology

To validate the ANN’s accuracy, we compared predicted
heading angles 6 against calculated ground truth values 6.
obtained from VICON data. The reference angle was defined
as:

Otrue = atan2(yugv — Yuav, TUGV — TUAV) 4)

The following error metrics were used to assess model
performance:
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Fig. 7. Overview of the heading angle prediction framework. Part A: YOLO detects UGVs and extracts bounding box features.

normalized features to the ANN, which predicts the heading angle 6.

e Mean Absolute Error (MAE):
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VII. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This section presents the performance results of the vision-
based heading prediction pipeline. The ANN was trained for
100 epochs using the Adam optimizer (learning rate = 0.001,
batch size = 32) and the mean squared error (MSE) loss. The
final training loss was 0.0323, indicating stable convergence.
Adam was chosen due to its adaptive learning rate capabilities
and fast convergence, which are advantageous in real-time
regression tasks involving low-dimensional feature spaces.

TABLE I
PERFORMANCE METRICS FOR ANN-BASED HEADING ANGLE
PREDICTION
Dataset MSE MAE RMSE
Validation | 0.0377 | 0.1446 | 0.1955
Testing 0.0383 | 0.1506 | 0.1957

Part B: The UAV sends

Table I summarizes the model’s quantitative performance.
The ANN demonstrated strong generalization, achieving a
mean absolute error (MAE) of 0.1506° and a root mean
squared error (RMSE) of 0.1957° on the test dataset. Figure 8
further illustrates the prediction reliability by plotting the
absolute heading angle error across test indices.

Maximum Error Over Time/Indices (Degrees)

1.0

—— Heading Angle Error (degrees)
e Max Error: 0.76°

Error (Degrees)

660
Index

Fig. 8. Absolute heading angle error across test set. The maximum observed
error is 0.76°.

The model maintained consistent performance throughout
the sequence, with maximum observed errors of less than 1°,
highlighting its robustness and suitability for real-time appli-
cations. Figure 9 presents a representative sample of predicted
versus ground-truth heading angles. Even across challenging
angular regions, the predicted values remain closely aligned
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with the true labels, further validating the model’s accuracy
and its effectiveness for UAV-UGV coordination.

Sampled Predicted vs. True Theta
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Fig. 9. Representative scatter plot of predicted versus true heading angles.
Points lie close to the dashed ideal line 6 = Oy, indicating high prediction
accuracy.

To assess robustness to random initialization and minibatch
ordering, we trained the model 100 times with different ran-
dom seeds while keeping hyperparameters fixed (100 epochs,
Adam optimizer, learning rate = 0.001, batch size = 32). For
each run, we evaluated the maximum absolute error (MaxAE)
on a fixed test set. As show in Figure 10, the distribution
of MaxAE values was tightly concentrated around a mean of
0.795° (95% CI: £0.019°; std = 0.097°), demonstrating low
run-to-run variability. Notably, 96% of runs achieved a MaxAE
below 1°, underscoring consistency across seeds. Complemen-
tary metrics further confirmed sub-degree accuracy: MAE =
0.119° £ 0.003° (std = 0.014°) and RMSE = 0.162° + 0.003°
(std = 0.013°). These results validate the model’s reliability in
both typical and worst-case scenarios.

Histogram of Max |Error| over 100 Runs

25 i Mean = 0.795°
20 95% Cl

o}

Frequency
S

0.8 0.9
Max |Error| (°)

Fig. 10. Distribution of maximum absolute heading-angle error (MaxAE)
over 100 independent runs. The dashed line marks the mean (0.795°) with a
shaded 95% confidence interval (+0.019°). Ninety-six percent of runs achieved
a MaxAE below 1°, indicating high consistency across random seeds.

In addition to accuracy, latency and detection reliability
are critical for real-time autonomous navigation. Therefore,
we evaluated the computational performance of the integrated
pipeline on embedded hardware to assess its feasibility for
time-sensitive deployment scenarios. The following results
demonstrate the system’s real-time readiness and detection
precision. Combined inference latency for the YOLOVS de-
tector and ANN predictor averaged 31 ms per frame, enabling
real-time execution at 33-35 FPS on embedded hardware. The

YOLOVS model also achieved a mean average precision of
95%, ensuring reliable UGV detection. These results validate
the proposed pipeline’s suitability for real-time heading angle
prediction in GPS- and GNSS-denied environments without
reliance on external localization.

A. Qualitative Results

To qualitatively assess the performance of the ANN-based
heading angle prediction model, we compared its outputs
against the ground truth angles calculated using VICON data.
This section presents visual results across three different stages
of UGV movement to illustrate the model’s real-time response
and generalization capabilities.

Vicon Angle: 11.07|

Fig. 11. Stage 1: Comparison of ANN-predicted heading angle (red) with
ground truth angle (green) as the UGV enters the scene from the right.

Fig. 12. Stage 2: Heading angle prediction during mid-range UGV movement.
The ANN closely follows the calculated reference.

Fig. 13. Stage 3: Final stage as the UGV approaches end of the scene. ANN-
predicted angle remains consistent with ground truth.
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Predicted Angle: 1.80]

Predicted Angle: -14.75|
Predicted Angle: 7.97| i

Fig. 14. Visualization of predicted heading angles from the UAV’s perspective. Each frame shows the predicted heading angle (in red) overlaid on the
YOLOVS5-detected UGV bounding box. The yellow lines represent the predicted direction toward the UGV relative to the UAV’s forward-facing camera axis

(blue line), simulating real-time aerial orientation adjustment.

Figures 11-13 show the heading angle visualizations over
time. The green text represent the calculated ground truth
heading angles (fyye) derived from VICON, while the red
text indicate the ANN predictions (0). The overlap between
predicted and actual angles highlights the ANN’s ability to
track dynamic UGV positions without access to positional
ground truth during inference.

The ANN consistently maintained low error across varying
UGV trajectories, distances, and bounding box sizes, demon-
strating robustness in the presence of visual changes. These vi-
sual results reinforce the quantitative findings from Section VII
and confirm that the ANN model performs accurately under
dynamic conditions.

To further support this, additional qualitative examples are
shown in Figure 14, covering a broader range of viewpoints,
distances, and orientations. In these cases, we simulate realistic
UAV operating conditions where the drone is in motion and
must dynamically predict the required heading angle toward
multiple UGV targets. This setting more closely reflects practi-
cal scenarios in which the UAV actively adjusts its orientation
during mission execution.

B. Comparative Results

To place our results in context, we compare the proposed
lightweight, markerless, vision-only heading framework with
a representative prior study for UAV-assisted UGV detection
and following that we refer to as Husky Detection & Tracking
[24]. The Husky system integrates YOLOvV7 object detection,
ByteTrack multi-object association, and ArUco-marker—based
relative pose estimation within a multi-sensor outdoor platform
instrumented with LiDAR, IMU, and GPS; Therefore Husky
relies on Aruco markers, sensor fusion, and extensive camera
calibration for outdoor UGV tracking and following. In con-
trast, our approach targets rapid deployment in GPS-denied
or infrastructure-sparse environments: a fine-tuned single-class
YOLOVS5 detector feeds compact bounding-box features to
a lightweight feed-forward ANN that directly regresses the
required UAV heading angle, eliminating the need for external
fiducials, calibrated camera extrinsics at runtime, or global
positioning infrastructure.

1) Systems at a Glance: Husky Detection & Tracking
[24] addresses outdoor off-road UGV operations by com-
bining a YOLOvV7 detector, ByteTrack temporal association,

and ArUco-marker—based pose estimation on a Husky A200
ground vehicle instrumented with LiDAR, IMU, and GPS.
Our system focuses instead on relative heading alignment
in GPS-denied or infrastructure-sparse environments using
only monocular vision: YOLOvVS provides single-class UGV
detections whose bounding-box features drive a compact ANN
regressor that outputs the required UAV heading angle.

2) Quantitative Accuracy: Our ANN achieves 0.1506°
mean absolute error (MAE), 0.1957° RMSE, and a maximum
error of less than 1°.

The Husky paper reports qualitative and tabulated yaw dis-
crepancies derived from ArUco pose estimates under different
view angles (e.g., 15° true — 14° est; 30° true — 25° est),
implying errors up to roughly 12° in challenging viewpoints;
an aggregate MAE is not provided.

3) Runtime and Model Footprint: We measured
YOLOvV5+ANN inference at 31 ms per frame on a RTX 3060
GPU with an Intel Corei7-12700K host and 32 GB RAM. The
combined model footprint is under 17 MB (15MB detector
weights + <2MB ANN).

The Husky study describes a mini-ITX compute box with
an Nvidia GPU but does not report detector/tracker model
sizes, VRAM usage, or per-frame latency, preventing direct
quantitative scaling comparisons. However, based on the fact
that their detector is derived from YOLOV7, it can be estimated
to be significantly heavier than a comparable YOLOvS5 model,
YOLOVS has approximately 7.2M parameters (~14 MB),
whereas YOLOV7 has around 36.9M parameters (~71 MB),
making it roughly five times larger in model size and compu-
tational demand.

4) Sensor and Infrastructure Dependencies: Our runtime
stack requires only an onboard monocular camera to estimate
heading angles directly from visual bounding box features,
eliminating the need for external infrastructure. All motion-
capture supervision is confined to offline training.

Husky depends on the visibility of ArUco markers for
accurate pose recovery and was developed on a platform
equipped with LiDAR, IMU, and GPS. However, this approach
depends heavily on fiducial markers and additional sensor
calibration, making it less suitable for rapid deployment in
unstructured environments and increasing the setup burden in
austere conditions.
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Table II summarizes the key algorithmic, performance,
and deployment trade-offs between the proposed markerless

heading framework and Husky Detection & Tracking.

TABLE I

COMPARISON BETWEEN THE PROPOSED METHOD AND HUSKY

DETECTION & TRACKING. BOLD ENTRIES INDICATE THE APPROACH THAT

IS ADVANTAGEOUS FOR MINIMALLY INSTRUMENTED, GPS-DENIED
DEPLOYMENT SCENARIOS.

Criteria

Ours

Husky [24]

Heading Error

0.1506° MAE; Less than 1°

Yaw examples: 15° true —
14° est; 30° true — 25° est
(up to ~12°). no aggregate
MAE reported

dency

Hardware RTX 3060 + Intel Corei7- | mini-ITX computer w/ “GTX
12700K + 32GB RAM 1065” GPU

Inference 31 ms / frame N/R

Latency

Throughput 33-35 FPS N/R

(FPS)

Sensor Monocular camera only ArUco + calibrated camera;

Dependency platform includes IMU, GPS

Tracking Heading regression per | ByteTrack + Kalman

Modality frame

Pose / Heading | ANN  regression from | ArUco pose solve from cali-

Source bounding-box geometry | brated camera; Euler conver-
(markerless) sion for yaw

Marker Depen- | None Requires visible ArUco tags

on UGV

Dataset Scale

9,000 images total

1,058 images total

Model Size

YOLOvS ~7.2M Parame-
ters (~14MB)

YOLOvV7 ~36.9M Parame-
ters (~71MB)

Multiple Vehicle | Multiple UGV Single UGV

Detection &

Tracking

Computational | Lightweight single-class | Heavier stack: YOLOv7 +

Footprint YOLOv5S + small ANN | ByteTrack + marker detec-
(~17 MB). tion/pose; no size/runtime

data reported

Primary Limita-
tions

Indoor training data Marker occlusion; yaw error
growth at large angles; small
dataset; no runtime/model

footprint reporting.

Figure 15 then plots predicted versus ground-truth heading:
the blue trace shows our ANN-based regression results, while
the red points indicate representative Husky ArUco-based
yaw estimates reported in [24]. The tight clustering of our
predictions about the y = z line highlights the sub-degree
accuracy achieved by the proposed approach.

In summary, the proposed framework complements Husky
Detection & Tracking by solving the relative-heading align-
ment problem with a minimal, markerless, monocular pipeline
that runs on embedded hardware and requires no exter-
nal infrastructure. Husky demonstrates strong robustness for
long-duration outdoor UGV following when calibrated ArUco
fiducials and multi-sensor fusion (LiDAR/IMU/GPS) are
available, but these dependencies increase deployment cost
and complexity. Our approach is therefore well suited to
infrastructure-less, GPS-denied operations that demand quick
setup, small model footprint, and sub-degree heading preci-
sion.
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Fig. 15. Comparison of predicted vs. true heading angles between our

approach (blue) and Husky’s Aruco-based method (red). The dashed line
represents perfect alignment (y = x).

VIII. SYSTEM-LEVEL EVALUATION

The final evaluation assessed the complete system operating
under real-time conditions, where YOLOVS performed UGV
detection, the ANN predicted the relative heading angle, and
the UAV continuously adjusted its orientation based on the
predicted heading. A trial was considered successful if the
UAV maintained a heading alignment error below 1° for the
majority of the approach duration and completed the alignment
sequence without manual intervention.

The system achieved a 95% success rate under these con-
ditions. The mean absolute heading alignment error during
closed-loop operation was 0.15°, with a maximum observed
error of less than 1°, consistent with the offline ANN eval-
vation. These results demonstrate that the integrated YOLO-
ANN pipeline can reliably guide the UAV toward the UGV
without reliance on external localization systems.

IX. CONCLUSION

This paper presented a vision-based framework for real-
time UAV-UGV coordination, designed to function without
reliance on external localization systems such as GPS, GNSS,
or motion capture. By integrating a fine-tuned YOLOv5 model
for UGV detection with a lightweight ANN for heading
angle prediction, the system achieves reliable aerial-ground
alignment using only monocular camera input.

The end-to-end pipeline operates within a ROS-based con-
trol loop and demonstrates strong performance, with a mean
absolute heading error of 0.1506°, an mAP of 95%, and a
combined average inference time of 31 milliseconds per frame.
These results confirm the system’s suitability for dynamic,
real-time operations in environments where localization infras-
tructure is limited or unavailable.

A key contribution of this work lies in demonstrating the po-
tential of vision-only frameworks for GPS and GNSS-denied
or degraded environments. While this study was conducted in
a controlled laboratory setting, the results indicate promising
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applicability to indoor, subterranean, or contested environ-
ments, as well as to unstructured terrains where learning-based
perception methods are increasingly required for robust nav-
igation [12]. The proposed framework offers a cost-effective
and lightweight solution with potential for future deployment
in mission-critical scenarios where traditional localization
methods are not feasible.

X. FUTURE WORK

Future efforts will focus on enhancing the system’s ro-
bustness for real-world deployment. This includes integrating
depth estimation, lighting-invariant perception, and temporal
filtering to improve performance under challenging conditions
such as occlusion, outdoor variability, or low light [25],
alongside real-time adaptation to unfamiliar terrain through
self-supervised learning techniques [26].

We also plan to explore adversarial robustness strategies,
such as adversarial training and anomaly detection, to safe-
guard against visual attacks and data manipulation. These mea-
sures are particularly important for safety-critical applications.

Although this work focuses on the functional capabilities
of vision-based heading prediction, it is also important to
consider potential vulnerabilities in such pipelines. In related
research, we explored how Trojan attacks can manipulate deep
learning models used for autonomous navigation [21], [27].
These findings emphasize the need for future extensions of this
system to include adversarial robustness and interpretability in
critical applications.

This real-time evaluation confirms that the integrated
YOLO-ANN pipeline can perform reliable heading estimation
in a closed-loop control system without reliance on external
sensors. Future work may focus on deploying the system in
outdoor environments, extending perception capabilities, and
enhancing security assurance.
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