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Abstract

Background: Acoustic telemetry technologies are being increasingly deployed to study a variety of aquatic taxa
including fishes, reptiles, and marine mammals. Large cooperative telemetry networks produce vast quantities of data
useful in the study of movement, resource selection and species distribution. Efficient use of acoustic telemetry data
requires estimation of acoustic source locations from detections at receivers (i.e., “localization”). Multiple processes
provide information for localization estimation including detection/non-detection data at receivers, information on
signal rate, and an underlying movement model describing how individuals move and utilize space. Frequently,
however, localization methods only integrate a subset of these processes and do not utilize the full spatial encounter
history information available from receiver arrays.

Methods: In this paper we draw analogies between the challenges of acoustic telemetry localization and newly
developed methods of spatial capture-recapture (SCR). We develop a framework for localization that integrates
explicit sub-models for movement, signal (or cue) rate, and detection probability, based on acoustic telemetry spatial
encounter history data. This method, which we call movement-assisted localization, makes efficient use of the full
encounter history data available from acoustic receiver arrays, provides localizations with fewer than three detections,
and even allows for predictions to be made of the position of an individual when it was not detected at all. We
demonstrate these concepts by developing generalizable Bayesian formulations of the SCR movement-assisted
localization model to address study-specific challenges common in acoustic telemetry studies.

Results: Simulation studies show that movement-assisted localization models improve point-wise RMSE of
localization estimates by > 50% and greatly increased the precision of estimated trajectories compared to localization
using only the detection history of a given signal. Additionally, integrating a signal rate sub-model reduced biases in
the estimation of movement, signal rate, and detection parameters observed in independent localization models.

Conclusions: Movement-assisted localization provides a flexible framework to maximize the use of acoustic
telemetry data. Conceptualizing localization within an SCR framework allows extensions to a variety of data collection
protocols, improves the efficiency of studies interested in movement, resource selection, and space-use, and provides
a unifying framework for modeling acoustic data.
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Background
The use of acoustic telemetry has expanded rapidly in
recent years. Acoustic telemetry has been widely adopted
in studies of marine mammals, reptiles (e.g., sea tur-
tles, crocodiles), and fish and has become an important
tool in the study of spatial ecology in marine and fresh-
water systems [1–3]. To address these challenges large-
scale cooperative telemetry networks are now deployed
around the world [4–6] including the Great Lakes Acous-
tic Telemetry Observation System [7], the Atlantic Coop-
erative Telemetry Network [8], and the Ocean Tracking
Network [9].
A key objective of acoustic telemetry studies is local-

ization of sources using data from arrays of receivers, i.e.,
estimation of the location of an individual source from
detections at one or more receivers of an array. When
regarded formally as an estimation problem, localization
is essentially statistical triangulation, and it can be done
when signals are obtained from an array of receivers con-
figured so that multiple detections of the same signal are
possible [10–15]. Localization may be based on simple
detection history information (the pattern of receivers at
which detections occur) and also auxiliary information
on time delay of arrival at different receivers, or signal
strength. Localization of sources is crucial for studies of
spatial ecology, resource selection, and density estima-
tion. The precision of localization is therefore an impor-
tant objective function in many acoustic studies, where
researchers often consider trade-offs in the number and
spacing of receivers to optimize precision of localizations
subject to logistical and financial constraints [16].
Multiple types of data can provide information impor-

tant to localization from acoustic arrays. For example,
detections of signals at fixed receivers provide information
on an individual source location. Similarly, non-detections
also provide information on the location of an individ-
ual, however, most localization approaches do not use
“observed zeros” – that is, locations of receivers where
detections did not occur, and in some cases do not use
occasions when individuals are detected at fewer than 3
receivers. Second, the location of an individual at occasion
t should be informed to some extent by data from previous
and subsequent occasions, with the degree of informa-
tion decreasing as the time interval between observed
source locations increases. Most methods of localization,
however, do not explicitly integrate information about
movement processes to inform the localization of acoustic
sources (but see [17]).
Integrating movement processes and spatial capture-

recapture (SCR, [18]) data in terrestrial systems has led
to important methodological improvements that are rel-
evant to localization in acoustic telemetry (e.g., [19–
21]). Indeed, localization is analogous to inference about
the activity or home-range center in SCR models, and

therefore SCR ideas have been adapted to accommodate
data obtained by acoustic sampling methods [15, 19, 22,
23]. The benefit of this SCR-based view of localization,
what we refer to as statistical localization, is that it allows
in situ estimation of parameters related to detection range
along with simultaneous localization of source locations,
and potentially other parameters that describe the detec-
tion process, the rate at which signals are produced, the
distribution of individuals, and their movement through
time [21, 24–26]. Moreover, SCR-based statistical local-
ization uses all available detection history information,
including the observed non-detections, and sources which
are detected by only 1 or 2 receivers. Herein, we pro-
pose to modify and extend these SCR ideas to describe a
general conceptual framework to localization in acoustic
telemetry systems which integrates detection data from
receiver arrays with explicit models of individual move-
ment and signal (or “cue”) rates. The important advance of
our work is recognition that integrating an explicit move-
ment model with the estimation of source locations from
spatial encounter histories introduces additional informa-
tion into the localization process. In general, we believe
that integrating an explicit movement model to link loca-
tions through time will improve localization, provide
deeper insight into movement dynamics, resource selec-
tion and individual behavior, and allow coarser receiver
spacing which may improve receiver array design. More-
over, formulating the localization process in terms of a
spatially explicit model of individual distribution, move-
ment, and signal rates may lead to solutions to some
similar outstanding problems in applications of acous-
tic monitoring related to estimation of density, resource
selection, and movement.

Methods
Data structure andmodel
Let ut be the unknown location at the time the tth sig-
nal was produced. Signals are produced at t = 1, 2, . . . ,T
occasions and may be detected by one or more receivers
in an array. Let �t be the interval between signal trans-
missions (hereafter “signals” or “transmissions”). In some
cases �t is constant for all tags and prescribed by design
but, in practice, when many tags are deployed at the same
frequency the interval is often set to be random in order
to introduce an offset in detection times of individuals and
avoid interference among tags. For example, an individual
tag might be set to emit a signal on a random schedule
with a minimum of 50 seconds and a maximum of 100
seconds between signals. Thus �t ∼ Uniform(50, 100).
For demonstration purposes, we assume a Markovian

movement process conditional on �t according to (e.g.,
Brownian motion)

ut ∼ Normal(ut−1, σ 2|�t|) (1)
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although we note that a number of alternative movement
models are possible [27]. The observed data for each of the
t occasions are the locations of the receivers that detected
the individual (including possibly none). To be consistent
with SCR terminology we call this the spatial encounter
history and denote it by the vector yt where elements
yj,t = 1 if the individual tag was detected by receiver
j at transmission t. Receivers have coordinates xj which
are fixed by design. In some cases we might have time-
difference-of-arrival (TDOA) information but, in practice,
such information may not be available and, instead, only a
coarse summary of arrival time is given (e.g., rounded to
whole second, [15]).

Localization based on the observed encounter history
Using only the spatial encounter history information,
localization is achieved by application of Bayes’ rule
to compute the conditional probability of ut given the
observed encounter history yt , i.e., the posterior probabil-
ity distribution of the latent source location ut ,

Pr(u|y) = Pr(y|u)Pr(u)
∫
Pr(y|u)Pr(u)du

(2)

This requires specification of two probability distribu-
tions: (1) Pr(u) is the probability distribution of the source
location which, lacking specific additional information,
can be taken to be uniform over the planar region in
the vicinity of the acoustic array1. If explicit habitat fea-
tures are available then parameters which allow for non-
uniformity can be estimated [28, 29]. (2) We also require
the probability distribution of the spatial encounter his-
tory Pr(y|u) which, for binary detection encounter data,
is determined by a set of detection probabilities pj,t , nor-
mally taken to be a homogeneous function of distance
between the source location u and the receiver locations
xj. For example, the normal kernel is commonly used
in distance sampling [30] and spatial capture-recapture
applications:

pj,t ≡ Pr(yj,t = 1|ut) = p0 exp
(−||ut − xj||2/(2σ 2

det)
)

(3)

which has parameters p0 and σ 2
det . In acoustic telemetry

applications a logistic model is often used [31]

logit(pj,t) = α0 + α1||ut − xj|| (4)

or functions that allow detection to remain high at dis-
tances close to a receiver before declining [30] e.g.,

1 In keeping with the terminology in spatial capture-recapture, we refer to this
planar region as the state-space (S) of the point process which defines the
potential locations of individuals during the study. In practice, the state-space
should be chosen to be much larger than the region containing the receiver
array because individual locations may be detectable some distance from the
receivers on the boundary.

pj,t = 1 − exp
(
− (||ut − xj||2/σdet

)−θ
)

(5)

The parameters of various encounter models can be
estimated by maximum likelihood without difficulty [19,
28, 32] and used as a plug-in or empirical Best Unbiased
Predictor (BUP) [33] of the latent variable ut based on the
posterior distribution (Eq. 2). From a practical standpoint
the functional form of the detection model is not impor-
tant, but note that these standard models are a function of
some power of Euclidean distance and may take a variety
of forms [18, 28].
In practice, formal statistical estimation of the parame-

ters from observed acoustic data is seldom done. Instead,
the parameters are prescribed based on estimates from
controlled “range testing” studies (e.g., [31]) in which
transmitters are located at prescribed distances from one
or more receivers and the detection of broadcast signals
is modeled given known source locations. However, we
believe that a better approach is to use formal models of
the observed encounter history data in a spatial capture-
recapture framework and estimate detection parameters
directly from the observed data (e.g., following [19, 20]).

Movement-assisted localization
An obvious shortcoming of the approach described above
is that localization of ut only uses information at occa-
sion t. In practice, occasions with only 1 or 2 detections
are sometimes not localized due to insufficient data, or
alternatively, detection data are binned into longer time
windows until a sufficient number of detections are avail-
able for localization. In the latter case the localization is
producing an estimate of average location during the full
time window. The obvious trade-off from a design stand-
point is more detections at t improves localization, which
is often accomplished by placing receivers closer together,
thus requiring more receivers to sample a given area and
greater cost. On the other hand, increasing the receiver
spacing produces fewer detections, and fewer and more
imprecise localizations.
We propose to resolve this trade-off formally by extend-

ing the localization model described above through the
integration of an explicit movement model to simulta-
neously estimate the movement and detection processes.
For example, instead of assuming Pr(ut) is uniform we
replace this assumption with the Markovian movement
assumption given above, that is

ut|ut−1 ∼ Normal(ut−1, σ 2
u |�t|) (6)

Then, in effect, the data from the previous (and subse-
quent) interval provide information about ut via the prior
distribution Pr(ut|ut−1).



Hostetter and RoyleMovement Ecology            (2020) 8:15 Page 4 of 13

Use of this movement model based prior distribution is
effectively an informative prior in the sense that it restricts
potential states of ut to be in the vicinity of the previ-
ous state where the extent of this vicinity is determined
by the parameter σ 2

u as well as the sampling interval �t .
Thus, note that as �t increases, the information pro-
vided by previous states diminishes rapidly and the prior
tends to a uniform (non-informative) prior defined by the
state-space.
When the signal schedule is known (see below), so

that the non-detections are in effect observed, then the
observed data are the spatial encounter histories yt for
a given individual, for each t = 1, 2, . . . ,T . This may
include “all zero” observations (yt is a vector of zeros,
indicating non-detection). Then, the joint distribution of
the observed data and the latent movement trajectory
u1, . . . ,uT is

Pr(y1, . . . , yT ,u1, . . . ,uT ) =
∏

t
Pr(yt|ut , σdet , p0)

Pr(ut|ut−1, σ 2
u |�t|)

(7)

The inference objective is to jointly estimate the model
parameters p0, σdet , and σu as well as the latent trajectory
u1, . . . ,uT . For this we adopt a Bayesian approach based
on Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) as described
in “Inference for the movement-assisted localization
model” section. When multiple tags are in operation
simultaneously, data from all tags can be pooled for joint
estimation of the parameters and latent trajectories from
all encounter history data. In this case the encounter data
are yi,t and the trajectories are ui,t for individual i and tth
signal. Then the joint distribution to be analyzed is:

Pr(y1,1, . . . , yN ,T ,u1,1, . . . ,uN ,T ) =
∏

i

∏

t

Pr(yi,t|ui,t , σdet , p0)Pr(ui,t|ui,t−1, σ 2
u |�i,t|)

(8)

Inference for themovement-assisted localizationmodel
In general, it is challenging to express the likelihood of the
observed data (the spatial encounter histories including
auxiliary information such as arrival time) as a func-
tion of the model parameters, because the model is for-
mulated explicitly in terms of latent (unobserved) loca-
tions, the ut variables. The problem has many analogs
in the statistical literature, as a Hidden Markov model
[34], which suggests promise toward achieving a solu-
tion to constructing the likelihood. Instead, we suggest
that Bayesian analysis of the model using standard meth-
ods of Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) is relatively
straightforward. This is facilitated by the use of existing
software packages such as JAGS [35] which requires lit-
tle more than a pseudo-code representation of the model.

The model described in the previous section, where the
interval duration schedule is known, is shown in Panel
1. This illustrates the simplicity of the movement-assisted
localization framework which amounts to formal inte-
gration of a movement model with a spatial encounter
model.
Here, we seek to estimate the model parameters, which

include the detection range parameter σdet , the detection
probability parameter p0 and also the movement variance
parameter σ 2

u . However, the key quantities we wish to esti-
mate in the context of localization are the posterior distri-
butions for the locations of the tag at each signal occasion
t = 1, 2, . . . ,T given all available data. In the context
of Bayesian analysis, localization is naturally achieved
using the posterior distribution obtained by MCMC sam-
pling. A key step in the construction of a Metropolis-
within-Gibbs algorithm is that the full-conditional
distribution for ut can be constructed by noting
that,

π(ut|yt , . . .) ∝ Pr(yt|ut)Pr(ut|ut−1)Pr(ut+1|ut) (9)

This does not have a convenient simplified form (to the
best of our knowledge) but it does emphasize the point
that information about the state of ut derives not only
from the data yt but also from the previous (ut−1) and
subsequent (ut+1) locations. In turn, those previous and
subsequent locations are informed by detection data from
t − 1 and t + 1, respectively. Thus our generalized local-
ization model is using “all the data” in a manner that is
prescribed by the specific movement and detection model
imposed upon the system.
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Unknown duration between signals
In many acoustic telemetry applications the time inter-
val between signals will not be known. Rather, devices
are programmed to emit a signal on a random sched-
ule, e.g., �t ∼ Uniform(a, b), but the timing and number
of such signals is not registered. In this case, when the
interval between observed signals is long, there is uncer-
tainty in the number of missed signals. The challenge of
random intervals between signals in acoustic telemetry
has many similarities to the estimation of cue rates in
passive acoustic studies [23]. In both instances, an indi-
vidual (or an individual’s tag) is producing a cue at some
partially known rate, but the number of undetected cues
remains unknown. For example, if the signal schedule for
a telemetry tag is random with an interval of between
90 and 150 seconds and a 10 minute gap between detec-
tions is observed, then there are “missed signals” which
have to be accommodated to achieve unbiased estimates
of the detection process parameters. Clearly it is uncer-
tain whether the 10 minute interval contained 3, 4, 5 or
6 signals that were missed. In this case, one option for
including the data obtained at the 10 minute interval is to
set �t = 10 and then Eq. 6 is correct for the observed
interval. The effects of missed signals in this approach,
however, is to decrease the information about the current
location ut provided by previous and subsequent loca-
tions and produce bias in estimates of the true detection
parameters as all missed signals are ignored.
Alternatively, we develop an MCMC algorithm that

treats the number of missed signals and the interval dura-
tion between each successive missed signal as random
variables that are estimated as part of the model. To do
this, we integrate an additional sub-model to describe the
signal rate and associated interval durations. The spe-
cific form of the signal rate sub-model can be tailored
to any study (e.g., programmed acoustic tags versus pas-
sive cetacean cues), but generally requires two stochastic
components to account for: (i) the number of missed sig-
nals and (ii) the interval length between missed signals.
Broadly, our approach proceeds by first identifying the
number of possible missed signals during each observed
interval and initiating locations for all possible latent
trajectories. During each MCMC iteration, a Metropo-
lis Hastings update proposes n, the number of missed
signals for a given interval (and the respective trajec-
tory), then accepts or rejects n conditional on all other
model parameters. This approach requires that �t are not
excessively small such that the number of missed signals
has some reasonable lower and upper bounds. If this is
not possible, the total number of missed signals could
be summed across fixed intervals and localizations mod-
eled as the average location during an interval [36] (see
Discussion). Additional details on the signal rate sub-

model are described below, while the R code is provided
in Additional file 1.
The signal rate sub-model can be tailored to different

protocols and formulated based on “interval duration”
(�t ; e.g., defined transmitter settings in telemetry stud-
ies) or number of cues per unit time (n; e.g., animal calls).
In most applications, assuming a distribution for interval
duration also induces a distribution for the total number
of missed signals and vice versa. For demonstration pur-
poses, we develop a signal rate sub-model for acoustic tags
programmed with signal intervals �t ∼ Uniform(a, b).
The constraints for estimating the number of missed sig-
nals (n) and their associated intervals (�t,1:n) quickly
becomes complex as for any observed interval, (�obs, i.e.,
the length of the ′gap′), there is a known minimum and
maximum number of missed signals, a fixed minimum
and maximum interval duration, and a requirement that
the intervals must sum to �obs. In our example, we use
a normal approximation for the sum of uniform random
variables to link �t , and n. Specifically, we assume:

�obs ∼ Normal(n(a + b)/2, n(b − a)2/12) (10)

where �obs is the observed gap length and n is the latent
number of missed signals during �obs. In this example,
n is an estimated parameter, while a, b, and �obs are
given as data. This approach greatly improved MCMC
efficiency and provided reasonable estimates for our study
system. However, a variety of approaches are possible
depending on the study system. For example, the signal
rate sub-model for n and �t could be formulated as a
Poisson process where n ∼ Poisson(λ) so that �t ∼
Exponential(λ). This Poisson formulation may be partic-
ularly advantageous for studies focused on animal calls or
cues such as the monitoring of whales or, in terrestrial
systems, birds or primates. Changes in n, however, also
cause dimensionality changes in the latent trajectory u as
n is equivalent to the number of locations where a signal
was emitted. As such, trajectories for all possible values
of n are monitored and updated during each MCMC iter-
ation. A Metropolis-Hastings update is used to accept
or reject a proposed n conditional on its associated tra-
jectory and other model parameters. For example, larger
values of n are likely to be rejected when an individual is
towards the interior of the array and detection probability
is high. Conversely, in areas of low detection probability,
n is primarily influenced by prior information on signal
rate and duration of the observed interval (here, a, b, the
Normal approximation equation, and �obs). Numerous
statistical and ecological extensions to this general signal
rate sub-model are possible, however, this relatively sim-
ple example demonstrates the concept of a sub-model for
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signal rate. Inclusion of the signal rate sub-model is not
possible in JAGS (that we are aware of) and instead we
developed a custom MCMC algorithm in R (Additional
file 1).

Illustration: Simulated data
We simulated 100 data sets for a system that involved
25 acoustically tagged individuals, subjected to sampling
at 100 receivers on a 10 x 10 grid with unit spacing
(Fig. 1). The R code for simulating this population and
sampling array, as well as for fitting all the models and
post-processing the output, are given in Additional file 1.
The initial location of each tagged individual was dis-
tributed randomly over the area in the vicinity of the
array as shown in Fig. 1. Each signal interval was gen-
erated as a uniform random variable where a = 1 and
b = 2 time units (e.g., minutes) and sampling occurred
across 150 time units (therefore the number of potential
signals of each individual is a random outcome). Obvi-
ously the time scale here is arbitrary and the system can
be rescaled by increasing or decreasing the time inter-
val. We simulated detections using the half normal model
with p0 = logit−1(0.25) = 0.562 and detection radius
parameter to be σdet = 0.75 in the standardized units
shown in Fig. 1. The standard deviation of the Brown-
ian motion movement process, σu, was set at 0.25. We
selected these particular parameter settings so that the
probability of detecting an individual within the array was

Fig. 1 Experimental array used for simulated encounter data. Receiver
array (blue x’s) has unit spacing. Initial positions (red dots) of 25
tagged individuals were simulated randomly on the plot region
defined by buffering the receiver array by 5σdet units (here 3.75 units).
Subsequent positions of each individual were simulated by Brownian
motion as described in the main text

> 0.90, but quickly decreased as distance from the array
increased (Fig. 2). As such, individual locations near the
center of the array were detected at 0 - 6 receivers, while
locations on the periphery were detected at 0 - 2 receivers
(Fig. 2). The true movement trajectories and detection
locations of two individuals are shown in Fig. 2. We see
that signals produced at interior locations rarely go unde-
tected, individuals at interior locations are often detected
at > 1 receiver, and the number of detections decreases
as individuals move towards the periphery of the array.
This situation illustrates one of the important motivations
for using an explicit movement model in localization:
the observed detections are distinctly biased toward the
interior of the receiver array where sampling is more
intensive. Therefore, localizations using classical meth-
ods will also necessarily be biased toward areas of higher
sampling intensity. This sampling bias must be accounted
for in studies of movement and resource selection unless
receiver placement itself is random with respect to habi-
tat structure. In an SCR framework, however, signals
that produce zero detections provide information on the
detection process but ignoring “all-zero” occasions may
bias parameter estimates [18].
We analyzed each simulated dataset using four mod-

elling approaches, one approach that used independent
localization based on detected locations, and three types
of movement-assisted localization models. The indepen-
dent localization model did not involve the movement
model and used only occasions with > 0 detections.
Second, we fit a movement-assisted localization model
using only detection occasions (hereafter “movement-
assisted localization detection-only model”). Third, we
fit a movement-assisted localization model where we
assumed all interval durations (�t) were known even
when the tag was not detected (hereafter “movement-
assisted localization known-interval model”). Although
this approach allows estimation of all undetected signal
locations, we buffered the first and last detection occa-
sions by five intervals to prevent an inordinate number
of estimated leading and trailing locations. Finally, we
fit a movement-assisted localization model where the
number of missed signals and their associated inter-
vals are unknown and are instead estimated as part
of the model (hereafter “movement-assisted localization
unknown-interval model”).While this movement-assisted
localization unknown-interval model is more complex,
it likely describes the most realistic field sampling pro-
tocol. We compared these four modeling approaches to
investigate biases in the SCR framework, improvements in
localization due to the integration of a movement model,
effects of ignoring all-zero occasions, and technological
(or statistical) considerations if we can assume the num-
ber of unobserved signals is known or partially informed
by transmitter settings.
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Fig. 2 Location specific detection probability (probability of detecting a signal at ≥ 1 receiver) under current simulation settings (σdet = 0.75, p0 =
0.56; left). Receiver locations are denoted by blue x’s. True trajectories and encounter histories of two tagged individuals (right) where black dots
denote locations when the acoustic tag signaled (filled [detected], open [not detected]). Locations with detections are shown in red, scaled to the
number of detections (0 - 5 detections per location). The parameters σdet and p0 are easily varied to affect the expected probability of detection and
the rate at which detection probability declines with distance from a receiver

We fit the first three models using the software JAGS
[35] accessed through R version 3.5.2 [37], using the
jagsUI package [38], with specifications similar to those
shown in Panel 1 (see Additional file 1 for the full R
script). We ran three parallel Markov chains for 15 000
iterations with 5000 burn-in iterations and 2000 adapta-
tion iterations. Chains were thinned by 2 to reduce the
size of model output. The movement-assisted localiza-
tion unknown-interval model required a custom MCMC
algorithm implemented in R (see Additional file 1 for
the full R script) due to the challenges of the signal rate
sub-model for updating the latent number of missed sig-
nals and their associated intervals and locations. Due
to slower mixing, the movement-assisted localization
unknown-interval model used three chains of 10 000
burn-in iterations and 50 000 saved iterations thinned
by 10. We summarize posterior distributions as medi-
ans and 2.5 and 97.5 percentiles (95% CRI). We evaluated
relative frequentist bias, using posterior means as point
estimates, for higher level parameters, (σdet , σu, p0). We
expect some bias in the independent localization model
and detection-only model as these methods discard the
all-zero encounter occasions. To characterize localization
efficiency, we evaluated three metrics describing the accu-
racy and precision of (i) mean posterior location estimates
relative to the true locations, (ii) precision of the posterior
localizations, and (iii) localization credible interval cov-
erage. To evaluate precision of means, we computed the

Euclidian distance between each posterior mean and the
true location (RMSE). For precision of the full posteriors,
we calculated the Euclidian distance between each poste-
rior estimate and the true location (hereafter precision). In
both cases, smaller values are preferred. We also recorded
the proportion of occasions in which the true location was
within the 95% highest posterior density kernel, which we
report as localization coverage.

Results
Simulation results
Both the movement-assisted localization known-interval
and unknown-interval models returned relatively unbi-
ased estimates of the movement and detection parameters
(Table 1). The independent localization and movement-
assisted localization detection-only models displayed pos-
itive bias in p0 due to the exclusion of all-zero occa-
sions (Table 1). In the detection-only model, σdet and
σu displayed -1% and -9% relative bias, respectively
(Table 1). The unknown-interval model reduced the rel-
ative bias in σdet and σu to 0% and -8.0%, respectively
(Table 1), while reducing bias in p0 from 16% to -1%
and providing additional inference to locations with zero
detections.
We observed large benefits in our primary objective

of improving localization by integrating an underlying
movement model. First, the three movement-assisted
localization modeling approaches reduced RMSE by
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nearly one-half relative to the independent localization
model when the number of detections were < 3, and still
provided noticeable improvements when the number of
detections was > 3 (Table 2, Fig. 3). Movement-assisted
localization models achieved similar levels of RMSE and
precision using 1 - 2 detections as the independent local-
ization model achieved with 5 - 6 detections (Table 2).
Credible interval coverage of ut was generally > 0.90 for
all models across all levels of detections (1 - 6 detections
per occasion; Table 2).
Inference to locations with zero detections is possi-

ble in both the movement-assisted localization known-
interval and unknown-interval models. The known-
interval model returned relatively precise estimates of
zero-detection locations and achieved close to nominal
credible interval coverage (0.94, Table 2). Similarly, the
unknown-interval model accurately estimated the num-
ber of missed signals per individual (relative bias = 2%)
across a wide range of values (< 5 to > 100 missed signals
per individual; Fig. 4). The unknown-interval model pro-
vides a set of posterior locations conditional on the latent
number of missed signals (rather than a fixed number of
locations as in the known-interval model), and as such
RMSE and precision for specific zero-detection locations
are not directly comparable (Table 2). Minimally biased
estimates and close to nominal credible interval coverage
of upper level parameters, missed signals, and localization
(Table 1, Table 2, Fig. 4) together demonstrate the capacity
of the unknown-interval model to simultaneously esti-
mate movement, signal rate, and detection processes from
acoustic data even when the numbers of missed signals are
unknown.
Integrating the movement process dramatically

improved precision of posterior localizations while
still maintaining nominal or close to nominal credible
interval coverage (Table 2, Fig. 3). Increased localization
precision between the independent localization model
and the movement-assisted localization detection-only
model are due directly to the integration of the move-
ment model (Fig. 3a vs b). The known-interval model

Table 1 Mean and relative bias of movement (σu) and detection
(σdet , p0) parameters from 100 simulated data sets analyzed using
the independent localization model (Ind. loc) and three forms of
movement-assisted localization using: (Mvmt DO) detection
occasions only, (Mvmt KI) known signal intervals, or (Mvmt UI)
unknown signal intervals, which are modeled as random variables

Ind. loc Mvmt DO Mvmt KI Mvmt UI

Param. True Mean Bias Mean Bias Mean Bias Mean Bias

σu 0.25 NA NA 0.23 -0.09 0.25 0.00 0.23 -0.08

σdet 0.75 0.79 0.06 0.74 -0.01 0.75 0.00 0.75 0.00

p0 0.56 0.62 0.11 0.65 0.16 0.56 -0.01 0.56 -0.01

further extends inference to locations with zero detec-
tions, thus the full posterior trajectory is slightly larger
than the detection-only model (Fig. 3c vs b). Finally,
the unknown-interval model relaxes the requirement
of a known number of missed signals and the interval
between those signals (Fig. 3d). Interestingly, localization
at the level of the full trajectory was only minimally influ-
enced by an unknown signal interval in these examples
(Fig. 3c vs d).
The primary influence of the movement model is the

restriction of locations to regions consistent with the
movement trajectory and preventing unrealistically large
movements between detection occasions, which results
in improved accuracy and precision of the full trajectory
(Fig. 3). An animation of occasion-specific localizations
are provided in Additional file 2, further demonstrat-
ing the improved localization from movement-assisted
localizationmethods at the single-occasion and full trajec-
tory levels. For the unknown-interval model, animations
present the marginal distribution of ut when intervals
consist of multiple zero detection occasions.

Discussion
We described a localization approach for acoustic teleme-
try data that combines classical ideas of movement mod-
eling [27] and localization of sources from receiver arrays.
Similar ideas exist in the field of spatial capture-recapture
[18, 39]. In fact, localization of sources in acoustic teleme-
try is precisely analogous to estimation of an individual’s
activity center in terrestrial spatial capture-recapture and
the movement of activity centers through time [18, 21,
25, 26]. The relevance of the movement model, how-
ever, is of much greater importance in acoustic teleme-
try studies where a high frequency of observations can
introduce considerably more information about individ-
ual locations over short time periods. Conversely, in many
terrestrial capture-recapture studies spatial sampling is
much coarser and temporal observations usually occur at
a much lower frequency, thus the movement process itself
often provides less information about individual locations
and model parameters [21].
Localization from receiver array data only requires

the spatial encounter history as we have demonstrated
in this paper. However, it is possible to use auxil-
iary information on signal strength [22], time-difference-
of-arrival (TDOA), or even both signal strength and
TDOA simultaneously [15, 20]. Such auxiliary informa-
tion often improves the precision of localizations, and
can be included in the localization model as indepen-
dent data with contribution to the likelihood depend-
ing on the nature of the auxiliary data [17, 20]. For
example, TDOA is incorporated into the localization
model by regarding arrival time of the tth signal at
detector j as a normal random variable with mean
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Table 2 Root mean squared error of posterior means (RMSE), precision of full posterior (Prec; smaller is better), and credible interval
coverage (Cov) for localization of ut from 100 simulated data sets analyzed using the independent localization model (Ind loc) and
three forms of movement-assisted localization: (Mvmt DO) detection occasions only, (Mvmt KI) assuming the signal interval is known,
or (Mvmt UI) modeling the unknown signal interval as a random variable. Values are presented as a function of the number of receivers
where the signal was detected. Only the known-interval model localizes to a specific ut when 0 detections. Due to their rarity, results
for signals detected at 7 or 8 receivers were excluded from results

Ind loc Mvmt DO Mvmt KI Mvmt UI

Det RMSE Prec Cov RSME Prec Cov RMSE Prec Cov RMSE Prec Cov

0 NA NA NA NA NA NA 0.72 1.00 0.94 NA NA NA

1 0.89 1.30 0.96 0.49 0.63 0.88 0.42 0.60 0.95 0.55 0.74 0.92

2 0.63 0.91 0.96 0.37 0.50 0.92 0.36 0.51 0.95 0.46 0.63 0.93

3 0.51 0.74 0.96 0.33 0.45 0.93 0.33 0.46 0.95 0.42 0.58 0.94

4 0.45 0.65 0.96 0.30 0.42 0.93 0.31 0.43 0.95 0.39 0.54 0.94

5 0.40 0.58 0.96 0.29 0.40 0.94 0.29 0.41 0.95 0.38 0.52 0.92

6 0.37 0.53 0.96 0.26 0.37 0.93 0.26 0.38 0.93 0.36 0.49 0.94

Fig. 3 Latent trajectories of two individuals (red) with detection and non-detection locations (filled and open red dots, respectively; see Fig. 2 for
additional details) and model-specific posterior localizations (2000 posterior samples; black points). Modeling approaches include (a) the
independent localization model and (b - d) three forms of movement-assisted localization using: (b) detection occasions only, (c) assuming all time
intervals are known, or (d) modeling the unknown time intervals as random variables. Receiver array is denoted by blue x’s
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Fig. 4 Number of true missed signals per simulated individual (100
simulated data sets of 25 individuals; y-axis) and the number of
estimated missed signals from the movement-assisted localization
unknown interval model (x-axis). Diagonal line is a 1:1 line. Relative
bias = 2%

E(xt,jut) = β0t + β1||xj − ut|| or some similar function of
distance, and normal measurement error of arrival time
with variance σ 2

err . Here, β0t is the time the tth sound
was generated and β1 is the inverse of the speed of sound
in water or air depending on the context. Because β0t
is not known, the likelihood can be expressed in terms
of the time difference between arrival at j and the mean
arrival time. This requires at least 2 measurements of
arrival time are obtained for each localization [20]. Any
model for localization based on auxiliary data, however,
can be integrated into our movement-assisted localization
framework.
Classical localization based on hyperbolic positioning

algorithms requires that individuals are detected simul-
taneously at multiple receivers, and improvements in
localization precision are primarily achieved through
increased density of receivers. Alternatively, we described
a method that uses information on previous and sub-
sequent locations of an individual to produce improved
localizations with fewer detections, including even zero
detections. Conceptually, our approach to movement-
assisted localization is based on formulating the model
for an individual’s spatial-temporal detection history con-
ditional on the individual’s latent movement trajectory
(i.e., its sequence of locations). This formulation is sim-
ilar to specification of the likelihood in spatial capture-
recapture models and we feel that it has a number of
benefits to modeling acoustic telemetry data, including

joint inference about the entire trajectory of an individ-
ual and model parameters based on all available data.
Additionally, this approach allows for in situ estima-
tion of the detection range parameter(s) in the model
simultaneously with estimation of the latent trajectory.
The framework can be extended to allow heterogeneity
in detection range due to environment and other fac-
tors. For example, detection probability can be expressed
as a function of covariates such as depth or distance
from shore, or non-Euclidean effective distance mod-
els which allow for sound attenuation in heterogeneous
environments [32].
A second important application of our model is in

developing improvedmodels of resource selection, habitat
use, and identification of movement or migration corri-
dors. Resource selection models usually regard individ-
ual locations as fixed known points, which is a reason-
able assumption in classical terrestrial GPS-based teleme-
try (although see [40]). However, in acoustic telemetry
applications locations of individuals are unobserved and
inferred based on detections at known receiver locations.
Considerable localization uncertainty reduces the power
to detect important habitat effects. Our approach esti-
mates the posterior distribution of the individual’s trajec-
tory (Fig. 3), which yields a characterization of the latent
point pattern of true locations of the individual during
the study. The underlying point pattern of true locations
can then be used to obtain a posterior characterization
of any particular resource selection model conditional
on the point locations. Thus, a coherent accounting for
uncertainty in locations can propagate through to the
inference about resource selection and movement pro-
cesses, providing a solution to explicitly accommodat-
ing the variable precision of localizations in models of
resource selection and similar applications. Moreover, our
movement-assisted localization approach accommodates
inherent bias in acoustic localization data that is due to
estimated locations being biased toward areas of high
receiver density (e.g., toward the interior of an array vs.
the edge).
A third potential application of this framework is for

modeling the number of active tags in the vicinity of the
array (i.e., abundance). In practice, the number of tagged
individuals available for capture is rarely known. This
is precisely the problem that spatial capture-recapture
resolves by introducing parameter(s) to describe the den-
sity of the underlying point process and a key motivating
factor for viewing the problem as one of SCR. Here, SCR
provides a framework to localize not only to detected
transmitters, but also estimate the density and distribu-
tion of undetected transmitters. Further, it may then be
possible to explicitly model the effect of density depen-
dence on detection probability. When multiple tags of the
same frequency exist in the vicinity of a receiver array,
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interference can induce a density dependent decrease in
detection probability. We believe this is an important
research area which can be resolved using our formulation
of the movement-assisted localization model.
SCR methods provide a hierarchical framework to

describe the three primary components of acoustic
telemetry: (1) the movement of individuals, (2) the
signal or cue rate, and (3) the detection process. Our
simulation study described a relatively simple example
to demonstrate SCR as a method to analyze acoustic
telemetry data, and by no means explores all the pos-
sible applications or challenges. The greatest challenges
to these methods arise from an unknown number of
missed signals and the development of an appropriate
signal rate sub-model. In many acoustic telemetry sys-
tems, the inter-signal duration is defined by transmitter
settings and can encompass large periods of time. Under
these settings, model complexity quickly increases due to
the high number of possibly missed signals (n), the inter-
signal intervals (�t), and associated changing dimensions
of trajectory locations (ut). Broadly speaking, this is not
a deficiency in the application of SCR methods but a
restriction on the specific model described herein. For
example, one approach to situations where tracking spe-
cific �t are difficult or even unnecessary for inference, is
to standardize �t to a fixed interval (e.g., 10-minute or
1-hr periods) and model localizations as the average loca-
tion during an interval [36]. Overall, most of these chal-
lenges can be addressed by modifications to the modelling
approaches we described, while retaining the general SCR
framework and hierarchical approaches developed herein.
Alternatively, some of these sampling challenges may be
addressed by design or technological advances (e.g., by
fixing the sampling interval or retaining data on the trans-
mission sequence). In most situations, resolving uncer-
tainties through careful planning and design is highly
preferable compared to trying to resolve uncertainties
with statistical models.
Our application of movement-assisted localization

focused on acoustic telemetry data, however, similar con-
cepts are applicable to acoustic monitoring systems aimed
at detecting signals, calls, or cues. In acoustic monitoring
applications signal intervals are stochastic, being equiva-
lent to the signal rate of individuals in the population. It is
therefore essential to develop models for cue rate in order
to make progress toward developing unbiased abundance
and demographic parameter estimates from acoustic data.
Our unknown-interval model does just this, as it esti-
mates the number of signals (e.g., signals emitted from a
tag [active] or cues produced by an animal [passive calls,
clicks, singing, etc.]) and the duration between signals as
part of the model. Prior information on cue rates may
arise in the form of transmitter settings or auxiliary data

on cue rates. In our example, integrating the latent move-
ment, detection, and cue rate processes allowed estima-
tion of all parameters with minimal data. Our movement-
assisted localization framework is a particularly promising
approach to estimate detection probability, a key step to
accurate abundance estimation in any system [41]. Fur-
ther, describing these process through an underlying point
process model and implementation in a Bayesian frame-
work provides tremendous flexibility to integrate auxiliary
information to improve parameter estimation and explore
additional ecological processes (e.g., aerial- or boat-based
count data to inform abundance, call rate data to inform
cue rates, telemetry data to inform movement). Joint
efforts from ecologists, statisticians, and engineers will be
vital to solving these challenges and advance the utility of
acoustic studies to address pressing challenges in the study
of movement, survival, and abundance in both the aquatic
and terrestrial realms.
Finally, our movement-assisted localization framework

provides a host of opportunities to evaluate integrated,
multi-objective study designs. In general, the design of
receiver arrays can be based on objectives that involve
maximizing the probability of detecting a tagged individ-
ual or statistical precision of detection parameters [18,
42]. Combining a state-space movement model with a
sub-model for the detection process (i.e., a positioning
model; [17]) dramatically improved localization preci-
sion, whereby only 1 - 2 detections per occasion resulted
in similar precision as 5 - 6 detections in the inde-
pendent localization model. As such, study designs may
consider coarser receiver spacing and broader spatial cov-
erage without sacrificing localization precision. Overall,
movement-assisted localization provides a flexible, trans-
parent framework that is easily adapted to aquatic teleme-
try systems and studies interested in using acoustic data
to investigate ecological processes.

Conclusions
Understanding animal movement and space-use is cru-
cial for effective conservation andmanagement of species.
Acoustic telemetry data are increasingly used to study
aquatic ecosystems and face many similar logistical and
modeling challenges as spatial capture-recapture stud-
ies in terrestrial environments. Our results demonstrate
a unifying framework to model acoustic telemetry data
based on an underlying spatial capture-recapture model
integrated with explicit movement and signal rate sub-
models. This approach improves localization estimates
and can be adapted to a variety of species- and study-
specific settings such as unknown signal (or cue) rates,
imperfect detection, and the integration of habitat data
to inform individual- and population-level movement and
space-use.
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Additional file 1: R code for simulating movement, signal rate, and the
detection process describe in this paper, as well as for fitting all the models
and some post-processing.

Additional file 2: Animation of the latent trajectories for two individuals.
Animations denote detection and non-detection locations (filled and open
red dots, respectively; see Fig. 2 for additional details) and model- and
occasion-specific posterior localization estimates (black points). Modeling
approaches include (a) the independent localizationmodel and (b - d) three
forms of movement-assisted localization: (b) detection occasions only, (c)
assuming all time intervals are known, or (d) modeling the unknown time
intervals as random variables. Receiver array is denoted by blue x’s and
receivers that recorded a detection at each time step are highlighted in red.

Abbreviations
MCMC: Markov chain Monte Carlo; RMSE: Root-mean squared error; SCR:
Spatial Capture-recapture; TDOA: time-difference-of-arrival

Acknowledgments
The authors thank L. Duskey, D. Prosser, and D. Hondorp for helpful comments
and suggestions on this manuscript. Any use of trade, product, or firm names
is for descriptive purposes only and does not imply endorsement by the U.S.
Government.

Authors’ contributions
JAR initiated this study. JAR and NJH developed models and conducted data
analyses. NJH and JAR wrote the manuscript. All authors approved of the final
manuscript submission.

Funding
Financial support for NJH was provided by a grant from the North Pacific
Research Board.

Availability of data andmaterials
All data generated and analysed during this study are included in this
published article [and its supplementary information files].

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Received: 28 December 2019 Accepted: 9 March 2020

References
1. Crossin GT, Heupel MR, Holbrook CM, Hussey NE, Lowerre-Barbieri SK,

Nguyen VM, Raby GD, Cooke SJ. Acoustic telemetry and fisheries
management. Ecol Appl. 2017;27(4):1031–49.

2. Lennox RJ, Aarestrup K, Cooke SJ, Cowley PD, Deng ZD, Fisk AT,
Harcourt RG, Heupel M, Hinch SG, Holland KN, Hussey NE, Iverson SJ,
Kessel ST, Kocik JF, Lucas MC, Flemming JM, Nguyen VM, Stokesbury
MJW, Vagle S, VanderZwaag DL, Whoriskey FG, Young N. Envisioning the
Future of Aquatic Animal Tracking: Technology, Science, and Application.
BioScience. 2017;67(10):884–96. https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/bix098.

3. Ogburn MB, Harrison A-L, Whoriskey FG, Cooke SJ, Mills Flemming JE,
Torres LG. Addressing Challenges in the Application of Animal Movement
Ecology to Aquatic Conservation and Management. Front Mar Sci. 2017;4:
70. https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2017.00070.

4. Abecasis D, Steckenreuter A, Reubens J, Aarestrup K, Alós J, Badalamenti
F, Bajona L, Boylan P, Deneudt K, Greenberg L, Brevé N, Hernández F,
Humphries N, Meyer C, Sims D, Thorstad EB, Walker AM, Whoriskey F,

Afonso P. A review of acoustic telemetry in Europe and the need for a
regional aquatic telemetry network. Anim Biotelemetry. 2018;6(1):12.

5. Cowley PD, Bennett RH, Childs A-R, Murray TS. Reflection on the first five
years of South Africa’s Acoustic Tracking Array Platform (ATAP): status,
challenges and opportunities. Afr J Mar Sci. 2017;39(4):363–72.

6. Steckenreuter A, Hoenner X, Huveneers C, Simpfendorfer C, Buscot MJ,
Tattersall K, Babcock R, Heupel M, Meekan M, van den Broek J,
McDowall P, Peddemors V, Harcourt R. Optimising the design of
large-scale acoustic telemetry curtains. Mar Freshwat Res. 2017;68(8):1403.

7. GLATOS. https://glatos.glos.us/. Accessed 01 July 2019.
8. The Atlantic Cooperative Telemetry Network. http://www.theactnetwork.

com/home. Accessed 01 July 2019.
9. Ocean Tracking Network. http://oceantrackingnetwork.org/. Accessed 01

July 2019.
10. McGregor P, Dabelsteen T, Clark C, Bower J, Holland J. Accuracy of a

passive acoustic location system: empirical studies in terrestrial habitats.
Ethol Ecol Evol. 1997;9(3):269–86.

11. Janik V., Van Parijs S., Thompson P. A two-dimensional acoustic
localization system for marine mammals. Mar Mamm Sci. 2000;16(2):
437–47.

12. Simpfendorfer CA, Heupel MR, Hueter RE. Estimation of short-term
centers of activity from an array of omnidirectional hydrophones and its
use in studying animal movements. Can J Fish Aquat Sci. 2002;59(1):23–32.

13. Bower JL, Clark CW. A field test of the accuracy of a passive acoustic
location system. Bioacoustics. 2005;15(1):1–14.

14. Blumstein DT, Mennill DJ, Clemins P, Girod L, Yao K, Patricelli G, Deppe
JL, Krakauer AH, Clark C, Cortopassi KA, et al. Acoustic monitoring in
terrestrial environments using microphone arrays: applications,
technological considerations and prospectus. J Appl Ecol. 2011;48(3):
758–67.

15. Stevenson BC, Borchers DL, Altwegg R, Swift RJ, Gillespie DM, Measey
GJ. A general framework for animal density estimation from acoustic
detections across a fixed microphone array. Methods Ecol Evol. 2015;6(1):
38–48.

16. Kessel S, Cooke S, Heupel M, Hussey N, Simpfendorfer C, Vagle S, Fisk
A. A review of detection range testing in aquatic passive acoustic
telemetry studies. Rev Fish Biol Fish. 2014;24(1):199–218.

17. Baktoft H, Gjelland KØ, Økland F, Thygesen UH. Positioning of aquatic
animals based on time-of-arrival and random walk models using yaps (yet
another positioning solver). Sci Rep. 2017;7(1):14294.

18. Royle JA, Chandler RB, Sollmann R, Gardner B. Spatial Capture-recapture.
Cambridge, MA: Academic Press; 2014.

19. Dawson DK, Efford MG. Bird population density estimated from acoustic
signals. J Appl Ecol. 2009;46(6):1201–9.

20. Borchers DL, Stevenson B, Kidney D, Thomas L, Marques TA. A unifying
model for capture–recapture and distance sampling surveys of wildlife
populations. J Am Stat Assoc. 2015;110(509):195–204.

21. Royle JA, Fuller AK, Sutherland C. Spatial capture–recapture models
allowing markovian transience or dispersal. Popul Ecol. 2016;58(1):53–62.

22. Efford MG, Dawson DK, Borchers DL. Population density estimated from
locations of individuals on a passive detector array. Ecology. 2009;90(10):
2676–82.

23. Marques TA, Thomas L, Martin SW, Mellinger DK, Ward JA, Moretti DJ,
Harris D, Tyack PL. Estimating animal population density using passive
acoustics. Biol Rev. 2013;88(2):287–309.

24. Ergon T, Gardner B. Separating mortality and emigration: modelling
space use, dispersal and survival with robust-design spatial
capture–recapture data. Methods Ecol Evol. 2014;5(12):1327–36.

25. Efford M. G., Schofield M. R. A spatial open-population capture-recapture
model. Biometrics. 2019. https://doi.org/10.1111/biom.13150.

26. Glennie R, Borchers DL, Murchie M, Harmsen BJ, Foster RJ. Open
population maximum likelihood spatial capture-recapture. Biometrics.
2019;75(4):1345–1355. https://doi.org/10.1111/biom.13078.

27. Hooten MB, Johnson DS, McClintock BT, Morales JM. Animal Movement:
Statistical Models for Telemetry Data. Boca Raton: CRC press; 2017.

28. Borchers DL, Efford M. Spatially explicit maximum likelihood methods for
capture–recapture studies. Biometrics. 2008;64(2):377–85.

29. Royle JA, Chandler RB, Gazenski KD, Graves TA. Spatial
capture–recapture models for jointly estimating population density and
landscape connectivity. Ecology. 2013;94(2):287–94.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s40462-020-00199-6
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/bix098
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2017.00070
https://glatos.glos.us/
http://www.theactnetwork.com/home
http://www.theactnetwork.com/home
http://oceantrackingnetwork.org/
https://doi.org/10.1111/biom.13150
https://doi.org/10.1111/biom.13078


Hostetter and RoyleMovement Ecology            (2020) 8:15 Page 13 of 13

30. Buckland ST, Anderson DR, Burnham KP, Laake JL, Borchers DL, Thomas
L, et al. Introduction to Distance Sampling: Estimating Abundance of
Biological Populations. Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press; 2001.

31. Selby TH, Hart KM, Fujisaki I, Smith BJ, Pollock CJ, Hillis-Starr Z,
Lundgren I, Oli MK. Can you hear me now? range-testing a submerged
passive acoustic receiver array in a caribbean coral reef habitat. Ecol Evol.
2016;6(14):4823–35.

32. Royle J. A. Modelling sound attenuation in heterogeneous environments
for improved bioacoustic sampling of wildlife populations. Methods Ecol
Evol. 2018;9(9):1939–47.

33. Robinson GK. That BLUP is a Good Thing: The Estimation of Random
Effects. Stat Sci. 1991;6(1):15–32.

34. Zucchini W, MacDonald IL, Langrock R. Hidden Markov Models for Time
Series: an Introduction Using R. London: Chapman and Hall; 2017.

35. Plummer M. Jags: A program for analysis of bayesian graphical models
using gibbs sampling. In: Proceedings of the 3rd International Workshop
on Distributed Statistical Computing. Vienna; 2003. p. 10.

36. Dorazio RM, Price M. State-space models to infer movements and
behavior of fish detected in a spatial array of acoustic receivers. Can J Fish
Aquat Sci. 2019;76(4):543–50.

37. R: A language and environment for statistical computing. R Foundation
for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria. 2018. http://www.R-project.org.
Accessed Jan 2018.

38. Kellner K. jagsui: a wrapper around rjags to streamline jags analyses. R
package version. 2015.

39. Borchers D, Fewster R. Spatial Capture-Recapture Models. Statist Sci.
2016;31(2):219–32. https://doi.org/10.1214/16-STS557.

40. McClintock BT, London JM, Cameron MF, Boveng PL. Modelling animal
movement using the argos satellite telemetry location error ellipse.
Methods Ecol Evol. 2015;6(3):266–77.

41. Kéry M, Royle JA. Applied Hierarchical Modeling in Ecology: Analysis of
Distribution, Abundance and Species Richness in R and BUGS: Volume 1:
Prelude and Static Models. London: Academic Press; 2016.

42. Sutherland C, Fuller AK, Royle JA, Madden S. Large-scale variation in
density of an aquatic ecosystem indicator species. Sci Rep. 2018;8(1):8958.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

http://www.R-project.org
https://doi.org/10.1214/16-STS557

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions
	Keywords

	Background
	Methods
	Data structure and model
	Localization based on the observed encounter history
	Movement-assisted localization
	Inference for the movement-assisted localization model
	Unknown duration between signals

	Illustration: Simulated data

	Results
	Simulation results

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Supplementary informationSupplementary information accompanies this paper at https://doi.org/10.1186/s40462-020-00199-6.
	Additional file 1
	Additional file 2

	Abbreviations
	Acknowledgments
	Authors' contributions
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	References
	Publisher's Note

