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Abstract— Multi Agent Path Finding (MAPF) seeks the
optimal set of paths for multiple agents from respective start to
goal locations such that no paths conflict. We address the MAPF
problem for a fleet of hybrid-fuel unmanned aerial vehicles
which are subject to location-dependent noise restrictions. We
solve this problem by searching a constraint tree for which the
subproblem at each node is a set of shortest path problems
subject to the noise and fuel constraints and conflict zone
avoidance. A labeling algorithm is presented to solve this
subproblem, including the conflict zones which are treated as
dynamic obstacles. We present the experimental results of the
algorithms for various graph sizes and number of agents.

I. INTRODUCTION

Hybrid-fuel Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs) are those
in which multiple fuel sources are used in combination to
provide energy storage and power for the vehicle. Currently,
these are most often utilized in applications which require
extreme flight range in low powered systems. However,
hybrid-fuel platforms will likely see an increase in popularity
in the future as UAVs in general become more widely used
and thus the scenarios under which hybrid-fuel UAVs are
advantageous also grow. While the primary advantage of
hybridization is increased flight-range, if power modality is
able to be switched throughout the mission, power manage-
ment can be employed to exploit the advantages of each
energy source. For example, a combustion or jet engine
has high energy-endurance, but is extremely noisy, while a
battery-pack provides low energy-density but allows quieter
operation. In the future, we envision noise-production by
low-altitude UAVs being a major concern for both operators
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and the general public. A survey of the public [1] found that
a primary concern with increased small UAV usage was the
noise production - specifically the general volume, duration,
and time of day. These concerns are likely to be manifest as
UAVs become more widely used for a variety of tasks. Thus,
we envision restrictions on the noise produced by UAVs in
certain airspaces. In the case of urban path-planning, the
noise levels become increasingly important as the average
number of UAVs overhead increases. These restrictions may
limit the use of engine-powered flights over certain sections
of an airspace.

We consider here a fleet of hybrid-fuel UAVs for which the
propeller is powered by a battery-pack, with a combustion
engine gen-set onboard to recharge the battery. Such a
platform is defined in [2] as a series-hybrid platform. In the
case of these vehicles, the engine may be turned off to allow
travel through noise-restricted areas for which the engine is
too noisy, but flying is a battery-only mode is quiet enough
for travel through such a zone. The high energy density of
traditional fuel allows longer endurance over battery storage
alone. Thus, these series-hybrid UAVs achieve extended
flight range via the combustion engine while being capable of
flying through noise-restricted zones that are too restrictive
for engine-powered flight. This scenario couples the path
planning and power management, such that a path and power
plan must be found in tandem.

The single-agent version of this problem, referred to
as the Noise-Restricted Hybrid-Fuel Shortest Path Problem
(NRHFSPP), is studied in [3]. We extend that single agent
problem to the Multi-Agent Path-Finding (MAPF) problem
with the series-hybrid UAV fleet and noise restrictions, which
we refer to as Noise-Restricted Hybrid-Fuel MAPF (NRHF-
MAPF). The primary motivation of the noise restrictions is
widespread use of UAVs, particularly in congested areas.
In a congested airspace, there is the immediate concern of
cooperative routing and collisions with other aircraft. Thus,
a natural extension of the single-agent problem is the multi-
agent path finding extension.

The MAPF, which is a fundamental problem in multi-agent
planning, involves a set of agents which each must be routed
from a start location to a goal such that there are no conflicts
or collisions between the paths. The normal objective is to
minimize the total travel cost across the agents, but may
also include minimizing maximum cost (across agents), or
minimizing time to completion. A usual technique is to
discretize the time and environment space, where the latter
is modeled as a graph. Collisions may be defined in a variety
of ways, as outlined in [4]. The two main conflict types are i)
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vertex conflicts, where two or more agents occupy the same
vertex at the same time ii) edge conflicts, where 2 or more
agents travel along the same edge at the same time. These
conflict types are the one considered here.

MAPF was shown to be PSPACE-hard in [5], [6] and NP-
hard in [7], [8]. A global A*-variant search scales poorly as
number of agents grows [9]. A two-level search was given
in [10], referred to as Increasing Cost Tree Search, which
was feasible for problems significantly larger than the limit
for global A*. Conflict Based Search (CBS) was presented
in [11]. It is an optimal algorithm that iteratively searches a
Constraint Tree (CT) where conflict constraints are added as
are violated within subproblems. Enhanced Conflict Based
Search (ECBS) [12] is a heuristic algorithm which searches
the same CT as CBS, obtaining near-optimal solutions in a
scalable manner.

As stated above, the NRHF-MAPF is an extension of
the authors’ prior work on single-agent consideration of
series-hybrid UAVs in presence of noise-restricted airspaces
[13], [3], [14], [15], [16]. A similar single-agent problem is
studied by another group in [17]. Extension of the standard
MAPF for a fleet of hybrid-fuel UAVs involves adding the
energy constraints and restrictions on the generator within
the noise-restricted zones. This results in a novel MAPF
variant, where conflict free paths must be found for each
agent in the system while also respecting the power and
noise constraints. To solve this, we utilize Conflict Based
Search (CBS) and replace the standard MAPF subproblem
of shortest path problem (SPP) with our NRHFSPP, adapting
the algorithm of [3] to include conflict-zone avoidance.

The primary contributions of this paper are: (i) pre-
sentation and study of the NRHF-MAPF, a novel MAPF
variant, (ii) A Mixed Integer Linear Programming (MILP)
formulation of the problem, (iii) Adaptation of an existing
NRHFSPP algorithm to deal with dynamic obstacles to use
as a subroutine in CBS, and (iv) numerical testing of the
presented solution.

The paper is organized as follows. The MILP formulation
of the problem is given in II. The CT and CBS for this
problem are discussed in Section III. The labeling algorithm
used to solve the subproblem is presented in Section IV. Re-
sults of numerical testing are given in V. Finally, concluding
thoughts and areas of future work are given in Section VI.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

We present the MILP formulation of the noise-restricted
hybrid-fuel MAPF problem.

A. Constant Values

Dij ∈ R - objective cost of edge (i,j)
Tij ∈ R - time to travel along edge (i,j)
Cij ∈ R - energy cost (battery discharge) of edge (i,j)
Zij ∈ R - battery recharge by generator along edge (i,j)
Gij ∈ {0, 1} - is generator allowed be run along edge (i,j)
U - set of UAVs
N - set of nodes
E - set of edges

Sk ∈ S - starting Node for UAV k
Fk ∈ S - goal Node for UAV k
M - large constant value
Qk

0 - initial generator state for UAV k
Bk

0 - initial battery state for UAV k
T k
0 - initial time state for UAV k

Bk
max - Maximum battery state for UAV k

B. Decision Variables

xk
ij ∈ {0, 1} - if edge (i, j) ∈ E used by UAV k ∈ U

gkij ∈ {0, 1} - if UAV k runs generator on edge (i,j)
bki ∈ R - state of battery for UAV k at node i
qki ∈ R - state of generator for UAV k at node i
tki ∈ R - time node i is reached by UAV k

C. MILP Formulation

In the following formulation, the set δ+(i) and δ−(i)
represents the set of outgoing and incoming edges from node
i, respectively. That is, δ+(i) = {(i, j) ∈ E, ∀j ∈ N}, and
δ−(i) = {(j, i) ∈ E, ∀j ∈ N}.

J = min
x

∑
k∈U

∑
(i,j)∈E

Dijx
k
ij (1)

∑
e∈δ+(Sk)

xk
e = 1 ∀k ∈ U (2)

∑
e∈δ−(Fk)

xk
e = 1 ∀k ∈ U (3)

∑
e∈δ−(i)

xk
e −

∑
e∈δ+(i)

xk
e = 0 ∀i ∈ N \ {Sk, Fk}, k ∈ U

(4)

Bk
max ≥ bkj ≥ 0 ∀j ∈ N \ {Sk}, k ∈ U

(5)

bkSk
= Bk

0 ∀k ∈ U (6)

bkj ≤ bki − Cij

+ Zijg
k
ij +M(1− xk

ij) ∀(i, j) ∈ E, k ∈ U (7)

bkj ≥ bki − Cij

+ Zijg
k
ij −M(1− xk

ij) ∀(i, j) ∈ E, k ∈ U (8)

qkj ≥ 0 ∀i ∈ N \ {Sk},∀k ∈ U
(9)

qkSk
= Qk

0 ∀k ∈ U (10)

qkj ≤ qki − Zijg
k
ij

+M(1− xk
ij) ∀(i, j) ∈ E, k ∈ U (11)

gkij ≤ xk
ij ∀(i, j) ∈ E, k ∈ U (12)

gkij ≤ Gij ∀(i, j) ∈ E, k ∈ U (13)

tkSk
= T k

0 ∀k ∈ U (14)

tkj ≥ tki + Tij +M(1− xk
ij) ∀(i, j) ∈ E, k ∈ U (15)

|tai − tbi | ≥ ϵ ∀i ∈ N, a ∈ U, b ∈ U, a ̸= b (16)

|taj − tbi | ≥ ϵ− ϵ(2− xa
ij − xb

ji)

∀(i, j) ∈ E : (j, i) ∈ E, a ∈ U, b ∈ U, a ̸= b ⊂ U (17)

where ϵ is some known threshold for time difference with
respect to the conflicts. Equations (16) and (17) can be



trivially linearized with auxiliary variables and big-M tech-
nique [18]; but is not shown here for brevity of the MILP
presentation. The objective function is given in (1), which
aims to minimize total travel cost across all UAVs. The can
easily be replaced for other objectives such as makespan
or a minmax cost. Degree constraints are given in (2)-(4).
Battery constraints and generator constraints are given in
(5)-(11). Equation (12) constrains the generator to be run
on an edge only if that edge is traveled by the UAV, and
(13) restricts the generator from being run in noise-restricted
zones. Time tracking is done in (14)-(15), and vertex and
edge deconflicting is enforced by(16) and (17), respectively.

As stated above, the problem is posed on a graph (N,E)
where N is the set of nodes and E is the set of edges
connecting them, where an edge connecting node i to j is
notated by e = (i, j).

III. CONSTRAINT TREE AND CONFLICT BASED SEARCH

A recent method in the MAPF literature to deal with
the conflict constraints is the searching of a Constraint tree
(CT), which is the basis of CBS and ECBS. This is a
similar concept to cutting-plane algorithms, where difficult
constraints, relatively few of which are active, are relaxed and
individually added as they are violated. A CT must be used
where a choice of constraints to add occur when a violation
occurs. In case of MAPF, given a conflict between agents,
which agent to be rerouted is not known, and thus branching
is used evaluate rerouting each UAV in conflict. Full details
of CBS are given in [11].

Fig. 1 shows the basic process of CBS, using a CT specific
to the NRHF-MAPF. The root node of the CT consists
of solving the NRHF-MAPF with only Equations (1)-(15)
applied, which is a set of NRHFSPP’s, one for each UAV. All
other nodes will contain conflict constraints, which prevent
specific UAVs from occupying nodes/edges only at specific
times. At each iteration of CBS, the minimum cost node,
according to the subproblem solution cost, is selected. If
the minimum cost node in the CT is feasible, then it is
returned at the optimal. Otherwise, the conflicts occurring
in the selection node’s subproblem solution are dealt with.
The first conflict in time is picked, and for each UAV in
that conflict a child node is produced which restricts all
other UAVs from occupying the conflict zone (location/time
pair). Each node contains the conflict constraints relevant
to the conflict in the parent node’s solution, as well as the
constraints from all it’s parents up to the root node. This
process occurs iteratively until the optimal solution is found,
or the CT is searched exhaustively.

As stated, the root node is simply a set of NRHFSPP’s,
however all other nodes contain conflict constraints which
prevent UAVs from occupying a node or edge at a specific
time. This is different than the standard NRHFSPP, but can
be easily dealt with, discussed in Section IV.

IV. TEMPORAL LABELING ALGORITHM

To solve the NRHF-MAPF using CBS, the subproblem
solved at each node is a set of (NRHFSPP) with the

Fig. 1: Conflict Based Search - Partial CT Example

additional conflict constraints. We refer to these conflict
constraints as dynamic obstacles, as they function as obsta-
cles which are only present at certain times. These dynamic
obstacles must also be dealt with in the SPP subproblems of
standard MAPF. The dynamic obstacles are handled in the
NRHFSPP in a similar manner as how they are dealt with
in SPP. Unlike the SPP, the NRHFSPP is NP-Hard [3] and
does not scale well past a critical problem size. However, as
presented in [3], the NRHFSPP can be solved quickly with a
labeling algorithm for graphs of tens of thousands of nodes.
For graphs up to some size, we expect the NRHF-MAPF
to be tractable despite the NP-Hard subproblem, where the
primary bottleneck in most cases is number of agents, which
does not directly affect the NRHFSPP tractability. This is
considered empirically in Section V.

We briefly explain the basis of the labeling algorithm here,
while it is presented in detail in [3]. When solving SPP
with Dijkstra’s algorithm [19] or A∗ [20], there is only a
single value (path cost) associated with each node, which
is replaced as better paths are found. However, in the case
of resource-constrained SPP and NRHFSPP, a single value
cannot be kept for each node but rather the path cost and all
resource values. Thus, a list of labels is kept for each node,
where each label corresponds to a different path to reach
that node and thus different resource consumption. One path
may have lower cost while another may have lower resource
consumption. A label is removed from a node’s list only if
it is dominated by another label, meaning it is worse with
respect to both the cost and the resource consumption in
comparison to the dominating label.

Labels are iteratively added to and removed from an open
list. At each iteration of the search, the label of minimum cost
is selected from the open list. The chosen label is expanded
by extending its associated partial path to all neighboring
nodes of the node which the chosen label is associated with.
These new labels are then added to the open list if they
are undominated with respect to the current labels in both



the open list and the closed list. The chosen label is then
added to a closed list, which consists only of the labels which
have already been treated. The algorithm terminates when the
exploration reaches the goal node, based on by a lower-bound
cost-to-go heuristic similar to that of A∗.

This labeling algorithm to solve the NRHFSPP addresses
conflict constraints by treating them as dynamic obstacles.
This is dealt with in standard MAPF by searching SPP
over an auxiliary graph. We follow a similar suite and by
modifying the labeling algorithm to solve the NRHFSPP
with the dynamic obstacles. This is done by creating an
auxiliary graph which relates the connectivity between states,
defined as (node, time) pairs. Movement between locations
also involves movement through time. Thus, occupying the
same location at different times is different states, and
therefore two different nodes in the auxiliary graph. The path
planning search is then posed on this auxiliary graph. This
entails finding a minimum cost path through the auxiliary
graph from the start state (with some defined start time) to
any state for which the location is the goal node on the
original graph. The size of the complete manifestation of
this auxiliary can be orders of magnitude larger than the
original graph. However, nodes in the auxiliary graph can be
created implicitly as this graph is searched. A state is only
added explicitly to the auxiliary graph when a path from a
neighboring state is expanded into it. This implicit generation
of the graph keeps the approach tractable, as on average only
a small subset of states need to be generated explicitly .

The pseudo-code of the temporal labeling algorithm is
presented in Algorithm 1, where EFF is a function which
determines efficiency of a label across the open and closed
sets, as discussed in [3]. The minimum cost label is picked in
line 4, according to an f -cost, which includes an estimated
cost-to-go as done in [3]. Two different labels are created
when exploring the neighboring nodes: one with generator
on and one with generator off, shown in lines 8 and 13.
The feasibility checks in lines 11 and 17 address the conflict
constraints present in CBS nodes.

V. RESULTS

The CBS algorithm and the labeling algorithm adapted
to address dynamic obstacles were implemented in Julia
language v1.9 [21]. The code for CBS was based on that
presented in [22]; here, it is extended to deal with the
NRHF-MAPF. All computational experiments were run on
a Windows 10 machine with an Intel 4th-generation i5
processor and 16GB of RAM. We present the results of
test problems for a varying number of nodes and number
of UAVs.

Instances were generated by taking the grid problems
tested in [3] and adding random start and goal locations for
each agent. Three problem sizes are tested: 5x5 grid with
4 UAVs, 10x10 grid with 5 UAVs, and 15x15 grid with 10
UAVs. For each size, 50 instances were generated and tested.
Start locations are picked such that no two agents share the
same starting location. All UAVs start their paths at the same
time. The goal location for a UAV is ensured to never be the

Algorithm 1: Single Vehicle Labeling Algorithm

input : Time Cost Matrix: T ∈ RN×N

Edge Cost Matrix: D ∈ RN×N

Noise Restriction Matrix: G ∈ RN×N

Adjacency Matrix: A ∈ RN×N

Energy Cost Matrix: C ∈ RN×N

Energy Transfer Matrix: Z ∈ RN×N

Initial Battery/Generator States: B0, Q0

Starting node index: S
Final node index: F
MAPF constraints for agent: M

output: Minimum Cost Path and corresponding
Generator Pattern for Single Agent

1 H ← {(d = 0, t = 0, B0, Q0)} // Open Set
2 P ← ∅ ∀i ∈ N // Closed Set
3 while H ̸= ∅ do
4 FT = argminf(·) H

5 // Label FT: (dki , t
k
i , b

k
i , q

k
i ) for node i and

associated path Xk, Yk

6 for (j, t′j = tki + tij) ∈ successors(i, tki ) do
7 // Extend with generator on:
8 Xa = [Xk, j], Ya = [Yk, 1]
9 (daj , t

a
j , b

a
j , q

a
j ) =

(dki +Dij , t
′
j , b

k
i − Cij + Zij , q

k
i − Zij)

10 if Feasible(Xa, Ya) and (daj , t
a
j ) /∈M and

j ̸∈ Xa and EFF((daj , t
a
j , b

a
j , q

a
j ), H) then

11 H ← H ∪ (daj , t
a
j , b

a
j , q

a
j )

12 // Extend with generator off:
13 Xb = [Xk, j]
14 Yb = [Yk, 0]
15 (Db

j , t
b
j , b

b
j , q

b
j) = (Dk

i +Dij , t
′
j , b

k
i −Cij , q

k
i )

16 if Feasible(Xb, Yb) and(dbj , tbj) /∈M and
j ̸∈ Xb and EFF((Db

j , t
b
j , b

b
j , q

b
j), H) then

17 H ← ∪(Db
j , t

b
j , b

b
j , q

b
j)

18 end
19 H ← H \ FT
20 P ← P ∪ FT
21 end

start location of that same UAV, but it can be same as the start
location of other UAVs. When generating random instances,
often the problem is able to be solved at the root node of the
CBS. That is, solving each agent’s path individually with no
added constraints results in a feasible MAPF solution. These
cases are ignored and not included in our test set, as they
are trivial to solve and do not give meaningful insight into
performance of our algorithms. Similarly, it may be the case
that a MAPF problem is infeasible, and this is exacerbated
by the power and noise constraints present in the problem.
A maximum time limit was set at 120 seconds, such that
the problems that are not solved within this time limit are
assumed to be infeasible and are removed from the test
problems. At this maximum time limit, tens of thousands
of CT nodes have been searched, although this is not a true



Fig. 2: Relaxed Problem (No Conflict Constraints)- 5 UAVs
- 100 Nodes - Noise Restricted Zones Hidden - 1 Time

Step per Edge - Uniform Start Time

Fig. 3: MAPF CBS Solution - 5 UAVs - 100 Nodes -
Noise Restricted Zones Hidden - 1 Time Step per Edge -

Uniform Start Time

indication of infeasibility, and more rigorous testing would
include increasing this time-limit.

For an example problem instance, the solution produced
at the root node of the CT, where no conflicts are prevented,
is shown in Fig. 2. One can observe that there are conflicts
between many of the paths in the middle-right of the graph.
Here, 37 CT nodes were explored by the CBS before the
optimal solution was found. The optimal solution, with no
path conflicts, and the corresponding generator schedule are
presented in Figs. 3 and 4, respectively. The noise restrictions
present along each of the agents’ paths are given in Fig. 4,
shown as red shaded region.

The number of CBS nodes searched in each instance vs
the problem size is presented in Fig. 5. The time to solve vs

Fig. 4: Generator Patterns from CBS Solution - 5 UAVs -
100 Nodes

Fig. 5: CBS Nodes Searched vs Problem Size

Fig. 6: Time to Solve (s) vs Problem Size



Fig. 7: Subproblem Comparison: SPP vs NRHFSPP

problem size is given in Fig. 6. In each, it can be seen that
the difficulty to solve increases with graph size and number
of agents. As seen in the Figures, problems up to 225 nodes
and 10 agents can be solved to optimality quickly on average,
with the hardest problem taking just over 20 seconds with a
total of 6041 CT nodes searched in CBS.

As stated above, the subproblem being solved is NP-Hard;
however, the labeling algorithm is able to quickly solve for
all the instances tested here. We compare the time to solve the
NRHFSPP subproblem with the same single-agent instance
with the power and noise constraints removed. Without these
constraints, the problem reduces to a standard SPP, which we
solve using A∗. The comparison of the computation times is
shown in Fig. 7. As expected, the A∗ algorithm is faster
by orders of magnitude. It can also be seen in Fig. 7 that
there are no especially difficult instances for the NRHFSPP.
This indicates the bottleneck of the CBS search is due to
the larger CT rather than the labeling algorithm. This is
reflected in Figures 5 and 6, where the problems which took
the longest to solve also had an especially large number of
CBS nodes searched. Thus it can be said that the especially
difficult problems are difficult in terms of finding the optimal
set of conflict-free paths rather than the individual paths
themselves.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

Presented was a novel MAPF variant for a fleet of hybrid-
fuel UAVs subject to area-dependent noise restrictions. We
utilized the CBS algorithm which includes iteratively solving
single agent path planning problem with deconflicting con-
straints added iteratively. The results show that the NRHF-
MAPF can be effectively solved using CBS with the NRHF-
SPP as a subproblem. Although the subproblem NRHFSPP
is NP-hard, the labeling algorithm presented performs well
for the instances tested.

Extensions of this work include testing the NRHF-MAPF
for larger graphs and larger number of agents. Another area
of extension includes the implementation of ECBS or other
heuristics, which trade optimality guarantees in exchange for
improved time-to-solve. This can also be extended to the
single-agent problem, where a heuristic search is developed
to the end of quicker solutions for the NRHF-MAPF.
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