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Abstract— This paper proposes a novel framework to handle
a multi-agent path finding problem under a limited communi-
cation range constraint, where all agents must have a connected
communication channel to the rest of the team. Many existing
approaches to multi-agent path finding (e.g., leader-follower
platooning) overcome computational challenges of planning in
this domain by planning one agent at a time in a fixed order.
However, fixed leader-follower approaches can become stuck
during planning, limiting their practical utility in dense-clutter
environments. To overcome this limitation, we develop dynamic
leading multi-agent path finding, which allows for dynamic
reselection of the leading agent during path planning whenever
progress cannot be made. The experiments show the efficiency
of our framework, which can handle up to 25 agents with more
than 90% success-rate across five environment types where
baselines routinely fail.

INTRODUCTION

We want a team of agents navigate through an obstacle-
rich environment to goals while maintaining constant team
communication: a spanning tree created from range-limited
communication between pairs of agents. This problem is
relevant to scenarios like supply delivery during disasters
or monitoring hostile environments, where the risk of losing
agents is significant. To mitigate this risk, agents must ensure
that the team is in constant communication throughout their
movement. Maintaining the spanning tree while the agents
head in different directions with varied lengths of actions
makes pathfinding challenging in continuous time and space,
even for holonomic agents. The challenge is compounded by
agents starting at random positions, needing to pass through
narrow passages and non-convex spaces without collisions,
and then reach random goals.

The problem can theoretically be solved using a central-
ized approach [1]–[5], in which planning selects between
team actions, each simultaneously specifying an action for
all agents at once. However, this approach quickly suffers
from the curse of dimensionality, as the difficulty of planning
increases exponentially with the number of agents, making
planning intractable for even relatively small problems. The
platooning leader-follower approach [6]–[9] mitigates this
challenge by planning each agent in sequence, where one
agent is selected as the leader and others act as followers,
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Fig. 1: Fixed leader-follower approaches fail in scenarios
a) & b). Our framework, MA-DL, can handle both (c).
If a1’s leading causes the team to get stuck (a), dynamic
leading allows another agent take over as the new leader.
When the leader and follower move to different directions
(b), followers are allowed to pursue another agent to its goal.

who plan so as to maintain communication to the agent that
planned before them. However, establishing a fixed planning
order for leader agent can result in issues during planning.
These issues include the follower agents finding no action to
follow the leader within communication range or becoming
stuck once the leader reaches its goal (Fig. 1.a), or the team
needing to spread out for the followers to reach their goals
while maintaining communication range (Fig. 1.b).

To address these challenges, this work develops a frame-
work for solving multi-agent pathfinding problem with lim-
ited communication range (MALCR), ensuring a connected
communication channel in the team at any time. We propose
a novel technique: dynamic leading which allows any agent
to become the new leader during multi-agent tree expansion,
allowing planning to further expand the multi-agent tree if
the current leader cannot make progress. Once the leader
agent has planned, follower agents plan, ensuring that the
resulting path is always in communication to at least one
agent.

We introduce an algorithm for planning in multi-agent
systems with communication distance constraints: MA-DL.
The experiments show that our framework results in fast
and effective planning, handling up to 25 agents with more
than 90% success-rate across five environment types where
baselines, centralized planning with composite states and
platooning leader-follower approach, routinely fail.

RELATED WORK

There exist multiple approaches that seek to solve multi-
agent path finding problems, in the absence of a communi-
cation constraint, that could in theory be adapted to solve

ar
X

iv
:2

50
1.

02
77

0v
1 

 [
cs

.A
I]

  6
 J

an
 2

02
5



Fig. 2: An illustration of one step expanding the MATree with 3 agents. a1, a2, and a3, start at s1, s2, and s3, aiming
for their goals g1, g2, and g3 while avoiding the obstacles (black) and other agents. From node v1 in the multi-agent tree
Tma (step 1), the planner implements single plannings with random planning order (step 2–5), then expand Tma based on
the paths found (step 6). In step 3, a2 follows a3 to maintain communication links. At t1(F), when a3 stops, a2 switches
to follow a1. Our key contribution, dynamic leading, occurs at step 4 when a3 follows a2 to t2 (L), then becomes the new
leader and plan to t3. In the next iteration, other agents follows a3 before expanding the MATree in step 6.

the MALCR problem. To effectively scale to more agents,
approaches in this space are typically designed around reduc-
ing the exponential growth of the planning tree with planning
time horizon. Wagner and Choset [1] proposed M∗ algorithm,
which plans individually for each agent, yet builds composite
states for agents and expands the local planning tree when
their paths are in collision. Though M∗ works well if the
agents are far apart, when agents are close to each other,
collisions occurs frequently, causing the planning joint-state
increases rapidly until fully incooperating of all agents and
limiting its efficacy for solving our limited-communication
problem, which requires that agents be near to one another.
Solovey, Salzman, and Halperin [2] introduced the dRRT
planner, which uses a implicit composite roadmap—a prod-
uct of single-agent roadmaps. Their algorithm grows a multi-
agent tree in this composite roadmap using RRT. However,
using such a roadmap requires abstracting low-level details
of each robot’s motion over time, making it difficult to apply
their approach for planning with communication constraints.
PIBT [5] and BMAA* [3] expand a single action for each
agent in each planning iteration. These planners can handle
well deadlocks among the agents. However, there are two
issues for these planners to solve MALCR problem. The
first one is their short-term action selection strategy, which
can result in situations where followers are unable to find
actions that keep them within the leader’s communication
range. The second one is their fixed planning order causing
followers fail to plan when their initial positions are out
of the leader’s communication range (Fig. 1b). Okumuar
et al. [4] proposed the OTIMAPP planner which employs
Deadlock-based Search (DBS) to resolve conflict among

paths determined through prioritized planning. In addition
to the limitation of a fixed planning order (as mentioned
above), OTIMAPP requires a new technique to modify the
computed paths while adhering to deadlock and communi-
cation constraints. In general, it is very challenging to adapt
these approaches to solve the MALCR problem in which
each member of the team must be in constant communication
with one another in continuous time.

Specific to the MALCR problem, platooning has emerged
as a state-of-the-art solution for multi-agent path finding
in which the motion of a leader-agent is planned first and
follower-agents planned one at a time in sequence to follow
the agent that proceeded them, and so is designed to maintain
communication constraints between pairs of agents. Most
existing work in platooning performs full motion planning
only for the leader, and uses a low-level controller to
regulate followers to maintain a distance from the preceding
agents [6], [7]. Qian et al. [8], Zhao et al. [10], and Gao et
al. [9] introduced model predictive controller that generate
trajectories for a virtual center, which followers need to track.

However, recent work in the space of conflict-based search
(CBS) [11] has proven that planning with a fixed vehicle
order in general, including platooning, is incomplete and
frequently becomes stuck when the leader moves in a direc-
tion different to the follower’s goals, as we show in Fig. 1,
or when the team must shuffle their planning order during
travel to reach their goals without violating communication
constraints. Overcoming this limitation in general requires a
planner that allows for dynamic leading, in which the leader
can change during multi-agent tree expansion when the team
fails to make progress towards the goal.



PROBLEM DEFINITION

We formally define the Multi-Agent Path Finding with
Limited Communication Range (MALCR) problem as fol-
lows. There are n agents {a1, . . . , an} and a known world
W with obstacles O = {O1, . . . ,Om}. The agents start at
the initial positions sinit = ⟨sinit1 , . . . , sinitn ⟩ and head to the
goals g = {g1, . . . , gn}, where si, gi ∈ W and si, gi /∈ O.
The initial positions and goals are chosen so as to satisfy the
team communication constraint, formally defined below.

The world W is divided into sub-divisions ∆, which
are obstacle-free regions. A graph G is created where the
vertices are the centroids of ∆ and the edges represent
connections of neighboring sub-divisions. An agent moves
to a neighboring sub-division with constant velocity vc
by taking the action: Move(v, u), where v, u are neighbor
vertices in G. As reaching its goal, the agent takes the action
of Stop = Move(v, v). Agents moving over G are guaranteed
to be collision-free with respect to the static obstacles. Time
and agents’ positions are continuous due to varied lengths of
actions.

We define two levels of communication constraint for
the agents. The first level is between two agents, referred
to as agent communication constraint (ACOMM), which
requires the distance between their positions to be less
than or equal to the communication range rc. The second
level applies to the entire agent team, referred to as team
communication constraint (TCOMM), which requires the
team to form a spanning tree where the edges represent the
connections between pairs of agents satisfying the ACOMM
constraint. An action Move(v, u) satisfies the ACOMM con-
straint if during the movement Move(v, u) the agent has at
least one neighboring agent within a distance of rc.

A collision occurs between two agents, ai and aj , when
their distance is less than a threshold dc at timestep t.
A path is a sequence of waypoints to transition an agent
from a position ps to position pg with constant velocity vc.
We say a path is reach-goal if it can lead the agent to
the goal, is collision-free, and the movement between two
sequential waypoints satisfies ACOMM constraint; When
an agent stops at its goal, we still consider collision and
ACOMM constraints. A path is valid if it is reach-goal and
at the goal pg from tg , the agent’s action Stop still satisfies
ACOMM and is collision-free.

The objective is to compute valid paths {ζ1, . . . , ζn}, one
for each agent, so that ζi starts at siniti , reaches gi, and the
agents satisfy TCOMM constraints from the start time to
the time the last agent reaches its goal. We develop a MAPF
framework that seeks to reduce the overall planning time and
the travel distances.

METHODS

Our framework, named as MA-DL, consists of two mod-
ules: Multi-agent Path Finding with Dynamic Leading (MA-
DL) and Single-Agent Path Finding (SAPF).

High Level Overview: The main loop of the MA-DL
module (Alg. 1) expands a multi-agent (MA) planning tree
Tma whose growth is illustrated in Fig. 2. The MA tree is

Algorithm 1 MA-DL module
INPUT: n: number of agents, g = {g1, ..., gn}: goals, W: world,
sinit = {sinit1 , ..., sinitn }: starts, tds: max runtime
OUTPUT: paths ζ = {ζ1, ..., ζn}

1: Tma ← INITMATREE(sinit, t = 0); ∆ ← SUBDIVISION(W); G ←
CREATEGRAPH(∆, g)

2: H ← {CALHEURSITIC(G, g1), . . . , CALHEURSITIC(G, gn)}
3: while TIME() < tds do
4: v ← SELECTNODE(Tma); p← INITORDER(v); ζs ← INITPATHS(v)
5: if (v.visited) then SHUFFLE(p)
6: for 1 ≤ k ≤ m do
7: allRG← true; if k > mt then SHUFFLE(p)
8: for 1 ≤ i ≤ n do
9: if FOUNDGOAL(ζspi ) then continue

10: ζt← SAPF(pi, gpi , ζ
s,G,Hi); ζspi .INSERT(ζt)

11: if FOUNDGOAL(ζspi ) then MODIFYIFOVERLAP(pi, ζ
s, allRG)

12: else allRG = false
13: if allRG then break
14: EXPANDMATREE(Tma, ζs, v); v.visited← true
15: if allRG then break;
16: vid = CLOSESTNODETOGOAL(Tma)
17: return GETPATHS(Tma(vid))

Algorithm 2 SAPF module
INPUT: ρ: agent’s ID, gρ: goal, G: init. graph, ζs:
previous planned paths, tsa: max runtime, Hρ: shortest path heuristic
OUTPUT: a path ζρ

1: Gs = ADDNODES(G, gρ, ζsρ .end)
2: vg←GETNODE(gρ,Gs); vs←GETNODE(ζsρ .end,Gs)
3: openList.ADD(vs); closedSet← {}; vbest ← vs
4: while openList not empty and TIME() < tsa do
5: v ← openList.POP(); closedSet.ADD(v)
6: if v = vg then return GETPATH(vs, v,Gs)
7: for u in GETNEIGHBORS(v) do
8: if u is not in closedSet then
9: u.parent← v; duv ← DISTANCE(v, u); u.g ← v.g + duv

10: u.t ← v.t + duv/vc; u.h ← GETHEURISTIC(u,Hρ); u.f =
u.g + u.h

11: if ISNODEVALID(ρ, ζs, u, v, rc) then
12: openList.ADD(u)
13: if u = vg then return GETPATH(vs, u,Gs)
14: else if v.g + duv < u.g then
15: u1 ← COPY(u); u1.t← v.t+ duv/vc
16: if ISNODEVALID(ρ, ζs, u1, v, rc) then
17: u.parent ← v; u.t ← v.t+ duv/vc; u.g ← v.g + duv ;

u.f = u.g + u.h
18: if vbest.f > u.f then vbest ← u
19: return GETPATH(vs, vbest,Gs)

used to represent motion expansion of all agents. Its role is
to keep track of planning progress for all agents, and the
node with lowest value of cost and heuristic will be selected
to expand in the next iteration. To ensure all nodes in Tma

have a chance of being selected, their costs are penalized
after each selection. The MA tree expansion occurs in a
loop (Fig. 2:2–5), in which each agent’s path is expanded in
order. The single-agent planner (SAPF, Alg. 2) finds reach-
goal shortest paths for the agents one by one according to
the planning order p, such that each agent maintains commu-
nication with at least one of the agents that plans before it.
Difference to prioritized planning approach [12] with fixed
leading, the leader agent in our planner is dynamic: through
dynamic leading technique (Alg. 3) which allows any agent
take the leading role if it goes further than other agents,
or shuffling the planning order whenener planning cannot



further expand the multi-agent tree (Alg. 1:6). After each
planning loop, the multi-agent tree is expanded with new
nodes built from the individual paths (Fig. 2.6). Our dynamic
leading technique (Fig. 2.4) allows the MA-DL planner to
handle the challenging situations in Fig. 1.

MA-DL MODULE

This module manages the multi-agent tree (MATree) Tma,
selects nodes to expand, dynamically selects planning orders,
and triggers single-agent plannings.

The module gets the number of agents n, the goals g,
initial start sinit, and the world W as inputs and returns the
valid paths or, if valid paths cannot be found, those closest to
the goal. The algorithm (Alg. 1) starts by initializing a multi-
agent tree Tma with the root consisting of all initial positions
sinit (Alg. 1:1). The world W is divided into sub-divisions ∆
of a predefined area, with obstacle-overlapping sub-divisions
further subdivided along their largest dimension until they
clear or reach a size threshold. A graph G is created from
the centroids of the obstacle-free sub-divisions, while the
edges represent the connections between neighboring sub-
divisions (sharing boundaries or corners). We compute the
shortest paths H from all sub-divisions to the agent goals g
as heuristics by the function CALHEURISTIC() (Alg. 1:2). In the
main loop (Alg. 1:3–15), a node v with smallest cost (defined
at Alg. 4.14) is selected from Tma. The cost of v is then
increased to encourage selecting other nodes. A heuristic
function INITORDER() returns an initial planning order p. A
list of n paths ζs is initialized from v (Alg. 1:4). If the node
v is visited, the planning order p is shuffled to get a different
planning order (Alg. 1:5). The planning loop (Alg. 1:6–13)
attempts to find valid paths for the agents. The loop starts by
setting the variable allRG to true (Alg. 1:7). The planning
order p is shuffled after mt iterations of failing to reach
the goal (Alg. 1:7). The for loop (Alg. 1:8–12) plans for
each agent in order by calling the module SAPF and then the
returned paths is inserted into ζspi

(Alg. 1:10). If ζspi
is reach-

goal, it is then checked for validity (valid) by the function
MODIFYIFOVERLAP(). The path is invalid if the Stop action at
the goal at time t blocks the future movement of an already-
planned agent (according to planning order p), a situation
called collision-at-goal by Bui et al. [13]. If the situation
occurs, the function modifies the earlier planned paths and
set allRG to false (Alg. 1:11). If the path is not reach-goal,
allRG is set to false (Alg.1:12).

After all agent planning has completed, the function
EXPANDMATREE() is triggered to expand Tma from v using the
agent’s paths ζs (Alg. 1:14); then the node v is also marked
as visited. If all agents reach the goals (allRG is still true),
we break the while loop (Alg. 1:15), then return paths for
all agents from Tma (Alg. 1:16–17).

SAPF MODULE

Single-Agent Path Finding (SAPF) finds a shortest reach-
goal path for an agent. This planner searches actions on G
that satisfy the ACOMM constraint and are collision-free.
With enough runtime, the planner can explore all possible

Algorithm 3 ISNODEVALID(ρ, ζs, u, v, rc) (Dynamic leading is
employed)

1: lead← true; comm← false
2: for 1 ≤ i ≤ |ζs| do
3: if u.t ≤ ζsi .maxtime then lead← false
4: if lead then lead← ISCOMMATGOAL(u, ζs, ρ)
5: for 1 ≤ i ≤ |ζs| do
6: if ISCOLLISION(u, v, ζsi , ρ) then return false
7: if ISCOMMS(u, v, ζsi , ρ, rc) then comm← true
8: return (lead ∥ comm)

paths and so is probabilistically complete. If it fails, it returns
the closest-to-goal path. Agents are assumed to have the same
velocity vc. The inputs are the agent’s ID ρ, goal position
gρ, a graph of the world sub-divisions G, planned paths of
previous agents ζs, and the shortest path to the goal heuristic
H.

To initialize, a new graph Gs is created by adding to G:
(i) the current agent position ζsρ .end and (ii) the goal gρ,
each of which connect to the centroid of the sub-division to
which they belong (Alg. 2:1). The variables vg and vs are
the goal and current nodes (Alg. 2:2). vs is then added into
openList—a priority queue data structure, which sorts its
elements by their cost-to-goal. closedSet and the closest-to-
goal node vbest are also initialized (Alg. 2:3).

The search loop (Alg. 2:4–18) is: a node with lowest cost
is popped out from openList (Alg. 2:5); then we iterate
through all its neighbors (Alg. 2:7–18) to find valid nodes,
calculate or update their costs, parents, and timestep, then
add them into openList.

For a node u to be valid, the move action from its parent
v must be collision-free and satisfy the ACOMM constraint.
Both of these requirements are checked by the function
ISNODEVALID() (Alg. 2:11,16).

IsNodeValid() Function: This function (Alg. 3) checks
the validity of action Move(v, u) for an agent ρ starting
at timestep v.t. For agent-collision detection, ISCOLLISION()
(Alg. 3:6) checks if any segmented point along the line lvu
(connecting v and u) collides with the planned paths in ζs

(Alg. 3:5) at corresponding timesteps. If a collision occurs,
the node is invalid.

The ACOMM constraint check depends on whether agent
ρ is a leader or follower. In our approach, an agent becomes
the new leader if its timestep during expansion is ahead of all
others (Alg. 3:2–3); we call this dynamic leading. Because it

Fig. 3: Out-of-communication-at-goal situation (a) and
how ISCOMMATGOAL() works (b). In both situations, the
planning order is (a3, a2, a1) and the leader is changed at
ti+2.



Algorithm 4 EXPANDMATREE(Tma, ζ
s, v)

1: vp ← v; timeList← {} //priority queue
2: for 0 ≤ i < |ζs| do
3: for 0 ≤ j < |ζsi .times| do timeList.INSERT(ζsi .times[j])
4: for t in timeList do
5: vn ← NEWNODE(); vn(parent, g, t)← (vp, vp.g, t)
6: for 0 ≤ j < |ζs| do
7: if t > ζsj .end.t then
8: if FOUNDGOAL(ζsj ) then pos← ζj .end.pos
9: else return

10: else pos← GETPOSATTIME(ζsj , t)
11: vn.state.INSERT(pos); d = DIST(vp.statej , vn.statej)
12: vn.g += d; ζsj .costogoal -= d; vn.h += ζsj .costogoal
13: vn.f ← vn.g + vn.h
14: Tma.APPEND(vn); vp ← vn

plans farther out in time than other agents, the leader is not
subject to any communication constraints when expanding
its plan. A follower agent ρ must satisfy the ACOMM com-
munication constraint: that it must maintain communication
with another agent while moving. The function ISCOMMS()
(Alg. 3:7) checks that agent ρ can communicate with a
neighbor during its action.

During dynamic leading, a situation called out-of-
communication-at-goal can occur, which is shown in
Fig. 3. To prevent this situation, we propose the function
ISCOMMATGOAL().

IsCommAtGoal() Function: In Fig. 3, at ti agent a3
is the leader, and reaches its goal in two steps (ti+1 and
ti+2). a2 follows a3 and also stops at its goal by ti+2.
Agent a1 follows a3 until ti+2, and then becomes the leader,
planning without ACOMM constraints shown in Fig. 3.a.
However, the MATree Tma expansion halts at ti+6 due to
communication breakdown. The function ISCOMMATGOAL()
guides a1 to remain in communication. It is triggered when
the leader is changed (Alg. 3.4). It checks if any of the
new leader’s neighbors have reached their destination. If
so, the leader’s action Move(v, u) must meet the ACOMM
constraint with an at-goal agent. If it cannot, its leader status
is revoked.

EXPAND MULTI-AGENT TREE

Function EXPANDMATREE() (Alg. 4) integrates the paths from
the single agents ζs and adds the combined paths to expand
the multi-agent tree Tma. Each node on Tma has an asso-
ciated timestep and the agent positions are interpolated to
make them match for each single agent path.

The for loop (Alg. 4:2–3) collects all timesteps of the
waypoints on the single paths and inserts into a priority queue
timeList. The second for loop (Alg. 4:4–14) goes through
all elements in timeList to create new nodes and add valid
nodes into the tree Tma. Each new node vn inherits the travel
cost from its parent with timestep t (Alg. 4:5). We then go to
each agent’s path, interpolate to recover its position at time
t (Alg. 4:7–12), and insert it into the state of node vn. If t
is larger than the max-timestep of the path ζsj (Alg. 4:7) and
the path reaches the goal, the final position of ζsj is returned
(Alg. 4:8). If the position is not the goal, the tree’s expansion
stops (Alg. 4:9).

If t is smaller or equal to the last timestep ζsj , the
agent’s position at t is interpolated by function GETPOSATTIME()
(Alg. 4:10). The lines in Alg. 4:11–12 add the agent’s
positions into the node state; we then update the travel cost
and the heuristic. Finally, the new node vn is added into the
MATree Tma, and vp is reassigned to continue the expansion
(Alg. 4:14).

EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

Experiments are conducted on five obstacle-rich environ-
ments (Fig. 4). Our planner’s performance is measured by
three metrics: (1) success-rate, (2) runtime, and (3) per-agent
travel distance. Our MA-DL approach is compared with two
baselines: a centralized approach with composite states and
a platooning leader-follower approach. All agents have 8
actions: to move one unit in the four cardinal directions and√
2 unit in their diagonal directions. We also evaluate the

planner’s robustness versus of runtime, goal configuration,
and difficulty of environments.

Experimental Setup

Baselines: We have implemented two baselines: Central-
ized approach with composite state (COMP) and Platooning
Leader-Follower approach (PLF). COMP is selected because
existing MAPF planners—which typically advance the mo-
tion of each agent in isolation of one another and then
attempt to resolve conflicts as necessary—are not well suited
to handle the communication constraint, as the challenge of
ensuring that all agents are in constant communication would
require an undue number of repair operations, causing such
planners to struggle (Section 2). Meanwhile, PLF is chosen
because it is a state-of-the-art approach to solve MALCR
problem.

• COMP grows a multi-agent tree via A* using informed
by a heuristic of sum of shortest-to-goal paths from each
agent. In joint-actions of single and diagonal moves, the
diagonal ones are trimmed down to equal length with
the single moves.

• PLF also builds a multi-agent tree and using priority
planning to grows the tree. At the root of tree expansion,
the planning order is shuffled and so a random leader
is chosen; planning order is then fixed for downstream
nodes. The followers plan to follow another agent if its
preceding agent reached its goal. If the current expan-
sion fails after some iterations, the planning starts again
at the root with a new random leader and corresponding
planning order.

Environments and Instances: We evaluate MA-DL in
five obstacle-rich environment types: Random Forest, Office,
Waves, Rings, and Maze (Fig. 4). All environments are
square shapes of size 114 × 114 m. On each environment
type, there are one hundred maps generated with random
locations of obstacles.

For each number of agents, one instance is generated on
each environment map. So, there are total of 12000 instances
for the experiments. The start and goal configurations are
chosen randomly on alternate sides of the maps (except



Fig. 4: Success-rate, Runtime, and Travel Distances of MA-DL (ours), PLF, and COMP on 5 environment types. The
comm. range is 15 m and max-runtime is 5 s. The runtime and travel distances are shown by means and standard deviations.

the ring environment), distributed with a rectangular area.
The configurations are satisfied the TCOMM constraint.
Communication between two agents are established if the
distance between them is within 15 m of one another.

Env. Type 1: Random Forest: (Fig. 4) Obstacles with
random shapes and sizes are distributed randomly occupying
10% of the environment’s area.

Env. Type 2: Office: (Fig. 4) The environments consists
multiple rooms and hallways. The room has a fixed width and
varying length from 9–13 m. There are three long hallways
along the building, 2–3 short hallways connecting them. The
hallway width varies from 7–9 m.

Env. Type 3: Waves: (Fig. 4) The environments have
wave-like obstacles which are separated at regular distances.
Gaps are placed in each wave with random widths. The
number of waves is set to 10.

Env. Type 4: Rings: (Fig. 4) The environments are
featured by concentric rings with six breaks of random
widths within 6–8 m. The separation between the rings is
set to 8 m. For each instance, the starts are randomly placed
at the center, and the goals are on one of four corners of the
maps.

Env. Type 5: Maze: (Fig. 4) The environments consist of
mazes generated by Kruskal’s algorithm with size of 14×14.
To ease in generation of the starting and goal configurations,
boundary walls connecting to the top-most and bottom-most
rows are removed.

Measuring Performance: We evaluate our framework
against COMP and PLF baselines on 100 instances for
each environment type and number of agent, measuring
success-rate, average runtime and average distance traveled
per agent. Planning is considered successful if all agents

reach their goals within 5 s of runtime. Runs that exceed
that planning ceiling are assigned a travel distance of 300
m. The framework is evaluated with variations over number
of agents, goal configurations, runtime, and environment
difficulty levels.

Computing Resources: The experiments ran on HOPPER,
a computing cluster provided by GMU’s Office of Research
Computing. Each planning instance is run single threaded,
yet experiment were run in parallel across 48 cores on a
2.40GHz processor. Our code was developed in C++ and
compiled with g++-9.3.0.

Results

Results when varying the agent number: We tested the
MA-DL planner with 2–25 agents, allocating 5 seconds
of runtime, and the results are shown in Fig. 4. MA-DL
performs well with up to 25 agents, achieving over 90%
success-rate in all environments except Maze Env. The long
narrow passages of the maze mean that if some agents stop
at the beginning of these passages, it becomes very difficult
for others to pass through, leading to extended runtime for
expanding the MATree.

Both baseline planners struggle as the number of agents
is increased. PLF manages up to 5 agents in Rings Env.
and only 3-4 agents in other environments. The heuristic of
shortest-to-goal path sum guides COMP well to handle up 4
agents in Random Forest, Rings, and Waves Env. However,
with greater than 6 agents, the high dimensionality of the
search space means that planning cannot reach the goal in
the allotted time and success rate quickly declines.

In addition to average success rate, we also report the
mean and standard deviation for runtime and travel distance



a) Success-rate vs Runtime b) Success-rate vs Env. Difficulty

Fig. 5: Performance of MA-DL as varying the runtime
(a) and environment difficulty (b) with 23 agents.

in Fig. 4. If a planner fails, the runtime and traveled dis-
tance penalties are applied to the results. The runtime and
distance results aligned with the success-rate results across
all planners.

Results when varying runtime: In this experiment, we run
the planners with various runtime from 1 s to 512 s. We
select the Maze Env., the most challenging Env. type for the
experiments. The results are shown in Fig. 5.a, showing that
success-rate reaches 100% as the runtime grows.

Results when varying environment difficulty: To demon-
strate the robustness of our framework, we run MA-DL on
variations of the Rings environment type with three difficulty
levels: easy, medium, and hard. The difficulty is controlled by
the number of concentric rings, distance between consecutive
rings, and number of breaks/gates on the rings. The features
controlling difficulty are shown in Table I. An easy and hard
environment are shown in Fig. 5.b.

Diff. Level Ring Count Ring-Distance Break Count
Easy 4–5 8.0 m 6–7

Medium 5 7.0 m 5–6
Hard 6 5.5 m 4–5

TABLE I: Environment Difficulty Features

The performances on three environment types with 23
agents and 5 s runtime are shown in Fig. 5.b with success-
rate decreasing from easy to hard level. With medium or hard
levels, MA-DL planner needs more than 5 s runtime to find
valid paths for the agents.

Results with Different Goal Configurations: The goal
configuration distribution impacts the planner’s performance,
especially when managing diverse agent movement. A thin,
long goal distribution increases runtime as the planner must
search longer for a suitable planning order. We run MA-
DL with an alternate goal configuration distributions: long
and thin versus rectangular (Fig. 6) to test its robustness.
Following with ACOMM makes the MA-DL robust in han-
dling diverse movement directions across most environments
(similar to Random Forest Env.-Fig. 6.left). However, in
Maze environments with narrow passages and only one way
to go, frequent collisions and path modifications significantly
increase difficulty of the planning problem, reducing plan-
ning performance somewhat.

COMPLETENESS ANALYSIS

Though our MA-DL planner represents an advance over
leader-follower planners by overcoming a limitation of fixed-

Fig. 6: Long-Thin vs Rectangle of Goal Configuration.

Fig. 7: A scenario demonstrating the incompleteness of
MA-DL. Due to the greedy nature of SAPF (find the shortest
path), all agents attempt to go through G1 without trying G2

and cannot all reach their respective goals.

priority-order that results in their incompleteness, MA-DL is
also incomplete in this domain. We present an analysis of
specifically what causes this incompleteness and present a
direction to overcome this limitation for future work.

Ma et al. [11] proved the following theorem for the
incomplete prioritized planning:
Theorem 1: Prioritized (fixed) planning with an arbitrary
priority ordering is incomplete for MAPF in general.
Based on this theorem, fixed and platooning leader-follower
approaches are incomplete planners. A fix leader-follower
planner never changes the planning order, while a platooning
planner only does so when members leave the team. How-
ever, while our MA-DL planner overcomes this limitation,
it is also an incomplete algorithm. This is a consequence
of the greedy nature of the single agent planner (SAPF),
which always immediately returns upon finding a valid single
agent path. We illustrate a scenario in Fig. 7 that MA-DL
fails to solve: though the solution requires that agent a3
select a longer path to allow other agents to pass by, the
SAPF planner returns only the shortest path and so the team
becomes stuck.

Future work could explore extending our MA-DL ap-
proach to achieve completeness. For this to be possible, the
SAPF single-agent planner would need to be extended to
eventually generate all possible paths when expanding each
agent, a modification that would require careful consideration
and detailed study so that it would not dramatically slow
planning performance. In this research, our focus is on devel-
oping a fast and practical planner that can efficiently handle
the MALCR problem, outperforming existing approaches.
We plan to develop a complete version of the MA-DL
planner in the future research.

CONCLUSION

This paper introduces the MA-DL framework to handle the
MALCR problem. The core advance of our approach is dy-
namic leading, which enables the dynamic reselection of the
leading agent during path planning whenever progress stalls,
overcoming a key limitation of state-of-the-art platooning



approaches. We have tested our MA-DL planner in multiple
environments with features such as obstacles-rich, narrow
passages, non-convex spaces, and long hallways. The results
demonstrate the robustness of MA-DL planner, capable of
planning up to 25 agents within 5 seconds of runtime. In
future work, we aim to develop a complete version of this
planner. We also intend to design a new heuristic to improve
the expansion of single agent trees. Furthermore, we plan
to extend the framework to support robot teams with rich
kinodynamic constraints, bringing it a step closer to the real-
world applications.
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inheritance with backtracking for iterative multi-agent path finding,”
Artificial Intelligence, vol. 310, p. 103752, 2022.

[6] Z. Huang, D. Chu, C. Wu, and Y. He, “Path planning and cooperative
control for automated vehicle platoon using hybrid automata,” IEEE
Transactions on Intelligent Transportation Systems, vol. 20, pp. 959–
974, 2019.

[7] K. Shojaei and M. R. Yousefi, “Tracking control of a convoy of
autonomous robotic cars with a prescribed performance,” Transactions
of the Institute of Measurement and Control, vol. 41, pp. 3725–3741,
2019.

[8] X. Qian, A. de La Fortelle, and F. Moutarde, “A hierarchical model
predictive control framework for on-road formation control of au-
tonomous vehicles,” in 2016 IEEE Intelligent Vehicles Symposium (IV),
2016, pp. 376–381.

[9] L. Gao, D. Chu, Y. Cao, L. Lu, and C. Wu, “Multi-lane convoy control
for autonomous vehicles based on distributed graph and potential
field,” in 2019 IEEE Intelligent Transportation Systems Conference
(ITSC), 2019, pp. 2463–2469.

[10] X. Zhao, W. Yao, N. Li, and Y. Wang, “Design of leader’s path
following system for multi-vehicle autonomous convoy,” in 2017 ieee
international conference on unmanned systems (icus). IEEE, 2017,
pp. 132–138.

[11] H. Ma, D. Harabor, P. J. Stuckey, J. Li, and S. Koenig, “Searching with
consistent prioritization for multi-agent path finding,” in Proceedings
of the AAAI conference on artificial intelligence, vol. 33, 2019, pp.
7643–7650.

[12] J. P. Van Den Berg and M. H. Overmars, “Prioritized motion planning
for multiple robots,” in 2005 IEEE/RSJ International Conference on
Intelligent Robots and Systems. IEEE, 2005, pp. 430–435.

[13] H.-D. Bui, E. Plaku, and G. J. Stein, “Multi-robot guided sampling-
based motion planning with dynamics in partially mapped environ-
ments,” IEEE Access, 2024.


	Introduction
	Related Work
	Problem Definition
	Methods
	MA-DL MODULE
	SAPF MODULE
	EXPAND MULTI-AGENT TREE

	Experiments and Results
	Experimental Setup
	Baselines
	Environments and Instances
	Measuring Performance
	Computing Resources

	Results
	Results when varying the agent number
	Results when varying runtime
	Results when varying environment difficulty
	Results with Different Goal Configurations


	Completeness Analysis
	Conclusion
	References

