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Abstract

Distributing computations among agents in large networks reduces computational
effort in multi-agent path finding (MAPF). One distribution strategy is prioritized plan-
ning (PP). In PP, we couple and prioritize interacting agents to achieve a desired be-
havior across all agents in the network. We characterize the interaction with a directed
acyclic graph (DAG). The computation time for solving MAPF problem using PP is
mainly determined through the longest path in this DAG. The longest path depends
on the fixed undirected coupling graph and the variable prioritization. The approaches
from literature to prioritize agents are numerous and pursue various goals. This article
presents an approach for prioritization in PP to reduce the longest path length in the
coupling DAG and thus the computation time for MAPF using PP. We prove that this
problem can be mapped to a graph-coloring problem, in which the number of colors
required corresponds to the longest path length in the coupling DAG. We propose a
decentralized graph-coloring algorithm to determine priorities for the agents. We evalu-
ate the approach by applying it to multi-agent motion planning (MAMP) for connected
and automated vehicles (CAVs) on roads using, a variant of MAPF.

Code github.com/embedded-software-laboratory/p-dmpc

1 Introduction

1.1 Motivation

In multi-agent planning problems, several agents may share a common objective or must
respect common constraints. Traditional multi-agent path finding (MAPF) is a problem
where multiple agents navigate through an environment modeled as a graph GM = (VM ,EM).
This graph consists of a set of vertices VM , representing locations, and a set of edges EM ,
representing the paths connecting these locations. Each agent i aims to move from its
starting vertex si ∈ VM to its target vertex ti ∈ VM . The primary constraint for each
agent is to avoid collisions with other agents. A collision occurs if two agents, i and j,
occupy the same vertex v at the same time step k, which can be represented by the tuple
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⟨i, j, v, k⟩. Additionally, a collision can also happen when both agents traverse the same
edge (v − u) ∈ EM , denoted by the tuple ⟨i, j, v, u, k⟩.

Solving a MAPF problem optimally is NP-hard (Yu, 2016; Yu & LaValle, 2013). Central-
ized approaches exploit the problem structure or lazily explore the solution space in order
to increase their computational efficiency (e.g., Barer, Sharon, Stern, & Felner, 2021; Guo
& Yu, 2024; Li, Ruml, & Koenig, 2021; Pan, Wang, Bi, Zhang, & Yu, 2024; Sharon, Stern,
Felner, & Sturtevant, 2015; Yu, 2020). Prioritized planning (PP), introduced by Erdmann
and Lozano-Pérez (1987), is a computationally more efficient method for MAPF. Instead of
solving a MAPF problem optimally, PP divides the problem into multiple subproblems, and
each agent solves only its subproblem. Since the subproblems are smaller in size compared
to the centralized problem, the computational complexity is reduced. Additionally, agents
can compute the solution in a distributed fashion.

Since only a subset of agents is considered in each subproblem, a method is necessary to
find consensus among agents. Consensus, in general, can be established, e.g., by iteration
(Blasi, Kögel, & Findeisen, 2018; Čáp, Novák, Kleiner, & Selecký, 2015; C. Kloock &
Werner, 2020; M. Kloock & Alrifaee, 2023; Trodden & Richards, 2013). In PP, this is
solved by each agent bearing a priority. Agents with lower priority are obligated to avoid
collision with agents bearing higher priority. This requires each agent to consider the
higher priority agents as dynamic obstacles while planning. After solving the subproblem,
the resulting plans are exchanged among agents and considered in the planning problems
of lower priority agents. This requires sequential planning in order of decreasing priority
(van den Berg & Overmars, 2005). Thus, the maximum computation time of PP for MAPF
scales approximately linearly with the number of agents.

The feasibility, optimality, and computation time of a solution in PP depends on the
prioritization, among other factors. This poses a challenge in large-scale MAPF problems
when computation time is limited.

1.2 Related Work

In PP, an agent i solves its MAPF subproblem by optimizing its own solution considering
the communicated predictions of higher-priority agents as dynamic obstacles.

Definition 1 (Prediction). A prediction x
(j)
⋅ ∣k of agent j is agent j’s optimized solution

at time k. A prediction x
(j ∣ i)
⋅ ∣k of agent j in agent i is agent j’s prediction from agent i’s

perspective at time k.

One of the difficulties in distributed optimization approaches such as PP is guaranteeing
prediction consistency among the agents in the network (Alrifaee, Heßeler, & Abel, 2016;
C. Kloock &Werner, 2020; Trodden & Richards, 2013), or compensating for the lack thereof.
Let the set of agent i’s neighbors be denoted by V(i) and equal the set of agents that agent
i considers in its subproblem (see Section 1.4 for a precise definition).

Definition 2 (Prediction Consistency). A network is prediction consistent at time step k if

the prediction x
(j ∣ i)
⋅ ∣k of all neighbors j ∈ V(i) in every agent i ∈ V equals their own prediction

x
(j)
⋅ ∣k , i.e.,

x
(j ∣ i)
⋅ ∣k = x(j)⋅ ∣k , ∀ i ∈ V,∀ j ∈ V(i). (1)
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We differentiate between parallel and sequential PP. Parallel PP has nearly constant
computation time, but can lead to a loss of prediction consistency. In contrast, sequential
PP guarantees prediction consistency, but the computation time of the MAPF instance
increases linearly with the number of agents.

1.2.1 Parallel PP

In parallel PP, agents compute solutions parallelly and exchange predictions afterwards.
Assuming no delay introduced by the communication, the communicated predictions can be
used no earlier than in the following time step. Each agent consequently shifts the received
predictions by one time step such that the prediction time matches the time in its planning
problem. Assuming continuous computation, the entries at the end of the prediction are
missing after such a shift and must be estimated (Alrifaee, 2017). When an agent deviates
from the prediction it communicated in the previous time step, the predictions become
inconsistent. Since the subproblems are then solved using different data, the MAPF solution
might inadvertently violate constraints or become unstable. Consequently, parallelizing the
computation requires dealing with the problem of prediction inconsistency, as presented in
the following literature review.

A solution to the problem of prediction inconsistency is to constrain an agent’s change
from a previous prediction. Dunbar and Caveney (2012) and Zheng, Li, Li, Borrelli, and
Hedrick (2017) show stability of PP with parallel computation applied to vehicle platoons.
Nearly consistent predictions are achieved with a penalty on changes of previously predicted
plans and a terminal constraint. Dunbar and Murray (2006) stabilize a distributed forma-
tion controller by limiting the control action to restrain deviations from previously predicted
plans. Another approach to enable parallel computation in linear time-invariant systems is
tube-based distributed model predictive control, in which each controller rejects bounded
disturbances (Richards & How, 2007). While there are improvements to tighten the tubes
(Farina & Scattolini, 2012; Riverso & Ferrari-Trecate, 2012), a downside to tube-based MPC
remains the conservativeness of its solutions. In our previous work (Scheffe, Xu, & Alri-
faee, 2024), the predictions of neighbors, and thus the constraints, are overapproximated by
their reachable set. Consequently, agents can compute in parallel while guaranteeing satis-
faction of the original constraint. However, the overapproximation tightens the constraints
compared to sequential PP and therefore leads to more conservative solutions.

Although successful in their respective applications, the above approaches have higher
input constraints and therefore less flexibility when solving the planning problem. This
might lead to more conservative solutions or even constraint violations.

1.2.2 Sequential PP

In sequential PP, agents compute their solutions sequentially. An agent waits for the pre-
diction of higher prioritized agents before it solves its own planning problem. In one time
step, every agent in the network agrees on the predictions of others. Thus, sequential PP
guarantees prediction consistency among the agents in the network (Alrifaee et al., 2016),
but suffers from increasing computation time.

The following literature review considers approaches in which agents compute sequen-
tially. In sequential computation of PP, the prioritization determines the computation order
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of agents besides the aforementioned responsibility to consider higher prioritized agents in
their subproblem. There are NA! prioritizations, with NA ∈ N being the number of agents in
the network. In large-scale networks, the number of prioritizations is too large to evaluate
online. To reduce the computational effort required to find the best prioritization, several
heuristics have been proposed.

The following heuristics pursue the goal of achieving feasible solutions for every agent
in the network. Wu, Bhattacharya, and Prorok (2020) prioritizes agents that have fewer
options to achieve their goal. In our previous work (M. Kloock, Scheffe, et al., 2019),
multiple car-like robots simultaneously move from an arbitrary start pose to a defined
target pose in a confined space. We prioritize robots to increase the feasibility of this go-
to-formation problem: The more obstructed the target pose in the formation is to reach
for a robot, the higher its priority. The highest priority is given to robots that need to
stop in front of a space boundary, the second highest to robots that need to stop in front
of another robot. The lowest priority is given to robots with a target pose in free space,
next to another robot or next to a space boundary1. Luo, Chakraborty, and Sycara (2016)
and Scheffe, Dorndorf, and Alrifaee (2022) let agents plan iteratively and communicate an
optimal solution without considering other agents. The agents receive a priority based on
the number of predicted collisions with the plans of other agents. This also resembles the
idea of prioritizing agents that are more restricted.

The following are objective-based heuristics and prioritize agents to improve the quality
of the MAPF solution. In our previous work (M. Kloock, Kragl, Maczijewski, Alrifaee, &
Kowalewski, 2019), we prioritize agents with the goal of increasing the traffic flow rate at a
road intersection. The objective function penalizes a deviation from a reference speed and a
change of acceleration. In order to reduce changes in the acceleration and therefore increase
the networked solution quality, we prioritize agents if they are faster and closer to the in-
tersection. The less time a vehicle has left before it needs to start decelerating to come to a
full stop in front of the intersection, the higher its priority. In the work of van den Berg and
Overmars (2005), robots with longer estimated travel distances receive higher priority to
more evenly distribute the travel time among robots. The algorithm presented by Chalaki
and Malikopoulos (2022) prioritizes vehicles at intersections using job-shop scheduling. Ben-
newitz, Burgard, and Thrun (2002) prioritizes agents are randomly. Priorities are swapped
iteratively to increase the quality of the MAPF solution. The planning problem has to
be solved in each iteration, which increases computation effort. Zhang, Li, Huang, and
Koenig (2022) present a prioritization algorithm based on machine learning that performs
competitively compared to heuristic algorithms.

Many of these approaches affect the feasibility or the optimality of the agents’ solutions
to the MAPF problem. However, they do not consider the influence of the prioritization on
the computation time to solve MAPF using PP.

1.2.3 Parallelization in Sequential PP

When agents need to consider common objectives or constraints, we term these agents
coupled. For agents that are not coupled, prioritizations exist such that their computa-
tions can be parallelized without risking an inadvertent violation of constraints (Alrifaee,

1https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XGql8FrjW6I
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2017; Alrifaee et al., 2016). The goal of minimizing the number of sequential computations
corresponds to a timetabling problem. In the work of Welsh and Powell (1967), an incom-
patibility matrix represents the coupling of jobs. The problem is to find the minimum time
needed to perform the jobs, which is solved by graph coloring. Jobs with the same color
can be scheduled in the same time slot.

This concept is transferred to PP for distributed trajectory planning of vehicles by
Kuwata, Richards, Schouwenaars, and How (2007). A coupling graph connects vertices with
an edge if the corresponding vehicles are within a certain distance. Their work proves that
vehicles without edges can plan their trajectories simultaneously. To maximize the number
of simultaneous computations, a central entity determines the planning order through a
heuristic coloring algorithm. All vehicles associated with vertices of the same color can
compute simultaneously. (Kuwata et al., 2007) do not prove that prioritization through
graph coloring is equivalent to maximizing the number of simultaneous computations in
PP. Additionally, the centralized entity which performs graph coloring introduces high
effort of communication and represents a single point of failure for the system.

1.3 Contribution of this Article

In PP, the number of agents whose computations can be parallelized depends on the cou-
pling and the prioritization. The coupling is often determined by the application. Therefore,
the computation time to solve MAPF using PP can only be influenced through the priori-
tization. We present a prioritization algorithm to reduce computation time by maximizing
the number of parallel agent computations. We formalize the problem of maximizing the
number of parallel agent computations and prove the problem’s equivalence to a graph col-
oring problem. We formulate our algorithm for graph coloring such that it can be solved in
a decentralized fashion by each agent.

1.4 Notation

In this paper, we speak of agents whenever concepts are generally applicable to PP. A
variable x is marked with a superscript x(i) if it belongs to agent i. The actual value of
a variable x at time k is written as xk, while values predicted for time k + l at time k are
written as xk+l∣k. A trajectory is denoted by replacing the time argument with (⋅) as in x⋅∣k.
For any set S, the cardinality of the set is denoted by ∣S∣.

We use graphs as a modeling tool of networks. Every agent is associated with a vertex,
so the terms are used synonymously.

Definition 3 (Directed graph). A directed graph G⃗ = (V, E⃗) is a pair of two sets, the set

of vertices V = {1, . . . ,NA} and the set of directed edges E⃗ ⊆ V × V. The edge from i to j
is denoted by (i → j). An oriented graph is a directed graph obtained from an undirected
graph by replacing each edge (i − j) with either (i→ j) or (j → i).

We characterize the relation between agents by their adjacency.

Definition 4 (Adjacency). A vertex j is a predecessor of vertex i iff (j → i) ∈ E . The set
of predecessors of vertex i is denoted by

V(i←) = {j ∣ (j → i) ∈ E} . (2)
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A vertex j is a successor of vertex i iff (i → j) ∈ E . The set of successors of vertex i is
denoted by

V(i→) = {j ∣ (i→ j) ∈ E} . (3)

A vertex j is a neighbor to or adjacent to vertex i if it is either a predecessor or a successor.
The set of neighbors of vertex i is denoted by

V(i) = V(i→) ∪ V(i←). (4)

We assume that states of agents are observable, and therefore we refer to states instead
of outputs. The definitions and methods can be transferred to outputs as well, which we
omit for brevity.

1.5 Structure of this Article

The rest of this article is organized as follows. First, our PP framework for multi-agent
motion planning (MAMP) is introduced in Section 2. MAMP is a variant of MAPF, in which
the kinodynamic constraints of agents are taken into account during planning. The problem
that the present paper addresses is formally defined in Section 3, before our solution to it
using graph coloring is presented in Section 4. We show numerical results of our approach
in Section 5 by applying it to MAMP for connected and automated vehicles (CAVs) at
intersections.

2 Prioritized Planning for Multi-Agent Motion Planning

This section provides a background to PP applied to MAMP and prioritization. MAMP is a
variant of MAPF which can be applied to CAVs. While MAPF abstracts the environment
and system dynamics in a graph representation, MAMP explicitly considers the system
dynamics as ordinary differential equations and models the environment by static obstacles
represented as polygons. Further, MAPF aims at planning a complete path from a start to
a goal vertex. Contrary, the objective in our MAMP application is to plan for a fixed time
horizon and to shift the horizon every time step, commonly known as receding horizon plan-
ning or online replanning (Cashmore et al., 2019; Li, Tinka, et al., 2021; Scheffe, Pedrosa,
Flaßkamp, & Alrifaee, 2023; Shahar et al., 2021; Silver, 2005). The planning problem in
MAMP is modeled as an optimal control problem (OCP). Certainly, there exists work that
extend beyond traditional categorization of MAPF by, e.g., incorporating system dynamics
(Alonso-Mora, Beardsley, & Siegwart, 2018; Le & Plaku, 2018; Luo et al., 2016).

Our framework PP framework for MAMP is illustrated in Figure 1. Agents solve their
OCP (Section 2.2) when they have received all predictions from their predecessors, and
send their predictions to their successors. To determine the predecessors and successors of
agents, we couple (Section 2.1) and prioritize (Section 4) them. This paper focuses on the
prioritization step, which we evaluate in the application of MAMP for CAVs. We sketch
coupling and solving the OCP for trajectory planning in the following for context. Whenever
we refer to a MAMP problem incorporating the entire network of agents, we term this as
an MAMP instance.
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Figure 1: Our framework of PP which runs every time step. x
(i)
k is the state, G is the

undirected coupling graph, G⃗ is the directed coupling graph, x
(i)
⋅ ∣k is the prediction of agent

i, x
(j ∣ i)
⋅ ∣k is the the prediction of agent j in agent i.

2.1 Couple

If agents interact via their objective or constraint functions, we speak of coupled agents. A
coupling graph represents the interaction between agents.

Definition 5 (Directed coupling graph). A directed coupling graph G⃗(k) = (V, E⃗(k)) is an
oriented graph obtained from orienting the edges of an undirected coupling graph at time
step k. If an edge (i→ j) is directed from agent i to agent j, then agent j is responsible for
considering the respective coupling objective and constraint in its planning problem.

The application in which MAMP is used determines which coupling objectives and
constraints must be considered in the OCPs. For example, collision freeness between robots
can be achieved via coupling constraints.

The undirected coupling graph can often be determined in networked applications before
solving the OCP. In robot applications, if robots move on predetermined paths, we can
couple robots if these paths intersect. Paths can be predetermined for road vehicles following
lanes, or for warehouse robots (Ma, Li, Kumar, & Koenig, 2017). In MAMP, agents move
freely. We analyze their reachable set for the prediction horizon, and couple them if their
reachable sets intersect, similar to Scheffe et al. (2024).

2.2 Solve OCP

The objective of an agent i is to follow a reference trajectory:

J(i)(k) =
Np

∑
l=1

ℓ(i)x (x
(i)
k+l∣k,r

(i)
k+l∣k) . (5)

Np ∈ N is the prediction horizon, n ∈ N is the number of states, and m ∈ N is the number

of inputs. The function ℓ
(i)
x ∶Rn ×Rn → R penalizes a deviation to the reference trajectory

r
(i)
⋅∣k of agent i and constitutes the objective function (6a) in the following OCP. The OCP
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is solved inside the MAMP of each agent i ∈ V at each time step k:

minimize
u
(i)
⋅ ∣k

J(i)(k) (6a)

subject to

x
(i)
k+l+1 ∣k = fd(x

(i)
k+l ∣k,u

(i)
k+l ∣k), l = 0, . . . ,Np − 1, (6b)

x
(i)
k+l ∣k ∈ X , l = 1, . . . ,Np − 1, (6c)

x
(i)
k+Np ∣k ∈ Xf , (6d)

x
(i)
k ∣k = x

(i)(k), (6e)

u
(i)
k+l ∣k ∈ U , l = 0, . . . ,Np − 1, (6f)

c(i←j)
c (x(i)

k+l ∣k,x
(j)
k+l ∣k) ≤ 0, l = 1, . . . ,Np, j ∈ V(i←)(k). (6g)

The vector field fd∶Rn × Rm → Rn in (6b) resembles the discrete-time system model with
n ∈ N as the number of states and m ∈ N as the number of inputs. The input to the model fd
consists of a vector u⋅∣k ∈ U which is the control input and a vector x⋅ ∈ X which is the agent’s
system state. The set of feasible control inputs is denoted as U ⊆ Rm and the set of feasible
system states is denoted as X ⊆ Rn. Xf ⊆ X denotes the set of feasible terminal states.
This allows to further constrain this system state to achieve stable solutions. The function

c
(i←j)
c ∶Rn ×Rn → R in (6g) resembles the coupling constraint with predecessors. The set of
predecessors V(i←)(k) contains the neighbors of i with higher priority, see Section 4.

3 Problem Statement

The goal of our prioritization function is to reduce the computation time of the MAMP
instance. Agents can compute decentralized components of the PP framework in parallel,
i.e., coupling and prioritizing in Figure 1. However, coupled agents must plan in sequence
to guarantee prediction consistency. When all agents plan sequentially, the computation
time grows approximately linearly with the number of agents. However, if some agents are
uncoupled, they can potentially plan in parallel without affecting the prediction consistency.
An agent starts to plan as soon as it has received the predictions from each of its predeces-
sors. This offers a chance to reduce the computation time. We term the highest number of
sequentially planning agents the number of computation levels Nc in the MAMP instance.
The number of computation levels corresponds to the longest path in the directed coupling
graph G⃗. With the following definitions, we can formalize the number of computation levels.

Definition 6 (Degree). The degree

d(i) = ∣V(i)∣ (7)

of a vertex i denotes the number of its adjacent vertices. The number of incoming edges
called in-degree is denoted by

d(i←) = ∣V(i←)∣. (8)
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The number of outgoing edges called out-degree is denoted by

d(i→) = ∣V(i→)∣. (9)

Let the sources of G⃗ be the set of vertices without incoming edges

Vs = {i ∈ V ∣ d(i←) = 0} (10)

and the sinks be the set of vertices without outgoing edges

Vt = {i ∈ V ∣ d(i→) = 0} . (11)

Note that since the coupling graph is a directed acyclic graph (DAG), there is at least one
source and one sink. The number of computation levels Nc is the length of the longest
path between Vs and Vt in G⃗. Note that the number of computation levels depend on the
coupling and the prioritization of the agents.

All components of our PP framework considered, the computation time of an MAMP
instance consists of the coupling time, the prioritization time, the planning time, and the
communication time. The computation time which is influenced most by prioritization is
the prioritization time and the planning time. We introduce the following assumptions to
state the addressed problem.

Assumption 1. The planning times T (i) of all agents i are similar,

T (i) ≈ T ∀ i ∈ V. (12)

Assumption 1 is mild if we use an anytime algorithm for planning. An anytime algorithm
aims to find an initial solution quickly and then incrementally improve the solution as time
allows (Likhachev, Gordon, & Thrun, 2003). Limiting the planning time results in nearly
constant planning times of all agents.

Assumption 2. The planning time of an agent is far greater than the prioritization time,

T (i) ≫ T
(i)
prio (13)

Assumption 2 is reasonable if an involving planning problem is solved in the MAMP.
This is the case if, e.g., the OCP solved in MAMP is nonconvex, as in trajectory planning
for CAVs.

According to Assumption 2, we can overapproximate the prioritization time as the

maximum of all prioritization times T
(i)
prio for simplicity. To obtain the computation time T

of the MAMP instance, we weigh the vertices V with their respective planning time by a
weighting function fw∶ V → R

fw(i) = T (i), (14)

with the planning time T (i) of agent i required to solve its subproblem. Let Pmax ⊆ V denote
the longest path between Vs and Vt in G⃗ weighted with fw. The sum of the maximum
prioritization time and the planning times along this path corresponds to the computation
time of the MAMP instance

T =max
i∈V
(T (i)prio) + ∑

i∈Pmax

T (i). (15)
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Under Assumptions 1 and 2, the computation time of the MAMP instance is mainly
influenced by the number of levels Nc of a coupling DAG. This coupling DAG is constructed
from the undirected coupling graph with the prioritization function p. Since our goal is to
decrease computation time, we formally state our problem as follows.

Problem 1. Given an undirected coupling graph G, determine a prioritization function p∗

that minimizes the number of levels Nc:

p∗ = argmin
p

Nc(G, p). (16)

4 Problem Solution

This section first introduces the concept of prioritization in PP in Section 4.1. We prove the
equivalence of Problem 1 to a vertex coloring problem in Section 4.2. We solve Problem 1
with the decentralized algorithm presented in Section 4.3.

4.1 Priority Idea

In PP, we prioritize the agents in the network (Alrifaee et al., 2016; Kuwata et al., 2007).
Prioritizing agents results in clear responsibilities and determines the order of computations
in sequential PP. A prioritization function p∶ V → N prioritizes every agent’s vertex in the
network. If p(i) < p(j), then agent i has a higher priority than agent j, or agent i is
prioritized over agent j.

By prioritizing, we can transform an undirected coupling graph into a directed coupling
graph which is a DAG. An edge points towards the vertex with lower priority,

(i→ j) ∈ E⃗ ⇐⇒ p(i) < p(j) ∧ (i→ j) ∈ E . (17)

For the orientation of every edge to be well-defined, a valid prioritization function needs to
assign pairwise different priorities to vertices that are connected by an edge, i.e.,

p(i) ≠ p(j), ∀ i, j ∈ V, i ≠ j, (i→ j) ∈ E . (18)

Lemma 1. Given the construction rule in (17), the directed coupling graph G⃗ resulting
from the undirected coupling graph G and a valid prioritization function p regarding (18) is
a DAG.

Proof. We prove this by contradiction analogous to Yuan, Qin, Lin, Chang, and Zhang
(2017). Assume the directed graph G⃗ to contain a cycle consisting of the edges (i1 →
i2), . . . , (in−1 → in), (in → i1). From the construction rule (17) of G⃗ and from the transitive
property of the “<” relation follows p(i1) < p(in) which contradicts that there exists an edge
(in → i1) in the cycle, i.e., p(i1) > p(in).

4.2 Graph Coloring

The goal of vertex coloring is to partition a set of vertices V of a graph into a set of colors
C ⊂ N>0 such that no two adjacent vertices are of the same color. The mapping of vertices

10



to colors is defined by the function φ∶ V → C. In order to produce a valid coloring, φ has to
satisfy

φ(i) ≠ φ(j), ∀ i, j ∈ V, i ≠ j, (i→ j) ∈ E . (19)

We translate a graph coloring function φ to a prioritization function pcolor. Let Vc be all
vertices of color c ∈ C

Vc = {i ∣ i ∈ V, φ(i) = c} . (20)

We can generate a directed graph from a graph colored with φ with a prioritization function
pcolor that fulfills the requirement

pcolor(i) < pcolor(j), ∀ i ∈ Vc1 , ∀ j ∈ Vc2
⇐⇒ c1 < c2.

(21)

By definition of graph coloring, pcolor is a valid prioritization function regarding (18). Ac-
cording to Lemma 1, the resulting directed graph is a DAG.

Theorem 1. Let a graph G be colored by the coloring function φ∶ V → C. Let pcolor be a
prioritization function that fulfills (21), so we can convert a colored coupling graph G to a
coupling DAG G⃗. The number of colors Nc corresponds to the number of levels Nc.

Proof. We proof this by induction.
Basis: Assume a coupling graph colored with one color. This implies that there exist

no edges between the vertices of the graph. With any pcolor, it follows that the number of
levels is one. It can be concluded that the number of colors corresponds to the number of
levels for Nc = Nc = 1 color.

Inductive step: We assume that the coupling graph colored with Nc = k colors results
in k levels. If a new color is necessary for a vertex, this vertex must be connected with
an edge to a vertex of each already assigned color. Since there cannot be an edge between
vertices in the same level, a new level must be added. Therefore, the number of colors is
Nc = k + 1 and the number of levels is Nc = k + 1. It can be concluded that the number of
colors corresponds to the number of levels for k + 1 colors.

The chromatic number χ(G) is the smallest number of colors needed to properly color
a graph G, χ∶ G → N.

Problem 2. Given an undirected coupling graph G, find a coloring function φ∶ V → C that
yields a coloring with the chromatic number χ(G).

Theorem 2. Problem 1 is equivalent to Problem 2 with a prioritization function that re-
spects (21).

Proof. Follows directly from Theorem 1. Since the number of colors in the coupling graph
corresponds to the number of levels in the coupling DAG, minimizing the number of colors
is the same as minimizing the number of levels.

The graph coloring problem belongs to the class of NP-complete problems. Hence, no
efficient algorithm that results in a coloring function for which it holds that Nc = χ(G)
is known (Garey & Johnson, 1976). Further, the problem of determining the chromatic
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number of a graph χ(G) is NP-hard (McDiarmid, 1979). Only special cases exist where the
chromatic number is known beforehand, e.g., a 2-coloring for trees or an NA-coloring for
fully connected graphs. Hence, we propose a polynomial-time decentralized greedy graph
coloring algorithm.

4.3 Polynomial-time Decentralized Graph Coloring

In this section we describe our approach of graph coloring. In contrast to approaches
from literature (Kuwata et al., 2007; Welsh & Powell, 1967), we propose a decentralized
algorithm. The input to the algorithm is the undirected coupling graph, in which every
vertex is associated with a unique number. Every agent in the networked control system
solving this algorithm must obtain the same prioritization to realize decentral execution.

To overcome the efficiency problem of optimal graph coloring algorithms, we approxi-
mate the solution to the minimal graph coloring with a greedy algorithm such that Nc/χ(G)
is close to 1 (Garey & Johnson, 1976). Greedy coloring algorithms select and color vertices
one after another with the corresponding smallest possible color c ∈ C.

To select the next vertex to be colored, we propose a heuristic based on a combination of
a saturation degree ordering (SDO), a largest degree ordering (LDO), and a first-fit ordering
(FFO) (Al-Omari & Sabri, 2006; Hasenplaugh, Kaler, Schardl, & Leiserson, 2014) to achieve
a consistent and near-optimal coloring among agents. It arranges vertices corresponding
to an SDO, an LDO, and an FFO, in descending importance for the ordering. An SDO
arranges the vertices in descending order according to the saturation degree, i.e., the number
of their differently colored neighbors. An LDO arranges the vertices in descending order
according to the number of neighbors d(i). An FFO arranges the vertices by their unique
number. For decentralized execution, the result of our algorithm must be consistent across
all agents. The first two orderings can be ambiguous, if multiple vertices have the same
saturation degree and the same number of neighbors. However, such ambiguities are always
resolved through unique vertex numbers, guaranteeing a consistent coloring among the
agents. Consequently, the algorithm results in the same coloring for all agents, given the
same input.

Algorithm 1 details our coloring algorithm. The algorithm iteratively colors vertices
until every vertex is colored (Line 3). All vertices yet to be colored are investigated in the
for-loop in Line 5. If the current saturation degree s is greater than the current maximum
saturation degree smax, smax and the next vertex to be colored imax are updated (Lines 8
and 9). This procedure corresponds to an SDO. If the saturation degrees are equal, the
algorithm returns to an LDO (Line 10) and updates imax with i if i has a higher degree than
the current imax. Otherwise, imax remains the first vertex in the list of vertices according
to an FFO. The set of valid colors for vertex imax is the set difference of all colors and its
adjacent colors (Lines 12 and 13). The minimal possible color is assigned to imax with φ
(Line 14), and the vertex is removed from the set of uncolored vertices (Line 15). Since in
each iteration of the outer loop one vertex is colored, the algorithm will terminate in NA

iterations. Since the number of available colors is infinite, the algorithm will always return
a valid coloring.

An FFO needs to iterate only once over the set of vertices, resulting in a time com-
plexity of O(NA). An LDO needs to compare the degree of every vertex, leading to a

12



Algorithm 1 Decentralized greedy graph coloring

Input: Graph G = (V,E)
Output: Graph coloring φ
1: C ← {1, . . . ,NA} ▷ set of colors
2: φ(V) ← 0
3: while V ≠ ∅ do
4: smax ← −1 ▷ implicit selection via FFO follows
5: for i ∈ V do
6: s← ∣{c ∣ φ(j) = c ≠ 0, j ∈ V(i)}∣

▷ saturation degree
7: if s > smax then
8: smax ← s
9: imax ← i ▷ selection via SDO

10: if s = smax and d(i) > d(imax) then
11: imax ← i ▷ selection via LDO
12: Cadj ← {c ∣ φ(j) = c ≠ 0, j ∈ V(imax)}

▷ adjacent colors
13: Cposs ← C ∖ Cadj
14: φ(imax) ←minCposs
15: V ← V ∖ imax

16: return φ

time complexity of O(N2
A). For every vertex, an SDO needs to check every adjacent vertex

to determine the saturation degree, which results in a time complexity of O(N3
A). Thus,

Algorithm 1 also has a polynomial time complexity of O(N3
A).

Remark 1. Assuming edges in the coupling graph contain constraints, their number equals
the number of incoming edges d(i←) in PP, which depends on the prioritization function
p. We can reorder the sequence of colors and thus the computation levels to influence the
number of incoming edges of vertices. Equally distributing the number of constraints among
agents can be beneficial for the feasibility of the planning problems and the solution cost
of the MAMP instance. A vertex with a high degree should therefore be on a level with a
low number, so that the edges are outgoing rather than incoming.

Figure 2 illustrates the proposed problem solution with an example. From an example
undirected graph (Figure 2a), a baseline prioritization which assigns priorities equal to the
vertex number results in four computation levels. Coloring the vertices solves Problem 1
and reduces the number of computation levels to three. Further reordering of the levels
reduces the maximum number of incoming edges per agent from two to one and from three
to two.

5 Evaluation in a Trajectory Planning Application of CAVs

We evaluate the presented approach on reducing computation time by prioritization in the
context of CAVs. In Section 5.2, we present the experiment setup, an intersection scenario
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Figure 2: Example of problem solution process

with eight vehicles. In Section 5.3, we compare the computation time of the MAMP instance
of our approach with prioritization approaches from literature. In Section 5.4, we evaluate
the quality of the trajectories of the vehicles in the MAMP instance.

The algorithms are implemented in MATLAB and are publicly available2. They ran on
an off-the-shelf laptop with an Apple Silicon M3 Pro 12-Core CPU with 2.7GHz to 4.1GHz
and 36GB of RAM.

We compare our prioritization algorithm with three algorithms from literature. Each
algorithm is represented by a prioritization function p∶ V → N. The first function prioritizes
vehicles according to their vertex number (Alrifaee et al., 2016) and is denoted by pconstant.
The second function prioritizes vehicles randomly at each time step (Bennewitz et al., 2002)
and is denoted by prandom. The third function prioritizes vehicles with a constraint-based
heuristic (Scheffe et al., 2022). A higher number of potential collisions with other vehicles
result in a higher priority. The function is denoted by pconstraint.

5.1 Trajectory Planning

In our application of trajectory planning for CAVs, the objective (6a) of a CAV i is to stay

close to a reference trajectory. In our work, the vector field f
(i)
d is a nonlinear kinematic

single-track model (Rajamani, 2006, section 2.2). The coupling constraint (6g) achieves
collision avoidance with predecessors.

It is computationally hard to find the global optimum to OCP (6) due to its nonlinearity
and nonconvexity. We approximate (6) with a receding horizon graph search based on our

2github.com/embedded-software-laboratory/p-dmpc
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Figure 3: Coupling graph for eight-lane intersection with eight vehicles. For each direction
of the intersection, one vehicle turns right and one vehicle moves straight, which is indicated
by dots. The undirected coupling graph is based on the potential collisions between vehicles.

previous work (Scheffe et al., 2023) which can be solved online. The system model is
quantized in a motion primitive automaton which consists of a set of states and a set of
transitions, called motion primitives. Finding a feasible solution to (6) results in a tree
search which can be solved by means of an A∗ algorithm. In this work, we use a sampling-
based approach on the basis of Monte Carlo tree search (MCTS). In each time step, our
MCTS evaluates Nexp random transitions in the search tree. The algorithm thus builds
part of the complete search tree. After Nexp ∈ N transitions, the path with the lowest
cost according to (6a) is selected as the solution to (6). The algorithm has no guarantee on
optimality, but achieves feasible solutions with nearly constant computation time, satisfying
Assumption 1.

5.2 Intersection Scenario

We evaluate the presented approach to reduce computation time by prioritization to dis-
tributed trajectory planning for road vehicles at an intersection with two incoming and two
outgoing lanes for each direction. The intersection is part of a simulation of the Cyber-
Physical Mobility Lab, an open-source, remotely-accessible testbed for CAVs (M. Kloock
et al., 2021). Figure 3 depicts the initial states with eight vehicles as well as the associated
undirected coupling graph. From each direction, one vehicle is turning right, and one vehi-
cle is moving straight. The experiments run for kexperiment = 25 time steps with a time step
duration of 0.2 s. The MPC uses a prediction horizon of Np = 8, the MCTS which solves
the OCP uses Nexp = 2500 expansions.
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Figure 4: Computation time using pcolor (our approach) compared to other prioritizations
in the experiment starting from the initial states shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 5: Number of prioritizations for the coupling graph in Figure 3 that result in a
coupling DAG with the given number of computation levels Nc.

5.3 Computation Time

Figure 4 shows the computation time of the MAMP instance according to (15) for different
prioritizations. For each prioritization, the median and maximum computation time over
all time steps are displayed. In our experiment, we decrease the maximum computation
time by more than 57.9% compared to the prioritization pconstant.

The decrease in computation time comes mostly from a reduction in the number of
computation levels. Each prioritization produces a directed coupling graph, which results
in a certain number of computation levels. As the number of different prioritizations for
NA vehicles is NA!, there are 8! = 40320 different prioritizations for the vehicles.
Figure 5 shows the number of computation levels for these prioritizations, which ranges
from three to eight given the undirected coupling graph in Figure 3.

Figure 6 shows the median and maximum computation levels Nc over all time steps. As
vehicles move during the experiment, the undirected coupling graph changes, and with it the
number of computation levels. The median is at two, since as vehicles exit the intersection,
only two vehicles are coupled in each outgoing lane. With our algorithm to solve the OCP
(Section 5.1), we obtain a strong correlation between the number of computation levels and
the computation time of the MAMP instance. The maximum number of computation levels
for prandom is five, which can be expected given most prioritizations result in four or five
computation levels (Figure 5).

Figure 7 depicts the directed coupling graphs resulting from pconstant and our proposed
coloring prioritization function pcolor for the first time step of the experiment with the
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Figure 6: Number of computation levels using pcolor (our approach) compared to other
prioritizations in the experiment starting from the initial states shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 7: Computation levels and coupling DAG with prioritizations pconstant and pcolor
(our approach) for the coupling graph in Figure 3

undirected coupling graph depicted in Figure 3. Prioritization with pconstant results in eight
computation levels, whereas we can color the graph using Algorithm 1 with only three
different colors, resulting in three computation levels.

The vehicles compute the prioritization with our approach in a decentralized fashion and
thus parallelly. The maximum of the graph coloring computation time is 0.81ms, which is
negligible when compared to the trajectory planning task.

5.4 Quality of Trajectories

The quality of trajectories Jp of a prioritization algorithm p according to the cost of the
OCP of each vehicle is given as

Jp =
kexperiment

∑
k=0

NA

∑
i=1

J(i)p (k), (22)

with kexperiment being the number of time steps in the experiment, and J
(i)
p (k) given in

(5). The cost normalized to that of the prioritization pconstant is shown in Figure 8. In
our experiment, the cost increased by 26.2% compared to the prioritization pconstant. All
vehicles were able to pass the intersection with all prioritizations.
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Figure 8: Cost Jpcolor using our approach pcolor compared to the cost Jp using other priori-
tizations in the experiment starting from the scene shown in Figure 3. Cost is normalized
to the cost Jpconstant of prioritization pconstant.

6 Discussion

In the following, we discuss our approach which prioritized agents using graph coloring. The
discussion regards the computation effort, the quality of agents’ solutions in the MAMP
instance, and the communication effort.

6.1 Computation Effort

The computation time of our coloring algorithm scales in an order of O(N3
A) with the

number of agents as discussed in Section 4.2. This effort should at least be compensated by
the reduced computation time for the MAMP instance. The amount of reduced computation
time for the MAMP instance depends on mainly two factors.

The first factor is the computation demand for the control problem in each agent. If
the control problem in each agent is computationally simple, the reduction of computation
levels might not be very beneficial. However, nonconvex optimization problems, such as
trajectory planning with collision avoidance, typically are computationally demanding and
therefore benefit from a reduction of computation levels. If the computation demand is
sensitive to the prioritization and thus the constraints, which can be the case in A∗-based
algorithms, the reduction in computation levels might be counteracted by an increase in
computation demand. In sampling-based algorithms like MCTS, the nearly constant com-
putation demand mainly depends on the number of explored samples. Thus, the reduction
of computation time is proportional to the reduction of computation levels.

The second factor is the undirected coupling graph of the MAMP instance. For a
fully connected coupling graph, any prioritization algorithm results in NA computation
levels. For a coupling graph which is a path graph, the worst prioritization with regards to
the computation time would result in NA levels, whereas our prioritization through graph
coloring always results in only two levels. A path graph is a graph that consists of a single
path (Lunze, 2019) in which each vertex has a degree of two except the vertices at the end
and beginning of the path have a degree of one. Coupling graphs that have a chromatic
number of two, such as the one shown in Figure 9, are bipartite graphs. For the graph in
Figure 9, a prioritization with priorities according to vertex numbers would result in eight
computation levels, while our proposed coloring algorithm achieves two computation levels.
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Figure 9: Transformation of undirected bipartite graph to DAG using graph coloring

Theorem 3. Given an undirected coupling graph G, the minimum number of computation
levels Nc is upper bounded by the maximum degree of vertices in the graph, i.e.,

min
p

Nc(G, p) ≤max
i∈V

d(i) + 1. (23)

Proof. The number of computation levels Nc corresponds to the longest path in the directed
coupling graph G⃗. By the Gallai (1968)-Hasse (1965)-Roy (1967)-Vitaver (1962) theorem,

min
p

Nc(G, p) = χ(G). (24)

According to Welsh and Powell (1967),

χ(G) ≤max
i∈V

d(i) + 1. (25)

From Theorem 3 follows that the number of computation levels, and thus the networked
computation time, is not depending on the number of agents in the coupling graph, but
only on its maximum degree. From Theorem 3 we also conclude that sparse coupling
graphs with few edges are more likely to benefit from our approach. The maximum number
of computation levels that can result from any prioritization is equal to the length of the
longest path in the undirected coupling graph. The greater the difference of the chromatic
number and the length of the longest path in the undirected coupling graph, the higher the
potential computation time reduction for the MAMP instance with a prioritization through
graph coloring.

6.2 Quality of Solutions

The quality of a solution consists of its cost, and its feasibility, i.e., does a solution exist
which satisfies all constraints. Our approach does not need any application-specific knowl-
edge about agents’ constraints or interactions. On the one hand, this makes the approach
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more general. On the other hand, the approach cannot consider constraints or interactions
during prioritization, which might result in solutions of lower quality. Our approach prior-
itizes agents at each time step, which can result in an inversion of the priorities between
agents. Such inversions can drastically change the OCP of an agent. This stands in dishar-
mony to the concept of MPC, on which our PP approach for MAMP relies on. In MPC the
OCP is expected to be known for the prediction horizon. Consequently, frequent changes
of priorities might deteriorate the solution quality. Additionally, our cost metric takes the
whole optimized solution of agents into account, even though only the first control input is
applied. In our experiment, we observed an increase of solution cost by 26.2% compared
to the prioritization pconstant. However, the random prioritization prandom, which also fre-
quently changes priorities, increases the solution quality compared to pconstant. Thus, in
general, it seems difficult to assess the solution quality on the basis of the coupling DAG
structure. With our proposed approach, all vehicles were able to cross the intersection. The
solution quality should be seen in relation to the highly decreased computation time.

6.3 Communication Effort

The communication in our PP framework (Figure 1) is limited to communicating predictions
to successors, i.e., communication takes place where agents are connected in the directed
coupling graph. The number of sequential communications corresponds to the number of
computation levels. Therefore, through reducing the number of computation levels, our
approach also reduces the number of sequential communications. However, communication
instead takes place in parallel, which puts a higher communication load on the communica-
tion infrastructure. Depending on the infrastructure, the implications on the communication
can be beneficial or detrimental.

7 Conclusion

We proposed a prioritization strategy which reduces the computation time in PP for MAMP,
a variant of MAPF. We proved the equivalence of this problem to graph coloring of a given
undirected coupling graph of the MAMP instance and prioritizing agents on the basis of
the vertex colors. Our coloring algorithm works in a decentralized fashion, which avoids a
single point of failure and reduces the amount of communication required. We successfully
applied our process for prioritization to vehicles crossing an eight-lane intersection using
an PP approach for MAMP based on MPC, for which the reduction of computation time
is around 57.9% compared to a baseline approach from literature. Our approach can be
applied to any domain with prioritized computations, provided that the coupling graph is
known. Especially in large-scale systems with sparse coupling graphs, our approach can
significantly reduce the computation time and thus improve the scalability.

The feasibility of each agent’s planning problem and the quality of the solutions also
depend on the prioritization. In our experiment, the solution cost was increased by 26.2%
compared to a baseline approach from literature. In the future, we will further investigate
prioritization considering feasibility and quality of solutions.
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