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Abstract

Multi-Agent Path Finding (MAPF) algorithms are increas-
ingly deployed in industrial warehouses and automated man-
ufacturing facilities, where robots must operate reliably un-
der real-world physical constraints. However, existing MAPF
evaluation frameworks typically rely on simplified robot
models, leaving a substantial gap between algorithmic bench-
marks and practical performance. Recent frameworks such
as SMART, incorporate kinodynamic modeling and offer the
MAPF community a platform for large-scale, realistic evalu-
ation. Building on this capability, this work investigates how
key planner design choices influence performance under real-
istic execution settings. We systematically study three funda-
mental factors: (1) the relationship between solution optimal-
ity and execution performance, (2) the sensitivity of system
performance to inaccuracies in kinodynamic modeling, and
(3) the interaction between model accuracy and plan optimal-
ity. Empirically, we examine these factors to understand how
these design choices affect performance in realistic scenarios.
We highlight open challenges and research directions to steer
the community toward practical, real-world deployment.

1 Introduction

Multi-Agent Path Finding (MAPF) has emerged as a critical
challenge for coordinating robot fleets in automated ware-
houses, manufacturing facilities, and logistics centers (Ma
et al. 2017; Honig et al. 2019; Ho et al. 2022). As these
systems continue to grow in scale and complexity, the de-
mand for reliable and high-performance MAPF planners
has intensified. Despite significant progress in algorithm de-
sign, a persistent challenge remains: most existing MAPF
evaluation frameworks rely on overly simplified robot mod-
els, neglecting realistic kinodynamic constraints, execution-
time variability, and other physical characteristics inherent
to robotics systems. This gap limits the ability of researchers
and practitioners to accurately assess how planner design
choices translate into performance in realistic settings.
Some evaluation tools (Heuer et al. 2024; Yan et al. 2025)
are proposed to evaluate the performance of MAPF methods
in realistic settings. However, only limited work has stud-
ied how planner design choices translate into execution per-
formance in realistic scenarios. To the best of our knowl-
edge, Varambally et al. (Varambally, Li, and Koenig 2022)
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present the only study in this direction. Their work com-
pares different MAPF models used during planning in auto-
mated warehousing environments, providing valuable initial
insights. Nevertheless, their evaluation is limited to less than
50 robots, focuses solely on a warehouse layout, and does
not systematically analyze how different planner design fac-
tors interact and collectively affect execution outcomes.

In this work, we investigate how key planner design
choices influence MAPF performance under realistic set-
tings using the state-of-the-art testbed SMART (Yan et al.
2025). SMART is a scalable and physics-based simula-
tion framework that enables execution-aware evaluation of
MAPF planners in realistic settings and supports large-scale
experiments with thousands of robots. Leveraging this ca-
pability, we systematically study the impact of three fun-
damental factors on execution performance: (1) plan op-
timality, (2) the accuracy of the kinodynamic model used
during planning, and (3) the trade-off between model accu-
racy and plan optimality. Through controlled experiments in
SMART, we show how these factors influence execution be-
havior in practice. Our analysis uncovers key planner design
trade-offs and outlines open challenges and research direc-
tions for advancing MAPF toward real-world deployment.

2 Background

In this section, we first introduce the MAPF problem and
related work. Next, we discuss existing evaluation tools.

2.1 MAPF Problem

A MAPF problem (Stern et al. 2019) is typically defined on
a discrete undirected graph Gpy = (Var, Ear), with a set of
robots R = {ry,...,rr} where each robot has a start and a
goal location. A MAPF plan consists of collision-free paths
for all robots to reach their goals. In the standard formula-
tion, time is discretized into timesteps, and each robot can
either move to an adjacent vertex or wait. Collisions occur
if two robots occupy the same vertex or traverse the same
edge in opposite directions at the same timestep. The most
common objective is to minimize the sum of costs (SoC),
defined as the total number of timesteps across all robots.

2.2 MAPF Planner and Design Choice

Many MAPF methods have been proposed. Some meth-
ods focus on finding solutions with optimal or bounded-
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suboptimal guarantees (Sharon et al. 2015; Barer et al.
2014; Li, Ruml, and Koenig 2021), while others focus on
scalability, solving MAPF problems involving thousands of
robots (Okumura et al. 2022). Anytime algorithms quickly
find an initial solution and then iteratively refine it as time
progresses, balancing solution quality with computational
efficiency (Li et al. 2021a; Huang et al. 2022). Additionally,
some methods incorporate complex real-world factors, such
as kinodynamics and unexpected delays, into the planning
process (Cohen et al. 2019; Atzmon et al. 2020; Yan and Li
2024). Despite these advances, it remains unclear how such
planner design decisions actually impact performance in re-
alistic execution settings. Varambally et al. (Varambally, Li,
and Koenig 2022) investigate how different assumptions in
MAPF modeling affect practical performance in automated
warehousing. However, its evaluation explores only a small
set of MAPF modeling assumptions, focuses solely on ware-
house layouts, and is limited to less than 50 robots.

2.3 Evaluating MAPF in Realistic Scenarios

Evaluating MAPF performance requires executing planned
paths in settings that reflect real robotic behavior. Some
tools have been developed to enable such assessment. MRP-
Bench (Schaefer et al. 2023) utilizes Gazebo with integrated
low-level controllers to account for kinodynamics and mo-
tion delays. REMROC (Heuer et al. 2024) similarly eval-
uates MAPF plans in human-shared environments. The re-
cently proposed testbed tool, SMART (Yan et al. 2025),
provides a simulator based on the physics engine that can
model robot kinodynamics, execution uncertainties, com-
munication delays, and other factors of the real-world. Im-
portantly, SMART is designed to scale to large agent popu-
lations, supporting simulations with hundreds or even thou-
sands of robots, which makes it well suited for assessing the
performance of modern MAPF planners.

The architecture of SMART integrates a simulator, an ex-
ecution monitoring server based on the Action Dependency
Graph (ADG) (Honig et al. 2019), and robot-specific ex-
ecutors. Given a MAPF plan, SMART first uses the Exe-
cution Monitoring Server to convert the plan into an ADG,
which explicitly captures passing order constraints from the
plan. Then, the Robot Executors follow the ADG to issue
motion commands to each robot while accounting for kine-
matic limits, delays, and disturbances. Finally, the simulator
executes these commands in a physics-based simulation and
returns realistic execution outcomes for evaluation.

3 From MAPF to Realistic Scenarios

In this section, we study research problems focusing on
the gap between MAPF planning and robot execution. We
use six simulation environments derived from the Movin-
gAl benchmark (Stern et al. 2019): empty (empty-32-32,
size: 32x32), random (random-64-64-10, size: 64x64),
room (room-64-64-16, size: 64x64), den312d (den312d,
size: 65x81), maze (maze-32-32-4, size: 32x32), and
warehouse (warehouse-10-20-10-2-1, size: 161x63). We
use the Average Execution Time (AET) metric to measure
the execution performance of a MAPF plan, which is com-
puted as the total simulated time that all robots take to
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Figure 1: Relationship between SoC and AET. Each dot rep-
resents the SoC and AET of a single MAPF plan.

complete their assigned paths divided by the number of
robots. We adopt the same robot configuration as used in
the SMART paper: All robots are modeled as differential-
drive platforms with circular footprints of 0.35 m in diame-
ter. They can move forward and perform in-place rotations,
with translational and rotational velocities constrained to [0,
0.5] m/s and 30°/s, respectively, and acceleration limited to
[—0.4, 0.4] m/s%. The grid cell is standardized to 1.0x 1.0 m.
All experiments are conducted on an Ubuntu 20.04 server
with a 64-core AMD 7980X CPU and 256 GB RAM.

3.1 Impact of Optimality

We first study the practical effectiveness of the objective
used by MAPF algorithms. One of the most widely used
objectives in MAPF research is the Sum of Costs (SoC),
which measures the total number of timesteps for all robots
to reach their goals. While extensive efforts have been made
to develop algorithms that optimize SoC optimally or sub-
optimally, it is unclear, for example, whether reducing SoC
by 1% translates to a similar degree of improvement in AET
in a realistic simulation. In this section, we assess the cor-
relation between improvements in SoC and AET. Moreover,
we want to explore better objectives than SoC in terms of
evaluating the quality of the MAPF plan in realistic settings.

Experiment Setup We generate MAPF plans with vary-
ing SoC for a MAPF instance by using MAPF-LNS' (Li
et al. 2021a), an anytime method that iteratively refines
MAPF plans to improve SoC within a predefined runtime
limit. For each map, we select three different numbers of
robots and five sets of different start and goal locations for
robots. For each MAPF instance, we record all plans gener-
ated in each iteration of MAPF-LNS within the runtime limit
of 60 seconds. We then execute these plans in SMART.

Results and Analysis We first study whether the SoC can
measure the execution time of robots. As shown in fig. 1,
SoC and AET show a strong positive linear correlation
across all maps and all numbers of robots, indicating that
SoC captures the trend of AET. However, the correlation is
not perfectly monotonic. For the same SoC value, there are

'Code at https://github.com/Jiaoyang-Li/MAPF-LNS



Feature All Features SoC

Rotations (#) Type-1 edges (#) Type-2 edges (#) Conflict robot pairs (#) Robots (#)

MAPE 0.0342 0.1778 0.1793 0.2414

0.2826 0.3175 0.4317

Table 1: Quadratic regression results. Except for the “All Features” column, each column reports the result from a model trained

with only the single feature indicated.
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Figure 2: AET using different MAPF models.

noticeable variations in AET, suggesting that SoC alone can-
not account for all factors influencing execution time.

To explore other factors that influence execution time,
we extract additional features from the ADG, including (1)
Type-2 edges (#), the number of type-2 edges, (2) Type-1
edges (#), the number of type-1 edges, (3) Rotations (#), the
number of rotation actions, (4) Conflict robot pairs (#), the
number of robot pairs connected by type-2 edges, and (5)
Robots (#), the number of robots. We analyze the correla-
tion between these features and AET by using a quadratic
regression model to predict AET based on these features.
We measure the precision of the prediction using the mean
absolute percentage error (MAPE). As shown in table 1, SoC
exhibits the highest predictive power among individual fea-
tures, while other features, such as the number of Type-2
edges, Type-1 edges, and Rotations, also show correlation
with AET. Meanwhile, the model incorporating all features
achieves a much lower MAPE than any single feature, indi-
cating that multiple features influence the execution time.

3.2 Impact of Different MAPF models

The standard MAPF problem relies on a simplified model
that ignores critical execution factors such as kinodynam-
ics and potential delays, creating a gap between planning
and robot execution. Thus, recent research has introduced
more accurate MAPF models that consider real-world fac-
tors. An ideal MAPF model should capture the essential as-
pects of robot kinodynamics while omitting unnecessary de-
tails. Thus, we conduct an empirical comparison of different
MAPF models to identify the most effective one.

Experiment Setup We consider the following MAPF
models: (1) the standard MAPF model, (2) the MAPF model
with rotation (Zhang et al. 2023), and (3) the MAPF model
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Figure 3: Paths generated on different maps.

MAPF+rotation

MAPF +kinodynamics

that accounts for the full kinodynamics of robots, includ-
ing rotation, speed, and acceleration (Yan and Li 2025). To
account for execution delays, we apply the k-robust delay
model (Atzmon et al. 2020). Combining these factors pro-
duces three variants: MAPFE, k = i, MAPF+rotation, k = 1,
and MAPF+kinodynamics. We use PBS? (Ma et al. 2019)
to handle conflicts between robots with a runtime limit of
60 seconds. We run these methods to generate MAPF plans
for all maps using 25 “random scenarios” with a progressive
number of robots until the success rate is lower than 20%.
Finally, these plans are executed in SMART.

Results and Analysis As shown in fig. 2, the method in-
corporating the full kinodynamics of robots achieves the
best AET among all the models. Additionally, the plan-
ner considering robot rotations demonstrates much better
AET than the standard MAPF model. These results indi-
cate that incorporating more accurate MAPF models into
planning can improve execution time. However, we also ob-
serve trade-offs associated with these models. Incorporating
more accurate MAPF models often reduces scalability. For
example, modeling rotations during planning can reduce the
maximum number of solvable agents by up to 40%. Mean-
while, the k-robust model achieves better or comparable per-
formance with fewer robots with larger values of k; how-
ever, its performance declines significantly as the number of
robots increases, resulting in lower solution quality and re-
duced scalability. Interestingly, in warehouse environments,
MAPF+kinodynamics does not provide significant improve-
ments over MAPF+rotation. To better understand this, we
visualize the MAPF plans in fig. 3. The results show that
the paths in warehouse have fewer shared vertices than in

2Code at https://github.com/Jiaoyang-Li/PBS
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Figure 4: AET using different MAPF models and planners.

the other two maps. We hypothesize that this minimizes the
potential benefits of accounting for kinodynamics. In sum-
mary, while more accurate MAPF models generally improve
execution time in realistic settings, their increased compu-
tational complexity can limit scalability. Additionally, the
k-robust model is less efficient and may even harm perfor-
mance, particularly in more congested scenarios.

3.3 Optimality and MAPF Models

From Sections 3.1 and 3.2, we show that both improving
SoC and incorporating a more accurate MAPF model dur-
ing planning can lead to better AET during execution. How-
ever, both of them require longer computation time. Consid-
ering the limited planning time available in real-world ap-
plications, this section explores the balance between these
factors to provide practical insights.

Experiment Setup We generate MAPF plans with vary-
ing SoC for three MAPF models: (1) standard MAPF, (2)
MAPF with rotation, and (3) MAPF with kinodynamics. To
obtain optimal solutions, we use CBS? (Li et al. 2021b) for
the standard MAPF model and CBS with rotation* (Zhang
et al. 2023) for the rotation model. For suboptimal plans,
we combine PBS with all three models, as described in sec-
tion 3.2. To analyze the relationship between AET and SoC,
we create a naive anytime planner by running Prioritized
Planning (PP) (Erdmann and Lozano-Perez 1987) with ran-
dom restarts and recording the MAPF plan with the lowest
SoC until reaching a runtime limit of 60 seconds. We do not
use existing anytime solvers, such as MAPF-LNS, because,
to our best knowledge, no available implementation consid-
ers MAPF models with kinodynamic constraints.

Results and Analysis As shown in fig. 4, planners that
use more accurate MAPF models consistently achieve better

3Code at https://github.com/Jiaoyang-Li/CBSH2-RTC
*Code at https://github.com/YueZhang-studyuse/MAPF_T

AET, even when less accurate models produce optimal so-
lutions. Concretely, incorporating rotation reduces AET by
27-33% compared to the standard MAPF model, and adding
full kinodynamic constraints provides an additional 17-20%
improvement. This indicates that incorporating more accu-
rate MAPF models into planning may be more important
than obtaining optimal solutions with less accurate models.
Notably, as discussed in section 3.1, since SoC is not a per-
fect metric, the optimal planner does not always achieve the
best AET. Meanwhile, execution frameworks may also be-
come a bottleneck. Since ADG adopts a conservative strat-
egy, assuming robots can be delayed indefinitely, it com-
promises the solution quality of the MAPF plan in certain
cases. In conclusion, the limiting factors for achieving better
AET lie in the more accurate MAPF models or the execution
frameworks with better performance.

4 Challenges and Future Directions

Our study highlights several challenges that motivate future
directions for the deployment of MAPF in realistic settings.

Using Execution-Aware Objectives Although SoC, the
most widely used objective, is a good approximation of ex-
ecution performance, our results show that incorporating
additional execution-related features can yield more accu-
rate estimates of execution time. Thus, designing execution-
aware objective functions and MAPF planners that optimize
them represents an important research opportunity.

Developing Efficient Planners for More Accurate MAPF
Models Our results show that using even slightly more
accurate MAPF models during planning can significantly
improve execution performance. However, this comes at
the cost of substantially reduced scalability. Over the
past decade, the MAPF community has made remarkable
progress in scaling up planners for the standard MAPF
model, yet planners that consider kinodynamics still struggle
to scale. This underscores the need for better MAPF models
and more efficient planners to solve them while maintaining
the scalability required for industrial deployment.

Balancing Planner Optimality and Model Accuracy
When computation time is limited, our results show that
model accuracy often improves execution performance more
than aggressive refinement of SoC. This highlights an under-
explored trade-off between planner optimality and model ac-
curacy. Moreover, it suggests the need for planners that can
adaptively balance these factors based on time budgets.

Enhancing Execution Frameworks Another direction is
to develop execution frameworks better than ADG. Even
when planning with accurate robot models, execution errors,
like communication delays and controller variability, can ac-
cumulate and degrade execution performance. Recent meth-
ods, such as Switchable TPG (Berndt et al. 2024; Jiang, Lin,
and Li 2025) and Bidirectional TPG (Su, Veerapaneni, and
Li 2024), dynamically adjust passing orders between robots
to mitigate such execution errors. Adapting these ideas to
our execution framework and further advancing this direc-
tion could enhance execution performance while maintain-
ing robustness in large-scale industrial deployments.
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