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Abstract

Multi-agent pathfinding (MAPF) is a challenging computa-
tional problem that typically requires to find collision-free
paths for multiple agents in a shared environment. Solving
MAPF optimally is NP-hard, yet efficient solutions are crit-
ical for numerous applications, including automated ware-
houses and transportation systems. Recently, learning-based
approaches to MAPF have gained attention, particularly those
leveraging deep reinforcement learning. Following current
trends in machine learning, we have created a foundation
model for the MAPF problems called MAPF-GPT. Using im-
itation learning, we have trained a policy on a set of pre-
collected sub-optimal expert trajectories that can generate
actions in conditions of partial observability without addi-
tional heuristics, reward functions, or communication with
other agents. The resulting MAPF-GPT model demonstrates
zero-shot learning abilities when solving the MAPF prob-
lem instances that were not present in the training dataset.
We show that MAPF-GPT notably outperforms the current
best-performing learnable-MAPF solvers on a diverse range
of problem instances and is efficient in terms of computation
(in the inference mode).

Code — https://github.com/Cognitive- AI-Systems/MAPF-GPT

Introduction

Multi-agent pathfinding (MAPF) (Stern et al. 2019) is a
combinatorial computational problem that asks to find a
set of paths for the agents that operate in a shared envi-
ronment, such that accurately following these paths does
not lead to collisions and, preferably, each agent reaches
its specified goal as soon as possible. On the one hand,
even under simplified assumptions, such as graph rep-
resentation of the workspace, discretized time, and uni-
form duration of actions, optimally solving MAPF is NP-
Hard (Surynek 2010). On the other hand, efficient MAPF
solutions are highly demanded in numerous real-world ap-
plications, such as automated warehouses (Li et al. 2021),
railway scheduling (Svancara and Bartak 2022), transporta-
tion systems (Mironov et al. 2023), etc. This has resulted in
a noticeable surge of interest in MAPF and the emergence
of a large body of works devoted to this topic.
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Recently, learning-based MAPF solvers have come on
stage (Skrynnik et al. 2021; Alkazzi and Okumura 2024).
They mostly rely on deep reinforcement learning and typi-
cally involve additional components to enhance their perfor-
mance, such as single-agent planning, inter-agent communi-
cation, etc. Meanwhile, in the realm of machine learning,
currently, the most impressive progress is driven by self-
supervised learning (at scale) on expert data and employ-
ing transformer-based architectures (Vaswani et al. 2023). It
is this combination that recently led to the creation of the
seminal large-language models (LLMs) and (large) vision-
language models (VLMs) that achieve an unprecedented
level of performance in text generation (dialogue) sys-
tems (Dubey et al. 2024), image and video generation (Liu
et al. 2024; Zhu et al. 2024), etc. Moreover, such a data-
driven approach has become widespread in robotics and re-
inforcement learning, where an agent’s imitation policy is
trained based on a variety of the expert trajectories (Chen
et al. 2021; Chi et al. 2023). Thus, in this work, we are mo-
tivated by the following question: Is it possible to create a
strong learnable MAPF solver (that outperforms state-of-
the-art competitors) purely on the basis of supervised learn-
ing on expert data omitting additional decision-aiding rou-
tines like communication, single-agent planning, etc.? Our
answer is positive.

To create our learning-based MAPF solver, which we
name MAPF-GPT, we first design a vocabulary of terms,
called fokens in machine learning, that is used to describe
any observation an individual agent may perceive and any
action it can perform while navigating in the environment.
Next, we create a large and diverse dataset of expert data,
i.e., successful sub-optimal MAPF solutions, utilizing state-
of-the-art MAPF solver. Consequently, we convert these
MAPF solutions into the sequences of (observation, action)
tuples, encoded with our tokens, and utilize a transformer-
based non-autoregressive neural network to learn to predict
the correct action provided with the observation. Since sub-
optimal expert actions are present in the dataset, using a
simple cross-entropy loss function allows the agent to up-
date the parameters of the transformer-based policy. In our
extensive empirical evaluation, we show that MAPF-GPT
notably overpasses the current best-performing learnable-
MAPF solvers (without any usage of additional planning or
communication mechanisms), especially when it comes to



out-of-distribution evaluation, i.e., evaluating the solvers on
the problem instances that are not similar to the ones used for
training (a common bottleneck for learning-based solvers).
We also report ablation studies and evaluate MAPF-GPT in
the other type of MAPE, i.e. the Lifelong MAPF (both in
zero-shot and finetuning regimes).

To summarize, we make the following contributions:

* We present the largest MAPF dataset for decision-
making, consisting of 1 billion (observation, action)
pairs.

* We develop an original tokenization procedure to de-
scribe agent observations and use it to create MAPF-
GPT, a novel learning-based, decentralized MAPF solver
built on a state-of-the-art transformer-based neural net-
work. Trained with imitation learning, MAPF-GPT
serves as a foundation model for MAPF tasks, demon-
strating zero-shot learning abilities on unseen maps.

* We extensively study MAPF-GPT and compare it with
state-of-the-art decentralized learning-based approaches,
showing MAPF-GPT’s superior performance across a
wide range of tasks, including out-of-distribution ones,
along with better runtime efficiency.

Related Works

Multiagent pathfinding Several orthogonal approaches
to tackle MAPF can be distinguished. First, dedicated rule-
based MAPF solvers exist that are tailored to obtaining
MAPF solutions fast, yet no bounds on the suboptimality
of the resultant solutions are guaranteed (Okumura 2023;
Li et al. 2022). Second, reduction-based approaches to ob-
tain optimal MAPF solutions are widespread. They con-
vert MAPF to some other well-established computer science
problems, e.g., minimum-flow on graphs, boolean satisfia-
bility (SAT), and employ off-the-shelve solvers to obtain the
solution of this (converted) problem (Yu and LaValle 2013;
Surynek et al. 2016). Next, a plethora of the search-based
MAPF solvers exist (Sharon et al. 2015, 2013; Wagner and
Choset 2011). They explicitly rely on the graph-search tech-
niques to obtain MAPF solutions and often may provide cer-
tain desirable guarantees, e.g., guarantees on obtaining opti-
mal or bounded suboptimal solutions (meanwhile, simplistic
search-based planners that lack strong guarantees, like pri-
oritized planning (Ma et al. 2019), are also widespread).

There were also multiple attempts to apply machine and
reinforcement learning to solve MAPF. One of the first such
successful solvers was PRIMAL (Damani et al. 2021) that
demonstrated how MAPF problem can be solved in a decen-
tralized manner utilizing machine learning. The recent learn-
able MAPF solvers such as SCRIMP (Wang et al. 2023),
DCC (Ma, Luo, and Pan 2021), Follower (Skrynnik et al.
2024b), to name a few, typically rely on reinforcement learn-
ing and often rely on additional modules, like the commu-
nication one, to solve the problem at hand. Orthogonally to
these approaches we rely purely on imitation learning from
(a large volume) of expert data.

Offline reinforcement learning Offline deep reinforce-
ment learning develops a policy based on previously col-

lected data without interacting with the environment dur-
ing the training phase (Levine et al. 2020). This approach
allows for the utilization of large amounts of pre-collected
data to develop a robust policy. There are numerous effective
offline RL approaches, such as CQL (Kumar et al. 2020),
IQL (Kostrikov, Nair, and Levine 2022), and TD3+BC (Fu-
jimoto and Gu 2021). Modern approaches often involve us-
ing transformers as the architectural backbone. One popular
approach is the Decision Transformer (DT), which models
the behavior of an expert by conditioning on the desired out-
comes, thereby integrating reward guidance directly into the
decision-making process. In multi-agent scenarios, there is
less diversity in offline RL methods; however, a multi-agent
adaptation of the DT exists, known as MADT (Meng et al.
2021).

The application of offline RL to solving challenging tasks
often requires additional techniques. One commonly used
technique is behavioral cloning, which involves supervised
learning on large datasets. A notable example of this ap-
proach is AlphaStar (Vinyals et al. 2019), where the authors
pre-trained a large model (including transformer blocks) on
expert gameplay data from StarCraft II and then fine-tuned
it using RL. Similarly, VPT (Video Pretraining) (Baker et al.
2022) addresses the task of playing Minecraft by propos-
ing a foundation model trained on a large video dataset col-
lected from YouTube. In the case of AlphaGo (Silver et al.
2016), pretraining on human gameplay data was used be-
fore the development of AlphaZero (Silver et al. 2017). Ad-
ditionally, transformers trained with a combination of be-
havioral cloning and offline RL losses have demonstrated
grandmaster-level chess performance without the use of
search techniques (Ruoss et al. 2024).

Multiagent imitation learning (MAIL) Imitation learn-
ing and learning from demonstration are actively used in
multi-agent systems (Tang et al. 2024; Liu and Zhu 2024).
MAIL refers to the problem of agents learning to perform
a task in a multi-agent system through observing and im-
itating expert demonstrations without any knowledge of a
reward function from the environment. It has gained par-
ticular popularity in the tasks of controlling urban traffic
and traffic lights at intersections (Bhattacharyya et al. 2018;
Huang et al. 2023) due to the presence of a large amount of
data collected in real conditions and a high-quality simula-
tor (such as Sumo (Lopez et al. 2018)). Among the meth-
ods in the field of MAIL, it is possible to note works using
the Bayesian approach (Yang et al. 2020), generative adver-
sarial methods (Song et al. 2018; Li et al. 2024), statisti-
cal tools for capturing multi-agent dependences (Wang et al.
2021), low-rank subspaces (Shih, Ermon, and Sadigh 2022),
latent multi-agent coordination models (Le et al. 2017), de-
cision transformers (Meng et al. 2021), etc. Demonstra-
tions are also often used as an element of pre-training in
game tasks (for example, pre-training the value function for
AlphaGo (Silver et al. 2016)) and in MAPF tasks (as in
SCRIMP (Wang et al. 2023)). However, despite the listed
works in this area, a single foundation model has not yet
been proposed, the imitation learning of which already gives
high results in multi-agent tasks and does not require an ad-



ditional stage of online learning in the environment. This is
largely due to the complexity of behavioral multi-agent poli-
cies in various tasks (such as in Starcraft (Samvelyan et al.
2019) and traffic control) and the lack of large datasets of ex-
pert trajectories, which are necessary for effective training of
foundation models. In this regard, the MAPF task is a conve-
nient testbed for investigating transformer foundation mod-
els in a multi-agent setting, which will provide additional
insights for creating such models in other applications, and
our work also provides a large dataset for training MAPF
models.

Background

Multi-agent pathfinding The classical variant of the
MAPF problem is defined by a tuple (n,G = (V,€),S =
{81, ., 8n| 5 € V},G = {91, .., 9n] gi € V}), where n is
the number of agents acting in the shared workspace which
is represented as an undirected graph G. At each time step,
an agent is assumed to either move from one vertex to the
other or wait at the current vertex (the duration of both ac-
tions is uniform and equals 1 time step). The plan for the
i-th agent, pl;, is a sequence of moves, s.t., each move starts
where the previous one ends. Two distinct plans are said to
contain a vertex/edge conflict if a time step exists, s.t., the
agents following these plans occupy the same graph vertex/-
traverse the same edge in opposite directions.

The problem is to find a set of n plans,
Pl = {ply,...,pl,}, st each pl; starts at s;, ends
at ¢g; and each pair of plans in Pl is conflict-free.
The objective to be minimized is typically defined as
SoC(Pl) = Y1, cost(pl;) (called the Sum-Of-Costs) or
as M S(Pl) = max;=1, .., cost(pl;) (called the Makespan),
where cost(pl;) is the cost of the individual plan which
equals the time step when the agent reaches its goal vertex
(and does not move away further on).

Notably, two assumptions on how agents behave when
they reach their goals are common in MAPF: stay-at-target
and disappear-at-target. In the latter case, the agent is as-
sumed to disappear upon reaching its target and, thus, is not
able to cause any further conflicts. In this work, we study
MAPF under the first assumption (which is intuitively more
restrictive).

MAPF as a sequential decision-making problem De-
spite MAPF is typically considered to be a planning prob-
lem as defined above, it can also be considered as a se-
quential decision-making (SDM) problem. Within the SDM
framework, the problem is to construct a policy, m, that is a
function that maps the current state (current positions of all
agents in the graph) to a (joint) action a = a; X ... X ay,
where a; € A; and A; is the set of possible actions for agent
1. When 7 is obtained, it is invoked sequentially until either
all agents reach their goals or the threshold on the number
of time steps, tyqz, 1S reached.

For better scalability, the decision-making policy might
be decentralized, i.e., each agent chooses its action indepen-
dently of the other agents. In practice, decentralized agents
typically don’t have access to the global state of the envi-
ronment, i.e., positions of the other agents, but rather rely on

local observation, o;. For example, if the underlying graph
is a 4-connected grid, then the local observation may be a
(2r +1) x (2r + 1) patch of the grid centered at the agent’s
current position (where r is the observation radius) and the
latter observes only the agents that are within this patch.
A sequence of individual observations and actions forms
the agent’s history: hy = {01,a1,02,a2,...,0¢—1, 011,04},
where oy, and aj, denote action and observation at time step
k. This history is typically used to reconstruct a marko-
vian state of the environment via some approximator f:
st ~ f(h¢) (e.g. f can be represented as a neural network).

Overall, in the decentralized partially observable setting,
the problem is to construct n individual policies of the form:

7T7;(St) — P(Az)

where P(A;) — is the probability distribution over the ac-
tions. The exact action to be executed at the current time
step is considered to be sampled from this distribution.

In this work, we follow a common assumption in MAPF
that the agents are homogeneous and cooperative. Thus in-
stead of obtaining n distinct individual policies 7;, we aim to
obtain a single individual policy 7 that governs the behavior
of each agent.

Imitation learning To construct (learn) a decision mak-
ing policy 7 imitation learning relies on an expert policy 7,
which is used to collect a set of trajectories: D = {traj},
where each trajectory is composed of the observations and
actions: traj = {0%,a},...,0%,a% }. Intuitively, in MAPF
context, D represents the expert knowledge on how an agent
should behave under different circumstances (it can be ob-
tained running a well-established MAPF solver on a range
of problem instances).

Denote now by 7y a target policy parameterized by 6. The
problem of obtaining (learning) this policy from the avail-
able data is reduced to the following optimization problem
for the parameters 6:

L
* : b
0 :argmlnEtijDE E(aj,aj),
0 -
j=0

where a; ~ mg(s;), a? ~ w(s?), and £ is a loss function,
which is selected depending on the action space. In the con-
sidered case, when the action space is discrete, cross-entropy
is widely used as L.

Method

Our approach, MAPF-GPT, is to learn to imitate an expert in
solving MAPF. The learning phase of MAPF-GPT consists
of the four major steps: creating MAPF scenarios, gener-
ating ground truth solutions, tokenizing these solutions, and
executing the main training loop — see Figure 1. We will now
sequentially describe these steps.

Creating MAPF Scenarios

A large, curated dataset is crucial for any data-driven method
including ours. To create the set of training instances we
used POGEMA (Skrynnik et al. 2024a), a versatile tool for
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Figure 1: The general pipeline of the MAPF-GPT: (1) Creating MAPF scenarios. (2) Generating ground truth data, i.e. MAPF
solutions using an expert solver. (3) Transforming the solutions to the (observation, action) pairs and tokenization of the ob-
servations, which converts them into a format suitable for transformer architectures. (4) Executing the training loop, where
observation/action pairs are sampled from the dataset, and the model is trained using cross-entropy loss.

developing learnable MAPF solvers that includes utilities to
generate maze-like maps and maps with random obstacles,
as well as to create MAPF instances from them (i.e. assign-
ing start-goal locations). For our purposes we generated 10K
of maze-like maps and 2.5K random maps and further cre-
ated 3.75M different problem instances on these maps. The
size of the maps varied from 17 x 17 to 21 x 21, the number
of the agents was 16, 24, or 32. Please note that as we aim
to create an individual policy to solve MAPF in a decentral-
ized fashion (i.e. each agent makes its own decision on how
to move based on its local observation) it is not the size of
the maps that actually matters but rather the density, i.e. the
ratio of the free space to the space occupied by the agents.
We use moderate and considerably high densities to make
the agents face challenging patterns requiring coordination
(especially on the maze-like maps).

Generating Ground Truth Data

To create expert data we used a recent variant of La-
CAM (Okumura 2024, 2023), a state-of-the-art MAPF
solver that is tailored to quickly find a solution and itera-
tively enhance it while having a time budget. As we need to
solve a large number of MAPF instances (i.e. 3.75M) we set
this time budget to be 10 seconds.

The output of LaCAM on a single MAPF instance is
the set of the individual plans. We, further, trace each plan
and reconstruct an agent’s (local) observations in order to
form (observation, action) pairs. We use the following post-
processing to filter out some of them. First, if several pairs
share the exactly the same observation we keep only one of

them (picked randomly). Second, we observe that the frac-
tion of the pairs when an agents waits at the goal is very
high, because in many cases numerous agents wait for long
times for other agents to reach their goals and just stand still.
In fact, almost 40% of the actions in the expert data were the
waiting ones. To remove this imbalance we discard 80% of
wait-at-target actions. We end up with 900M of (observation,
action) pairs from the maze-like maps, and 100M — from the
random ones. A 9:1 proportion was chosen due to the maze
maps possessing more challenging layouts with numerous
narrow passages that require a high degree of cooperation
between the agents.

We believe that the obtained dataset composed of 1B (ob-
servation, action) pairs is currently the largest dataset of such
kind and may bring value to the other researchers develop-
ing learnable MAPF solvers. Additional technical details are
presented in the Appendix.

Tokenization

Tokenization can be thought of as the process of transform-
ing the data, (observation, action) pairs in our case, into the
sequence of special symbols, tokens, to be further fed to the
neural network that is trained to predict a single token, i.e.
action, from the sequence of the input tokens, i.e. the ones
that encode the observation. The input tokens are typically
referred to as the context. We now wish describe how our
context, i.e. the observation, is structured.

The local observation of an agent at a certain time step
while following its (expert) path is composed of two parts.
The first one relates to the map in the vicinity of the agent,
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tokenization vocabulary: !
numerical : [-20, -19, ..., 0, ..., 19, 20] !
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empty: 2; blocked: o0; >20: >; <-20: < |

local agents information

egocentric cost-to-go

relative  relative greedy action history

gy e S

position  target  action

[ 0o | ¢5-5 | down | fefsleft, down] |
| 1 | R | wait | [left, left, wait] |
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Figure 2: Tokenization process for the decentralized MAPF
model. The input consists of 256 tokens, but the example
shown uses fewer tokens for clarity and visibility.

i.e. which parts are traversable, which are not, and going to
which areas moves the agent closer to its goal. As we used
grids to represent the environment the local field-of-view
is composed of a square patch of the cells centered at the
agent’s current position. For each traversable cell we com-
pute its cost-to-go value, i.e. the cost of the shortest path to
the cell from the goal location. As the cost of this path might
be arbitrarily, we normalize it. I.e. the cost-to-go value is set
to O for the cell the agent is currently in, (Zcyr, Yeur ). The
values for the other traversable cells within field-of-view
are computed as cost-to-go(x,y) — cost-to-20(Zcur, Yeur )
where the coordinates are absolute w.r.t. the global coordi-
nate frame. The blocked cells are assigned infinite values.

The second part of the observation contains data about
the agent itself and the nearby ones. The information about
each agent consists of the coordinates of its current and goal
locations, actions history, i.e., the actions that were made in
the previous k steps, and the action that is preferable w.r.t.
the agent’s individual cost-to-go map — the so-called greedy
action. Please note that there may be cases where more than
one action leads to a decrease in cost-to-go. Thus, we use
special markers to indicate these “multi-direction” greedy
actions (e.g., "up-right”).

The input of the model consists of 256 tokens that encode
the local observation of the agent. For the first part, i.e., cost-
to-go values, we use the 11 x 11 field of view, which results
in 121 tokens. An example of the tokenization mechanism is
illustrated in Figure 2.

The rest of the input (135 tokens) is devoted to the infor-
mation about agents. As it’s important to consider only the
agents that can potentially influence the egocentric agent, we

consider only the ones that are located in the 11 x 11 field
of view at the current time step. The information about each
agent is encoded via 10 tokens: 2 for the current position,
2 for goal location, 5 for action history, and 1 for the next
greedy action. Thus, we are able to encode the information
about at most 13 agents, including the egocentric one. The
rest of the 5 tokens in the input are encoded with the empty
token. In case there are not enough agents in the local field
of view, the information about missing agents is also filled
with empty tokens. The information about agents is sorted
based on the distance to the egocentric agent, i.e., the infor-
mation about the egocentric agent itself always goes first, as
its distance is always 0.

Information in the observation includes both numerical
values, such as cost-to-go values or coordinates, and some
literal ones that, for example, correspond to the actions. We
have chosen the range [—20, 20] for the numerical values,
i.e., 41 different tokens. This range was chosen due to the
size of the maps used in the training dataset, which is at most
21 x 21. However, the cost-to-go values might go beyond
this range. For this purpose, we utilize 2 additional tokens
for the values that are beyond 20 or below —20. The coor-
dinates also might be clipped if their values go outside this
range. There is also a token that corresponds to the oo value
for blocked cells. The agents are allowed to perform 5 ac-
tions — to move into 4 directions and to wait in place. We
have also added one additional token to encode the empty
action, i.e., when there are not enough actions performed
at the beginning of the episode. The information about the
next greedy action cannot be directly encoded with a single
token utilizing the tokens that represent the actions due to
the fact that there might be two or more directions that re-
duce the cost-to-go value. To cover all possible cases, such
as up-right, left-down-right, etc., we have added 16 more to-
kens. The last one is an empty token used for padding to
256 tokens. In total the vocabulary consists of 67 different
tokens.

Model Training

As the model backbone, we used a modern decoder-only
transformer (Brown et al. 2020). We used a softmax layer to
parameterize the discrete probability distribution. To sample
an action, we then used multinomial sampling. The length
of the input sequence (context size) of the model is 256. The
output size of the model is 5 since each agent has 5 available
discrete actions. We used learnable position embeddings.
Our largest model has 85M parameters. Besides it, we also
trained models with 6M and 2M parameters. We don’t use
causal masking, which is common practice in NLP (Radford
et al. 2019), since the model predicts only a single action
ahead in a non-autoregressive manner. To speed up training,
we used the flash attention technique (Dao 2024).

Training protocol The model was trained to replicate the
behavior of the expert policy using cross-entropy loss (i.e.,
log-loss) via mini-batch stochastic gradient descent, opti-
mized with AdamW (Loshchilov and Hutter 2019). The tar-
get label for this loss is the ground-truth action index pro-
vided by the expert policy, LaCAM. LaCAM is a central-
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relative to LaCAM performance (lower is better).

ized solver that builds a path for all agents during the whole
episode, leveraging information about the full environment
state. In contrast, the trainable model relies solely on the lo-
cal observation o of each agent u.

—logpy (ai*“*M(s) | ou) - (1)

After training, this policy allows actions to be sampled
from it. While an alternative could be to pick the action with
the highest probability, we use sampling, recognizing the de-
centralized nature of the policy. Sampling selects actions ac-
cording to the probability distribution given by the policy:

a*(ou) ~ Pg(ou) @

where py (0,,) represents the probability distribution over ac-
tions computed by the model for the observation o,,.

We used 2000 warm-up iterations and cosine anneal-
ing (Loshchilov and Hutter 2017), with a gradient clipping
value of 1.0 and a weight decay parameter of 0.1. The entire
1B dataset was utilized to train the 85M model, which un-
derwent 1M iterations with a batch size of 512, resulting in
15.625 epochs based on the gradient accumulation steps, set
at 16. For training the 6M and 2M models, we used portions
of the 1B dataset — 150M and 40M, respectively. Additional
details about the parameters influencing the training process
are provided in the Appendix.

Experimental Evaluation

Main results In the first series of experiments, we com-
pare 3 variants of MAPF-GPT varying in the number of
parameters in their neural networks (2M, 6M, 85M) with
the state-of-the-art learnable MAPF solvers: DCC (Ma, Luo,
and Pan 2021) and SCRIMP (Wang et al. 2023)'. We use the
pre-trained weights for DCC and SCRIMP. These weights
were obtained by the authors while training on the random
maps. Additionally, we present the results of LaCAM (Oku-
mura 2024), which served as the expert centralized solver for
data collection. For evaluation we used Random, Mazes,
Warehouse, MovingAI maps (the latter two are out-of-
distribution for all learnable solvers). The details on the
maps and problem instances are given in the Appendix.

The results are presented in Figure 3, where the success
rate of all solvers is shown. Clearly, MAPF-GPTs signifi-
cantly outperform DCC and SCRIMP across all scenarios,
with the largest model, MAPF-GPT-85M, being the absolute
leader. MAPF-GPT-6M shows slightly better results on the
Random and Mazes maps, and comparable results on the
Warehouse and MovingAT maps to the smallest MAPF-
GPT-2M model.

Figure 4 shows the Sum-of-Costs (SoC) achieved by the

"Please note that a plethora of learnable MAPF solvers exists
however only few of them are tailored to the studied setting: MAPF
with non-disappearing agents.
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Figure 5: Runtime comparison of MAPF-GPT, DCC, and
SCRIMP models on the warehouse environment. The plot
shows the average time required to decide the next action
for all agents as the number of agents increases.

solvers relative to SoC of LaCAM (the lower - the better).
As can be seen, MAPF-GPTs again outperform the other
approaches and their performance correlates with the num-
ber of model parameters. Interestingly, there are some rare
cases on Random maps where DCC and MAPF-GPT-85M
outperformed LaCAM in terms of SoC. The same situation
is observed for MAPF-GPT-6M on Mazes maps.

Runtime In this experiment, we compare the runtime ef-
ficiency of each approach. The results are presented in Fig-
ure 5; each data point indicates the average time spent de-
ciding the next action for all agents. All MAPF-GPT mod-
els scale linearly with the increasing number of agents. The
largest model, MAPF-GPT-85M, shows a slightly higher
runtime than DCC and SCRIMP with up to 96 agents. How-
ever, beyond 128 agents, the runtime is better, as it depends
linearly on the number of agents. Notably, the MAPF-GPT-
2M and MAPF-GPT-6M models are more than 13 times
faster than SCRIMP and 8 times faster than DCC for 192
agents setup.

Ablation study In this experiment, we study how each
part of the information influences the performance of the
MAPF-GPT agent. To address this, we trained a 6M param-
eter model with certain pieces of information masked that
were provided to the original model. We examine four dif-
ferent cases: if there is no goal information for all agents
(noGoal), if there is no greedy action provided (noGA), if
there is no action history (noAH), and if the agent is trained
without cost-to-go information (still retaining information
about obstacles). The results are presented in Table 1.

Table 1: Success rates of different versions of MAPF-GPT-
6M on all sets of maps from POGEMA benchmark.

Dataset 6M noGoal noGA noAH noC2G

Random 97.6% 95.7% 97.0% 95.6% 25.8%
Mazes 74.6% 71.6% 37.6% 858% 15.1%
Warehouse 94.1% 92.8% 87.7% 94.8% 11.5%
MovingAl  82.0% 884% 79.1% 822% 10.2%
Puzzles 94.0% 92.7% 92.7% 91.5% 52.5%

As can be seen, the 6M model without masking shows
better results on the Random and Puzzles maps. The
model trained without goal information shows better results
on the MovingAI maps, with 88.4% compared to 82.0%
for the original model. This improvement is likely due to
the large map sizes, where most conflicts arise during the
agents’ movement toward their goals, making the exact goal
coordinates less critical. Additionally, the functionality was
compensated by the greedy action, which indicates the di-
rection to the goal.

Surprisingly, the model trained without action history
shows better performance on the Mazes and Warehouse
instances. This suggests that action history is not crucial for
behavioral cloning, as LaCAM does not rely on it. Despite
these results, we argue for retaining movement history infor-
mation in the agent’s observation, which could be essential
for fine-tuning the model in the environment using RL tech-
nique.

Masking greedy action and cost-to-go information de-
grades the performance of the model on all the testing tasks,
highlighting their crucial role in effective pathfinding and
conflict resolution.

LifeLong MAPF In addition to evaluating MAPF-GPT on
the MAPF instances it was trained on, we also assessed its
performance in a Life-Long MAPF (LMAPF) setup. Unlike
regular MAPF problems, in LMAPF, each agent receives a
new goal location every time it reaches its current one. In this
setup, the primary objective is throughput, which is defined
as the average number of goals reached by all agents per
time step.

We evaluated MAPF-GPT in both zero-shot and fine-
tuned configurations. To fine-tune the model, we generated
an additional dataset using Ma ze s maps. For expert data, we
employed the RHCR approach (Li et al. 2021), as LaCAM is
not well-suited for LMAPF. The dataset contains 90 million
(observation, action) pairs. We used MAPF-GPT-6M for this
experiment.

The results are presented in Table 2. Even the zero-
shot model is able to compete with other existing learning-
based approaches, such as Follower (Skrynnik et al. 2024b)
and MATS-LP (Skrynnik et al. 2024c). Moreover, in all
cases, fine-tuning improved the results of the MAPF-GPT-
6M model.

Table 2: Average throughput (higher is better) of MAPF-
GPT-6M both in zero-shot mode and after fine-tuning com-
pared to RHCR, Follower and MATS-LP.

Random Mazes Warehouse MovingAl

MAPF-GPT-6M 1.497 0.908 1.113 2.840
MAPF-GPT-6M-t 1.507 1.087 1.270 2.994
RHCR 2.164 1.554 2.352 3.480
Follower 1.637 1.140 2.731 3.271
MATS-LP 1.674 1.125 1.701 3.320

These results demonstrate the ability of MAPF-GPT to
perform zero-shot learning, i.e., the ability to solve types of
problems that it was not initially designed for (e.g., solving



LMAPF instead of MAPF), and that fine-tuning MAPF-GPT
is indeed possible, i.e., additional training on new types of
tasks increases its performance in solving these tasks.

Conclusion

In this work, we studied the MAPF problem as a sequential
decision-making task. We proposed an approach to derive
an individual policy based on state-of-the-art machine learn-
ing techniques, specifically (supervised) imitation learning
from expert data —- MAPF-GPT. To train MAPF-GPT,
we created a comprehensive dataset of expert MAPF so-
lutions, transformed these solutions into (observation, ac-
tion) pairs, tokenized them, and trained several transformer
models (with varying numbers of parameters) on this data.
Empirically, we demonstrate that even with a quite mod-
erate number of parameters, such as 2M, MAPF-GPT sig-
nificantly outperforms modern learnable MAPF competi-
tors across a wide range of setups. Our results provide a
clear positive answer to the question, “’Is it possible to cre-
ate a strong learnable MAPF solver purely through imitation
learning?”. The limitations of our approach are discussed in
the Appendix.
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Appendix

Implementation Details

The open-sourced repository contains all the necessary re-
sources to replicate the results of MAPF-GPT. This in-
cludes scripts for dataset generation, training, evaluation.
The codebase also provides example scripts to help users
quickly understand and run MAPF-GPT, along with the
detailed instructions for setting up the environment using
Docker. Additionally, configuration files for benchmarks
and datasets are included to facilitate effortless replication
of the experiments.

The GPT model’s code is primarily based on the
NanoGPT codebase?. NanoGPT was chosen for its simple
yet modular design, making it easier to modify and adapt
the code, including potential adjustments for fine-tuning in
environment (e.g., with reinforcement learning).

“https://github.com/karpathy/nanoGPT

Hyperparameters and Training Details

This section details the hyperparameters used while training
all three our models: MAPF-GPT-2M, MAPF-GPT-6M, and
MAPF-GPT-85M. Common parameters for the models are
listed in Table 3.

Table 3: Common hyperparameters for MAPF-GPT models.

Parameter Value
Minimum learning rate 6e-5
Maximum learning rate 6e-4
Learning rate decay cosine
Warm-up iterations 2000
AdamW optimizer betal 0.9
AdamW optimizer beta2 0.95
Gradient clipping 1.0
Weight decay le-1

Data type for computations float16
Use PyTorch 2.0 compilation  True
Gradient accumulation steps 16
Block size 256

Table 4 provides model-specific hyperparameters for
MAPF-GPT-2M, MAPF-GPT-6M, and MAPF-GPT-85M.
We didn’t change the hyperparameters between the mod-
els except for those that influence their size and the dura-
tion of the learning process. Training the 85M model for
1M iterations took 243 hours using 4x H100 80GB NVIDIA
GPUs. Training the 6M model for 30K iterations took 50
hours using 2x A100 80GB NVIDIA GPUs. The 2M model
was trained on a single HI00 80GB NVIDIA GPU within
12 hours. It is also worth noting that while training the 6M
and 2M models we could not fully utilize the computational
power of the corresponding GPUs, as the bottleneck was ac-
tually in data processing and transferring it to the GPU.

Table 4: Model-specific hyperparameters.

Parameter 2M 6M 85M
Number of epochs 46.875 125 15.625
Total training iterations 15,000 30,000 1,000,000
Batch size 4096 2048 512
Number of layers 5 8 12
Number of attention heads 5 8 12
Embedding size 160 256 768

The loss curves for MAPF-GPT-85M are presented in
Figure 6, showing the averaged loss for both training and
validation. The validation dataset contains an equal 1:1 ratio
of (observation, action) pairs between maze-like and random
maps, in contrast to the 9:1 ratio in the training dataset.

During training, we also performed evaluations in the en-
vironment using intermediate checkpoints. The aggregated
results of these evaluations are presented in Figure 7. Inter-
mediate evaluations were conducted on 6 random maps with
48 and 64 agents, as well as 6 maze maps with 32 and 48
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Figure 6: Training and validation loss curves for MAPF-
GPT-85M.

agents. These maps were taken from the set used to generate
the validation dataset.
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Figure 7: Aggregated evaluation results for Success rate and
Sum of Costs during training.

Dataset: Technical Details

As mentioned in the main part of the text, to generate the
1B training dataset, we first generated 10,000 maps using a
maze generator and 2,500 maps using a random map gener-
ator. Next, we generated instances with 16, 24, or 32 agents,
with 100 seeds (start-goal locations) per map, resulting in
3.75M different instances.

In the next step, we ran the centralized MAPF solver, i.e.
LaCAM, to obtain the expert data. We used the latest ver-
sion of LaCAM and its C++ implementation provided by
the authors®. LaCAM was given 10 seconds to solve each
instance in a single-thread mode. We ran LaCAM in parallel
on two workstations with AMD Ryzen Threadripper 3970X
32-Core Processors, which took nearly 100 hours to obtain
the data. Around 3% of the instances were not successfully
solved (primarily those with 32 agents) due to the presence
of unsolvable tasks and a time limit.

The resulting log files, which contain the actions taken by
the agents at each time step, were evenly distributed into 50
chunks. The logs from each chunk were processed to gener-
ate local observations for every agent. At this stage, we re-
moved redundant waiting actions and duplicate observations
as detailed in the main body of the paper.

In the final step, the obtained data was shuffled and saved
into 10 .arrow files per chunk. Each .arrow file contains

*https://github.com/Keil8/lacam3

221(slightly more than 2 million) (observation, action) pairs,
with 10% of the data coming from the random maps and
90% — from mazes.

The resultant 1B dataset contains 500 such files, requir-
ing 258GB of disk space. While training the MAPF-GPT-
6M and MAPF-GPT-2M models, we randomly selected 75
and 20 files from this dataset, resulting in 150M and 40M
datasets, respectively. The full dataset was used for train-
ing MAPF-GPT-85M model. The sizes of the datasets were
selected according to Chinchilla paper (Hoffmann et al.
2022), which empirically found a scaling law of 20 tokens
per model parameter, demonstrating the efficiency of a 70-
billion-parameter model trained on 1.4 trillion tokens com-
pared to larger models trained on fewer tokens.

Benchmark

For empirical evaluation we have utilized the evaluation
tools provided by the POGEMA benchmark (Skrynnik
et al. 2024a). Specifically, we used the following set of
maps: Random, Mazes, Warehouse (Li et al. 2021),
MovingAI (Stern et al. 2019) and Puzzles. Table 5 con-
tains information about the number of agents, maps, and in-
stances per map (seeds) used in each set.

Table 5: Details about different sets of maps from POGEMA
benchmark.

Set Agents Maps Map Size Seeds  Steps

Random 8,16, 24, 32,48, 64 128 17x17-21x21 1 128
Mazes 8,16, 24, 32,48, 64 128 17x17-21x21 1 128
Warehouse 32, 64,96, 128, 160, 192 1 33x46 128 128
MovingAlI 64, 128, 192, 256 128 64 %64 1 256
Puzzles 2,3,4 16 5%5 10 128

Figure 8 showcases examples of maps from the POGEMA
benchmark. The Mazes and Random map sets are gen-
erated using the built-in generators within POGEMA. The
Puzzles maps are handcrafted. The Warehouse is a sin-
gle map with limitations on possible start and goal positions,
which has been used in previous LM APF-related studies (Li
et al. 2021; Skrynnik et al. 2024b). Start locations on this
map can only be generated on the left or right sides of the
map, where there are no obstacles, while goal locations can
only be placed beyond or below the obstacles in the center
of the map. These constraints prevent the generation of in-
stances with more than 192 agents on this map.

The final evaluated set of maps is MovingAI, re-
ferred to as MovingAI-tiles in the POGEMA bench-
mark. While the original MovingAl dataset includes vari-
ous types of maps, including random and maze maps, the
MovingAI-tiles set in POGEMA contains only city
maps. Additionally, due to the large size (256 x 256) of city
maps, they were divided into 16 tiles, resulting in maps of
64 x 64 size. An example of such scenario is presented in
Figure 9.

The evaluation of all the approaches, including the
MAPF-GPT models and the baselines, was performed on the
same workstation equipped with AMD Ryzen Threadripper
3970X 32-Core Processors, 256GB of RAM, and 2x RTX
3080 Ti 12GB NVIDIA GPUs.



(a) Random

(b) Mazes

C
DIDDIDDDDDDDDDDIDDDDDDDDDDIDDDDDDDDDDIDDID

@[] (@] D
DO00000000000000000000c

(c) Warehouse

Figure 8: The examples of maps from the POGEMA benchmark. Plots show the maximum number of agents tested on each
map: 64 agents for Random and Mazes sets, and 192 agents for Warehouse scenario.
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Figure 9: Example of a city map from the
MovingAI-tiles set in the POGEMA benchmark.
The original city maps, with dimensions of 256 x 256, were
divided into 16 tiles, resulting in smaller 64 x 64 maps.

It’s important to note that during the runtime experiments,
only one GPU was utilized, and the tasks were run in se-
quential mode, i.e., no multiple tasks were executed in par-
allel during this experiment. For this evaluation, we ran all
approaches on the Warehouse map with 32 to 192 agents,
using five different seeds, and averaged the obtained results.

Limitations

The main limitation of MAPF-GPT is a generic one, shared
with the other learnable methods, i.e. it lacks theoretical
guarantees. The next limitation is that training large models,

e.g., MAPF-GPT-85M, is quite demanding (requires expen-
sive hardware and prolonged time). Still, our smaller models
containing 6M and 2M parameters are much less demand-
ing while providing competitive results. It should also be
noted that all MAPF-GPT models are sensitive to the qual-
ity of trajectories in the expert data set. As has been shown
in previous research on behavior cloning with transformers,
e.g. (Chen et al. 2021), adding low-quality trajectories to
expert data may lead to significant degradation in model’s
performance. It is also unclear how effectively MAPF-GPT
can replicate the behavior of the other existing centralized
approaches (such as CBS (Sharon et al. 2015) that is an op-
timal MAPF solver). This dependence on the type of behav-
ioral expert policy requires further research.

Evaluation on Puzzles

The Puzzles set is part of the POGEMA benchmark,
briefly mentioned in the ablation study section of our pa-
per. However, it provides valuable insights into the cooper-
ation abilities of agents. The Puzzles maps were specif-
ically designed with narrow corridors, cul-de-sacs, and la-
cunas. The examples of such scenarios are depicted in Fig-
ure 10. These challenging instances require agents to coop-
erate strategically, such as one agent entering a corridor and
using a lacuna to let another agent pass.

Figure 10: Examples of Puzzles map instances. This set
of scenarios is particularly challenging and requires high co-
operation between agents.

The results are presented in Table 6. During testing, there
were 2 to 4 agents on each map. Among the learnable ap-
proaches, the MAPF-GPT family performed the best, with



performance depending on the number of model parameters.
The 85M model performs the best for both metrics (success
rate and SoC). Interestingly, its success rate is very close to
that of LaCAM on some instances. However, LaCAM sig-
nificantly outperforms all other approaches in terms of SoC.
DCC and SCRIMP show much lower results on both met-
rics. Even for the simplest tasks with two agents, the SoC of
DCC and SCRIMP is 2.5 times higher than that of MAPF-
GPT-85M and almost 3 times higher than that of LaCAM.

Table 6: Comparison of algorithms on Puzzles set, with
varying number of agents. £ shows confidence intervals
95%.

Algorithm Success Ratet SoC|
Number of agents: 2
MAPF-GPT-85M 1.00 11.97+ 1.32
MAPE-GPT-6M 1.00 14.14+ 2.65
MAPE-GPT-2M 0.99+ 0.02 18.28+ 5.42
DCC 0.91+ 0.04 31.494+ 9.38
SCRIMP 0.94+ 0.03 33.52+ 9.70
LaCAM 1.00 10.96+ 1.15
Number of agents: 3
MAPE-GPT-85M 0.94+ 0.03 42.08+ 12.22
MAPF-GPT-6M 0.94+ 0.03 49.48+ 13.45
MAPF-GPT-2M 0.93+ 0.04 60.22+ 15.45
DCC 0.75+ 0.07 86.73+ 16.71
SCRIMP 0.82+ 0.06 93.31+ 19.91
LaCAM 0.96+ 0.03 34.894+ 11.37
Number of agents: 4
MAPF-GPT-85M 0.92+ 0.04 99.93+ 22.59

MAPF-GPT-6M 0.88+ 0.05 124.15+ 25.43
MAPF-GPT-2M 0.81+ 0.06 136.50% 27.19
DCC 0.51+£ 0.08 170.77+ 20.53
SCRIMP 0.70+£ 0.07 186.10+ 27.51

LaCAM 0.94+ 0.03 63.02+ 17.97




