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Abstract

This paper considers a scenario in city naviga-
tion: an AI agent is provided with language
descriptions of the goal location with respect to
some well-known landmarks; By only observ-
ing the scene around, including recognizing
landmarks and road network connections, the
agent has to make decisions to navigate to the
goal location without instructions. This prob-
lem is very challenging, because it requires
agent to establish self-position and acquire spa-
tial representation of complex urban environ-
ment, where landmarks are often invisible. In
the absence of navigation instructions, such
abilities are vital for the agent to make high-
quality decisions in long-range city navigation.
With the emergent reasoning ability of large
language models (LLMs), a tempting solution
is to prompt LLMs to “react” on each observa-
tion and make decisions accordingly. However,
this solution has very poor performance that
the agent often repeatedly visits same locations
and make short-sighted, inconsistent decisions.
To address these issues, this paper introduces
a novel agentic workflow featured by its abili-
ties to perceive, reflect and plan. Specifically,
we find LLaVA-7B can be fine-tuned to per-
ceive the approximate direction and distance
of landmarks with sufficient accuracy for city
navigation. Moreover, reflection is achieved
through a memory mechanism, where past ex-
periences are stored and can be retrieved with
current perception for effective decision argu-
mentation. Planning uses reflection results
to produce long-term plans, which can avoid
short-sighted decisions in long-range naviga-
tion. We show the designed workflow signifi-
cantly improves urban navigation ability of the
LLM agent compared with the state-of-the-art
baselines. The code is available at https://
anonymous.4open.science/r/PReP-13B5.

1 Introduction

Navigation in complex and unknown urban envi-
ronment is an important task for artificial intelligent

Figure 1: An illustrative comparison of city naviga-
tion results. The proposed workflow method (blue)
successfully reaches the goal, and its path is close to the
shortest path (yellow). The React method (without work-
flow) fails because it makes short-sighted decisions. In
one scenario, the React agent hits a dead end and keeps
moving toward it because the goal is in that direction. In
another scenario, the agent moves in circles because the
goal’s direction changes as it moves. The React agent
have no memory so it can not take detours.

agents. This paper studies goal-directed agent nav-
igation in the city environment, where an agent is
provided with visual street view perception and tex-
tual goal location description in terms of relation to
some well-known landmarks, e.g., “the destination
is approximately 300 meters northeast from the
Skyscraper A”. The agent should visually identify
the landmarks from street view images, use them
as anchors to infer the direction of and distance
from the goal, and plan a series of actions to navi-
gate to the goal. The task is challenging because it
requires the agent to be aware of its own location
and acquire spatial understanding of complex ur-
ban environment, where landmarks are sometimes
invisible. In the absence of navigation instructions
and maps, self-constructed cognitive map is vital
for the agent to perform well in navigation tasks.

Existing literature does not provide a ready-to-
use solution to this task. A few recent works (Chen
et al., 2019) (Schumann et al., 2024) assume the
availability of step-by-step language instructions
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and thus are not applicable to our task. Another
branch of literature focus on designing reinforce-
ment learning models (Mirowski et al., 2016) (Zhu
et al., 2017) (Wu et al., 2018), which often fac-
ing challenge of inefficient training samples and
sensitivity to perturbations of the environment.

We explore the use of large language models
(LLMs) for this task. React (Yao et al., 2022) is a
straightforward baseline to ground reasoning abil-
ity of LLMs in city environment. At each step, this
method visually perceives the street views which
is used to make an action decision. This process
is iteratively performed until reaching the goal or
running out of the navigation budget. While React
has some success attempts in indoor environments,
it performs poorly in complex urban environments,
which can be attributed to two main reasons. First,
because each action decision is based only on the
current observation, the agent may repeat actions
previously taken and find itself going around in cir-
cles. See Fig. 1 for an example. Second, React is
short-sighted, focusing only on the immediate step.
Without considering long-term action sequences,
the agent would be prone to taking more actions
than actually needed. To extend, the React without
forming the cognitive map achieves such poor nav-
igation performance in the complex environments.

This paper proposes an effective agentic work-
flow that improves the spatial cognitive ability of
LLMs thus improving the goal-directed city nav-
igation performance. We fine-tune LLaVA and
find it can perceive the direction and distance of
landmarks with sufficient accuracy for navigation.
Inspired by the theory of human cognition (Sumers
et al., 2023), we propose a memory scheme to help
the agent form the cognitive map (Momennejad
et al., 2023). The historical trajectories and ob-
servations are stored and summarized to learn an
intrinsic spatial representation of the environment,
i.e., an internal city map. The agent combines the
historical experience and current observation to
evaluate current situation and infer the goal direc-
tion. To improve over short-sighted actions, we
resort to long-term planning. Specifically, con-
sidering the reflections and current road network
connection, the agent decompose the full path into
several sub-goals, ensuring consistent and reason-
able movement to the final goal during long-range
navigation. These components form the ‘Perceive,
Reflect, and Plan’ workflow which allows the agent
to perform long-range city navigation.

Our method only requires training the visual per-

ception part with vision-language pairs of land-
marks. The memory and planning parts both oper-
ate with few-shot examples (but also support fine-
tuning). We find that fine-tuning the LLMs used
in the memory and planning parts significantly im-
proves navigation performance. For example, the
fine-tuned LLaMA3 model achieves nearly a 13%
improvement in success rate compared to the base
LLaMA3 model. Compared to RL methods, our ap-
proach offers a more data-efficient solution. Com-
pared with instruction-following methods, our sys-
tem does not rely on explicit instructions, allowing
for greater autonomy in navigation.

We collect navigation datasets reflecting CBD
scenes in four cities——Beijing, Shanghai, New
York and Paris. They contain complex road net-
works with thousands of road nodes and street view
images. On the four datasets, the proposed work-
flow significantly outperforms methods that could
be applied (but are not specific) to our task, achiev-
ing success rate of 54% on the avergae of the four
city test sets. We find the perception component
produces accurate spatial relations to support city
navigation, the success rate of which is only 5%
lower than navigation with ground truth percep-
tion results. Besides, we show that reflection and
planning can help the LLM agent to form the cog-
nitive map and further contribute to the success rate
and make it useful when dealing with long-range
navigation tasks.

2 Related Work

Vision and language navigation (VLN) aims to
enable agents to autonomously navigate in visual
environments based on natural language instruc-
tions (Gu et al., 2022)(Wu et al., 2024). The field
evolves from indoor to urban settings, with ex-
panded scope of tasks and datasets. Anderson et al.
created an early VLN dataset, while Mirowski et
al. (Mirowski et al., 2018) introduce cross-modal
matching models that leverage attention and rein-
forcement learning for vision and text integration.
Recently, the use of LLMs has introduced new solu-
tions in in VLN (Zhou et al., 2024)(Dorbala et al.,
2023)(Zu et al., 2023), which achieved success
with indoor environment. Other works (Shah et al.,
2023)(Schumann et al., 2024) focusing on outdoor
VLN, which use strong language understanding ca-
pabilities of LLMs for navigation based on ground-
level instructions. In comparison, our paper pro-
poses a LLM agentic workflow for goal-directed
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city navigation, which requires less training cost
than RL methods and does not rely on language
instructions like previous LLM-based methods.

Agentic workflows with LLMs. The explo-
ration of agentic workflows using LLMs emerges as
a effective strategy for planning problems (Sumers
et al., 2023). Agentic workflows emphasize a step-
by-step refinement process rather than single-step
output generation. Studies such as inner mono-
logue (Huang et al., 2022) and reflexion (Shinn
et al., 2024) demonstrate the effectiveness of reflec-
tion in enhancing agentic understanding and reduc-
ing errors. Meanwhile, interactive planning meth-
ods like DEPS (Wang et al., 2023) and RAP (Hao
et al., 2023) enable more structured and conscious
planning. Other workflows, including CaP (Liang
et al., 2023), ProgPrompt (Singh et al., 2023),
CoT (Wei et al., 2022) and ToT (Yao et al., 2024),
contribute to the collective understanding of how
LLMs can be directed towards goal-oriented tasks.
These methods are mostly used for mathemati-
cal and common reasoning problems, but whether
LLMs can handle spatial reasoning, especially in
navigation problems, hasn’t been fully studied. In
our work, we design an agentic workflow with per-
ception, reflection, and planning modules, explor-
ing the spatial cognitive abilities of LLMs to tackle
complex urban navigation tasks.

3 Task Definition and Dataset

3.1 Task Definition

In this study, an agent navigates in the urban envi-
ronment to find the goal with visual perception and
textual goal description. To define the task exactly,
we give following definitions:

Definition 1 (Urban Environment) The urban
environment for navigation task can be described
as an undirected graph G =< V,E >. Each
node vi ∈ V represents an position in the road,
while street views Si = {s1i , s2i , ..., ski }vi are the
attached visual information for node vi. The edge
eij ∈ E donates the moving path between vi
and vj . Define Ei as the collection of all edges
connect to the node vi. What’s more, landmarks
LM = {lm1, lm2, ..., lmn} ∈ V are defined as
isolated vertex in the urban environment G. As the
graph corresponds to a real urban scene, and the
relative positions of each node are fixed. We define
the relative position relationship of vi with respect
to vj as R(vi, vj).

Definition 2 (Urban Navigation Task) The ur-

ban navigation task can be formulated as finding
a path from the start node vs to the goal node
vg in the graph G. To be exact, given a navi-
gation task T =< vs, vg, D >, the target is to
find a shortest path to navigate to the goal. De-
scription D = {R1, R2} is to determine the goal,
containing R1 = {R(vg, lm)|lm ∈ LMs} and
R2 = {R(lmi, lmj)|lmi, lmj ∈ LM}, where R1

is the relative position between goal and landmarks
visible in goal nodes, and R2 is the relative position
among all landmarks in the environment.

Definition 3 (Agent for Urban Navigation Task)
At timestamp t and node vt, the agent makes
a decision to move to the next node vt+1 =
agent(T, St, Et), utilizing the street views and
road connectivity. The agent recognize the land-
marks from the street views and then infer the
goal direction and distance R(vt, vg). Utilizing
the above information, the agent navigates in
the city street to find a path to the goal p =
[vs, ..., vt, vt+1, ..., vg].

By studying this task, we not only seek to im-
prove the success rate of navigation, but also hope
to explore the spatial cognitive abilities of LLM.

3.2 Dataset

We collect data from central business districts
(CBDs) of 4 cities, with a radius of a few kilo-
meters. From this range, road network data are
extracted and discritized at intervals of 50 meters
forming the urban environment G. Each node of
the road network is associated with the correspond-
ing street view images. The number of street view
images is equal to the degree of the node. Several
well-known buildings are chosen as the landmarks
in each area. Road network visualization and a task
example are shown in Fig. 2. More details about
the datasets are in Appendix C.

4 PReP Agentic Workflow

4.1 Workflow Overview

The propoesd agentic workflow is shown in the Fig-
ure 3, which is consist of three parts: visual percep-
tion, reflection with memory, and planning. While
visual perception uses LLaVA, both reflection and
planning uses large language models (LLMs). As
described in Section 4.2, visual perception allows
the agent to recognize the landmarks in the street
view images and predict the direction and distance
of the target. Perception results are passed to the
reflection part, where the agent reevaluates the per-
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Figure 2: Task example and dataset regions. A task example is shown in (a). The instruction to the agent is
the relative location of the goal w.r.t the landmarks in the city environment. The agent perceives the street views
and recognize the landmarks. Then the agent has to infer the goal position relative to its current location using its
observations of landmarks and move through the urban space. The road networks are from chosen CBD areas in
Beijing (b), Shanghai (c), New York (d) and Paris (e). Blue points represent the landmarks while red lines are roads.

ception results and reflects the goal location. In
reflection, long-term memory is set up to summa-
rize and learn from the historical trajectory for con-
structing intrinsic map representations, a topologi-
cal map between nodes that the agent has visited.
The planning module is the decision core of the
workflow. It generates a navigation plan by con-
sidering both the goal direction after reflection and
the current road connections. The agent follows
this plan to make the next move. Then the agent
state will be updated to start next iteration. These
steps compose a workflow that enables the agent to
form cognitive map of the urban environment and
perform proper navigation actions. As shown in
Section 5, this workflow yields significantly higher
success rates compared to the ‘React’ baseline.

4.2 Perception

The first part of the workflow is to equip the agent
with visual perception ability. Although there are
some neural network methods for processing the
streetviews and recognizing the landmarks (Vil-
era et al., 2020) (Boiarov and Tyantov, 2019), we
choose to fine-tune the LLaVA-7B model for our
perception component. There are two reasons for
this: first, LLaVA is a multimodal LLM, making it
easier to process both text and images at the same
time; second, with the extensive world knowledge
in LLMs, we can achieve better performance with
fewer training samples.

Perceiving the landmarks. At timestamp t
and node vt, the agent gets the street views St =
{s1t , s2t , ..skt }. The agent then detects the land-

marks and estimates their direction and distances
Rlm = {R(lmi, vt)|lmi ∈ LM} to the agent it-
self. We perform the task using LLaVA (Liu et al.,
2024). Zero-shot LLaVA has poor recognition ac-
curacy because the landmarks we use are probably
not in its training data. We therefore fine-tunes
LLaVA using the LoRA method (Hu et al., 2021).
To do so, we collect 5,000 landmark images and
generate 30k Q&A conversation data. More details
can be seen in the Appendix D.1.

Inferring directions to the goal. While the
agent acquires the landmarks position to the agent
Rlm, it is necessary to infer the goal direction com-
bining Rlm and task description T . We can use
an LLM to perform this inference. The output
Rt

g = R(vg, vt) of is the direction and distance of
the goal relative to the agent. The essence of this
problem is the cosine theorem, so the results can
be further improved using calculators.

4.3 Reflection

Reflection is critical in our workflow, which sum-
marizes past experience and reflects on visual per-
ception results. This step has two main compo-
nents: long-term memory and working memory.
Long-term memory consists of episodic memory
and semantic memory, where episodic memory
stores navigation data and semantic memory saves
summary of history navigation experience. Work-
ing memory serves as a data buffer to process the vi-
sual perception results and retrieved memory. Dur-
ing the navigation process, the agent must have
self-position and spatial understanding of the urban
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Figure 3: Overview of PReP workflow. It has three steps: perception, reflection, and planning. Blue boxes
represent LLMs or LLaVA, while gray boxes indicate variables stored by natural language. Symbols are defined in
section 3.

environment. It does not just rely on current per-
ception but also uses historical trajectories. That’s
why we design the long-term memory component.
Since current perception can sometimes be lacking
and past movements are not always accurate, we de-
sign the anticipate-evaluate mechanism in working
memory to make the agent more robust.

Episodic memory. Episodic memory is a list of
the navigation data in natural language. When the
agent moves from vt to vt+1, this action and the
perception results Rt

g in vt are processed into a sen-
tence and stored. The detail of the sentence format
is in Appendix G. Since the past navigation data
are stored, the agent can retrieve the goal inference
at history location and detect whether connected
nodes are visited. For example, when the agent has
saved navigation data in vt and navigated to v

′
t, it

can retrieve Rt
g and the status of connected nodes

Et′ to help reflection and planning.

Semantic memory. While episode memory
records the experiences, the agent uses LLMs to
summarize and learn from the episodic memory to
form the semantic memory. The semantic memory
is a high-level cognitive function that assists the
agent in constructing an intrinsic representation of
the navigation map. Like a human, it can under-
stand the environment based on historical experi-
ence and learn more advanced navigation strategies,
such as detours required to reach the destination.
These strategies can be retrieved to working mem-
ory and further beneficial to the planning process.
As the agent navigates, episodic memory and se-

mantic memory are updated accordingly.
Working memory. Working memory receives

visual perception results Rt
g and retrieves relevant

experiences from long-term memory. It has an
anticipation-reevaluation mechanism to solve the
problem where the agent cannot detect any land-
marks in the street views and loses goal direction.
Specifically, the agent uses historical perception
results Rt

′

g and moving direction to anticipate the
potential goal direction Rt

p, if any landmark can
be observed, the agent reevaluates whether the cur-
rent inference Rt

g is reasonable, and synthesizes
a new inference Rt

l = LLMreflect(R
t
g, R

t
p). The

output of working memory to the planning part are
the synthesized inference Rt

l and retrieved memory.
This enables the agent to tackle complex environ-
ments regardless whether landmarks are visible or
not, making the agent more flexible and robust.

4.4 Planning

Instead of reacting directly to observations, we
use a planning module in our workflow. It in-
volves long-term planning and short-term decision-
making. Specifically, long-term planning uses
reflected goal inference Rt

l , retrieved memory
Mt, and the old plan Pt−1 as input. It up-
dates the navigation plan at timestamp t Pt =
LLMplan(Pt−1, R

t
l ,Mt) by analysing the old plan

and breaking down the possible path into sub-goals.
The agent firstly analyses what stage does the old
plan has been carried out, and then synthesizes the
goal inference, retrieved memory and the connec-

5



Figure 4: Sample prompts and responses in the PReP workflow. In perception, a vision language model locates
the landmarks and estimates their distances to the agent. In reflection, the agent reflects on past memory, and gives
an estimate of the direction of the goal. In planning, the agent uses the output from reflection to update the plan.
Prompts have been simplified while retaining their original meaning. The full prompts are provided in Appendix G.

tion status to decide whether the plan should be
updated. If so, the agent updates the plan by pre-
dicting the possible route to the goal, and breaking
down the full route into few sub-goals like “move
[east] until [an intersection]”. After that, the short-
term decision maker translates the plan into action
αt = LLMaction(Pt, Et) based on the road con-
nections Et. The action αt means a move from
node vt to node vt+1, making the agent updates its
location and explore the goal in the environment.

5 Experiments

5.1 Experimental setup

We experimentally evaluated the performance of
the proposed agentic workflow on the simulated
urban navigation task described in section 3. We
use success rate (SR) and success rate weighted by
path length (SPL) to measure system effectiveness
and efficiency, respectively (Anderson et al., 2018).

All experiments were conducted on the same
four test sets in the four cities. Each test set have
100 different navigation tasks with different start-
goal pairs. Each start-goal pair is randomly chosen,
and sometimes it is in a location where no land-
marks are visible, making the task challenging. The
minimum number of steps required from the start-
ing node to the goal follows a normal distribution
with µ=30 steps and σ=10 steps. Because one step
translates to 50 meters on the map, it means the
average navigation distance is 1,500 meters. We
set the iteration limit as 2.5 times as the minimum
steps. If the agent moves more than the limited
steps, it is considered a failed task.

5.2 Main Evaluation

Comparison with existing methods that might
give a solution. We compared PReP with existing
language-based methods, including Code as Poli-

cies (CaP) (Liang et al., 2023), ProgPrompt (Singh
et al., 2023), Inner Monologue (IM) (Huang et al.,
2022), Chain of Thought (CoT) (Wei et al., 2022),
DEPS (Wang et al., 2023), and React (Yao et al.,
2022). These methods use well-designed prompts
adapted to our urban navigation task, and we pro-
vide the prompts for each method in Appendix G.
We also implemented two non-LLM baselines. The
‘random’ method selects a random direction from
the current connection each time. Reinforcement
learning (RL) method is modified from Mirowski
et al. (2018) and trained for 1 million steps in the en-
vironment to learn the policy for reaching the goal.
The perception module is the same for all methods.
All the language-based methods use GPT-4-turbo
as the base model, and all the hyper-parameters of
LLMs are the same for a fair comparison.

From Table 1, we clearly observe that PReP
yields the best navigation performance compared
with existing methods across all cities. We have
two key observations. First, the success rate of
Random is nearly 0, indicating the significant chal-
lenge of this task. Existing language-based meth-
ods have improved performance, suggesting that
LLMs possess the capability to navigate in cities
based on goal direction. Second, in Beijing, PReP
achieves an SR of 66.68% and an SPL of 48.25%,
significantly surpassing competing methods, in-
cluding DEPS (45% SR, 33.07% SPL) and Cap
(47% SR, 35.86% SPL). This pattern holds in the
other three cities, confirming PReP’s effectiveness.

Effectiveness of the proposed planning and re-
flection methods. We conduct ablation studies to
validate the effectiveness of the reflection and plan-
ning methods. The perception component remains
unchanged for all variants. Results are shown in
Table 1. ‘PReP’ represents the full PReP workflow,
which includes both planning and reflection. ‘w/o

6



Beijing Shanghai New York Paris

Methods SR(%) SPL(%) SR(%) SPL(%) SR(%) SPL(%) SR(%) SPL(%)

Random 1 0.49 1 0.68 0 0 2 1.38
RL(Mirowski et al., 2018) 13 9.42 13 9.15 8 6.63 10 7.58

CoT 43 31.47 28 19.68 9 6.68 11 7.29
IM 40 31.46 26 21.27 19 15.27 15 12.17

Progprompt 44 32.75 24 18.45 10 7.45 21 16.02
Cap 47 35.86 23 17.13 12 9.11 17 12.31

DEPS 45 33.07 28 20.52 17 13.87 24 18.95
React 41 31.28 25 17.32 8 6.07 11 7.82

w/o Reflection 47 35.02 27 20.08 20 14.45 18 13.49
w/o Planning 56 42.71 46 33.66 41 31.07 42 32.00

PReP (ours) 66 47.54 51 39.36 47 32.9 49 33.56

Table 1: Main results. We compare both LLM-free and LLM-based methods and perform an ablation study to
evaluate the proposed reflection and planning methods.

Reflection’ means the agent follows a plan to find
the goal, but does not reflect on memory or past in-
ferences. ‘w/o Planning’ means the agent receives
reflected goal inference and retrieves memory but
makes decisions without forming a long-term plan.
‘React’ can also refers to PReP without planning or
reflection, where the agent makes decisions based
only on perception.

The full system clearly performs best. For ex-
ample, on the Beijing test set, it achieves a success
rate 25%, 19%, and 10% higher than ‘React’, ‘w/o
Reflection’, and ‘w/o Planning’, respectively. This
indicates the necessity of having both steps in our
system. We also observe a larger performance drop
when reflection is removed compared to when plan-
ning is removed, suggesting that reflection plays a
critical role in cognitive map formation and navi-
gation performance improvement.

5.3 Further Analysis
Benefit of fine-tuning LLaVA over zero-shot
LLaVA. In Table 2, we compare fine-tuned LLaVA
with zero-shot LLaVA. Zero-shot LLaVA has much
poorer performance: on the Shanghai test sets, its
SR and SPL is 27% and 23% lower than its fine-
tuned version. It indicates that LLaVA does not
naturally recognize landmarks through street views.
But interestingly, zero-shot LLaVA still has 10+%
success rate. This can be explained by its 19% ac-
curacy, 6% precision, 93% recall, and 0.64$ IoU
(See Appendix D.1). In fact, zero-shot LLaVA has
good building detection capacity and assume that
most images contain landmarks, leading to a high
recall. Its precision is low (6%), but sometimes is
fine for the agent to find the goal.

We also compare with an oracle setting, where

the perception results are replaced with ground
truth directions and distances measured by GPS.
Compared with oracle results, fine-tuned LLaVA is
average 4% lower in SR and average 2.5% lower
in SPL, respectively. This is not a significant gap,
indicating the effectiveness of fine-tuning.

Comparing different LLMs. We use dif-
ferent LLMs to perform inference (blue boxes
in Fig.4). These models include GPT-3.5-turbo,
GLM-4 (Zhipu, 2024), Mistral-7B (Jiang et al.,
2023), LLaMA3-8B (Meta, 2024) and GPT-4-turbo.
From Table 3, we observe that GPT-4-turbo sig-
nificantly outperforms other LLMs without fine-
tuning. Moreover, we then use the question-
answering data generated by GPT-4-turbo to fine-
tune LLaMA3 (Zheng et al., 2024) (see Appendix
D.2). The fine-tuned LLaMA3 achieves perfor-
mance that was second only to GPT-4-turbo among
all models.

Impact of goal distance. We analyze whether
the distance between the goal and the starting point
has an impact on success rate. In Fig. 5a, we ob-
serve that the SR does not decrease a lot when the
goal is as far as 2 kilometers (40 - 50 steps) from
the starting point. Instead, the SR remains rela-
tively stable across various distances. The possible
reason is that the maximum number of iteration
limit increases as the distance increases, the agent
may fully explore the environment and find the goal
more easily. It may also suggest that the task diffi-
culty is not significantly correlated with distance,
but rather with the complexity of the road network.
Furthermore, in Fig. 5b, we study how the goal
distance affects the number of steps taken by PReP.
Basically the agent takes steps that is about 1.5
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Beijing Shanghai New York Paris

Methods SR(%) SPL(%) SR(%) SPL(%) SR(%) SPL(%) SR(%) SPL(%)

LLaVA 18 13.11 27 17.43 18 11.24 16 11.19
LLaVA-FT(Ours) 66 47.54 51 39.36 47 32.9 49 33.56

Oracle 70 53.17 54 40.41 52 34.03 53 34.71

Table 2: Comparisons among variants of the perception part

Beijing Shanghai New York Paris

LLMs SR(%) SPL(%) SR(%) SPL(%) SR(%) SPL(%) SR(%) SPL(%)

GPT3.5-turbo 33 21.62 17 10.87 10 6.04 14 9.08
GLM_4 36 23.78 21 18.16 20 17.75 22 18.41

Mistral-7B 8 4.22 3 2.15 2 0.86 9 4.7
LLaMA3-8B 32 19.65 15 10.63 16 11.51 18 12.73

LLaMA3-FT 45 31.3 36 22.38 23 17.95 27 18.33

GPT4-turbo 66 47.54 51 39.36 47 32.9 49 33.56

Table 3: Performance of PReP using different LLMs

Figure 5: Performance of PReP across varying task difficulties

times the minimum steps to reach the goal.

Impact of landmark visibility. When the agent
performs a navigation task, some nodes it passes
through can observe landmarks, while others can-
not. We study how landmark visibility impacts its
success rate. In Fig. 5c, it can be observed that
the success rate increases significantly with the in-
crease in the proportion of nodes along the path
where landmarks are visible. When more than 40%
of the nodes on the path can observe landmarks,
the success rate gradually converges, which might
suggest that such landmark visibility is adequate
to support the agent in accomplishing the naviga-
tion task. It is worth noting that in the Beijing test
set, the agent could identify landmarks in approx-
imately 50% of all nodes. In other test sets, this
percentage may drop to less than 20%. This may
have led to a significant higher success rate on the
Beijing test set compared to other test sets in Fig.
5a, indicating that successfully identifying land-
marks from the environment is a key factor for the
agent to navigate to the goal.

6 Conclusion

We propose an agentic workflow for goal-directed
city navigation without step-by-step language in-
structions or maps. The workflow includes a fine-
tuned LLaVA model for spatial perception, a mem-
ory module for synthesizing and reflecting percep-
tion results and retrieved memory, and a planning
module for navigation route planning. As our ap-
proach only requires training the visual perception
part, it is a more data-efficient solution compared
to RL methods. Owing to the well-designed reflec-
tion and planning part, the agent can perform the
long-term navigation task in complex environment
and achieves a success rate of about 54%. Further
experiments show that the agent performs well in 4
cities and various difficulty levels, demonstrating
robustness and flexibility. Our contributions not
only present an effective agentic workflow for us-
ing LLMs in goal-directed urban navigation, but
also validate the potential of LLMs for complex
spatial tasks.
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7 Limitations

Despite the advancements and innovative ap-
proaches in our work, there are several limitations
to consider. A notable challenge is the depen-
dence on powerful closed-source models, such as
GPT-4-turbo, for superior results. Although we
fine-tuned the open-source LLaMA-8B model, its
performance, while better than other LLMs, does
not reach half that of GPT-4-turbo. This high-
lights a significant gap. Future work should ex-
plore more effective fine-tuning strategies for open-
source models to enhance their capabilities, ensur-
ing our progress in urban navigation can be widely
adopted and further developed. Another issue is
the limited size of our test set, which may cause
fluctuations in the success rate. A larger and more
diverse test set could provide a more comprehen-
sive evaluation of the model’s performance and
robustness.
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A Ethical analysis

The data we collected is open access including
Baidu StreetViews API, Google Streetviews API
and Open Street Map, without privacy issues. Our
ethical analysis confirms that all data was gathered
in compliance with the code of ethics. We ensured
that no personally identifiable information was col-
lected, maintaining the anonymity and privacy of
individuals. By adhering to the ethical guidelines,
we avoid any potential privacy concerns and sup-
port the broader scientific community’s efforts to
build on and verify our work.

B Social impacts

Developing the LLM agent for goal-directed city
navigation has many positive social impacts. This
technology extends beyond navigation robots, pro-
viding invaluable help to the visually impaired by
enhancing their mobility and independence. Easier
navigation in urban environments can greatly im-
prove their quality of life and help them participate
more fully in society. Additionally, using this tech-
nology in disaster relief can save lives by helping
rescue teams navigate affected areas quickly and
efficiently. However, there are potential negative
social impacts to consider. Relying on AI for navi-
gation might decrease human spatial awareness and
problem-solving skills. To maximize the positive
impact and minimize negative consequences, it is
crucial to develop and implement this technology
ethically with strong safeguards in place.

C Datasets details

We collect data from central business districts
(CBDs) of 4 cities, which have a radius of a few
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kilometers. From this range, road network data are
extracted and discritized at intervals of 50 meters
forming the urban environment. Each node of the
road network is associated with the correspond-
ing street view images. The number of street view
images is equal to the degree of the node. Some fea-
tures of the dataset are shown in Tab.4. Specifically,
the selected area in Beijing is the Guomao CBD
area, with a radius of approximately 3 kilometers,
which includes a total of 1,134 nodes and 2,742
street view images, along with 10 landmark build-
ings. In Shanghai, the selected area is the Lujiazui
CBD area, also with the similar radius, containing
a total of 1,038 nodes and 2,366 street view im-
ages, along with 6 landmark buildings. While in
New York area is with 1140 nodes and 2568 related
street view images, Paris area have 1141 nodes and
2480 street view images, along with 10 and 6 land-
marks respectively. The landmarks chosen in the
dataset are well-known buildings with unique fea-
tures, such as the Oriental Pearl Tower in Shanghai
and the Effiel Tower in Paris. Street view images
are obtained from Baidu Map Street View API or
Google Map API, with a field of view of 90° and an
elevation angle of 20° for each image. The image
resolution is 1,024×512 pixels.

City Nodes Images Landmarks

Beijing 1134 2742 10

Shanghai 1038 2366 6

New York 1140 2568 10

Paris 1141 2480 6

Table 4: Dataset features.

D Additional Experimental Details

D.1 Fine-tuning LLaVA

The methodology for fine-tuning LLaVA uses the
LoRA (Low-Rank Adaptation) technique. This ap-
proach introduces trainable low-rank matrices to
simulate parameter updates, enabling rapid task
adaptation without significantly increasing model
complexity. We collected 250 images for each
of the 32 landmarks from the Internet or the
streetviews API, totaling 8,000 images. These im-
ages were manually annotated with the binary vis-
ibility and bounding box of each landmark. For
those images collected from API, we can easiliy
calculate the distance between the the landmarks
and the carema using the metadata. We split the

data into an 80% training set and a 20% test set.
Using these images, we generated dialogue data in
a question-and-answer format. The questions we
asked are as following step by step, aiming to form
a pattern of CoT to improve its understanding and
reasoning ability.

1. "Is the landmarki visible in the image?"

2. "The landmarki is visible in the image,
what’s the bounding box of it in the image?"

3. "The landmarki is visible in the image and
its bounding box is (xmin, ymin, xmax, ymax),
how far is it actually away from the camera?"

We generated about 30k turn dialogues to fine-
tune the llava-v1.5-7b. The fine-tuning process was
carried out on one NVIDIA GeForce RTX A100
GPU and took about 3 hours. The scripts to fine-
tuning is modified from the official repository 1

with the default parameters.
The outcome of this fine-tuning process is a

model that demonstrates remarkable accuracy in
landmark recognition and segmentation (see Ta-
ble 5). While the distance estimation is not very
accurate, the rough estimation results are still ef-
fective in subsequent navigation steps (see Fig 6).
The fine-tuned LLaVA model is essential for the
agent to perceive the environment and obtain goal
information.

Figure 6: The distance estimation results of fine-
tuned LLaVA.

D.2 Fine-tuning LLaMA3-8B
We are trying to transfer knowledge from a much
large model (GPT-4-turbo) to a small model
(LLaMA3-8B). The method involves using data

1https://github.com/haotian-liu/LLaVA
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Accuracy Precision Recall F1-Score IoU

LLaVA-base 0.1873 0.0576 0.9347 0.1072 0.6432
LLaVA-FT 0.9980 0.9868 0.9695 0.9779 0.9152

Table 5: The ability to recognize and segment landmark in the street view images.

generated during navigation with GPT-4-turbo to
fine-tune LLaMA-8B. We filter the successful sam-
ples from all the saved data and process them into
the ShareGPT format. To avoid data breaches, we
use data generated in Beijing to fine-tune LLaMA,
which is then tested in Shanghai, and vice versa.
The situation of New York and Paris is similar. We
generated about 20k dialogue turns for each city
dataset and fine-tuned LLaMA-8B using the LoRA
method with one NVIDIA GeForce RTX A100
GPU. This process took about 30 minutes using
the LLaMA-Factory tool 2. All parameters in the
fine-tuning process were set to default.

The results are shown in Table 4 in main content.
We see that while LLaMA3-8B performs similarly
to GPT-3.5-turbo in our task, it outperforms other
LLMs (except GPT-4-turbo) after fine-tuning. Al-
though there is still a gap compared to GPT-4-turbo,
increasing the amount of fine-tuning data may im-
prove its performance.

E Computational cost

The primary training cost is LLaVA fine-tuning,
which requires one NVIDIA GeForce RTX A100
GPU with 80G memory for approximately 3 hours
with 30k conversation data. Each request-response
cycle of the fine-tuned LLaVA on the same GPU
takes 6 to 8 seconds, while calling the LLM API
takes 2 to 5 seconds (varies among different mod-
els). Each iteration for an agent step takes about
12 seconds. In future we will work to optimize the
inference process.

F Case Study

We conduct a case study to illustrate the role of
reflection and planning (see Fig. 7). In this case,
the PReP agent deviates from the shortest path in
the beginning but still successfully reaches the goal.
Initially, the agent infers that the goal was located
to the east. However, as there was no direct path
to due east, the agent planned a detour: it first
heads northeast and then turns towards either east

2https://github.com/hiyouga/LLaMA-Factory/

or southeast. The agent continuously makes infer-
ences of the goal location each time it observes a
landmark along its route. When the agent cannot
perceive landmarks in the street views and lose the
goal direction, it can reflect on history memory in-
cluding the moving trajectory and goal inference,
and then anticipate the goal direction from current
position. When the agent moves in the deviate di-
rection, it can reflect its trajectory and re-plan the
right route.

G Prompt example for different methods

G.1 Prompt of Full PReP
Perception
Q:
Is the Beijing_Zhoxin_Building visible in the image?

A:
Yes. Its voc bounding box is the (0.58984, 0.46680, 0.63672, 0.72461)

of the image.↪→

Q:
The Beijing_Zhoxin_Building is visible in the image and its voc

bounding box is (0.58984, 0.46680, 0.63672, 0.72461). How far is
that place away from the camera?

↪→
↪→

A:
The Beijing_Zhoxin_Building is about 1600 meters away from the camera.

Reflection
Q:Here is your memory list in time sequence.
1. You were at (14, 14). You could move to ['Northeast', 'North',

'West', 'South'] from there. You chose to move to Northeast. You
then arrived at (15, 15).

↪→
↪→
2. You were at (15, 15). You could move to ['East', 'Northwest',

'Southwest'] from there. You chose to move to East. You then
arrived at (16, 15).

↪→
↪→
3. You were at (16, 15). You could move to ['West', 'East'] from there.

You chose to move to East. You then arrived at (17, 15).↪→
4. You were at (17, 15). You could move to ['West', 'East'] from there.

You chose to move to East. You then arrived at (18, 15).↪→
5. You were at (18, 15). You could move to ['Northeast', 'West'] from

there. You chose to move to Northeast. You then arrived at (19, 16).↪→
6. You were at (19, 16). You could move to ['Northeast', 'Southwest']

from there. You chose to move to Northeast. You then arrived at
(20, 17).

↪→
↪→
7. You were at (20, 17). You could move to ['Northeast', 'Southwest']

from there. You chose to move to Northeast. You then arrived at
(21, 18).

↪→
↪→
8. You were at (21, 18). You could move to ['Northeast', 'Southwest']

from there. You chose to move to Northeast. You then arrived at
(22, 19).

↪→
↪→
9. You were at (22, 19). You could move to ['South', 'East',

'Southwest', 'North'] from there. You chose to move to South. You
then arrived at (22, 18).

↪→
↪→
10. You were at (22, 18). You could move to ['North', 'South'] from

there. You chose to move to South. You then arrived at (22, 17).↪→
Summarize all your memory, what can you learn from it?

A:
In the past 10 steps, you primarily moved in a northeastern direction,

transitioning from (14, 14) to (22, 19), and then shifted to a
southern direction, moving from (22, 19) to (22, 17). Your journey
involved navigating through options that often included moving east
or northeast, with a recent change to north-south movement.

↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→

Q:
You are now at (22, 17). The first time you inferred the goal was at

(54, -26). The second time you inferred the goal was at (58, -25).
The third time you inferred the goal was at (19, -24). Now you
infer that the goal is in South 22 steps. According to all your
inferences, what are the goal coordinates most likely to be? What
is the corresponding goal direction from current position?

↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
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Figure 7: Case study. Here we choose three typical reasoning process in the whole navigation task where the
arrows show the direction of travel of the agent. The agent makes a long-term plan at location (1) so that it can
move consistently without moving back. At location (2), the agent cannot perceive landmarks in the street views
and infer goal direction, but it can reflect history memory and anticipate the goal position. At location (3) the agent
summarize its moving trajectory and find itself moving in the deviate direction, thus returning to the right route.

A:
"Thought_Q1": "To determine the most likely goal coordinates, consider

the reasonable inferences and ignore the outlier. The first
inference is (54, -26), the second is (58, -25), and the third is
significantly different at (19, -24). Ignoring the third inference,
I calculate the average of the first two coordinates: ((54 + 58)/2,
(-26 -25)/2) = (56, -25.5), which simplifies to (56, -26) as
coordinates are typically integers. Additionally, the current
position is (22, 17), and the latest inference suggests a southern
shift. Thus, moving 22 steps south from (22, 17) gives new
coordinates (22, -5). This inference is also an outlier when
compared to the other two reasonable estimations. Therefore, the
most probable goal coordinates considering the first two inferences
are (56, -26)."

↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
"Answer_Q1": "The goal coordinates are most likely to be (56, -26)."
"Thought_Q2": "To determine the direction of the goal (56, -26) from

the current position (22, 17), note the change in x and y
coordinates. The x-coordinate changes from 22 to 56, an increase of
34, and the y-coordinate changes from 17 to -26, a decrease of 43.
This indicates the goal is to the east and south of the current
position, specifically more towards the south. Thus, the goal is
southeast of the current position, but more towards the south."

↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
"Answer_Q2": "The goal (56, -26) is in Southeast (more towards south)

from current position (22, 17)."↪→

Planning
Q:
You are now at (22, 17). Your current connection includes ['North',

'South']. North is at (22, 18), Visited. South is at (22, 16),
Unvisited. The goal coordinates are most likely to be (56, -26).
The goal (56, -26) is in Southeast (more towards south) from
current position (22, 17). In the past 10 steps, you primarily
moved in a northeastern direction, transitioning from (14, 14) to
(22, 19), and then shifted to a southern direction, moving from
(22, 19) to (22, 17). Your journey involved navigating through
options that often included moving east or northeast, with a recent
change to north-south movement. The plan is ['1. Move South to head
directly towards the goal while exploring unvisited areas.', '2.
Continue moving South if the path allows, to make progress directly
towards the goal.', '3. Switch to East after making significant
southward progress to address the eastward component of the goal
location.']. Which step of the plan are you currently implementing?
According to all information above, should the plan be updated?. If
yes, show the new plan. According to your plan and current
connection, choose one in ['North', 'South'] as your next action.

↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→

A:
"current_state": "Step 1"
"yes_or_no": "No"
"action_reason": "Currently at an unvisited south connection, which

aligns with the plan to move directly towards the goal's more
southern location."

↪→
↪→
"action": "South"

G.2 Prompt of plain PReP
Q:
You are now at (22, 17). Your current connection includes ['North',

'South']. North is at (22, 18), Visited. South is at (22, 16),
Unvisited. Now you infer that the goal is in South 22 steps.

↪→
↪→
According to all information above, choose one in ['North', 'South'] as

your next action.↪→

A:
"action_reason": "Currently at an unvisited south connection, you

should explore the unvisited area."↪→
"action": "South"

G.3 Prompt of PReP without Reflection
Q:
You are now at (22, 17). Your current connection includes ['North',

'South']. North is at (22, 18), Visited. South is at (22, 16),
Unvisited. Now you infer that the goal is in South 22 steps. The
last plan is ['1. Move South to head directly towards the goal
while exploring unvisited areas.', '2. Continue moving South if the
path allows, to make progress directly towards the goal.', '3.
Switch to East after making significant southward progress to
address the eastward component of the goal location.'].

↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
Which step of the plan are you currently implementing? According to all

information above, should the plan be updated?. If yes, show the
new plan. According to your plan and current connection, choose one
in ['North', 'South'] as your next action.

↪→
↪→
↪→

A:
"current_state": "Step 1"
"yes_or_no": "No"
"action_reason": "Currently at an unvisited south connection, which

aligns with the plan to move directly towards the goal's more
southern location."

↪→
↪→
"action": "South"

G.4 Prompt of PReP without Planning
Q:
You are now at (22, 17). Your current connection includes ['North',

'South']. North is at (22, 18), Visited. South is at (22, 16),
Unvisited. The goal coordinates are most likely to be (56, -26).The
goal (56, -26) is in Southeast (more towards south) from current
position (22, 17). In the past 10 steps, you primarily moved in a
northeastern direction, transitioning from (14, 14) to (22, 19),
and then shifted to a southern direction, moving from (22, 19) to
(22, 17). Your journey involved navigating through options that
often included moving east or northeast, with a recent change to
north-south movement.

↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
According to all information above, choose one in ['North', 'South'] as

your next action.↪→

A:
"action_reason": "Currently at an unvisited south connection, you

should explore the unvisited area."↪→
"action": "South"

G.5 Prompt of CoT
Q:
You are now at (0, 0). Your current connection includes ['Northeast',

'Southwest']. Northeast is at (1, 1), Unvisited. Southwest is at
(-1, -1), Unvisited. Now you infer that the goal is in South 51
steps, East 51 steps. According to all information above, choose
one in ['Northeast', 'Southwest'] as your next action.

↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→

A:
"Thinking": "Starting at (0, 0), the inferred goal is located 51 steps

South and 51 steps East, which suggests a general Southeast
direction. The available movements are 'Northeast' and 'Southwest'.
Moving 'Northeast' to (1, 1) takes us further from the goal
directionally, as it increases both North and East coordinates.
Conversely, moving 'Southwest' to (-1, -1) also moves away from the
goal in terms of latitude but brings us closer longitudinally.
Given that both options initially seem counterproductive, the
lesser of two deviations would be 'Southwest', because it at least
aligns with the southern component of our goal's direction."

↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
"action": "Southwest"
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G.6 Prompt of InnerMonologue
Q:
Scene:
You are now at (0, -27). Your current connection includes ['Southeast',

'Southwest', 'Northeast', 'North']. Southeast is at (1, -28),
Unvisited. Southwest is at (-1, -28), Unvisited. Northeast is at
(1, -26), Unvisited. North is at (0, -26), Visited. Now you infer
that the goal is in South 14 steps.

↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
Planner:
Head towards (0, -48) by moving in the general direction of South when

possible.↪→
Accoding to all information above, should the plan be updated?. If yes,

show the new plan. According to your plan and current connection,
choose one in ['Southeast', 'Southwest', 'Northeast', 'North'] as
your next action.

↪→
↪→
↪→

A:
"Robot Thought": "Continue moving South to reach the goal at (0, -48)."
"Successful Action": "False"
"yes_or_no": "yes"
"new_plan": "Head towards (0, -48) by moving in the general direction

of South when possible. Since South is not directly available,
choose Southwest as the closest direction to South."

↪→
↪→
"action": "Southwest"

G.7 Prompt of ProgPrompt
Q:
You are now at (25, 4). Your current connection includes ['West',

'East']. West is at (24, 4), Visited. East is at (26, 4), Unvisited.
Now you infer that the goal is in Southeast 23 steps. The plan is:

↪→
↪→
def search_goal():

# 1: Move North because you can't directly move East\n
walk('North')
# 2: If you are at an intersection, you should move East because

the goal is in the East↪→
assert('at intersection')

else: walk('North')
walk('East')
# 3: If you are at an intersection again, you should move South

because you first move Northwhich deviates↪→
# from the goal in y-coordinate
assert('at intersection')

else: walk('East')
walk('South')

According to all information above, should the plan be updated?. If
yes, show the new plan. According to your plan and current
connection, choose one in ['West', 'East'] as your next action.

↪→
↪→

A:
"yes_or_no": "yes"
"new_plan":
"def search_goal():

# Since the goal is inferred to be at (45, -41) and the current
connection includes 'Southwest', 'East'.↪→

# 'Southwest' has been visited and does not lead closer to the goal
direction. 'East' moves closer in the x-↪→

# coordinate and is unvisited. Choose 'East' for exploration as it
aligns better with the goal's direction and↪→

# is unvisited.
walk('East')"
"action": "East"

G.8 Prompt of CaP
Q:
You are now at (12, 4). Your current connection includes ['Southwest',

'East']. Southwest is at (11, 3), Visited. East is at (13, 4),
Unvisited. Now you infer that the goal is in East 22 steps. The
plan is:

↪→
↪→
↪→
def search_goal():

# step 1: Move North until an intersection because you can't
directly move East↪→

while not get_to('intersection'):
walk('North')

# step 2: If you are at an intersection, you should move East
because the goal is in the East↪→

if get_to('intersection'):
assert can_go('East'), walk('North)
walk('East')

# step 3: If you are at an intersection again, you should move
South because you first move North which↪→

# deviates from the goal in y-coordinate
if get_to('intersection'):

assert can_go('South'), walk('East')
walk('South')
According to all information above, should the plan be updated?. If yes,

show the new plan. According to your plan and current connection,
choose one in ['Southwest', 'East'] as your next action.

↪→
↪→

A:
"yes_or_no": "yes"
"new_plan":
"def explore_unknown():

# step 1: Choose a direction from the current connections that
leads to an unvisited location↪→

if can_go(\'East\'):
walk(\'East\')

elif can_go(\'Northeast\'):
walk(\'Northeast\')

elif can_go(\'Southeast\'):
walk(\'Southeast\')

elif can_go(\'Southwest\'):
walk(\'Southwest\')"
"action": "walk(\'East\')"

G.9 Prompt of DEPS
Q:
You are now at (18, -8). Your current connection includes ['Southeast',

'Northwest']. Southeast is at (19, -9), Visited. Northwest is at
(17, -7), Visited.

↪→
↪→
Planner:['1. From the current location, move to the nearest unvisited

area by choosing a different direction;', '2. Continue moving in
this new direction as long as unvisited areas are available and it
brings you closer to the goal;', '3. If the goal is not found and
no further paths in the new direction are available, reassess the
position and plan further steps based on the remaining unvisited
areas.']

↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
According to all information above, should the plan be updated? If yes,

show the new plan. According to your plan and current connection,
choose one in ['Southeast', 'Northwest'] as your next action.

↪→
↪→

A:
"Descriptor": "I failed on step 1 'From the current location, move to

the nearest unvisited area by choosing a different direction'. I'm
now at (18, -8)." "Explainer": "It's because both available
directions, Southeast and Northwest, lead to previously visited
locations. I need to choose a new direction to find unvisited
areas."

↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
"yes_or_no": "yes"
"new_plan": ["1. From the current location, move to the nearest

unvisited area by choosing a direction not previously available; 2.
Continue moving in this new direction as long as unvisited areas
are available and it brings you closer to the goal; 3. If the goal
is not found and no further paths in the new direction are
available, reassess the position and plan further steps based on
the remaining unvisited areas."]

↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
↪→
"action": "Northwest"
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