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Abstract— We study the problem of sampling robot trajec-
tories and introduce the notion of C-Uniformity. As opposed
to the standard method of uniformly sampling control inputs
(which lead to biased samples of the configuration space), C-
Uniform trajectories are generated by control actions which
lead to uniform sampling of the configuration space. After
presenting an intuitive closed-form solution to generate C-
Uniform trajectories for the 1D random-walker, we present
a network-flow based optimization method to precompute C-
Uniform trajectories for general robot systems. We apply the
notion of C-Uniformity to the design of Model Predictive Path
Integral controllers. Through simulation experiments, we show
that using C-Uniform trajectories significantly improves the
performance of MPPI-style controllers, achieving up to 40%
coverage performance gain compared to the best baseline. We
demonstrate the practical applicability of our method with an
implementation on a 1/10th scale racer.

I. INTRODUCTION

Trajectory sampling is the task of generating “random”
robot trajectories from the set of all possible robot trajecto-
ries. Trajectory sampling plays a critical role in randomized
motion planning [1], model predictive control [2] and re-
inforcement learning [3]. In this paper, we consider basic,
but surprisingly understudied questions related to trajectory
sampling: what is a desired goal distribution for sampling
trajectories? How can we generate samples according to this
distribution?

To set the stage for our study, consider the most common
way of generating trajectory samples: by sampling robot
control inputs according to either uniform or Gaussian prob-
ability densities. This sampling strategy generates strategies
which are helpful for understanding where the robot would
be if random disturbances were applied to the input at
each time step. But they are not as helpful for generating
random trajectories to cover the robot’s configuration space
(C-space). As an alternative approach, one might instead
directly sample the C-Space but turning these samples into
trajectories is not straightforward (it is widely studied in the
context of probabilistic roadmaps [4], [5]). More importantly,
the distribution of the trajectories generated by this approach
would be unclear.

To make the case regarding sampling control inputs more
concrete, consider the simple example of a robot on the
line. In Figure 1, we show the distribution of a robot which
chooses between left, right and stay actions with equal
probability. The blue distribution shows the distribution of
the robot’s location after 30 steps. It is well known that
the probability distribution function (pdf) resulting from this
random walk strategy is Bernoulli (it is Gaussian if the
actions are chosen according to a Gaussian distribution).
Clearly, the distribution is heavily weighted around the mean

Fig. 1: Comparison of uniformly sampling the actions versus
C-Uniform trajectories for the 1-D random walk system (top
figure) and the Dubins car (bottom left vs. right). For the
Dubins car, note how long sharp turns are not generated by
uniformly sampling the control inputs (bottom left).

value and the likelihood of generating trajectories that visit
points away from the mean value is extremely low. For
example, an extreme trajectory which makes a sharp right
turn (involving k “right” actions) is generated with the
exponentially low probability of 3−k. It is worth noting
that such trajectories are not anomalies in motion planning
and show up often as part of optimal trajectories (e.g. for
the Dubins’ car) or from bang-bang controllers and can be
critical for optimality and safety.

For motion planning, it is desirable to generate trajectories
which equally weigh all reachable configurations. In this
paper, we introduce the notion of C-Uniformity where we
seek to generate trajectories with the following property: Let
L((t) be the set of configurations reachable by the robot in
time t. C-uniform trajectories are a collection of trajectories
such that, for each t, configurations in L(t) are sampled
uniformly at random. Figure 1 shows the distribution given
by C-Uniform strategies generated by our method for two
different systems: a one-dimensional random walker and a
two-dimensional Dubins vehicle. We note that the notion
of C-Uniformity is different than uniformly sampling the
configuration space where there is no notion of trajectory
and the goal is to generate configuration samples which
uniformly sample the C-Space.

It turns out that the need for C-Uniformity is widely
acknowledged in the literature. As an example, consider
the popular Model Predictive Path Integral (MPPI) method
which starts with a set of sampled trajectories which are
weighted according to a cost measure whose weighted sum
yields the control input. In the original MPPI method [6],
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the samples are generated using a Gaussian distribution over
the control inputs. These trajectories are clustered around
a mean trajectory as described above. When approaching
an obstacle, this centrality becomes a problem. As a result,
the community proposed variations such as log-MPPI [7] to
flatten the trajectory distribution. More recently, Jia et. al [8]
proposed using entropy as a measure of trajectory diversity.
Since the entropy is maximized when the distribution is
uniform, this metric would favor uniformity. In this paper,
we formalize this intuition as C-Uniformity and make the
following contributions:

1) We formalize the notion of C-Uniformity where a set
of trajectories sample the level-sets of robot trajectories
uniformly at random.

2) We show how to compute C-Uniform trajectories: For
the basic 1-D case, we derive a closed-form solution.
For the general case, we present optimization-based
solution which is formulated as a network-flow opti-
mization problem which can be solved in polynomial
time to find weights for control inputs which lead to
C-Uniformity.

3) To show the utility of our algorithm, we introduce a
new variant of the Stochastic Model Predictive Control
(SMPC) solution based on our trajectory sampling
strategy. We compare it against state-of-the-art variants
and demonstrate its effectiveness both in simulations
and on the F1Tenth racer platform.

II. RELATED WORK

Trajectory generation is a vast subject that lies at the
heart of stochastic processes [9], and control theory [10].
A big portion of these studies is focused on understanding
the behavior of a system whose evolution is governed by a
differential equation. Generating control input or actions to
generate trajectories with a desired property (e.g. optimality,
safety) is studied in the context of motion planning and
control. It turns out that controlling for the distribution of
trajectories over the entire C-space is relatively less studied.

The most related work in the motion planning context is
the uniform sampling of the C-Space [11]. In this work, we
are concerned with uniformly sampling the set of valid robot
trajectories. To do so, we incrementally build either explicitly
or implicitly through sampling, reachable level-sets of the
robot. Level-set based methods [12] rely on the dynamic
programming principle to generate all states which can be
reached within a given time (or number steps) limit. They
are heavily used for optimization-based motion planning and
reinforcement learning. The dynamic programming principle
(or the Hamilton-Jacobi equations) can be used to compute
actions that are optimal in some sense. In this work, our
goals is to generate actions which control the distribution
across the entire level set.

Calculus of variations [13] provides an alternative to level-
set/dynamic-programming based methods where we can dif-
ferentiate a cost-functional to improve a trajectory iteratively.
Such methods usually converge to local minima.

In recent years, model predictive control (MPC) methods
which combine the strengths of both approaches have be-
come increasingly popular [14]. In a nutshell, MPC methods
solve an associated optimization problem to generate a
trajectory, but rather than executing the entire solution, only
a first step is executed. After this step, the control loop
is closed by collecting measurements, updating states, and
resolving the optimization problem.

Our work is closely related to the Model Predictive Path
Integral version of MPC, which, in essence, replaces the
optimization step with an essentially exhaustive search-based
strategy. More specifically, in the optimization stage, a dense
sampling of trajectories is generated to compute the cost
functional.

The original MPPI paper samples the input according to
a Gaussian to generate the controllable distribution around
a baseline trajectory [6]. Follow up extensions include,
log-MPPI [7], which flattens the sampling distribution or
input-lifting strategies [15] to smoothen the input sequence
without using any external smoother. Alternative approaches
integrate external optimizations to guide MPPI trajectories
into feasible regions. For example, Stein Variational Guided
MPPI introduces mode-seeking optimizers to find optimal
distribution peaks and shift trajectory generation towards
those peaks [16]. Similarly, Risk-Aware MPPI utilises CVaR
optimization to produce safer trajectories [17], while PRIEST
uses projection techniques to ensure trajectories remain in
feasible regions [18]. Recent work combines MPPI and
auxiliary controllers to identify the possible catastrophic
cases and avoid them [19].

In this paper, we leverage our results on C-Uniformity and
present a new MPPI variant which uses C-Uniform sampling
to generate candidate strategies and show that it significantly
improves the performance of the resulting controller.

III. NOTATION AND PRELIMINARIES

We consider a robot system which evolves according to
the following state space model:

xt+1 = F(xt,ut) (1)

where x ∈ X ⊆ Rp, u ∈ U ⊆ Rq are the state
and control of dimensions with p and q, respectively. It is
also assumed that the system has the Lipschitz continuity,
meaning system responses to the state or input changes are
bounded and predictable. This assumption is used to predict
the forward propagation of the system. Throughout the text,
it is implicitly assumed that all control inputs are valid, i.e.,
u ∈ U .

A trajectory of length T is specified by an initial state x0

and control sequence U = (u0,u1, . . . ,uT−1). The resulting
trajectory is obtained by recursively applying F with inputs
xi and ui. We use the shorthand notation F (x0, U) to denote
the state arrived after applying the input sequence U .

We define a Level Set Lt as the set of all states x ∈ X
such that there is a control sequence U of length t with
x = F (x0, U).

We use the Lebesgue measure to quantify the size of sets
in the C-space. For a set A in the Euclidean space, the



d-dimensional Lebesgue measure is used to measure its d-
dimensional “volume”. For example, 1, 2 or 3 dimensional
Lebesgue measures correspond to length, area, and volume
respectively. For our purposes, since we will be sampling
the level-sets, it is helpful to consider each level-set to be
divided into small, disjoint regions of measure δ. Measurable
sets are obtained by taking the unions of these regions. We
assume that δ is small so that a Euclidean metric can be
used as a measure. For the rest of this paper, we denote the
Lebesgue measure by µ and refer to it simply as the measure.
The uniform probability distribution assigns the probability
p(∆) = µ(∆)/µ(L) to each measurable region ∆ (obtained
by taking the unions of small δ-regions.

The probabilities associated with level sets are computed
recursively as follows. Let L = Li and L′ = Li+1 be any two
consecutive level-sets and suppose we are given. Our goal
is to eventually assign p(x, u) for each x ∈ L and u ∈ U .
When these are given, the probabilities can be computed in
a straightforward manner:

p(x′) =
∑
x∈L

∑
u:x′=F (x,u)

p(x, u)p(x) (2)

To make these definitions concrete, consider the one
dimensional random walk with step size 1. After t steps,
the level set is the line segment L = [−t,+t]. Our goal is
choose control inputs such that for any subset of L of length
l, the robot is in this subset with probability l/L.

We are now ready to state the main problem studied in
this paper:

Problem 1 (C-Uniform-sampling): Given an initial state
x0, a system model (Equation 1) choose control action
probabilities p(x, u) for each state such that the probability
distribution associated with each level-set (Equation 2 is
uniform.)

IV. METHOD

In this section, we present our approach to generate C-
Uniform trajectories. We start with the one-dimensional basic
random-walk and present an analytical solution. Next, we
present our general optimization-based solution.

A. Solution for the one-dimensional case

In this section, we consider the following simple version of
the problem where the system evolves according to xt+1 =
xt + u∆t with u ∈ [−1, 1]. We take ∆t = 1 to simplify the
notation. Let ui, i = 1, . . . 2k+1 uniformly-sampled control
inputs such that |uiui+1| < δ where δ a desired level of
resolution for C-Uniformity.

Let L and L′ be two consecutive level-sets with n =
⌈µ(L)/δ⌉ and m = ⌈µ(L′)/δ⌉ regions. In this specific case,
m = n + 2k. We represent each region with a state that
corresponds to its mid-point.

The problem is now to assign p(xi, ui) to each cell in L
and its control input to achieve uniformity.

Consider the following control probabilities:

p(xi, u) = [n− i+ 1, 1, ...., 1, i]/m (3)

n = 5

m = 9

sum5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

9
9
9
9
9

5 1 1 1 1
4 1 1 1 2

3 1 1 1 3
2 1 1 1 4

1 1 1 1 5

× 1
9

Fig. 2: C-Uniform control inputs the case of n = 5 and
m = 9. Probabilities are obtained by dividing each entry by
9.

See Figure 2 for an example. In other words, the first (i.e.
leftmost state in L with i = 1) goes left with probability
n/m. The probability of the leftmost action reduces linearly
to 1/m as the state moves from left to right whereas the
probability of the rightmost action increases linearly. It can
be verified that this probability assignment is a valid solution
by checking:

(1) the control probabilities (the rows in Figure 2) add up
to 1: ∑

u

p(xi, u) = 1 ∀xi ∈ L

and they yield a uniform distribution for the L′:

p(x′) =
∑
x∈L

∑
u:x+u=x′

p(x, u)p(x) = 1/m ∀x′ ∈ L′

That is, the columns in Figure 2 add up to 1/m.
Therefore, if the level set L is C-Uniform, the control

probabilities given in Equation 3 will lead to a C-Uniform
distribution for L′. As a concrete example, Figure 2 shows
the distribution with n = 5, m = 5 + 2k = 9 where k = 2.
In this table form, the rows correspond to states in L and
columns correspond to states in L′. The total incoming flow
to each of the 5 nodes in level set L sums to 9, and the total
outgoing flow from each of the 9 nodes in level set L′ sums
to 5, hence uniformity is maintained. Note that, to obtain the
probabilities, these numbers should be divided by 9.

B. The general case

Fig. 3: Overview of approach: We generate level sets by
densely sampling control inputs and tiling δ-measure regions
over each level set. To compute the action probabilities, a
flow network is generated whose maximum-flow yields C-
Uniformity.

We now consider the problem of generating C-Uniform
control inputs for arbitrary systems. At a high-level, we
iteratively compute C-Uniform control inputs one level set



at a time. Suppose we have reached level set t and are
generating control inputs from level set t to t + 1. We will
use L and L′ to denote these level sets. First, we generate
a tiling of both L and L′ with disjoint δ-measure cells and
record control inputs, which take the robot from state x ∈ L
to x′ ∈ L′. The full algorithm is presented in Algorithm 1.
To compute the probability for the control inputs, we create
a flow network which has two layers corresponding to the
cells in L and L′, along with a source and a sink. See
Figure 3. Similar to the previous section, let n and m denote
the number of cells in these levels and p = m×n. From the
source node, there is an arc to each of the n nodes in the
first layer. Each edge has capacity 1. The arcs from layer 1
to layer 2 correspond to control inputs: there is an arc from x
to x′ if there exists a control input u such that x′ = F (x, u).
These arcs have capacity m. At the final layer, there is an
arc from each node to the sink with capacity n. The sink has
an outgoing node capacity of p.

Algorithm 1: C-Uniform
Input: C: Configuration space;
δ: Grid dimension for partitioning;
N : Number of time steps in a trajectory;
U : Set of actions;
∆t: Time step duration;
Output: (grid, action probability distribution) pair;

1 PartitionBoundedConfigurationSpace(C, δ);
2 G = {G[t]}Nt=0 where G[t] is the set of reachable cells

at time step t;
3 for each time step t = 0 to N − 1 do
4 E = [];
5 for each grid gt ∈ G[t] do
6 Sample n points in gt to obtain {xt,i}ni=1;
7 for each sampled point xt,i ∈ {xt,i}ni=1 do
8 for each action u ∈ U do
9 xt+1 ← f(xt, u,∆t);

10 Find gt+1 ∈ G[t+ 1] s.t. xt+1 ∈ gt+1;
11 E ← E ∪ {(gt, gt+1, u)};

12 Solve MaxFlow(G[t],G[t+ 1], E);
13 Compute Prob(gt, u) based on flowgt,u;

14 return (g,Prob(g, u)) pair;

We can now establish a 1-1 correspondence between the
maximum flow in this network and C-Uniformity:

Lemma 1: There exist C-Uniform control inputs between
levels L and L′ if and only if n ×m units of flow can be
transported by the flow network described above.

The lemma can be easily verified in both directions: If
p = mn units of flow is feasible, this means that each of
the m arcs into the sink is at full capacity n – establishing
uniformity. This in turn means that the n arcs from the source
node are also at full capacity m. Hence, each node in level
L must be pushing m units of flow. The action probabilities
p(x, u) can be obtained by dividing the outgoing flow by m.
Note that

∑
u p(x, u) = 1 since the total flow into the node

is m.

For the other direction, it can be verified that assigning
flow values according to the C-Uniform probabilities leads
to a flow of capacity p.

Figure 1 shows C-Uniform strategies obtained by sampling
according to the closed-form solution and the network-flow
based solution. Both solutions achieve C-Uniformity.

V. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we conduct experiments to demonstrate the
overall sampling performance of our C-Uniform sampling
method compared with the baselines . Specifically, we select
MPPI [6] and log-MPPI [7] as our baselines for the following
experiments since they focus on the distribution of the
trajectory sampling to generate trajectory rollouts without
external optimizers to modify the distribution.

A. Experiment setup

Vehicle Model. All following experiments are conducted
with similar settings. We model the vehicle as a Dubin’s car.
The kinematic model of the vehicle is expressed as Eq. 4. We
denote x = [x, y, θ] ∈ R3 as the vehicle’s state and u = ω
as the angular velocity.

ẋ = f(x, u) =

ẋẏ
θ̇

 =

v cos θv sin θ
ω

 (4)

Parameters. The general parameters for the following ex-
periments are set as follows. The time horizon is T = 3s, and
the time discretization for the forward system propagation is
∆t = 0.2s. We fix λ = 0.567 as the temperature parameter
for the MPPI methods and select different covariance values
Σu = {0.03, 0.1, 0.3} for different exploration behaviors,
labeling them as low, medium, and high in the tables,
respectively.

We define the costs of trajectories as Eq. 5.

ℓ(x) = ℓstate(x) + ℓobs(x)

ℓstate(x) = (xp − xgoal)
T (xp − xgoal)

ℓobs(x) =

{
inf if x ∈ O
0 otherwise

(5)

We denote ℓstate as the cost between the current state
position xp = (x, y) and the goal position xgoal = (x, y).
We define the obstacle cost as ℓobs(x), where O ∈ C defines
the obstacle in the configuration space.

Runtime and Space Complexity Analysis. While our
approach requires tiling δ-measure cells in the C-Space, we
do not need to explicitly create a grid for our approach.
Instead, we compute each cell’s indices on demand by
dividing state values by the grid size δ. The numbers of
reachable cells in the resulting level sets in experiments were
1, 8, 33, 99, 247, 517, 974, 1703, 2820, 4427, 6646, 9622,
13530, 18613, 25107, 33184. The total time it takes to assign
action probabilities for all level sets is about 14000 seconds,
using the platform Ubuntu 20.04, i7-7700K, and GTX 1080.

The runtime complexity of the algorithm is primarily
determined by the number of nodes and cubic runtime
complexity for solving max flow problem. Approximately,



TABLE I: Coverage Performance Comparison of MPPI, log-MPPI, and C-Uniform at Varying Sample Sizes

Number of
Sampled

Trajectories

Coverage Performance ↑

MPPI log-MPPI C-Uniform
Low Medium High Low Medium High

250 21 (0.09%) 86 (0.36%) 329 (1.37%) 74 (0.31%) 271 (1.13%) 674 (2.81%) 737 (3.08%)
500 23 (0.10%) 94 (0.39%) 356 (1.48%) 79 (0.33%) 345 (1.44%) 897 (3.74%) 995 (4.15%)
1000 26 (0.11%) 103 (0.43%) 410 (1.71%) 76 (0.32%) 390 (1.63%) 1140 (4.75%) 1382 (5.83%)
2500 28 (0.12%) 112 (0.47%) 529 (2.20%) 93 (0.39%) 470 (1.96%) 1420 (5.92%) 1851 (7.71%)
5000 27 (0.11%) 120 (0.50%) 584 (2.43%) 100 (0.42%) 525 (2.19%) 1637 (6.82%) 2271 (9.46%)

10000 29 (0.12%) 131 (0.55%) 653 (2.72%) 104 (0.43%) 568 (2.37%) 1838 (7.66%) 2578 (10.74%)

O
(∑T−1

t=0 n3
t

)
, where nt is the number of nodes at each

level set t. While the approach is computationally intensive,
these probabilities can be computed in advance and used
during execution without incurring any significant additional
computational load than uniformly sampling the inputs.

B. Coverage Analysis

We measure how many of those grid cells were covered by
the sampled trajectories from the baselines and C-Uniform.
We report coverage as the percentage of the total reachable
space. We summarize the comparison results for 2-second
long trajectories under different settings in Table I. The
results indicate that C-Uniform trajectories achieve up to
40% more coverage than the best baseline.

C. Environment with an Obstacle

Fig. 4: Comparison of the MPPI, log-MPPI and C-Uniform
for the suddenly appearing obstacle experiment. The obstacle
becomes visible after 1.0s of the robot movement (middle).
The baselines can not avoid collisions because their samples
lie inside the obstacle. In contrast, C-Uniform samples avoid
the obstacle by achieving a wider coverage, which allows for
successful re-planning (right).

In this experiment setting, we design an environment
where a circular obstacle will be visible after some time the
vehicle begins its movement. The obstacle position is also
selected uniformly in the interval [−robs, robs], where robs
is the radius of the obstacle. The initial and goal positions
remain the same across all methods. The number of sampled
trajectories is set to N = 500 for every method. Fig. 4
shows qualitative results of the superior adaptability of the
C-Uniform as the baselines failed to generate a feasible no-
collision trajectory.

In addition, Table II compares the baselines and our C-
Uniform sampling method under different obstacle appear-
ance times. The performance metric is the success rate
(SR) of the generated trajectories, where being successful
means that the method was able to generate no-collision
trajectory between the initial point and the goal location. For
each appearance time, the experiment contains 20 different
obstacle positions. The success rate was found by dividing
the number of successful runs by the total number of runs.

TABLE II: Success Rates for Varying Obstacle Appearance Times

Success Rate (%) ↑

Methods MPPI log-MPPI C-Uniform

Appearance
Time (s)

No. of
Trajectories

500 1000 500 1000 500 1000

Fully Visible 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
0.2 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
0.5 0.55 0.85 0.95 0.95 1.0 1.0
0.8 0.3 0.35 0.45 0.40 0.7 0.65
1.0 0.05 0.15 0.15 0.25 0.25 0.25

D. Cluttered Environments
In this experiment setting, we conduct experiments to

evaluate the performance of C-Uniform compared to two
baselines in cluttered and complex environments. Each envi-
ronment had multiple obstacles and a specific goal position.
We randomly pick 10 initial positions for each environment.
Similarly, we use Success rate (SR) as an evaluation metric
to assess the performance.

One run was considered successful if the vehicle com-
pleted the task by reaching the goal with no collisions. Based
on the environment size we set a time limit: if the vehicle
cannot reach to the goal position within the time limit, we
consider the run as a failure. Table III presents each method’s
success rate results with various sampled trajectories for two
environments. The generated trajectories with 1000 sampled
trajectories can be seen in Fig. 6.

The quantitative results show that our method has the
highest success rate for every scenario in these settings.
Log-MPPI also increased its performance for the rectangular
environment. On the contrary, the success rate for the U-
shaped environment remained the same with the change in
the number of sampled trajectories. In contrast to the non-
exploitative nature of the baselines, our method performs the



TABLE III: Success Rates for Various Complex Environments

Success Rate (%) ↑

Methods MPPI log-MPPI C-Uniform

No. of
Trajectories

Environments

U-Shaped Rectangular U-Shaped Rectangular U-Shaped Rectangular

500 0.1 (1) 0.1 (1) 0.1 (1) 0.4 (1) 0.8 (8) 1.0 (10)
1000 0.1 (1) 0.3 (3) 0.1 (1) 0.6 (6) 0.8 (8) 1.0 (10)
2500 0.1 (1) 0.3 (3) 0.1 (1) 0.8 (8) 0.8 (8) 1.0 (10)

best in these cluttered environments. Lastly, the results also
show that uniformity in the configuration space helps explore
the environment and leads to a solution, in this case, to the
goal position.

E. Real Experiments

We tested our algorithm and compared it against baselines
on the F1Tenth racer platform [20] in an environment with
three circular obstacles (Figure 5). Phasespace X2E LED
motion capture system was used for robot localization. We
conducted motion planning trials where we fixed the goal
position at location (4m, 0m) in the workspace. We sampled
initial locations from a small circle centered at (−2m,−2m).
The heading was chosen uniformly at random. For each
method (MPPI, Log-MPPI and C-Uniform), we ran 5 trials.
Figure 5 shows a representative from each method.

Overall, Log-MPPI and C-Uniform methods reached the
goal position in all trials. In contrast, MPPI had one unsuc-
cessful run, resulting in an obstacle collision. In addition,
we also noticed that C-Uniform was able to find narrow
paths better than the baselines MPPI and Log-MPPI. Even
though the average distances traveled by the vehicle with
each method were pretty similar, MPPI: 7.63m, Log-MPPI:
7.34m, C-Uniform: 7.67m, C-Uniform had the shortest
distances in two specific runs, with 7.03m and 6.93m,
respectively.
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Fig. 6: Performance comparison of MPPI, log-MPPI and
C-Uniform with 1000 number of sampled trajectories in
complex enviroments.

VI. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we sought to generate random trajectories
which uniformly sample the configuration space. For this
purpose, we introduced the notion of C-Uniformity where at
each time step k, the robot’s probability of being at a con-
figuration in the kth level set is uniform. We showed how to
generate control input probabilities to achieve C-Uniformity
by formulating a max-flow problem. We then introduced a
new version of the Model Predictive Path Integral controller
which uses C-Uniform control inputs to generate proposal
trajectories. Simulation and real experiments showed that C-
Uniformity yields superior controllers in terms of success
rate in environments with obstacles.

One of the drawbacks of our method is that it is compu-
tationally expensive. However, this is not a big detriment for
real-time operation since the control input probabilities can
be computed in advance. Furthermore, parallel processing
techniques can be utilized to speed up the computation. Our
immediate next step is to demonstrate real-time performance
in realistic environments. We will also work on further im-
proving sample efficiency by incorporating the environment
map and/or the sensor footprints into the computation of
control input probabilities.
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