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Abstract

We consider the problem of optimal path planning on a manifold which is the
image of a smooth function. Optimal path-planning is of crucial importance for motion
planning, image processing, and statistical data analysis. In this work, we consider a
particle lying on the graph of a smooth function that seeks to navigate from some
initial point to another point on the manifold in minimal time. We model the problem
using optimal control theory, the dynamic programming principle, and a Hamilton-
Jacobi-Bellman equation. We then design a novel primal dual hybrid gradient inspired
algorithm that resolves the solution efficiently based on a generalized Hopf-Lax type
formula. We present examples which demonstrate the effectiveness and efficiency of
the algorithm. Finally, we demonstrate that, because the algorithm does not rely
on grid-based numerical methods for partial differential equations, it scales well for
high-dimensional problems.

1 Introduction

The increasing relevance of autonomous vehicles has led to developments in technology to
maneuver them to their respective destinations. Simple models for modeling vehicle motion
(e.g. Dubins [16] and Reeds-Shepps cars [42]) have been developed and studied to determine
optimal paths. This problem is an instance of path planning problems. Path planning in
general has applications in motion planning [47], computer vision [40] and grid refinement
[41, 43]. In particular, path planning on manifolds is important in optics [22] and image
segmentation and vessel tracking [17].

Path planning using a PDE-based approach has been studied in various contexts includ-
ing vehicular motion [21, 32, 37, 38, 48, 49], isotropic motion [39], human walking paths
[35, 36], models for environmental crime [1, 8, 10] and robotics [5, 11] to list a few. PDE-
based optimal path planning arises naturally from the dynamic programming approach to
optimal control theory, wherein one defined a value function which satisfies a Hamilton-
Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) equation. The solution to this equation determines closed-loop feed-
back controls which are globally optimal. While recent work in path planning has been
exploring the use of deep learning and data-driven approaches [25, 46], the advantage of
working in this paradigm is that there are no black box elements and classical analysis of
PDE can provide theoretical guarantees regarding optimality and robustness.
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Solving the path planning problem in this approach means being able to solve the corre-
sponding HJB equation. Among the approaches to numerically solve Hamilton-Jacobi equa-
tions, important methods include the level-set method [33], fast-sweeping [23, 29, 34, 50],
and fast-marching schemes [51, 44, 45]. These methods rely on discretizing the spatial
domain and implementing finite differences to estimate derivatives. However, the computa-
tional complexity of these algorithms scales exponentially with spatial dimension, making
them infeasible in high spatial dimensions. In recent years, due to applications involving
high-dimensional control and differential games, variational methods which can compute the
solution to a PDE at individual points have attracted substantial interest. The authors
of [14] present a method for solving eikonal equations using the Hopf-Lax formula. Later,
similar methods were developed based on conjectural extensions of the Hopf-Lax formula to
state dependent Hamiltonians [12, 27].

In this paper, we propose a new formulation for computing optimal trajectories on mani-
folds via Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equations. Optimal trajectories can be resolved efficiently
by discretizing time only, and formulating a saddle-point problem for optimal state and co-
state trajectories similar to that presented in [27]. We design an algorithm for solving
the saddle-point problem inspired by the primal dual hybrid gradient (PDHG) algorithm
of Chambolle and Pock [9]. We specifically address path planning on manifolds which are
graphs of C1-functions, though with slight modifications it could likely be generalized to other
manifolds. Our algorithm is a novel modification based on preconditioning of PDHG [28].
This approach is compatible with the time-dependent formulation for stationary/moving
obstacles given in [37], and could account for a manifold which is evolving in time.

This manuscript is organized as follows: section 2 describes the mathematical formulation
of the problem; section 3 introduces the variational formulation of the problem and the
numerical methods which we design to solve it; section 4 presents some examples, results
and discussion; section 5 includes some brief concluding remarks.

2 Particle moving on a manifold

We consider the problem of minimal-time path planning on an n-dimensional manifold M
embedded in Rn+1 as the graph of a smooth function M : Rn → R. We denote points
on the manifold by (x, z) where x ∈ Rn is the variable parameterizing the manifold and
z = M(x) ∈ R. Suppose at time t = 0, a particle is at position (x0, z0) ∈M and an external
user seeks to steer the particle to position (xf , zf ) ∈ M in minimal time. We consider a
particle exhibiting isotropic motion in Rn so that the dynamics are controlled by a unit
vector a(·) ∈ Sn−1. This is pictured in Figure 1. We give a brief derivation of our model
here.

Fix a time horizon T > 0, and suppose the position of the particle projected down to Rn

is given by x : [0, T ]→ Rn, so that the particle’s position in Rn+1 is (x(t), z(t)) ∈M where
z(t) := M(x(t)) ∈ R. We fix an orientation on the manifold by defining the unit normal

ν =
(∇M,−1)√
1 + |∇M |2

.
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A trajectory along the manifold whose x(t)-coordinates are moving in the direction of a(t)
then has unit tangent vector

τ (t) =
(a(t), ⟨∇M(x(t)),a(t)⟩)√
1 + ⟨∇M(x(t)),a(t)⟩2

.

For brevity, we put

q(x,a) =
1√

1 + ⟨∇M(x),a⟩2
.

We assume that there is a speed function v : Rn× [0, T ]→ [0,∞) such that a particle which
is at x ∈ Rn at time t ∈ [0, T ] can move with local speed v(x, t). The equation of motion in
Rn is then

ẋ(t) = v(x(t), t)q(x(t),a(t))a(t)1x ̸=xf
(x(t)). (1)

Here the indicator function 1x ̸=xf
(x) is somewhat artificial. Including this in the dynamics

is a manner of forcing the particle to stop when the desired final point is reached. As we will
see shortly, it is also convenient because it allows us to formally derive the Hamilton-Jacobi-
Bellman equation for our optimal control problem without the use of boundary conditions,
which will be helpful for our numerics. We discuss this further in Section 3. The equation
of motion for the z-coordinate is then

ż(t) = ⟨∇M(x(t)), ẋ(t)⟩ .

However, one need not actually use this equation, since z(t) can simply be defined by z(t) =
M(x(t)).

As stated above, the goal of the controller is to steer the particle to (xf , zf ) in minimal
time. To model this mathematically, we consider a controller who seeks to minimize the cost
functional

C[x(·),a(·)] = ιxf
(x(T )) +

∫ T

0

1x ̸=xf
(x(t))dt (2)

Figure 1: A particle traveling on a manifold, and its projection down to Rn (represented by
the plane). Here x(t) is the red dot and (x(t), z(t)) is the black dot. The red arrow is the
control variable a(t), which is a direction vector in Rn. This choice of a(t) induces a motion
(black arrow) along the manifold.
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where

ιxf
(x) =

{
0, x = xf ,

+∞, otherwise,
(3)

is the convex indicator function of the final point xf . Intuitively, using the convex indicator
as the exit cost in (2) ensures that no path which fails to reach xf will be optimal. Using
the indicator function 1x ̸=xf

(x) as the marginal running cost ensures that running cost is
merely time spent traveling, and will stop counting when the final point is reached. Thus
the optimal cost value is simply the minimal travel time.

To use the classical dynamical programming approach of Richard Bellman [3], we fix a
point (x, t) ∈ Rn × [0, T ), define the value function u(x, t) to be the optimal remaining cost
incurred by a trajectory x(·) which is at position x at time t. That is, u : Rn × [0, T ] → R
is defined

u(x, t) = inf
a(s)∈Sn−1

t≤s≤T

Cx,t[x(·),a(·)] (4)

where Cx,t is the same cost functional as before but restricted to the time interval [t, T ] and
to trajectories which are at position x at time t.

Formally, applying the dynamic programming principle, one sees that the value function
is the solution of the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) equation

ut + 1x ̸=xf
(x) inf

a∈Sn−1

{
v(x, t)q(x, a) ⟨a,∇u⟩+ 1

}
= 0, (x, t) ∈ Rn × [0, T )

u(x, T ) = ιxf
(x), x ∈ Rn.

(5)

The derivation of the HJB equation—as well as a discussion of viscosity solutions for Hamilton-
Jacobi equations [13]—is included in several references with varying levels of rigor [4, 6, 20,
26]. Ordinarily, this equation would be paired with a boundary condition that u(xf , t) = 0
for all time 0 ≤ t ≤ T . Formally, since u(xf , t) = 0 and ut = 0 at xf due to the indicator
function, our solution will satisfy this boundary condition. We use the indicator function
in (5), because our numerical methods are more amenable to problems with no boundary
conditions. We employ a smooth approximation to this indicator function below.

In much of the ensuing discussion, we use the variable p ∈ Rn as a proxy for the gradient
∇u. We define the Hamiltonian

H(x, p, t) = inf
a∈Sn−1

{
v(x, t)q(x, a) ⟨a, p⟩+ 1

}
(6)

The HJB equation is most easily utilized when the Hamiltonian can be evaluated explicitly
(that is, when the infimum in (6) can be resolved explicitly) and this is possible in our case.

Theorem 2.1. Equation (5) is equivalent to

ut − 1x ̸=xf
(x)H(x,∇u, t) = 0,

u(x, T ) = ιxf
(x),

(7)

where the Hamiltonian is given by

H(x, p, t) = v(x, t)

√
pT
(
I − ∇M(x)∇M(x)T

1 + |∇M(x)|2

)
p− 1. (8)
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Moreover, the matrix I − ∇M(x)∇M(x)T

1+|∇M(x)|2 is symmetric and positive definite (uniformly in x as

long as ∇M(x) is bounded), and as such H(x, p, t) is convex in p.

Proof. For the sake of the minimization in (6), we can fix x, p (and thus ∇M), at which
point the derivation of the Hamiltonian boils down to minimizing

f(a) =
⟨p, a⟩√

1 + ⟨∇M,a⟩2
such that |a|2 = 1.

This is a relatively straightforward, if long and tedious, task so we relegate it to Appendix
A and accept here that (8) is correct.

Given this, for the remainder of the manuscript, we define

A(x) = I − ∇M(x)∇M(x)T

1 + |∇M(x)|2
. (9)

From this formula, it is clear that A(x) is symmetric. Because it is a rank 1 perturbation
of the identity, we can explicitly see that the eigenvalues are given by λ1 = 1 which has as
eigenvectors the set of all vectors orthogonal to ∇M(x) and thus has multiplicity n − 1 in
dimension n, and λ2 = 1

1+|∇M(x)|2 with eigenvector ∇M(x). Thus, A(x) is positive definite

(uniformly in x when ∇M(x) remains bounded) and
√
pTA(x)p defines a norm on vectors

p. It follows that the Hamiltonian (8) is convex in p.

This equation admits a unique viscosity solution that is related to the distance function
on a Riemannian manifold [31]. We note that in the case that the surface is flat so that
∇M ≡ 0, we have

H(x, p, t) = v(x) |p| − 1 (10)

so our equation reduces to the standard Eikonal equation. With our definition for the matrix
A(x) in (9), we will henceforth write our Hamiltonian (8) as

H(x, p, t) = v(x, t)
√
pTA(x)p− 1 (11)

3 Numerical Approach

In this section, we will discuss the numerical methods we use to efficiently solve this prob-
lem. To do this, we first mention in Section 3.1 the representation formula that is used to
obtain a numerical solution. Section 3.2 will explain the splitting algorithm that is used
to approximately solve the requisite saddle-point problem. and Section 3.3 will provide a
theoretical justification for the choice of our initialization.

3.1 A Generalized Hopf-Lax Formula

We consider the value function for a generic optimal control problem given by

u(x, t) = inf
x(·),a(·)

{
g(x(T )) +

∫ T

t

r(x,a, s)ds : x(t) = x, ẋ = f(x,a, s) on (t, T ]

}
. (12)
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Here g and r represent the terminal cost and running cost, respectively. Under mild condi-
tions on the data u(x, t) is the viscosity solution of the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation
ut +H(x,∇u, t) = 0 subject to the terminal condition u(x, T ) = g(x), where H is given by
H(x, p, t) = infα{⟨p, f(x, a, t)⟩+r(x, a, t)} [18, 20]. As in [27, 37], we make the time-reversing
substitution t 7→ T − t, to arrive at a forward-in-time HJB equation

ut + Ĥ(x,∇u, t) = 0,

u(x, 0) = g(x).
(13)

Here Ĥ(x, p, t) = −H(x,−p, T − t) and the solution of (13) is the time-reversed version of
the value function defined in (12). In an abuse of notation, we drop the hat and also do not
rename u.

In the case where the Hamiltonian is time- and state-independent, the classical Hopf-
Lax formula provides a representation of the value function at individual points (x, t) in
terms of a minimization problem [19, Chap. 3]. The authors of [12] present a conjectural
generalized Hopf-Lax formula for time- and state-dependent Hamiltonians, which essentially
boils down to optimizing (12) over all bi-characteristic state curves x(s) and costate curves
p(s) = ∇u(x(s), s). While the specific conjecture of [12] applies to C2 Hamiltonians which
are convex in p and convex, coercive initial data, they specifically address the case of so-
called level set equations [33], wherein the Hamiltonian is positively homogeneous of degree
1 in p, and prove that for small time this formula can represent the viscosity solution.
Likewise, the authors of [27] propose a discrete approximation of (12), which again, is merely
conjectured to approximate the viscosity solution of (13), though they provide solid empirical
evidence, which is corroborated by [37], that their discrete formulation can indeed represent
the viscosity solution of eikonal-type equations.

For the sake of completeness, we derive a discrete saddle-point formulation of (12) very
similar to those presented in [27, 37]. Fixing J ∈ N, we use a uniform discretization of (t, T ]
with step size ∆t = (T − t)/J and let xj denote the discrete approximation of x(tj), and aj
denote the control action at tj for j = 0, 1, . . . , J where tj = t+ j∆t. We then discretize the

dynamics with backward Euler: ẋ ≈ x(t)−x(t−∆t)
∆t

. Letting fj = f(xj, aj, tj), rj = r(xj, aj, tj)
and introducing Lagrange multipliers pj on the constraints, we obtain

u(x, t) = inf
x,a

{
g(x(T )) +

∫ T

t

r(x,a, s)ds : x(t) = x, ẋ = f(x,a, s), s ∈ (t, T ]

}
≈ inf

xj ,aj
sup
pj

{
g(xJ) +

J∑
j=1

∆trj +
J∑

j=1

⟨pj,∆tfj + xj−1 − xj⟩

}

= inf
xj

inf
aj

sup
pj

{
g(xJ) +

J∑
j=1

⟨pj, xj−1 − xj⟩+∆t
J∑

j=1

(
⟨pj, fj⟩+ rj

)}
.

6



Operating formally, we then interchange the infimum in aj with the supremum in pj to obtain

u(x, t) ≈ inf
xj

sup
pj

{
g(xJ) +

J∑
j=1

⟨pj, xj−1 − xj⟩+∆t

J∑
j=1

inf
aj

(
⟨pj, fj⟩+ rj

)}

= inf
xj

sup
pj

{
g(xJ) +

J∑
j=1

⟨pj, xj−1 − xj⟩+∆t

J∑
j=1

H(xj, aj, tj)

}

Finally, we apply the backwards in time substitution t 7→ T − t (and let xj and pj now
represent time-reversed trajectories) to arrive at

u(x, t) ≈ inf
xj

sup
pj

{
g(x0) +

J∑
j=1

⟨pj, xj − xj−1⟩ −∆t

J∑
j=1

H(tj, xj, pj)

}
, (14)

which is the discretized version of (12). We point out the formal similarity with the classical
Hopf-Lax formula [19, Chap. 3] in the case that H(x, p, t) = H(p):

u(x, t) = inf
x0∈Rn

{
g(x0) + tH∗

(
x− x0

t

)}
= inf

x0∈Rn
sup
p∈Rn

{g(x0) + ⟨p, x− x0⟩ − tH(p)}.

Above H∗ is the convex conjugate of H (which we expand in the second equality). This
formula likewise provides the solution of the Hamilton-Jacobi equation at a single point in
the form of a saddle-point problem. The key difference is that when the Hamiltonian is
time- and space-independent, the co-state characteristics are straight lines, which is why the
minimization and maximization take place over single values (in essence the starting point
of the state trajectory and ending point of the co-state trajectory), as opposed to taking
place over the entire discretized trajectory as in (14).

Swapping the order of optimization to arrive at (14) is licit under certain convexity
conditions (e.g., the hypotheses of von Neumann’s Minimax Theorem [52]). In general, we
don’t necessarily expect our data to satisfy these conditions. but conjecture, as in [12, 27,
37, 39] that (14) can still represent the viscosity solution of (7).

Stacking all state vectors into a single vector x̃ = (xT
0 , x

T
1 , . . . , x

T
N)

T and likewise for
costate vectors, (14) can be written like

u(x, t) ≈ min
x̃∈R(J+1)n

max
p̃∈R(J+1)n

{
G̃(x̃) + ⟨p̃, Dx̃⟩+ H̃(x̃, p̃, t̃)

}
, (15)

where n is the dimension of the state space, D is the matrix which accomplishes the back-
wards difference xj − xj−1 in (14), H̃(x̃, p̃, t̃) is the discrete approximation to the integral
along the path given in (14), and G(x̃) = g(x0). We write it in this form to demonstrate that
this expresses u(x, t) as the solution to a saddle-point problem very similar to the type of
general saddle-point problem considered by Chambolle and Pock [9] in their seminal paper
where they introduce the Primal Dual Hybrid Gradient (PDHG) algorithm. Inspired by this,
we design a PDHG type algorithm to approximate (15).
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3.2 A PDHG Algorithm for (15)

The original PDHG algorithm [9] allows for efficient solution to certain saddle-point prob-
lems. The algorithm was specifically designed for problems of the form (15) where H̃(x̃, p̃, t̃)
is state-independent, but has been successfully applied by [27, 37, 39] to problems with
state-dependent Hamiltonian. For our particular case, we make one final simplification be-
fore designing our PDHG-type algorithm.

For the HJB equation (7), (14) can be written

u(x, t) ≈ inf
{xj}

sup
{pj}

{
g(x0) +

J∑
j=1

⟨pj, xj − xj−1⟩

−∆t
J∑

j=1

1x ̸=xf
(xj)(v(xj, tj) ⟨pj, A(xj)pj⟩ − 1)

} (16)

For reasons that will be elucidated shortly, it will be convenient to make a change of variables
in the costate variable. Specifically, because A(x), as defined in (9), is symmetric and positive
definite (uniformly in x so long as ∇M(x) is bounded), we have a Cholesky factorization
A(x) = L(x)L(x)T where L(x) is lower triangular with positive diagonal elements. Defining
wj = L(xj)

Tpj, we see

u(x, t) ≈ inf
{xj}

sup
{wj}

{
g(x0) +

J∑
j=1

〈
wj, L(xj)

−1(xj − xj−1)
〉

−∆t
J∑

j=1

1x ̸=xf
(xj)(v(xj, tj) |wj| − 1)

}
.

(17)

Roughly speaking, the PDHG algorithm operates by alternating between maximization
in p (or w) and minimization in x. A convenient facet of our saddle point problems is that if
{pj} is fixed, the minimization with respect to {xj} in (16) can be entirely de-coupled and
solved to the individual vectors xj. Likewise, if {xj} is fixed, the maximization over {wj} in
(17) can be performed separately for each wj. Thus, we numerically solve our saddle point
problem using Algorithm 1.

Because it has bearing here and will be useful later, we recall the definition of the proximal
operator.

Definition 3.1. Suppose f : Rn → R is a proper, convex, and lower semi-continuous func-
tion. Then for each y ∈ Rn, we define the proximal operator of f by

proxf (y) = argmin
x∈Rn

{
f(x) +

1

2
|x− y|2

}
Using this notation, the Algorithm 1 essentially boils down to iterating

wk+1
j = proxσ∆tH(xk

j ,(L(x
k
j )

T )−1( · ),tj)(β
k
j ),

pk+1
j = (L(xk

j )
T )−1wk+1

j ,

xk+1
j = prox−τ∆tH( · ,pk+1

j ,tj)
(νk

j ),

(18)
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where βk
j , ν

k
j are as defined in Algorithm 1. One of the key issues of implementing this

algorithm directly is that these proximal operators do not in general admit solutions which
can be explicitly resolved as simple formulas of the data. The reason that we make the change
of variables is that the minimization which defines wk+1

j can now be explicitly resolved in
the case of our particular Hamiltonian. We see

wk+1
j = max

(
0, 1−

σ∆t1x ̸=xf
(xk

j )v(x
k
j , tj)∣∣βk

j

∣∣
)
βk
j

where βk
j = wk

j + σL(xk
j )

−1(zkj − zkj−1).

(19)

This formula comes from the proximal operator of the Euclidean norm; derivations can be
found in [2, 37].

While this explains why we make the change of variables, the choice of the Cholesky
factorization perhaps deserves some justification. The calculations are similarly simplified
using any factorization of the form A(x) = L(x)L(x)T , and it may seem more natural at first
blush to instead take L(x) to be the positive square root of A(x). However, for the sake of
computation, this is actually inadvisable. We note that A(x)→ I as ∇M(x)→ 0. Because
we need to invert the factor matrix L(x) in Algorithm 1, we would like L(x) to respect this
limit as well. That is, we want a factorization A(x) = L(x)L(x)T such that L(x) → I as
∇M(x) → 0. This is true of Cholesky factorization, as can be seen in the 2-dimensional
case, where ignoring the prefactor 1/(1 + |∇M |2), we have

[
1 +M2

y −MxMy

−MxMy 1 +M2
x

]
=

[√
1 +M2

y 0
−MxMy√

1+M2
y

√
1+|∇M |2
1+M2

y

]√1 +M2
y

−MxMy√
1+M2

y

0
√

1+|∇M |2
1+M2

y

 . (20)

By contrast, any factorization based on the eigenvectors of A(x) (one of which is ∇M(x))
will degenerate as ∇M(x) → 0. This is seen, for example, in the 2-dimensional case if we
use the positive square root:[

1 +M2
y −MxMy

−MxMy 1 +M2
x

]
=

(
1

|∇M |2

[
M2

x + αM2
y (α− 1)MxMy

(α− 1)MxMy αM2
x +M2

y

])2

where α =
√
1 + |∇M |2. In this case, the factor matrix is not well-defined in the limit as

∇M(x)→ 0, since the matrix of eigenvectors is normalized by the factor 1/ |∇M(x)|.
To reiterate, using the factorization A(x) = L(x)L(x)T ensures that the minimization

for wk+1
j (and thus the resolution of pk+1

j ) in Algorithm 1 is entirely explicit, in that we
can write down the formula for the minimizer. Except in extremely simple cases (such as
v(x, t) = 1 and ∇M(x) = 0), we will not be able to resolve the minimization for xk+1

j

explicitly. Accordingly, we need some approximation of the minimizer.

3.3 Approximating the minimizer for xk+1
j

The problem of resolving the proximal operator which defines xk+1
j in (18) is also encountered

in [27, 37, 39]. Because it cannot be resolved explicitly, the authors suggest using a few steps

9



Algorithm 1 Splitting Method for (14)

Given a point (x, t) ∈ Rd × (0, T ), a Hamiltonian H, an initial data function g, a
time-discretization count J , a max iteration count K, an error tolerance TOL, and PDHG
parameters σ, τ > 0 and κ ∈ [0, 1], we approximately solve (14) as follows:

Set x1
J = x, w1

0 = 0, and ∆t = t/N , tj = j∆t. Initialize {x0
j}J−1

j=0 , {p0j}Jj=1 randomly, and set
{z0j } = {x0

j}, {w0
j} = {p0j}

for k = 0 : K do
wk+1

0 = 0, pk+1
0 = 0

for j = 1 : J do
βk
j = wk

j + σL(xk
j )

−1(zkj − zkj−1)

wk+1
j = argminw̃{σ∆tH(xk

j , (L(x
k
j )

T )−1w̃, tj) +
1
2
|w̃ − βk

j |2}
pk+1
j = (L(xk

j )
T )−1wk+1

j

end for
xk+1
0 = argminx̃{τg(x̃) + 1

2
|x̃− (xk

0 + τpk+1
1 )|2 (note: pk+1

0 = 0)
for j = 1 : J − 1 do
νk
j = xk

j − τ(pk+1
j − pk+1

j+1)

xk+1
j = argminx̃{−τ∆tH(x̃, pk+1

j , tj) +
1
2
|x̃− νk

j |2}
end for
xk+1
J = x

for j = 0 : J do
zk+1
j = xk+1

j + κ(xk+1
j − xk

j )
end for
change = max{|xk+1 − xk|, |pk+1 − pk|}
if change < TOL then
stop iteration

end if
end for
u = g(x0) +

∑N
j=1⟨p, xj − xj−1⟩ −∆tH(xj, pj, tj)

return u; the approximate value of the solution at the point (x, t)
return {xk+1

j }; an approximation of the optimal trajectory

return {pk+1
j }; an approximation of the optimal costate trajectory (from which optimal

control values can be computed)

of gradient descent. In our case, letting HM(x) denote the Hessian of M(x), and suppressing
dependence on x, we see

∇x

(√
pTAp

)
=

(pT∇M)2HM∇M − (1 + |∇M |2)(pT∇M)HMp√
pTAp

(
1 + |∇M |2

)2 . (21)

10



Thus, looking at (7), we see

∇x

(
1x ̸=xf

(x)H(x, p, t)
)
= ∇x

(
1x ̸=xf

(x)
(
v(x, t)

√
pTA(x)p− 1

))
=
(
v(x, t)

√
pTA(x)p− 1

)
∇x

(
1x ̸=xf

(x)
)

+ 1x ̸=xf
(x)
√
pTA(x)p ∇xv(x, t)

+ 1x ̸=xf
(x)v(x, t)∇x

(√
pTA(x)p

)
.

(22)

We can then initialize xk+1
j however we like (we use xk

j ), and run a few iterations of

xk+1
j ← xk+1

j − η
(
−τ∆t∇x

(
1x ̸=xf

(xk+1
j )H(xk+1

j , pk+1
j , tj)

)
+ (xk+1

j − νk
j )
)

(23)

where η > 0 is the gradient descent rate. A similar but much simpler formula could be
used to approximate xk+1

0 in Algorithm 1, or depending on g(x), there may be an explicit
formula (in our case, since g(x) = ιxf

(x) is the convex indicator of the xf , we trivially have

xk+1
0 = xf ). One last note regarding the indicator function 1x ̸=xf

: in order to use (22), one
needs to approximate this indicator function with a smooth function such as

1x ̸=xf
(x) ≈ 1− e−B|x−xf |2 (24)

for a large constant B. Alternatively, one could deal with this by separately checking if
x = xf is the minimizer when updating xk+1

j , in which case the indicator function can be
replaced by 1 in (22). We found that convergence of the algorithm was faster (both in terms
of clock time and iteration count) when a smooth approximation is used. This approximation
is also used in (19).

Empirically, as näıve as this may seem, it works surprisingly well: both [27, 39] report that
a single step of gradient descent at each iteration is sufficient for their purposes. However, in
our case, the computation of the gradient in (22) is among the most computationally costly
operations during each iteration in Algorithm 1, so to increase efficiency (in terms of clock
time), one may employ the even simpler approximation

xk+1
j = prox−τ∆tH( · ,pk+1

j ,tj)
(νk

j ) ≈ νk
j . (25)

If pk+1
j has already converged so that it is held constant with respect to the iteration count k,

then this amounts to resolving xk+1
j via fixed point iteration on the proximal operator which

is known to converge via the Kranosel’skĭı-Mann theorem [15, 24, 30]. So there is reason to
believe that after many iterations, this will be a good approximation. That being said, we
would still like to quantify the error. In order to do so, we lay out some assumptions for
v(x, t) and M(x).

(A1) M(x) is C2-smooth with bounded, Lipschitz continuous Hessian HM ;

(A2) v(x, t) is C1-smooth, bounded from above and below by positive constants, has bounded,
Lipschitz continuous gradient.

11



We can then bound the error in the approximation (25) as follows.

Theorem 3.1. Fix p, ν ∈ Rn, t,∆t > 0. Assume that M(x) and v(x, t) satisfy (A1) and
(A2) respectively, and take H(x, p, t) as defined in (11). Then for τ > 0 small enough, there
exists x ∈ Rn such that

x = prox−τ∆tH( ·,p,t)(ν)

is uniquely determined and satisfies

|x− ν| ≤ τ∆t |p|
(
|∇v(x, t)|+ 2 |v(x, t)| ∥HM(x)∥

)
. (26)

Remark 3.1. In essence, (26) states that as long as pk+1
j remains bounded, assumptions

(A1) and (A2) ensure that, all else remaining equal, the approximation of xk+1
j given by (25)

can be made arbitrarily accurate by decreasing τ and/or ∆t. In particular, by decreasing τ ,
one may ensure that the error in this approximation is on the order of ∆t, the same as the
error induced by the backward Euler time discretization used in the derivation of (14). We
note that under (A1) and (A2), (26) can be written |x− ν| ≤ Cτ∆t |p| if desired. Also, it
is likely that the assumptions could be relaxed slightly (for example, to allow for v,∇v,∇M
and HM to be merely bounded on compact sets); for brevity, we only include this strong set
of sufficient conditions.

Proof. If p = 0, the result is trivial since x = ν is the minimizer. We assume p ̸= 0. Writing
out the proximal operator for our Hamiltonian and ignoring constants, we see

x = argmin
x∗∈Rn

{
−τ∆tv(x∗, t)

√
pTA(x∗)p+

1

2
|x∗ − ν|2

}
. (27)

Given (A1) and (A2), the function −v(x, t)
√
pTA(x)p is semiconvex with a linear modulus

[7, Proposition 2.1.2], meaning that for τ small enough the function being minimized in
(27) is strongly convex and there is a unique minimizer. The minimum in (27) occurs at a
point where the gradient of the function being minimized is zero. Using (21) and once again
suppressing the argument of A and M , this shows that

x− ν = τ∆t
√

pTAp∇v(x, t)

+ τ∆tv(x, t)
(pT∇M)2HM∇M − (1 + |∇M |2)(pT∇M)HMp√

pTAp
(
1 + |∇M |2

)2
We recall that the matrix A(x) defined in (9) is SPD with eigenvalues 1/(1+ |∇M(x)|2) and
1. Thus

|p|2

1 + |∇M |2
≤ pTAp ≤ |p|2 .

Using this inequality, along with the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and the obvious inequality
|∇M | ≤ (1 + |∇M |2)1/2, we see

|x− ν| ≤ τ∆t |p| |∇v(x, t)|

+ τ∆t |v(x, t)| |p|
2 |∇M |3 ∥HM∥+ |p|2 (1 + |∇M |2) |∇M | ∥HM∥

|p|
(1+|∇M |2)1/2 (1 + |∇M |

2)2

≤ τ∆t |p|
(
|∇v(x, t)|+ 2 |v(x, t)| ∥HM(x)∥

)
12



as desired.

We note that this result neglects to include the indicator function 1x ̸=xf
(x). However,

if this is approximated by (24), the result still holds since the approximating function 1 −
e−B|x−xf |2 is smooth with exponentially decaying derivatives, though these derivatives will
appear in the estimate (26).

Chambolle and Pock [9] prove convergence of the algorithm under conditions that can be
translated to our scenario as follows: H(x, p, t) is state-independent, κ = 1, and στ∥L(x)−1∥2∥D∥2 <
1 where L(x)L(x)T = A(x) and D is a (J +1)n× (J +1)n block matrix with In×n the along
the diagonal, and −In×n along the first subdiagonal (this comes from (15)). In [27, 37, 39],
there is good empirical evidence that convergence can still be accomplished under simi-
lar conditions for state-dependent Hamiltonians, though a proof is elusive. Using these
conditions, as a starting point, we will always set κ = 1. We note that ∥D∥ ≤ 2 and
∥L(x)−1∥2 = 1 + |∇M(x)|2, the maximum eigenvalue of A(x)−1. Thus at the very least one
should require that

στ <
1

4max
(
1 + |∇M(x)|2

) . (28)

In light of (26), in practice we fix σ = 1 and decrease τ to satisfy (28) while also ensuring
that the approximation of xk+1

j is suitably accurate.
We include a few final implementation notes. When using the approximation (25), we

found that Algorithm 1 converges much faster, both in terms of iteration count and clock
time, but the resulting path is often somewhat jagged, though it is essence the correct shape.
Accordingly, after initializing the algorithm randomly, we use the approximation (25) to
resolve xk+1

j for the first 2000 iterations so as to resolve the basic skeleton of the path.

After this, we switch to resolving xk+1
j via the gradient descent approximation (23) for the

remaining iterations. When we do this, we approximate the indicator function 1x ̸=xf
(x) via

(24). Recall, the cost functional we are minimizing is (2). This will assign infinite cost to any
path which does not reach the desired endpoint xf , so the traveler must reach the endpoint.
The indicator function then incentivizes the traveler to reach the endpoint as quickly as
possible, as opposed to lollygagging for a bit and then heading toward the endpoint. The
constant B in (24) could then be seen as a measure of this incentivization: smaller B means
the traveler has less incentive to reach xf quickly, whereas B →∞ would recover the perfect
incentivization to reach xf as efficiently as possible. Accordingly, we would like to take B
very large. However, when B is very large, the gradient descent approximation (23) requires
smaller gradient descent step η, and this diminishes the effects of v(x, t) and M(x). So as a
compromise, we begin the gradient descent with a fairly large descent rate (η = 0.025 in the
below examples) and a fairly small value B (B = 50), and every 1000 iterations thereafter,
we halve the gradient descent rate and increase B by 50. For the random initialization, we
always initialize {x0

j}Jj=1 to be a straight-line path between x and xf and then add noise
distributed like N (0, 0.1) to each component; for {p0j}Jj=1, each component is initialized
randomly with distribution N (0, 0.1).

One last note is that the algorithm is embarrassingly parallelizable with respect to com-
putation of individual paths (or equivalently individual value u(x, t) of the value function),
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so if one does desire to resolve the value function in the entirety of a spatial domain, a
parallel implementation is possible.

4 Results & Discussion

We include a few example to demonstrate the effectiveness and efficiency of our algorithm.
All simulations were run in MATLAB on the second author’s desktop computer with an
Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-14700 processor running at 2.1GHz with 32GB of RAM. The code
used to generate all the ensuing figures is uploaded to GitHub3. In all simulations, we set
the maximum iteration count to 40000. None of the paths displayed failed to resolve to
within a tolerance of 10−3 within this iteration count, and most required significantly fewer.
In the two dimensional example, we hard-code the Cholesky factorization of the matrix A(x)
given in (20), while in the high dimensional example we use MATLAB’s built in Cholesky
factorization routine. In all examples, we choose ∆t = 0.1. The value of t changes from
example to example, but is somewhat arbitrary as long as it is large enough that there is
time to reach the end point.

In a preliminary example to demonstrate the accuracy of our approximation, we take
M(x) ≡ 0, v ≡ 1 and xf = (0, 0, . . . , 0). In this case, all optimal paths are straight lines and
for any t ≥ |x|, we have u(x, t) = |x| since this is the time required to travel from x to the
origin. We solve this problem numerically with n = 10 spatial dimensions, for ten randomly
chosen values of x and report the error in our approximation in Figure 2. Note that the
largest error is roughly 10−2 even though ∆t = 0.1.

The first visual example involves path planning on the manifold (x, y,M(x, y)) where
M(x, y) = a sin(πx) cos(πy) for some constant a. In this example, the velocity is constant
v ≡ 1, so we are simply finding geodesics on the manifold. Here we fix the end point
xf = (1, 1), randomly generate 20 starting points in [−1, 1] × [−1, 1], and compute the
optimal path from each starting point. The results of this simulation are displayed in the
top panel of Figure 3. For these simulations, Algorithm 1 converged in an average of 1.04
seconds CPU time and 6290 iterations. In the bottom panels of Figure 3, we plot the optimal
path along the manifold from x = (−1,−1) to xf = (1, 1). For the plot in the bottom left

3https://github.com/chparkinson/path_plan_manifold_Hopf_Lax/

|x| u Err.
1.9118 1.9344 2.2599e-02
1.7417 1.7420 2.4852e-04
1.7157 1.7528 3.7081e-02
1.8538 1.8602 6.3243e-03
1.7823 1.7723 1.0003e-02

|x| u Err.
2.5188 2.5392 2.0418e-02
1.2081 1.2005 7.5970e-03
1.2721 1.2732 1.1581e-03
1.9907 1.9877 3.0218e-03
1.7064 1.7140 7.6603e-03

Figure 2: The approximate solution u provided by Algorithm 1 in the case that M ≡
0, v ≡ 1, and xf = (0, 0, . . . , 0). The state space is R10 and the x values are 10 randomly
generated members of [−1, 1]10. In this case, the exact solution is u(x, t) = |x| . Note that
our approximation error is never larger than 3.8× 10−2, even though ∆t = 0.1.
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Figure 3: Optimal paths on the graph of M(x, y) = a sin(πx) cos(πy) for constant a. Top
panel: a = 1, optimal paths are plotted from 20 randomly chosen points in [−1, 1]× [−1, 1]
to the point (1, 1). Bottom left panel: a = 1, plotted is the optimal path from (−1,−1) to
(1, 1). Bottom right panel: a = 3, plotted is the optimal path from (−1,−1) to (1, 1). Notice
that when a is larger, the path is more apt to stay in the flat regions, avoiding the hills and
valleys, since travel distance along the manifold is (1 + |∇M(x, y)|2)1/2 per unit distance in
the xy-plane.

panel, we set a = 1, so the “hills” are rather gentle, whereas in the bottom right panel, we
set a = 3 so that the hills are much steeper. As the particle travels along the manifold, the
distance traveled is locally (1 + |∇M(x, y)|2)2 units per unit distance in the xy-plane, so
we expect that as the terrain becomes steeper the particle is more strongly incentivized to
travel along the flat areas, and we see this. With the gentler hills, the particle cuts corners
more liberally, whereas with the steeper hills, the path more closely sticks to the straight
lines between the hills and valleys.

In the second example, our manifold is the graph of M(x, y) = 2exp(−(x2 + y2)). The
results are in Figure 4. Again, we set xf = (1, 1), and in this case we take randomly chosen
initial points in [−0.85,−0.65]× [−0.85,−0.65]. Here the manifold is like a steep hill between
the initial points and the final point. Optimal paths should walk around the hill. Because
the manifold and the choice of initial points is symmetric about the line y = x, when the
velocity is constant v ≡ 1, we expect that about half of the paths should choose to walk
around the hill in either direction (depending on which side of the line y = x the initial point
lies on). This is exactly what we find in the left panel of Figure 4. If instead the velocity
is v(x, y) = 1 + (x − 1)2 as in the right panel of Figure 4, then the velocity is much slower
on the right side of the image, so regardless of the initial position, if it is near enough to the
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Figure 4: Optimal paths on the manifoldM(x, y) = 2exp(−(x2+y2)). The final point is xf =
(1, 1) in each image, and there are 20 initial points are randomly selected in [−0.85,−0.65]×
[−0.85,−0.65] (the random selection for each image is done separately). In the left panel, the
velocity is v ≡ 1, so that, as one may expect, roughly half of the paths travel either direction
around the large hill in the middle. In the right panel, the velocity is v(x, y) = 1 + (x− 1)2,
meaning much faster travel is allowed in the left hand side of the image. Because of this,
each particle travels up in y before traveling right in x.

line y = x, the optimal action is to “stay left” as long as possible, which is why all of the
paths in that image travel up in y before traveling right in x. In this example, Algorithm
1 resolved the paths in the left panel in an average of 1.17 seconds of CPU time and 9439
iterations, and paths in the right panel in an average of 0.92 seconds of CPU time and 8442
iterations.

In our third example, we demonstrate that Algorithm 1 can generate optimal trajecto-
ries efficiently even in high dimensional problems. Accordingly, we again use the manifold
M(x) = 2exp(− |x|2), and v ≡ 1, but now test the algorithm in dimensions 10− 30. In this
case, xf = (1, 1, 1, . . . , 1) and x = (−0.9,−1,−1, . . . ,−1). We choose −0.9 for the first coor-
dinate of x to ensure that there is a unique optimal path, instead of two equally optimal paths
traversing opposite sides of the Gaussian “mountain.” For each dimension n = 10, 11, . . . , 30,
we run 10 trials with different random initializations and record the average CPU time as
a function of the dimension. The results—as well as a plot of each component xj(t) of the
optimal path in 25 dimensions—are included in Figure 5. In the 25 dimensional example, if
the path was a straight line, all components would be plotted as straight lines from xj(0) at
time 0 to 1 at time t ≈ 11.30 (which is the optimal travel time resolved by the algorithm).
For the optimal path, we note that the x1(t) which started at −0.9 deviates far from the
“straight line” path. This is to allow the other components (for whom the problem is entirely
symmetric) to take a path in 24 dimensional space which more closely resembles a straight
line. This behavior should be expected: in 25 dimensions, it is costly to move all entries
away from the center to avoid the Gaussian in the middle. It is much easier to let x1(t)
take a roundabout path, while letting the others travel in a straight line. In the plot of
CPU time as a function of dimension, we note that even in 30 dimensions, Algorithm 1 is
able to resolve optimal paths in in average of 2.87 seconds of CPU time with a standard
deviation of roughly 0.34 seconds over the 10 trials. Problems in such high dimensions are
entirely intractable for classical PDE-based path planning methods which rely on grid-based
approximations of solutions of PDE, because the complexity of the grid-based solvers scale
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Figure 5: Left panel: an optimal path from x = (−0.9,−1,−1, . . . ,−1) to xf = (1, 1, 1, . . . , 1)
on the graph of M(x) = exp(− |x|2) in 25 dimensions. Plotted are each coordinate of the
solution. The gray dotted line is the value u(x, t) ≈ 11.30 resolved by the algorithm, which
is an approximation of the optimal travel time. We see that all coordinates do indeed reach
1 at roughly that time and then stay there. Right panel: the average CPU time required
to resolve the optimal path as a function of the dimension. Averages are taken over ten
trials and the bars represent the standard deviation in the results. These results seem to
indicate that the dimensional scaling for the algorithm is at very least subexponential, and
looks approximately linear for the dimensions 10-30.

exponentially with dimension. While it is hard to precisely pin down what the dimensional
scaling is here, the only discretization is in time, meaning that, on the face of it, assuming
the minimization problems can be resolved exactly and the Cholesky factorization is not the
most expensive operation, individual iterations in Algorithm 1 scale linearly with dimension
(simply due to the increased FLOPs), and linearly with increases in t and decreases in ∆t.
Some complicating factors are that larger travel time t is required in higher dimensions be-
cause there is more distance to cover, iterations required for convergence may depend on
dimension, and in higher dimensions, the Cholesky factorization (which has a complexity of
O(n3) in dimension n) will become very expensive. So while Figure 5 may not definitively
demonstrate linear scaling with dimension (though it does seem to be approximately linear
for dimensions 10-30), it at least seems to indicate the scaling is much better than exponen-
tial. In any case, up to at least dimension 30 the algorithm is efficient enough to compute
optimal paths in near real time.

5 Conclusion

In this manuscript, we present an algorithm for PDE-based optimal path planning on man-
ifolds. The algorithm relies on a dynamic programming and Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman ap-
proach to optimal control, and exploits a discrete Hopf-Lax type formula that allows one
to approximately solve the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation at individual points without
needing to discretize the spatial domain and resort to finite difference approximations. We
propose a PDHG inspired algorithm to solve the requisite saddle-point problem and resolve
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optimal trajectories in both state and co-state space. We demonstrate the efficiency of our
method on a few example problems, including problems in dimension up to 30.

There are several avenues for future work to explore. To actually prove that the conjec-
tured Hopf-Lax formula can represent the value function for a large class of HJB equations
would be a large theoretical leap forward. On the practical side, adaptation of this and
similar algorithms for real time implementation (and the more general development of PDE-
based path planning methods like this) could provide a scalable, interpretable, and efficient
method for real time path planning in any number of scenarios. In fact, with slight tweaks
similar methods are likely possible for manifolds of higher codimension or manifolds which
are not the graphs of smooth functions. We are also interested to adapt the method presented
here to differential games.

A Derivation of the Hamiltonian

In this appendix, we derive the Hamilton-Jacobi-Equation for our control problem. Begin-
ning from (6), we see that for fixed p and γ = ∇M , this boils down to computing

inf
a∈Sn−1

f(a) where f(a) =
⟨p, a⟩√

1 + ⟨γ, a⟩2
. (29)

Since we are minimizing a continuous function on a compact set, we know a minimizer exists.
If p, γ are linearly dependent, the proof is significantly simplified be writing one as a constant
multiple of the other; we omit this case and assume that p, γ are linearly independent. By
the method of Lagrange multipliers, the minimizer must occur at a unit vector a such that
∇f(a) = 2λa for some λ. Writing this equation out yields

(1 + ⟨γ, a⟩2)p− ⟨p, a⟩ ⟨γ, a⟩ γ
(1 + ⟨γ, a⟩)3/2

= 2λa. (30)

Taking the inner product with a and using |a|2 = 1 gives

2λ =
⟨p, a⟩

(1 + ⟨γ, a⟩2)3/2
.

Inserting this into (30) and clearing the denominator shows that

⟨p, a⟩ a = (1 + ⟨γ, a⟩2)p− ⟨p, a⟩ ⟨γ, a⟩ γ. (31)

Equation (31) shows that a lies in the span of p and γ, whereupon we can write a = k1p+k2γ.
Inserting this representation of a into (31), we can solve for k1, k2 in terms of p and γ. We
see

k1 ⟨p, a⟩ p+ k2 ⟨p, a⟩ γ = (1 + ⟨γ, a⟩2)p− ⟨p, a⟩ ⟨γ, a⟩ γ.
By linear independence, the coefficients must be equal, so

k2 = −⟨γ, a⟩ = −⟨p, γ⟩ k1 − |γ|2 k2 =⇒ k2 = −
⟨p, γ⟩
1 + |γ|2

k1. (32)
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Then

k1 =
1 + k2

2

⟨p, a⟩
=

1 + k2
2

|p|2 k1 + ⟨p, γ⟩ k2
=

1 + ⟨p,γ⟩2

(1+|γ|2)2k
2
1(

|p|2 − ⟨p,γ⟩2

1+|γ|2

)
k1

.

Solving yields

k2
1 =

(
1 + |γ|2

)2
|p|2

(
1 + |γ|2

)2 − ⟨p, γ⟩2 (2 + |γ|2) . (33)

Along with (32), this shows that the minimizer is one of the vectors

a∗ = ±
(
1 + |γ|2

)
p− ⟨p, γ⟩ γ√

|p|2
(
1 + |γ|2

)2 − ⟨p, γ⟩2 (2 + |γ|2) . (34)

Post hoc, it is obvious that the minus sign leads to a minimum and the plus leads to a
maximum, so we take the minus sign. Denoting the denominator in (34) by δ momentarily
and inserting (34) into (29), we see that

f(a∗) = − (1 + |γ|2) |p|2 − ⟨p, γ⟩2

δ

√
1 + 1

δ2

(
(1 + |γ|2) ⟨p, γ⟩ − ⟨p, γ⟩ |γ|2

)2
= −(1 + |γ|2) |p|2 − ⟨p, γ⟩2√

δ2 + ⟨p, γ⟩2

= − (1 + |γ|2) |p|2 − ⟨p, γ⟩2√
|p|2

(
1 + |γ|2

)2 − ⟨p, γ⟩2 (2 + |γ|2)+ ⟨p, γ⟩2
= − (1 + |γ|2) |p|2 − ⟨p, γ⟩2√

|p|2
(
1 + |γ|2

)2 − ⟨p, γ⟩2 (1 + |γ|2)
= −

√
(1 + |γ|2) |p|2 − ⟨p, γ⟩2

1 + |γ|2

= −

√
|p|2 − ⟨p, γ⟩

2

1 + |γ|2
= −

√
pT
(
I − γγT

1 + |γ|2

)
p.

Replacing γ = ∇M and inserting this result into (6), we arrive at (8) as desired.
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