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Abstract— We present a simple and easy-to-implement algo-
rithm to detect plan infeasibility in kinematic motion planning.
Our method involves approximating the robot’s configuration
space to a discrete space, where each degree of freedom has
a finite set of values. The obstacle region separates the free
configuration space into different connected regions. For a path
to exist between the start and goal configurations, they must
lie in the same connected region of the free space. Thus, to
ascertain plan infeasibility, we merely need to sample adequate
points from the obstacle region that isolate start and goal.
Accordingly, we progressively construct the configuration space
by sampling from the discretized space and updating the bitmap
cells representing obstacle regions. Subsequently, we partition
this partially built configuration space to identify different
connected components within it and assess the connectivity of
the start and goal cells. We illustrate this methodology on five
different scenarios with configuration spaces having up to 5
degree-of-freedom (DOF).

Index Terms— motion planning, motion planning infeasibil-
ity, configuration space obstacles

I. INTRODUCTION

Motion planning is a fundamental problem in robotics,
involving finding a path for a robot from its start configura-
tion to a goal configuration without colliding with obstacles.
A complete motion planner can either compute a collision-
free path from the start to the goal or conclude that no such
path exists. However, complete motion planning is challeng-
ing, and most approaches focus on finding a feasible plan
with weaker notions of completeness. Resolution complete
planners, typically those based on cell decomposition, offer
completeness provided that the number of cells used to
discretize the configuration space is sufficiently high [1]. Yet,
in high-dimensional configuration spaces, such approaches
tend to be computationally very expensive. Sampling-based
motion planners [2], [3] are typically employed in such
cases to find paths as quickly as possible. However, they are
only probabilistically complete [4], meaning that if a plan
exists, they will find it given enough time, but if no plan
exists, they can run forever (or until a timeout). Therefore, a
timeout is not a guarantee of infeasibility. In this work, we
focus on the less examined path non-existence problem and
present a simple algorithm that checks for motion planning
infeasibility.

Motion infeasibility is a critical aspect of many robot
planning methodologies. Task and motion planning [5]–[10]
must consider the feasibility of motion plans to achieve
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Fig. 1: (a) A representative discrete configuration space with
the start and goal configuration cells colored in green and red,
respectively. Other colored cells represent obstacle regions, while
uncolored cells represent free space. (b) The sampled obstacle
region is colored in blue. This partially constructed configuration
space is sufficient to establish motion planning infeasibility since
there exists no path from the start to the goal. (c) Segmented
representation of the configuration space as shown in (b). There
are two regions denoted by 1’s and 2’s, respectively, separated by
the obstacle region indicated by 0’s. Since the start configuration
belongs to region 1 and the goal configuration belongs to region 2,
motion planning is infeasible.

the associated high-level tasks. When motion planning is
deemed infeasible, alternative task plans must be generated.
Similarly, feasibility checks are fundamental in manipulation
tasks amidst clutter or rearrangement planning [11]–[14].
This often entails either displacing obstacles obstructing the
task, usually identified through motion planning infeasibility,
or positioning them at specific locations. The latter requires
evaluating the feasibility of motion plans for different object
placements.

The main contribution of this paper is a simple and
easy-to-implement algorithm for proving the infeasibility
of motion planning. We introduce a technique to demon-
strate motion planning infeasibility by segmenting a dis-
crete configuration space into distinct free regions isolated
by the obstacle region. We note that such distinct free
regions are referred to as connected components of the
free space. Therefore, we use the terms distinct free region
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and connected component interchangeably. If the start and
goal configurations are partitioned into separate free regions,
motion planning is deemed infeasible. However, computing
a discrete configuration space is computationally expensive,
especially for a robot with a high degree-of-freedom (DOF).
To address this issue, we initially set the entire configura-
tion space to free regions. Subsequently, we incrementally
construct the configuration space by sampling and checking
if the sampled configurations lie within the obstacle region.
The key concept underpinning the incremental sampling is
based on the principle that it is often unnecessary to sample
the entire obstacle region. Instead, our objective is to draw a
sufficient number of samples that establish the partition of the
start and goal configurations into disconnected components
of the configuration space. During each iteration, the partially
constructed configuration space is segmented into distinct
connected free regions as shown in Fig. 1. The segmented
configuration space is then queried to determine whether
the start and the goal configurations belong to the same
connected free region. In Section IV, we elucidate this
approach in detail and further discuss methods to speed up
the construction of the configuration space.

II. RELATED WORK

In this Section, we provide an overview of previous
works related to motion planning infeasibility. These works
are classified based on the different strategies employed to
establish the non-existence of a feasible path.

Approximate configuration space: Zhang et al. [15] de-
compose the configuration space into cells, which are then
queried to determine if they lie within the obstacle region.
Subsequently, a graph is constructed where the nodes repre-
sent the cells and the edges represent adjacent cells. Using
the cells that contain free regions, the problem of path
non-existence is transformed into a graph search problem.
Checking the occupancy of each cell is computationally
challenging in higher dimensions. In contrast, our approach
does not always require checking the occupancy of every cell.
In a different approach presented in [16], obstacle regions
are decomposed into collections of simplices called alpha
shapes. These simplices are then utilized to address con-
nectivity queries. However, methods for computing higher-
dimensional alpha shapes are presently unknown. Points in
the obstacle region are sampled to identify possible facets
of a separating polytope in [17]. A separating polytope is a
closed polytope that separates the start and goal into discon-
nected components of the free configuration space. However,
the generation of these facets is computationally expensive,
which can lead to scalability issues, especially in higher-
dimensional configuration spaces. Varava et al. [18] construct
an approximation of the obstacle region by decomposing
it into a set of slices corresponding to subspaces of fixed
obstacle orientations. They then compute the free space as
the complement of this approximated obstacle region, which
is subsequently used to synthesize a connectivity graph.
A rigid body passing through a narrow gate is considered
in [19]. The orientations of the rigid body are discretized,

and each orientation is individually checked for its ability to
pass through the gate.

Learning based: Li et al. [20] combine supervised learning
and sampling based planning to prove motion planning
infeasibilty. They achieve this by constructing an infeasibility
proof, which involves learning a manifold contained within
the obstacle region and querying whether it separates the
start and the goal. However, they assume that it is always
possible to sample on the manifold and compute the con-
figuration space penetration depth of these samples. In [21],
a representative roadmap is learned from available training
problems, along with the probability of the edges being
collision-free. Yet, the authors only prove the infeasibility
in the roadmap and not the configuration space. Approaches
in [22], [23] learn a classifier that guides the robot toward
feasible motions. However, the classifier is used only as
a heuristic to quickly estimate the feasibility of high-level
actions rather than as an infeasibility proof.

Feasibility through constraint modification: The minimum
constraint displacement (MCD) [24]–[26] and the minimum
constraint removal (MCR) [27], [28] motion planning prob-
lems identify the minimum displacement of obstacles and the
minimum number of obstacles to be removed, respectively,
to guarantee a feasible motion plan. MCD class of problems
does not inherently provide a means to prove infeasibility.
If planning is infeasible, MCD computes the minimum
displacement of obstacles required to ensure feasibility. The
MCR class of problems is generally solved by partitioning
the configuration space along the obstacle boundaries to
obtain different connected regions that form a discrete graph.
The MCR graph is then queried to determine the minimum
number of obstacles to be removed to connect the start and
the goal configuration. Implicitly, if the start and goal con-
figurations are disconnected by obstacle regions, it implies
that motion planning is infeasible. However, computing such
partitions becomes intractable as the number of obstacles
increases, especially in high-dimensional spaces.

For the majority of approaches categorized as approximate
configuration space or learning based, the input typically
comprises an approximate configuration space computed
using techniques like cell decomposition or sampling-based
methods [2], [3]. Notably, the overall computation time for
determining infeasibility does not include the time taken for
constructing the configuration space. In contrast to these ap-
proaches, our method involves the incremental construction
of the configuration space, which constitutes the primary
time-consuming task, as demonstrated in Section V. While
MCD and MCR implicitly address infeasibility by identify-
ing minimal obstacle displacements or sets that ensure plan
feasibility, these problems remain NP-hard.

III. PRELIMINARIES

We consider a robot R, which operates in the workspace
W ⊂ Ra, with a = 2 or a = 3. An obstacle in W
will be denoted by O and C will be used to denote the
configuration space (C-space in short) of the robot R. A
configuration q ∈ C of R completely specifies the volume



occupied by R, and will be denoted by a list of n parameters
q = (q1, . . . , qn), where n is the dimension of C. Therefore,
given a configuration q of R, the corresponding placement
of R in W will be denoted by R(q). The obstacle region
O ⊂ W maps into C to the region C-obstacle = {q ∈
C | R(q) ∩ O ≠ ∅}. Finally, C-free is the region in C given
by C\C-obstacle, that is, C-free = {q ∈ C | R(q)∩O = ∅}.
The start and goal configurations will be denoted as qs and
qg , respectively.

In this work, we limit the C-space to a discrete set, where
each DOF is constrained to finite values. This discretized
C-space will be called the C-space bitmap CB. Thus, for a
C-space of dimension n (n DOFs), we obtain an N1×N2×
. . .×Nn C-space bitmap CB, where N i is the resolution of
the i-th DOF. Each cell of the n-dimensional CB corresponds
either to the C-free (denoted by 1) or the C-obstacle (denoted
by 0)

As argued above, any configuration q ∈ C of R can
be mapped to the subset of W occupied by R, that is,
R(q). Therefore, CB may be constructed by iterating over
all possible n-tuples q = (q1, . . . , qn) belonging to the N1×
N2× . . .×Nn binary array such that CB(q) = 1 when R(q)
does not collide with any obstacle and CB(q) = 0, when
R(q) collides with at least one obstacle. Checking for colli-
sion with obstacles for all configurations is computationally
expensive, especially when dealing with higher resolutions
and dimensions of configuration spaces. For the 4-DOF robot
depicted in Fig. 3b, generating the complete CB with a
resolution of 36 × 36 × 36 × 36 required approximately 58
minutes1. While methods for efficiently computing discrete
C-space exist [30], [31], they tend to become prohibitively
expensive as the dimension of the C-space increases.

IV. APPROACH

In a general perspective, our approach incrementally con-
structs the C-space bitmap CB, by sampling configurations
in C-obstacle. During each iteration, the updated CB is
segmented into different sets of adjacent free regions, akin to
identifying distinct groups or regions of connected pixels in
an image. We subsequently check whether the start (qs) and
the goal (qg) reside in separate regions. Motion planning is
infeasible if qs and qg are in different C-free regions. If the
check fails, the iteration is repeated. The overall approach
is summarized in Algorithm 1. Initially, all cells in the
bitmap CB are initialized to 1 (C-free). In each iteration, the
subroutine SampleCobstacle is invoked (Algorithm 1,
line 4), which samples at least ns configurations lying in C-
obstacle. The cells of CB corresponding to these C-obstacle
samples are then set to zeros. The updated CB is segmented
to check whether qs and qg are in separate free regions (line
6). If they are in the same region, either a motion plan exists,
or CB needs to be updated with more samples from the C-
obstacle to prove infeasibility.

1To check for collisions with obsatcles, both the robot and obstacle
polygons are subdivided into triangles, and a triangle intersection algo-
rithm [29] is used. Computation performed on an Intel® Core i7-10510U
CPU@1.80GHz×8 with 16GB RAM under Ubuntu 18.04 LTS.

Algorithm 1 Motion Planning Infeasibility Detection
Input: R, qs, qg,Obstacles, n, ns

▷ ns denotes the minimum number of C-obstacle con-
figurations sampled in each iteration.

1: CB ← true(N1, . . . , Nn)
2: SS[0, . . . , sc − 1] be a an array with sc = N1 ∗ N2 ∗

. . . ∗Nn, the size of CB
3: while true do
4: CB ← SampleCobstacle
5: L← SegmentCB
6: if SegmentCheck(L, qs, qg) then
7: return No Motion Plan

Algorithm 2 SampleCobstacle

Input: R,Obstacles, SS, ns, d
1: for i = 1, 2, . . . , ns do
2: while true do
3: idx← RandomSample(SS)
4: SS(idx)← ∅
5: q ← GetConfig
6: cc, p← CollisionCheck(R(q),Obstacles)
7: if cc then
8: CB(idx)← false
9: CB ← SpeedUp(q, p)

10: for d neighbors of q do
▷ d neighbors of q randomly selected.

11: SS(·)← ∅
12: q ← GetConfig
13: cc, p←

CollisionCheck(R(q),Obstacles)
14: if cc then
15: CB(·)← false
16: CB ← SpeedUp(q, p)

17: else
18: continue
19: return CB, SS

A. Sampling C-obstacle

Since we initialize all cells in CB as C-free, we need to
sample configurations in C-obstacle to progressively build
CB. We maintain a set SS (Algorithm 1, line 2) that stores
the linear indices corresponding to the multidimensional
subscripts of CB. Each multidimensional subscript in CB
corresponds to a configuration in the C-space. Algorithm 2
samples without replacement from the set SS until at least
ns configurations in C-obstacle are selected. Each sampled
configuration q is checked for collision (Algorithm 2, line 6).
If R(q) ∈ C-obstacle, the subroutine CollisionCheck
returns a true value (cc), and the corresponding CB cell
is updated to 0 (Algorithm 2, line 8), indicating that the
cell belongs to C-obstacle. The fundamental concept behind
incrementally sampling from the C-space is based on the fact
that we do not always need to sample the whole C-obstacle
space but only draw enough samples from C-obstacle to



separate the start and goal configurations into disconnected
components in the C-space.

A significant computational bottleneck in Algorithm 2 is
the CollisionCheck subroutine, which, for each sampled
configuration q, checks for collisions between R(q) and all
obstacles in the environment. To optimize this process, we
employ a simple heuristic that allows for avoiding unneces-
sary collision checks for certain configurations q. We will
clarify this with an illustrative example. Let us consider an
articulated robot with n links. Suppose that the j-th link, for
a sampled configuration q = (q1, . . . , qj , . . . , qn), collides
with an obstacle. In such a case, it is readily observed that

∀q | q = (q1, . . . , qj , ∗) =⇒ R(q) ∈ C-obsatcle (1)

where ∗ denotes the fact that the components (qj+1, . . . , qn)
may assume any admissible values. In other words, for all
configurations where the components from the first link to
the j-th link are fixed (values corresponding to those that
resulted in collision with the obstacle), any combinations of
the (j+1)-th to n-th links will still collide with that obstacle.
Thus, without querying the CollisionCheck subroutine,
all the cells in CB corresponding to such configurations may
be updated. A similar strategy may be employed in the case
of C-obstacle formed due to self-collision. If the i-th link
and the j-th link collide, it is verified that

∀q | q = (∗, qi, . . . , qj , ∗) =⇒ R(q) ∈ C-obstacle (2)

where ∗ denotes the fact that the components (q1, . . . , qi−1),
(qj+1, . . . , qn) may assume any admissible values.

The process described above is achieved by calling the
SpeedUp subroutine (line 9), which takes the colliding
link(s) p as input. Similarly, in the case of a mobile robot that
can rotate and translate, if a sampled configuration q is such
that R(q) ∈ C-obstacle, and the rotation axis of the robot in-
tersects with an obstacle, then all rotations of the robot at that
location will result in a collision. Hence, the configurations
corresponding to all possible rotations with the fixed robot
location are readily classified as C-obstacle, eliminating the
need to query the CollisionCheck subroutine.

Finally, we also check for nearby configurations in col-
lision (lines 10-16). Here we leverage the fact that if a
specific configuration is in collision, nearby configurations
are likely to be in collision as well. For this purpose, we
randomly select d neighbors of a sampled q ∈ C-obstacle.
The total number of neighbors of q depends on the C-space
dimension, and further discussion on this is provided in
Section V. The subroutine SampleCobstacle returns the
updated CB which is then segmented into different connected
components for checking motion planning infeasibility.

B. CB Segmentation

Since we only consider kinematic motion planning, infea-
sibility arises from the obstacle region (C-obstacle) in the
C-space. Therefore, a motion plan exists only if qs and qg
are not separated by C-obstacle; in other words, they must
reside in the same connected component of the C-free space.
Conversely, motion planning is infeasible if qs and qg are

separated by C-obstacle into different connected components.
Formally, an infeasibility proof is a closed manifold that
entirely resides within C-obstacle and separates the start and
the goal [20].

The SegmentCB subroutine (Algorithm 1, line 5) seg-
ments CB into different connected C-free regions separated
by C-obstacle. The SegmentCheck function (Algorithm 1,
line 6) verifies whether the start and goal components are
separated by C-obstacle. If they are divided into different
C-free regions, then motion planning is infeasible.

To achieve segmentation, we utilize an off-the-shelf seg-
mentation function that assigns labels to different connected
C-free regions. If qs and qg receive the same label, it indi-
cates that they belong to the same connected C-free region,
and thus, a motion plan exists. However, if they are assigned
different labels, it does not immediately imply the absence
of a motion plan. This is because, in scenarios involving
motion planning for manipulators, it is essential to consider
that orientations are defined modulo 2π (assuming there are
no joint limits). Therefore, when verifying the disconnection
between qs and qg , the SegmentCheck subroutine takes
into account the fact that orientation wraps around at 2π.

C. Analysis of CB Resolution

The C-obstacle region divides the C-free of the C-space
C into different connected free regions. For a given R and
W , let us denote the different free regions by C1, . . . , Cm,
whose union results in C-free, denoted as C-free =

⋃
Cj . Let

the connected free regions in CB be denoted by D1, . . . , Dl.
We say that CB is equivalent to C if

1) l = m
2) D1 ⊂ C1, . . . , Dl ⊂ Cm

3) qs ∈
⋃

Dj

4) qg ∈
⋃

Dj

Proposition 1. Let C be the configuration space correspond-
ing to R in W . Given qs and qg configurations in C such
that motion planning is infeasible, then for any discretized
configuration space CB that is equivalent to C, motion
planning remains infeasible for qs and qg configurations in
CB.

Proof. Let qs ∈ Ci and qg ∈ Cj , so that motion planning is
infeasible. From the definition of an equivalent CB, we have
Dk ⊂ Ck,∀k ≤ l, qs ∈

⋃
Dk, and qg ∈

⋃
Dk. Therefore,

it follows that qs ∈ Di and qg ∈ Dj . Thus, no motion plan
exists.

This concept is visualized in Fig. 2. A 2-link robot in
its workspace, is shown in Fig. 2a, where the start and goal
states are represented by green and red, respectively. Various
obstacles are shown in different colors. The corresponding
C-space C is displayed in Fig. 2b, which illustrates how
obstacles in the workspace translate into the C-space. The C-
space is discretized at 0.1 degree for each DOF, resulting in a
3600×3600 bitmap. The topology of the C-space is actually
a torus, meaning the top and bottom edges are connected to
each other, and the left and right edges are connected to each



(a) (b) (c) (d) (e)

Fig. 2: (a) 2-link robot in its workspace. (b) The configuration space C. The start and goal configurations are shown as green and red
dots, respectively. The different colors represent the correspondence between obstacles in the workspace and obstacles in the C-space. (c)
C-space with 36×36 resolution. (d) C-space with 18×18 resolution. (e) C-space with 12×12 resolution.

(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 3: Different types of robots employed for the 2D experiments.
The start configuration of the robot is indicated by green color
and the end configuration is denoted by red color. (a) S1: 3-DOF
rectangular robot scene. (b) S2: 4-DOF articulated robot scene. (c)
S3: A 5-DOF articulated robot scene.

other. Thus, there are three connected components, and no
feasible motion plan exists since qs and qg are not in the same
connected component. Fig. 2c shows a CB with resolution
36×36 which is equivalent to C. It can be easily verified that
there is no collision-free path between qs and qg since they
are in different connected components. A CB of resolution
18×18 is visualized in Fig. 2d. Although it has the same
number of connected components, condition 4 is violated
(qg is incorrectly identified as inside a C-obstacle), and CB
is not equivalent to C. Fig. 2e shows a CB with a much
lower resolution of 12×12. With only a single connected
component, it is clearly not equivalent to C, and wrongly
certifies that motion planning is feasible.

D. Resolution-completeness

The discussed approach is resolution complete. Given
sufficient resolution N1 × N2 × . . . × Nn of the C-space,
our algorithm either reports motion planning infeasibilty or
conclude that motion planning is feasible.

It is important to note that if a motion plan exists,
Algorithm 1 continues to run until all cells in the CB bitmap
are sampled. Only then can it conclude that a motion plan
exists after segmenting the CB and verifying that start and
goal are in the same connected region. Our approach is
primarily designed for determining plan infeasibility, and
the verification of plan feasibility should be performed using
suitable sampling-based planners.

(a) (b)

Fig. 4: Experiment scenes involving the 4-DOF Kinova arm: (a) S4:
The Kinova arm attempting to reach inside the frame. (b) S5: The
robot arm trying to grasp the cyan block from a position outside
the shelf. The red blocks segment the start and goal configurations
into different connected components, preventing any path.

V. EXPERIMENTS

We conducted experiments on five different motion plan-
ning problems in both 2D and 3D workspaces. The 3D
workspace scenarios, inspired by [20], are conducted using
the 4-DOF Kinova MICO arm. The scenarios are as follows:
(S1) A scenario involving a 2D robot capable of translation
and rotation (see Fig. 3a), (S2) A scenario with a 4-DOF
articulated robot, as depicted in Fig. 3b, (S3) A scenario
involving a 5-DOF articulated robot aiming to reach a goal
configuration (Fig. 3c), (S4) A scenario where the Kinova
arm is trying to reach inside a frame (see Fig. 4a), and (S5)
A scenario with the Kinova arm attempting to grasp the cyan
block from a position outside the shelf, as shown in Fig. 4b.

The C-space resolution and the parameters ns and d for
the SampleCobstacle subroutine are determined through
empirical tuning. Unless otherwise mentioned, for the 2D
scenarios, we empirically set ns = 10, d = 5 and for
the 3D scenarios we empirically set ns = 100, d = 5.
Collision detection for the Kinova MICO arm is conducted
using the checkCollision2 feature of the MATLAB Robotics
and Autonomous Systems toolbox. However, for the 2D sce-
narios, both the robot and obstacle polygons are subdivided
into triangles, and a triangle intersection algorithm [29] is

2Web: https://it.mathworks.com/help/robotics/ref/rigidbodytree.
checkcollision.html

https://it.mathworks.com/help/robotics/ref/rigidbodytree.checkcollision.html
https://it.mathworks.com/help/robotics/ref/rigidbodytree.checkcollision.html


Scenarios Resolution ns d Iterations Segmentation time (s) Total time (s)

S1 (Fig. 3a)
34×20×36

1000 10
1.60±0.56 3.00×10−3±3.00×10−3 1.90±0.66

67×39×72 2.50±1.50 0.01±0.00 2.93±1.68
331×191×180 29.07±22.63 0.70±0.02 63.71±49.04

S2 (Fig. 3b)
36×36×36×36

10 5
1.10±0.31 0.31±0.04 0.48±0.16

48×48×48×48 1.03±0.18 1.04±0.11 1.42±0.29
72×72×72×72 1.20±0.46 6.32±0.61 9.12±3.11

S3 (Fig. 3c)
36×36×36×36×36

100 5
1.00±0.00 36.00±1.63 40.78±1.93

48×48×48×48×48 1.00±0.00 170.78±11.78 189.36±14.09
72×72×72×72×72 - - -

S4 (Fig. 4a)
36×36×36×36

100 5
4.30±1.36 0.39±0.02 35.70±11.07

48×48×48×48 7.00±2.44 1.18±0.04 76.28±25.92
72×72×72×72 8.53±2.06 6.22±0.18 295.31±67.28

S5 (Fig. 4b)
36×36×36×36

100 5
4.80±1.99 0.43±0.02 46.05±19.34

48×48×48×48 8.33±3.83 1.30±0.05 98.69±45.01
72×72×72×72 13.26±5.31 7.17±0.12 445.76±173.21

TABLE I: Motion planning infeasibilty results. Resolution represents the finite values attainable for each DOF, that is, the resolution of
CB. Iterations denotes the average number of iterations to determine motion planning infeasibility. Total time is the overall time taken to
report plan infeasibilty. ’-’ indicates that the algorithm did not report any solution within 2000 seconds.

utilized for collision detection. The segmentation of CB in
the SegmentCB subroutine is accomplished by utilizing
the MATLAB function bwlabeln3. This function returns
a labeled matrix, assigning labels to different connected
components. When checking for connectivity, the algorithm
considers the full neighborhood in each dimension— the
level of connectivity in each dimension is passed as an input
to the bwlabeln function. For instance, in a 2-dimensional C-
space, there can be a maximum of 8 neighbors, while in a 3-
dimensional C-space, there can be up to 26 neighbors, and up
to 80 in 4-dimensional spaces, and so on. Thus, for each sam-
pled q ∈ C-obstacle, the SampleCobstacle subroutine
randomly selects d neighbors from q’s full neighborhood.
The performance is evaluated on an Intel® Core i7-10510U
CPU@1.80GHz×8 with 16GB RAM under Ubuntu 18.04
LTS.

Each experimental scenario corresponds to the non-
existence of a path between the start and the goal config-
urations. To establish the ground truth for plan infeasibility,
for the Kinova arm scenarios, we run RRT-Connect [3]
continuously for more than 30 minutes, and for the other
three scenarios, we run PRM [2] for more than 30 minutes.
For each experiment, we conduct 30 trials and record the
following metrics.

• The average number of iterations and the standard devi-
ation needed to determine motion planning infeasibility.
Note that a single iteration of Algorithm 1 involves
sampling at least ns configurations in C-obstacle.

• The average running time and standard deviation for the
CB segmentation subroutine, SegmentCB.

• The mean total run-time and standard deviation for
Algorithm 1 to determine plan infeasibility.

Table I reports the above metrics, along with the param-
eters ns (minimum number of samples generated by the
subroutine SampleCobstacle) and d (number of nearby

3Web: https://it.mathworks.com/help/images/ref/bwlabeln.html

configurations examined for collision). While the smallest
resolution of CB reported in Table I for each experiment
is equivalent to their respective C-space and successfully
identifies plan infeasibility, we also assess the computation
times for higher resolutions of the C-space bitmap.

3-DOF scenario: Infeasibility is detected within a few
seconds for the two lower resolutions. The higher resolu-
tion CB reports a runtime of about a minute due to the
corresponding increase in the number of C-obstacle samples
necessary to segment qs and qg into different connected
regions. However, it is worth noting that the segmentation
of the CB into connected C-free components takes only a
fraction of a second for all three resolutions reported. We can
conclude that the approach is applicable to 3-DOF robots.

4-DOF experiments: The scenarios presented in Fig. 3b
and Fig. 4 involve a four-dimensional C-space. As observed
in Table I, the average segmentation times for the three
experiments are similar. However, the difference in the
overall running time of the approach is primarily attributed
to the distribution of obstacle regions within the workspace.
In Fig.3b, due to the sparse obstacle distribution, for each
sampled q ∈ C-obstacle, using the SpeedUp subroutine
and checking the d neighbors, configurations in C-obstacle
that contribute to infeasibility are quickly identified. For the
scenarios in Fig. 4a and Fig. 4b, dense obstacle regions
necessitate a greater number of samples to identify C-
obstacle configurations that contribute to infeasibility. This
is evident in the scenario in Fig. 4b, where it is the two
red blocks that prevent the arm from reaching the position
shown in the figure. Due to the random sampling, currently,
a large number of samples (those of the shelf) that are not
related to infeasibility are also processed. Furthermore, the
CollisionCheck subroutine for the 2D scenario using
triangle intersection is much faster than the checkCollision
function used for the scenarios in Fig. 4a-4b. We can
conclude that our approach is well-suited for 4-DOF robots.

https://it.mathworks.com/help/images/ref/bwlabeln.html


5-DOF scenario: The approach demonstrates effective
scalability to a 5-dimensional C-space, successfully detecting
plan infeasibility within 40 seconds for lower resolution C-
space. However, it’s noteworthy that in this case, the segmen-
tation process is the most time-consuming. When the bitmap
size is increased to 48 in each dimension, the overall running
time increases by approximately 5 times, primarily due to the
segmentation of CB. For the higher resolution of 72 in each
dimension, the SegmentCB subroutine did not complete
within 2000 seconds. In attempting to accommodate the
maximum connectivity within a 5-dimensional bitmap (each
q connected to 35 − 1 = 242 neighbors in this case), the
bwlabeln function was unable to segment the large binary
CB within the specified cutoff time.

VI. DISCUSSION

Plan infeasibility arises when qs and qg are situated in
different connected components of the C-free space. Since
we initialize all cells of the CB as free regions, these cells
need to be verified for occupancy. If the maximum resolution
in any dimension of the C-space is N , in the worst case,
Na cells have to be verified, where a ≤ 5. Thus, the
overall computational complexity is O(Na). However, as
elucidated in Section IV, the presented approach is based
on the principle that it is not necessary to sample all points
in the C-obstacle, but only those necessary to prove infea-
sibility. Consequently, for configuration spaces with up to
5 dimensions, the approach delivers reasonable performance
in terms of computation time, detecting infeasibility in less
than a minute.

The primary computational challenge lies in determining
whether a sampled configuration falls within the C-free or
C-obstacle region by running the CollisionCheck sub-
routine. Currently, we do not employ any specific sampling
technique and instead sample randomly without replacement
from the CB bitmap to check for occupancy. An engineered
approach to sampling from the obstacle region can sig-
nificantly accelerate this bottleneck, as it allows to avoid
sampling numerous C-free elements, thereby reducing the
unnecessary execution of the CollisionCheck subrou-
tine. Furthermore, parallelizing the sampling procedure can
reduce the total runtime in all experiments.

Fig. 5a illustrates a modified version of the scenario
depicted in Fig. 4a, where the obstacle region at the top and
bottom is expanded, and the width of the vertical column
is decreased, thereby increasing the overall obstacle region
in the workspace. Despite the increased obstacle region, the
overall runtime remained unaffected (37.99±11.94 seconds
and 73.92±24.48 seconds for resolutions of 36×36×36×36
and 48×48×48×48, respectively). However, in general, an
increase in the C-obstacle region is expected to result in
longer runtimes.

For higher-dimensional C-spaces, the segmentation func-
tion currently employed becomes intractable while accom-
modating the maximum connectivity. Exploring alternative
segmentation approaches, such as segmenting parts of the C-
space and then combining them, presents potential avenues

(a) (b)

Fig. 5: (a) A Kinova arm attempts to reach inside the frame.
Compared to the scenario in Fig. 4a, the top and bottom of the
frame are expanded, and the vertical columns are compressed. The
columns are made thinner so that the corresponding C-obstacle
region contributing to infeasibility is also reduced in width. (b)
The robot attempting to pick the cyan block from inside the shelf.

for future research to scale the proposed approach to higher-
dimensional C-space.

The resolution of CB must be such that it is equivalent to
the C-space of the robot (see Section IV-C). Thus, selecting
an adequate resolution for CB is crucial since a lower
resolution can lead to incorrect results (Fig. 2). In general,
an adequate resolution is scenario dependent and primarily
relies on factors such as the size of the robot and obstacles,
as well as the distribution of obstacles in the workspace. For
manipulators, a resolution of 36 or 48 (or higher) in each
dimension produces an equivalent CB in all the experiments
considered in this work.

The values for ns and d are empirically determined.
For the manipulator scenarios employing the 4-DOF robot,
increasing the neighbors to d = 10 did not result in any
significant difference in the overall runtime. However, lower
values of d < 5, or not checking for neighbor collision
(d = 0), resulted in higher running times due to the increased
number of configurations that need to be sampled and
checked for occupancy. Lower or higher values of ns did not
significantly affect the runtimes. This arises from a trade-off
between the segmentation time and the duration required for
the SampleCobstacle subroutine. When ns is increased,
the iterations decrease, thus reducing the segmentation time.
However, more values need to be sampled and checked for
collision. When ns is decreased, more iterations are required,
thereby increasing the part of the overall runtime related to
segmentation. For the 5-DOF robot, a lower value of ns
implies more iterations and therefore results in a higher
total runtime due to the increased time required for the
segmentation of CB.

There exist a class of infeasibility problems in which goal
states may lie within the C-obstacle. For example, in the
scenario depicted in Fig. 5b, the cyan block cannot be picked
since other red blocks hinder the grasp. For such scenarios,
it is common practice to sample gripper poses and derive
corresponding grasp configurations via inverse kinematics
when all other objects are absent from the workspace [6].
Then, it is checked whether all the grasp configurations fall
within the C-obstacle region.



VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduce a simple algorithm that is easy
to implement for checking motion planning infeasibility. Our
approach relies on the approximation of the C-space using a
discretized bitmap. Initially, all cells of this bitmap are des-
ignated as C-free. Subsequently, our algorithm incrementally
builds the bitmap by randomly sampling from the C-space
and verifying the occupancy of each sampled cell. The con-
structed bitmap is then segmented into different connected
components, which are separated by C-obstacles. Afterward,
we query the connectivity of the start and goal cells. Through
the incremental construction of the C-space, we only need to
draw a sufficient number of samples to establish the partition
between the start and goal configurations. The approach is
validated through experiments involving robots with up 5-
DOF. We also discuss additional enhancements aimed at
significantly accelerating the discussed algorithm, which are
promising directions for future work.
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