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Abstract—Rearranging objects in cluttered tabletop environ-
ments remains a long-standing challenge in robotics. Classical
planners often generate inefficient, high-cost plans by shuffling
objects individually and using fixed buffers—temporary spaces
such as empty table regions or static stacks—to resolve conflicts.
When only free table locations are used as buffers, dense scenes
become inefficient, since placing an object can restrict others
from reaching their goals and complicate planning. Allowing
stacking provides extra buffer capacity, but conventional stacking
is static: once an object supports another, the base cannot
be moved, which limits efficiency. To overcome these issues, a
novel planning primitive called the Dynamic Buffer is introduced.
Inspired by human grouping strategies, it enables robots to form
temporary, movable stacks that can be transported as a unit.
This improves both feasibility and efficiency in dense layouts,
and it also reduces travel in large-scale settings where space
is abundant. Compared with a state-of-the-art rearrangement
planner, the approach reduces manipulator travel cost by 11.89%
in dense scenarios with a stationary robot and by 5.69% in large,
low-density settings with a mobile manipulator. Practicality is
validated through experiments on a Delta parallel robot with a
two-finger gripper. These findings establish dynamic buffering
as a key primitive for cost-efficient and robust rearrangement
planning.

Index Terms—Rearrangement Planning, Dynamic Buffer,
Multi-Object Manipulation, Stacking

I. INTRODUCTION

The growing field of Embodied Al is focused on creating
autonomous systems that can physically interact with and
modify their environments to achieve goals. A crucial aspect
of this interaction is the ability to rearrange objects, a task
identified as a canonical challenge for embodied agents [1]].
This capability is fundamental to a wide range of applications,
from industrial automation, such as sorting and packing on
a production line [2]], to domestic services like tidying a
room [J3]. The comprehensive nature of rearrangement, which
unifies perception, planning, and manipulation, makes it a
robust benchmark for progress in autonomous robotics.

The goal of rearrangement planning is to find a sequence of
actions to move a set of objects from an initial arrangement
to a target one [2]]. This process requires a robotic system to
first perceive the environment to establish the initial and target
configurations. Subsequently, the planner must address the
core challenge of objects obstructing each other’s target loca-
tions. It computes a sequence of pick-and-place actions, often
using temporary buffer positions, to resolve these conflicts and
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Fig. 1: A comparison of two rearrangement plans. The plan on
the bottom uses dynamic stacking to minimize travel distance,
resulting in a lower overall travel cost despite requiring a
greater number of actions. The plan on the top, which does
not use stacking, has a higher travel cost.

ensure that each object can be moved to its destination without
collision. Once a complete plan is generated, it is passed to
the robot for execution. The overall framework, from visual
input to robot action, is illustrated in Fig. [2]

A key formulation of this challenge is the Tabletop Ob-
ject Rearrangement with Overhand Grasps (TORO) problem,
which seeks a plan that minimizes cost, primarily by reducing
the number of pick-and-place actions [4]. The problem is
fundamentally NP-hard, with its complexity stemming from
object dependencies that arise when objects obstruct each
other’s goal positions [4]]. Resolving these conflicts requires
using “buffers”—temporary locations for objects that are in
the way. While finding a feasible plan is difficult, optimiz-
ing for cost-efficiency is even harder, as the selection of
buffer locations directly impacts the total manipulator travel
distance [3], [6]. Traditional approaches often struggle in
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Fig. 2: Overall framework of the proposed robotic rearrangement system, illustrating the multi-stage pipeline from initial and
target scene perception to rearrangement planning and execution.

high-density scenarios where limited buffer space is available,
leading to limitations in both feasibility and plan quality.

In high-density scenarios, stacking objects can create valu-
able buffer space. Prior works have used this in several ways:
as a tactical tool to free up a path in retrieval tasks [7], as a
core strategy for buffering during rearrangement [8], or even
as part of an optimal, long-term shelf layout [9]. However, a
key limitation unites these approaches: the stacks are treated
as static. Once an object is placed on top of another, the base
object is locked in place.

This static approach is inefficient and unlike how humans
approach complex organization. Humans often create tempo-
rary groups of items—Ilike stacking bowls—and then transport
the entire group in a single action, a highly efficient form
of multi-object manipulation. Inspired by this, this paper
introduces the Dynamic Buffer, a novel planning primitive that
enables this strategy for robots. The core idea is to deliberately
form stacks and relocate them by moving the base object.
This transforms a series of single-object actions into a single,
efficient multi-object move, significantly reducing manipulator
travel distance. To the authors’ knowledge, this is the first work
to treat stacks not merely as static buffers, but as dynamic,
transportable units to improve cost-efficiency in a long-horizon
rearrangement plan.

The principal contributions of this paper are twofold:

o Introduction of the Dynamic Buffer, a novel planning
primitive that enables temporary stacks to be treated
as movable units, thereby transforming stacking from a
static buffering tool into a dynamic, transportable concept
that improves cost-efficiency in rearrangement planning.

o Design and validation of an integrated rearrangement
system that incorporates perception, object correspon-
dence, and stacking-relationship detection to generate and

execute plans that effectively exploit the Dynamic Buffer
primitive.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Sec-
tion [lI] provides a comprehensive overview of related work
in robotic object perception, rearrangement planning, and
multi-object manipulation, followed by Section [l which ex-
plains the problem statement. Section [[V] details the proposed
methodology, including the scene perception, search algo-
rithm, expansion strategy, and plan refinement. Experimental
validation and a thorough analysis of results are presented
in Section [V] followed by concluding remarks and future
directions in Section [VIl

II. RELATED WORKS

This section provides a comprehensive overview of existing
research relevant to robotic object rearrangement planning.
It begins by examining the foundational aspects of scene
perception, followed by a detailed review of various rearrange-
ment planning approaches, and concludes with a discussion on
strategies for multi-object manipulation.

A. Scene Perception

A fundamental challenge in rearrangement planning is per-
ceiving the environment to define the goal and represent the
scene. The goal itself can be specified in various ways. It
can be an explicit set of final object poses [5]I, [6], [8]l, an
implicit objective function to optimize—such as a “tidiness
score”—rather than a fixed final state [12], or a natural
language command [13]]. In some cases, a goal is not provided
at all and must be generated from commonsense rules [14].
To reason about the scene, planners often use graph-based
representations to capture object relationships. These can be



Table I: Comparison of robotic object rearrangement planning methods, highlighting buffering strategies, object-as-buffer usage
(SS: Static Stacking, DS: Dynamic Stacking), placement decision logic, optimization objectives, and manipulator applicability.

Paper Buffering Unoccupied Object Occupied Object Optir.nizz}tion Mob‘ile
Method Goal Strategy Goal Strategy Objective Manip.
TORO [4] (2018) External Direct to Goal To External Buffer Cost-Eff. (Manip. Travel) X
MCTS [2] (2020) Internal (Unoccupied Space) Direct to Goal Move Obstructing Obj.  Feasibility X
TRLB [5] (2022) Internal (Unoccupied Space) Direct to Goal To Lazy Buffer Cost-Eff. (Num. of Actions) X
HetGNN [10] (2023)  Internal (Unoccupied Space) Policy-Learned Policy-Learned Action  Cost-Eff. (Action Type) X
PMMR [11] (2024) Internal (Unoccupied Space) Prioritized Direct to Goal ~ To Sampled Buffer Cost-Eff. (Obj. Travel) X
ORLA* [8] (2024) Internal (Unoccupied Space + SS) Direct to Goal To Lazy Buffer Cost-Eff. (Manip. Travel) v
STRAP [6] (2025) Internal (Unoccupied Space) Direct to Goal To Sampled Buffer Cost-Eff. (Manip. Travel) v
This Work Internal (Unoccupied Space + DS)  Prioritized Stacking To Sampled Buffer Cost-Eff. (Manip. Travel) v

hierarchical, combining low-level geometric data with high-
level symbolic relations like On(Can, Shelf) [15]; heteroge-
neous, using different node and edge types to capture rich
semantics [|10]]; or structured to encode the task directly, where
each node represents a corresponded start-goal object pair [16].

When the goal is provided as raw visual data, such as
an image [<2], [[11], it introduces the critical subproblem of
object matching. The robot must determine the correspondence
between objects in the initial and target scenes. While many
methods assume this correspondence is known, more realistic
approaches must solve it as part of their process. To do
so, works such as [10], [16], [[17] integrate correspondence
estimation directly into their perception pipeline.

B. Rearrangement Planning

Rearrangement planning is a core subfield of Task and
Motion Planning (TAMP) that integrates task sequencing with
motion generation [18]. Tasks are either retrieval-based, fo-
cused on accessing a single object [[19], [20]], or goal-oriented,
where all objects have a target configuration. While goal-
oriented problems span diverse domains like room-scale rear-
rangement [[1]], [21]], [22] and confined spaces [23]], this work
focuses on tabletop manipulation, a challenge defined by dense
clutter and high object dependency [2]. To provide a struc-
tured overview, Table [I] compares recent methods across the
key aspects discussed below. To resolve object dependencies,
planners use different buffering strategies. External buffers
use a dedicated off-table area, with goals like minimizing
total moves [4] or the number of running buffers [24]. More
challenging are internal buffers, which use free on-table space
but risk creating new blockages [5]]. More recently, stacking
has been used as a buffer, where objects themselves serve as
temporary spots in dense scenes [8].

Planning approaches for rearrangement can be distinguished
by their objective. Some methods focus primarily on finding
a feasible solution without an explicit cost function. These
include learning-based approaches that determine if a plan is
achievable [16] and planners that use Monte Carlo Tree Search
(MCTS) to find a valid sequence of actions [2]. In contrast,
cost-efficient approaches aim to generate high-quality plans
by optimizing a specific metric. However, the notion of high-
quality” differs across works. Some planners seek to minimize
the number of object moves, either by reducing the problem

to finding a minimum Feedback Vertex Set (FVS) [4] or
through specialized search [3]. Other works define cost based
on action types (e.g., pushing is cheaper than picking) [10]
or the total distance traveled by the objects themselves [[11].
A more practical objective is minimizing the robot’s total
travel distance, as it strongly correlates with time and energy.
Heuristic search algorithms like A* are commonly used to find
efficient solutions for this metric [6], [8].

A planner’s placement strategy is key for efficiency. If a tar-
get is occupied, planners might move the blocking object [2],
relocate the current object to a buffer [4]], [|6], or assign a buffer
lazily [5], [8]. If the target is unoccupied, the default is to move
directly to it. However, to find better long-term plans, some
methods still evaluate other options [[11]]. This work introduces
a novel strategy: prioritizing stacking even when the goal is
free to enable more efficient multi-object moves later on, as
illustrated in Fig. [T}

To scale rearrangement, research has moved beyond single
stationary arms. One approach uses multi-arm systems to
improve coordination and throughput [25]]. However, for large
tabletops where a single stationary arm cannot reach the entire
workspace, the primary solution is a mobile manipulator [6],
[8[]. The main challenge then becomes the integrated planning
of the mobile base and arm, where minimizing base travel
distance is the key optimization objective.

C. Multi-Object Manipulation

The choice of manipulation primitive is critical for rear-
rangement. Actions are typically prehensile (grasping), non-
prehensile (e.g., pushing), or hybrid. While non-prehensile
actions can sort objects [26]], they often lack the precision
needed for cluttered scenes, where the high accuracy of
prehensile grasping is essential [S[, [8]. Hybrid methods
combine these approaches, for instance by using suction to
assist with pushing objects that are difficult to lift [[11]]. While
these primitives are fundamental, scaling up efficiency requires
moving beyond a one-object-at-a-time paradigm.

To overcome the inefficiency of single-object actions, re-
search in multi-object manipulation shows a clear evolution
toward more intelligent planning. The initial approach focused
on the physics of the grasp itself, planning how to best pick up
several objects that were already adjacent [27]. A subsequent
step handled cases where objects were not yet grouped. In
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Fig. 3: The Dynamic Buffer concept in action: when a base
object (mug) is moved, the stacked object (spoon) moves along
with it, maintaining their relative stacking relationship, as also
shown in the accompanying relational graphs.

what is called the "Busboy Problem,” the robot first performs
setup actions—Iike stacking one item into another (’stack-
grasp”)—to arrange objects into a compact, graspable con-
figuration before lifting them as a single unit [28]]. Building
on this, the most recent approach adds a layer of semantic
understanding, enabling a robot to first perceive existing stable
stacks in the environment and then intelligently decide if it’s
more efficient to move an entire stack at once rather than its
individual items [29].

While these foundational works treat stacking as a tactic
for aggregation or removal, recent methods have also used it
for buffering in dense scenes [§]]. However, these approaches
typically treat stacks as static, preventing the base object
from being moved. This work addresses this limitation by
introducing the Dynamic Buffer, a new primitive where tem-
porary stacks are actively created and taken apart within the
workspace to strategically free up space. This fundamental
shift allows for more flexible and cost-efficient planning.
To demonstrate its effectiveness, this concept is integrated
into the state-of-the-art, A*-based STRAP planner []§[] and a
foundational MCTS-based planner focused on feasibility [2].
The approach is evaluated with both stationary and mobile
manipulators and is benchmarked against the static stacking
concept from ORLA* [g].

III. PROBLEM STATEMENT

The robotic object rearrangement problem involves trans-
forming an initial configuration into a desired target configu-
ration. This task begins with visual observations of both the
initial and target scene images, denoted as [iyy and Jiager. A
perception module processes these images to extract structured
representations that describe the objects, their positions, and
their pairwise relations. After establishing consistent corre-
spondences between the objects in the two scenes, a unified
set of object identifiers V = {01, ...,0,} is obtained, which
serves as the basis for the state representation.

A state is defined as a valid and collision-free configuration
of the environment, determined by the arrangement of objects
together with the manipulator position. Formally, each state is
represented as s = (G, p,), where G = (V,€) is a relational
graph encoding the object arrangement and p,,, denotes the
manipulator’s position. The edges £ specify stacking relation-
ships, with an edge e;; indicating that object o; is stacked on
object o;. The manipulator starts at a predefined home position
pf??) and is assumed to return to this position quEf ) = pfg) upon
task completion.
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Fig. 4: Visual representation of travel cost of manipulation the
orange object. The blue path indicates the EE travel, and the
green path indicates the MB travel.
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Fig. 5: The two manipulator configurations used in the simula-
tion. (Left) A mobile manipulator is used for larger tables that
require the robot’s base to move to reach all objects. (Right)
A stationary manipulator is used for smaller tables where the
base can remain fixed.

The goal state s(7) specifies the desired configuration of
the objects. For each object, this goal can be defined either by
an absolute target position or by a relative stacking relation
with another object. The robotic rearrangement problem is
therefore to compute a collision-free and cost-efficient plan
that transforms the environment from the initial state s(¥) to
the target state s(7).

An action a € A, where A is the set of all valid actions,
results in the system transitioning to a new state s’ = 7 (s, a)
and incurring a cost ¢(a), while the manipulator’s position p,,
is updated with each action. In this framework, two action
primitives can be performed on an object o;:

e Move: Relocate o; from its current position p; to an
unoccupied position pl.

o Stack: Place o; from its current position p; onto a
stackable object o; at position p; whose top is clear,
establishing a stacking relationship (represented by up-
dating the edge e;; = 1).

A core feature of this approach is the concept of a "Dynamic
Buffer”: when an object o; is moved to a new position, all
objects stacked upon it (i.e., with an edge e;; = 1, and
their transitive dependents) move accordingly, maintaining
their relative stacking relationships. This dynamic movement
of stacked objects, exemplified by moving a cup containing a
spoon (as depicted in Fig. §), is utilized to achieve efficient
rearrangement planning.

The objective is to minimize the cumulative travel cost



incurred by the manipulator throughout the action sequence
required to reach the target state. While the total number of
discrete actions can serve as a proxy, the manipulator’s total
traveled distance (or travel cost) more accurately reflects real-
world operational cost. This cost is measured in the XY plane,
and its calculation depends on the robot’s configuration. For
a stationary robot, the cost is based on End-Effector (EE)
travel (blue path in Fig. d). For a mobile robot, necessary for
larger tables beyond a stationary arm’s reach, the cost is based
on Mobile Base (MB) travel (green path in Fig. ). These
different manipulator configurations are further exemplified
in Fig. 5] This comprehensive travel cost is a crucial metric.
For example, a strategy like using a Dynamic Buffer’ might
involve more individual actions but can significantly lower the
overall travel cost by moving grouped objects as a single unit,
unlike rearranging them independently (Fig. [I).

The cost c(a?)) associated with the t-th action, which

(t+1)

moves object o; from pgt) to p; , 1s calculated as follows:

c(a(t)) - d(p<t> pE )) + d(pl(-t),pgtﬂ)) + Cpp (1)

The overall objective function to minimize the total cumulative
cost J(P) for a action sequence P from initial state s(¥) to
final state s(7) is:

min 7 (P 2: (@) + d(pT=D, p©) @)
t=0
st sUD =7 ™), vi=0,...,T—1 (3)

where:
o a®: Action applied at time ¢;
e d(x,y): Manipulator travel distance between position x
and position y;
. p,(;?; Manipulator’s position at time ¢;
. p,l(t): Object o;’s position at time ¢;
. pz(-tﬂ): Object 0;’s next position after a(*);
e ¢pp: Constant pick-and-place cost.

IV. SCENE REARRANGEMENT

This research develops an efficient sequence planning
framework for robotic scene rearrangement tasks. Given ini-
tial and final scene configurations, the system autonomously
determines a high-quality sequence of actions to transition
between them. This is achieved through a multi-stage pipeline,
detailed in the following subsections: scene perception for
state representation, a search-based planner employing a novel
heuristic and expansion strategy, and a final plan refinement
stage to optimize the resulting action sequence.

A. Scene Perception

Accurate scene perception is fundamental for robotic ma-
nipulation, enabling robots to interpret their environment and
the objects within it. The overall framework, from visual input
to robot action, is illustrated in Fig. [2l Objects are assumed to
belong to four functional groups defined by stacking proper-
ties:

Fig. 6: Predefined object categories and their assumed stable
stacking relationships. Arrows indicate that the object at the
tail can be stably stacked on the object at the head.

o Primary Bases: containers such as boxes, pots, and
baskets that can serve as a base for any other object
group;

o Secondary Bases: containers such as bowls, mugs, and
paper cups that can only support Low-Mass Items;

o Low-Mass Items: objects such as spoons, forks, and
knives;

« High-Mass Items: objects such as apples, pears, and
bananas that cannot be stacked on Secondary Bases due
to instability.

Stacking stability is determined by a predefined lookup table,
and each base is assumed to support only one item. While
this restricts expressiveness, it ensures predictable, collision-
free stacking. The four functional object groups and their
assumed stable stacking relationships are illustrated in Fig. [
Future work could instead learn or dynamically infer stacking
feasibility.

For object detection, YOLOVSI [30] is employed to detect
the 12 object classes corresponding to the functional groups
introduced above. To refine the raw detections from the initial
and target scenes, a Consensus Filter is applied. This filter’s
purpose is to reconcile the two sets of detections by enforcing
consistency between the views. It works by cleaning up
duplicates and matching corresponding objects to generate
a single, synchronized set of objects reliably found in both
scenes. The Instance Matching module then establishes the
final one-to-one correspondence required for planning, which
is particularly important for classes with multiple instances.
The cost for matching an object from the initial scene with
one from the target scene is based on the Euclidean distance
between the centers of their bounding boxes, b; and b;
respectively:

O™ = ||center(b;) — center(b;)]|, -
The Hungarian algorithm uses this cost to assign the most spa-
tially coherent matches, resulting in two aligned and ordered
object lists for the planner.

For spatial reasoning, the Spatial Relation Inference (SRI)
module builds on the CNN-based architecture of [31]]. A
dataset of 604 real tabletop images containing kitchen objects



was collected, complemented by 2500 simulated scene pairs
generated in PyBullet [32]. In the simulation, 12 object classes
corresponding to the functional groups introduced above were
defined, and stacking relations were randomly sampled un-
der the same category-based rules. Both real and simulated
datasets were used to train the relation detection module, while
the simulated pairs were additionally employed in the rear-
rangement experiments. The CNN processes cropped regions
of overlapping object pairs and predicts whether one object
is stacked on another or whether no relation exists. These
relations are then assembled into a scene graph representing
the stacking structure, which is subsequently provided to the
rearrangement planner.

B. Search Algorithm

As exhaustive methods are too time consuming, heuristic
methods are feasible and useful to plan. The A* algorithm,
thus, is employed to find high-quality plans for the rearrange-
ment task. This algorithm, building upon its application in [|6],
extends its core functionality with action primitives (move
and stack) defined in the problem formulation. Within the
A* search, each state s is represented as a node, and valid
actions a are directed edges transitioning between states. The
algorithm explores states by prioritizing those with the lowest
estimated total cost f(s) = g(s) + h(s), where g(s) is cost-
to-come which is the cumulative cost from the initial state
and h(s) is the estimated cost-to-go which is cumulative cost
from the current state reaching to the target state. This process
continues until the target state s(*) is reached, ensuring a high-
quality sequence of actions that minimizes the overall cost
given an admissible heuristic. The search for the optimal path
is further accelerated by use of a heuristic function. The A*
algorithm, using a priority heap, explores the search space by
expanding the most promising nodes first.

Heuristic Function with Stacking Awareness: Defining
a proper heuristic function h(s) is critical for ensuring the
efficiency and optimality guarantees of A*. The baseline
heuristic from [6] considers the distance of objects in current
state to their goal positions and associated pick-and-place
costs. However, directly applying this heuristic is insufficient
when incorporating stacking primitives, as stacking can lead
to a lower true cost than a direct move (see Fig. [I). This
could make the heuristic non-admissible, meaning it might
overestimate the true cost to the goal. In order to guarantee
that A* finds an optimal solution, the heuristic must be
admissible [33]]. Therefore, a novel heuristic is introduced
that accounts for stacking capabilities. For each object o;, its
estimated cost-to-go h;(s(*)) is the minimum of its distance
to its target position and the distances to all candidate base
objects it could stack upon. This ensures the heuristic remains
an underestimate of the true optimal cost, thereby preserving
A*’s admissibility. The full heuristic is defined mathematically

as:

n

h(s(t)) = Z h( (t)) + 1N Cpp, €]

hi(s") ( dp”, "),
)

(A, p") + epposec, ).

where n is the number of remaining objects that are not at their
goal. The set of candidate bases, C;, includes all objects that
are stable for o; to be stacked on, whose tops are clear. The
distance function, d(z,y), represents the manipulator’s travel
cost as defined in Section[[TI} using either the EE or MB travel
distance depending on the robot configuration.

To enhance the overall planning efficiency and handle long-
horizon problems, ensuring a feasible plan is available at each
step, the "Goal Attempting” strategy introduced by STRAP [6]
is adopted as a high-speed feasible planner, capable of gener-
ating a quick plan from the current state to the goal within a
given time budget. In this paper, Goal Attempting functionality
is powered by an algorithm based on the MCTS planner [2],
into which the dynamic stacking primitives are integrated. This
MCTS component is designed to find a fast feasible plan,
and for this purpose, it allows manipulating a similar object
consecutively. This can lead to plans of lower quality; however,
these immediate redundancies are efficiently addressed by the
first stage of the refinement process (Section [[V-D).

®)

C. Expanding Strategy

In the A* search, the method for generating successor states
and deciding an object’s next placement is crucial. For each
object, its goal is defined either by a target position or by a
stacking relationship with another object in the target scene.
The expansion strategy, detailed in Algorithm [T} manages the
search’s branching factor by limiting successor states for each
object to a predefined buffer count Ny,s. This budget is then
partitioned such that a majority (e.g., 60%) is allocated to
potential stack actions, while the remainder is dedicated to
move actions.

The action generation process for an object o; begins with
exploring stacking opportunities by creating stack actions
from a random sample of its valid base objects, O, (Lines 5—
7). The generation of complementary move actions is guided
by the goal’s availability, a process that starts by identifying
the set of all valid collision-free placements Py, (Line 9). If
the goal position is occupied (i.e., pk ¢ Py), alternative
placements are sampled from Py (Line 10-11). If the goal is
available, however, a strong goal-oriented bias is applied, and
the sole move action generated is the one that places the object
directly at its target (Line 14). This dual approach allows the
A* search to evaluate the cost-effectiveness of both direct-to-
goal actions and intermediate stacking maneuvers that may be
more efficient in the long run.

Action Generation and Validation: The validity of actions
is ensured through a two-step process. For a move action, the
set of all collision-free locations is identified using a Summed-
Area Table (SAT), also known as an integral image [34].
This technique is applied to the multi-label occupancy map



Algorithm 1: The Proposed Expansion Strategy for
Generating Successor Actions.

Input: S = (s, s(™)): The current and target
arrangements.

Input: Ny, The number of buffer slots per object.

Result: A,.iq: A set of valid actions.

1 Orem < {01' not in its goal}

2 Avatia < 0

3 Niack < max(|0.6 - Nypyel, 1)

4 for each oy in O,y do

5 Oy, < getValidStackTargets(oy,)
6 O;c — Sample(Ok’a Nﬁlack)

7 Ap sack < {stack(oy, 05) | 0; € O}}
8 Nmove — Nbuf - |Ak,stack|

9 Py, + getValidPositions(oy,)

w | if pi") ¢ P, then

11 | P <+ Sample(Py, Nmove)
12 end
13 else
T
w || P
15 end

16 A move <— {move(og,p) | p € P}

17 Avalid — Avalid U Ak,slack U Ak,move
18 end

return A, g

—
e

to allow for the rapid validation of all possible placements
for a given object’s footprint in a single, efficient pass. For a
stack action, the set of feasible base objects is determined by
looping through all objects in the environment. The stability of
a stacking configuration is determined by a predefined lookup
table.

D. Plan Refinement

To enhance the quality of generated plans, a two-stage
refinement process is applied, aiming to eliminate redundant
actions, ensure action sequence coherence, and optimize buffer
locations. The two stages are as follows:

Redundancy Pruning: This first stage rigorously eliminates
redundant actions from the planner’s output while preserving
plan feasibility. This is achieved by removing consecutive
operations that manipulate the same object, keeping only the
final relevant action. Additionally, non-consecutive redundan-
cies are identified and skipped by checking if an action pro-
duces any tangible change to an object’s intended state. This
comprehensive pruning results in a more concise, efficient, and
feasible plan.

Buffer Optimality: The second stage focuses on optimizing
the locations of temporary buffers within a refined action
sequence. This is particularly crucial for objects manipulated
multiple times, where an initial placement into a temporary
location is followed by a subsequent transfer to its final goal
or another buffer. The objective is to identify the most cost-
efficient location for such buffered objects throughout their

trajectory. Unlike prior work that primarily considers basic
movements for static buffer optimization [6]], this stage explic-
itly incorporates stacking primitives. As previously discussed,
stacking an object can create a dynamic buffer, or unoccupied
locations can act as static buffers. This allows the refinement
process to leverage the advantages of both approaches. Both
static and dynamic buffers are illustrated in Fig.

As depicted in Fig.[7al for each object oy, that is temporarily
buffered (first manipulated at index b to a buffer, and then
again at index ¢), the optimal buffer position is re-evaluated.
This involves minimizing the cumulative manipulator travel
cost associated with both manipulations of oj. This cost
incorporates four key distances:

1) Manipulator travel to place oy from its pick position to
the buffer position p at index b;

2) Manipulator travel from p to the pick position of the
next object in the sequence at index b + 1;

3) Manipulator travel to pick oy from its buffer location at
index 7;

4) Manipulator travel to place oy at its target position or
another buffer at index «.

Given an action sequence P, the optimization objective to find
the best static buffer p* is:
; (b) (b+1)
min (|73pick —p‘ + |p — Pk ‘

peh ' ©)

+ |Ppglla;el) - p| + |p B 7);172(:6 )

Here, P;, denotes the set of unoccupied collision-free locations
for o;. For dynamic buffers, which involve stacking object oy
onto a base object o;, the cost calculation must account for
the dynamic nature of the buffer. Since the position of the
base object o; can change between the manipulations of oy,
at indices b and 4, the cost function considers not only the
original buffer location pi-b) but also its potentially different
subsequent location pg-z), as depicted in Fig. This is in
contrast to static buffers, whose positions remain fixed. The
optimization objective to find the best dynamic buffer o} is:

Juin (75— 287+ Iy = Pt (
+ P’ =21+ 10— P])

Here, C; is the set of valid base objects for o, whose tops
remain clear from index b to ¢. This dynamic buffer cost is
then compared against the cost of using an optimal static
buffer location. Based on whichever option yields the minimal
cost, action b is updated to either move the object to the
best location p* or to stack it on the chosen object 0. This
comprehensive refinement leverages stacking for improved
plan quality.

V. RESULTS

This section presents the experimental validation and anal-
ysis of the proposed stacking approach for object rearrange-
ment planning. The performance of the integrated system is
evaluated in three distinct parts: a comprehensive algorithm
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which finds the best static buffer. which takes into consideration
dynamic buffers as well as static
buffers.

Fig. 7: Blue is the path traveled by manipulator in the action
index b for moving object k£ to a buffer p; Green is the path
traveled by manipulator in the action index ¢ for moving object
k from buffer p to another location; Red shows the buffer
candidates.

comparison against several baselines, an analysis of key com-
ponents and parameters within the framework, and a final full
pipeline experiment conducted in both simulation and the real
world.

A. Algorithm Comparison

To validate the effectiveness of the Dynamic-Stacking (DS)
approach, its performance is compared against several baseline
methods, representing both traditional Non-Stacking (NS) and
Static-Stacking (SS) strategies. The following algorithms are
evaluated:

MCTS: The standard MCTS planner [2], used for finding
feasible rearrangement plans.

MCTS+DS: The proposed DS approach integrated into the
MCTS planner.

STRAP: The A* planner from [6]], used for planning high-
quality rearrangement sequences. This planner employs a
Goal-Attempting mechanism, for which an MCTS planner is
utilized internally.

STRAP+SS: The SS approach, representing existing stacking
methods (e.g., as conceptualized in ORLA* [8]), integrated
into the STRAP planner.

STRAP+DS: The proposed DS approach integrated into the
STRAP planner.

For a fair comparison with baselines, which do not support
pre-existing stacking, initial and target arrangements are gener-
ated without stacking relations. In this context, stacking primi-
tives are exclusively used for intermediate buffering during the
planning process. For each number of objects n, 40 random
scene pairs were generated, and one trial was executed per pair.
Each trial is subject to a 6-minute time limit to find a cost-
efficient solution. Regardless of the success rate, the reported
performance metrics—average travel cost, average number of
actions, and average manipulation time—are evaluated over
successful trials to remain consistent with previous works [6]].
Travel cost is considered the primary metric, as it compre-
hensively quantifies both manipulator travel distances and
pick-and-place operations. To ensure a consistent experimental

oo
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Fig. 8: Results for low-density scenes (¢ = 0.2). The hori-
zontal axis represents the number of objects in the scene. The
top row illustrates performance for the stationary manipulator,
while the bottom row presents the corresponding metrics for
the mobile manipulator.

stationary | ¢ = 0.5

Computation Time

# of Actions Travel Cost (log scale) Success Rate (%)

80

10 60

40

20

= MCTS == MCTS+DS mmm STRAP STRAP+SS STRAP+DS

Fig. 9: Results for high-density scenes (¢ = 0.5). The
horizontal axis represents the number of objects in the scene.
The plots display algorithm performance for the stationary
manipulator in these challenging environments.

setup, uniformly sized objects are used. The scene density ¢
is then defined as the ratio of the total object footprint area
Yoco0S(0) to the total table area St [8]l, where S(o0) is the
footprint size of object o. The table dimensions are 1x 1 meters
for stationary mode and 1 x 2 meters for mobile mode, and
manipulator movement costs are normalized by the width of
the table. Furthermore, a pick-and-place cost ¢, of 0.2 (one
fifth of traveling the table’s width) is applied per action.

To provide a robust assessment of performance that accounts
for varying success rates and to enable a direct comparison of
algorithms across different numbers of objects, the Expected
Succeeded Cost (ESC) is defined as the average cost of
successful trials divided by the success rate:

_ Average Cost of Trials(n)
N Success Rate(n)

ESC(n) ®)
In scenarios with 100% success rate, ESC simplifies to the
average cost of successful trials. For an aggregate measure
across all evaluated object counts, the Overall Performance



Table II: Comparison of algorithm performance across differ-
ent scenarios. OPS and PIR are presented for each algorithm,
covering stationary (EE) and mobile (MB) manipulators in low
(¢ = 0.2) and high (¢ = 0.5) density scenes.

MCTS STRAP
Manip. ¢ Metrics | NS DS NS SS DS
EE 02 OPS | 745 738 | 646 649 6.37
PIR - 0.92% - -046% 131%
MB 02 OPS |[23.08 2255 [1740 175 16.41
PIR - 2.30% - -0.61% 5.69%
EE 05 OPS |[11.75 10.14 | 9.64 9.35 8.49
PIR - 13.72% | - 2.96% 11.89%

Score (OPS) of an algorithm is defined as the mean of its
ESC values, given in Eq. @), over all relevant n:

oPS — > ESC(n) )
EN

IF

where N is the set of evaluated object counts. To quantify per-
formance improvements between algorithms, the Performance
Improvement Rate (PIR) of algorithm B over algorithm A by
the metric of OPS represented in Eq. (9) is calculated as:

OPS(A) — OPS(B)

PIR(B over A) = OPS(A)

x 100%

(10)

The performance comparison across all algorithms and
scenarios is shown in a combination of figures and a table. The
results in Fig. [§ and Fig. [J] illustrate the performance trends,
while Table |lI| provides a numerical summary of the OPS and
PIR for each algorithm. Fig. [§|shows results for both stationary
and mobile manipulators, while the computationally expensive
nature of high-density problems limits the analysis in Fig. [9]to
the stationary manipulator only. It should be noted that for low-
density scenarios, a universal 100% success rate was achieved
by all algorithms, largely owing to the “Goal Attempting”
mechanism. Consequently, ESC for these scenarios simplifies
to the average cost.

For low-density scenarios (¢ = 0.2) in Fig. [§] stacking on
MCTS (MCTS+DS) does not yield a significant improvement
in performance compared to baseline MCTS, as MCTS primar-
ily focuses on feasibility, and complex buffering is less critical
in low-density settings. For the stationary manipulator (Fig.
top), STRAP+DS demonstrates a PIR of 1.31% in cost over
baseline STRAP. This is reflected in the OPS values in Table [T
(6.46 for STRAP vs. 6.37 for STRAP+DS). In contrast, for the
mobile manipulator (Fig. [8| bottom), the benefits of dynamic
stacking are more pronounced. STRAP+DS achieves a PIR of
5.69% in cost over baseline STRAP, as seen in Table [II| (17.40
for STRAP vs. 16.41 for STRAP+DS). This improvement in
cost for STRAP+DS in both stationary and mobile scenarios is
accompanied by an increase in the average number of actions.
This trend is expected, since in larger mobile workspaces,
dynamic stacking allows grouped transfers that can reduce
costs despite requiring more actions. In both stationary and

mobile scenarios, STRAP+SS shows no notable difference in
performance compared to baseline STRAP.

High-density scenarios (¢ = 0.5) pose significant chal-
lenges, particularly for algorithms lacking stacking capabili-
ties, as free buffer space can become extremely scarce, render-
ing some problems infeasible. It should be noted that while the
work of [|6] did not evaluate performance in such high-density
environments, this paper’s algorithms are specifically tested
under these conditions. In these challenging environments, the
limited available space severely impacts success rates for non-
stacking algorithms. For instance, the low average cost for
STRAP at n = 4 is misleading, as it is derived from only
5% successful trials (2 out of 40 scenarios). Therefore, OPS
is used for comparisons where relevant n values are from 5 to
8, and the 4-object scenario is excluded from this aggregate
analysis due to its extremely low success rates for non-stacking
methods, which can significantly skew comparative metrics
and make the comparison unfair.

From Fig. P it can be inferred that stacking methods
generally outperform non-stacking methods in high-density
scenarios. This is supported by the data in Table which
shows consistently lower OPS values for stacking meth-
ods. Here, STRAP+DS demonstrates significant advantages,
achieving both lower travel cost and fewer actions. Further-
more, STRAP+SS provides a modest PIR of 2.96% over the
STRAP baseline. Most notably, STRAP+DS achieves a PIR
of 11.89% over the STRAP baseline in terms of cost, with
its final OPS (8.49) being substantially lower than all other
planners. This strongly indicates that Dynamic Stacking is
vastly beneficial in high-density rearrangement tasks.

B. Component and Parameter Analysis

This section presents a detailed analysis of the planning
framework’s key components and parameters. The impact of
the post-processing refinement stages is first studied, followed
by an evaluation of the effect of the number of buffers
used in the search algorithm. This analysis is crucial for
understanding the contributions of each component to the
overall performance and for justifying the parameter choices
made in the main experiments.

1) Refinement Study: Table [[II| illustrates the impact of the
proposed plan refinement methods. For each entry, the OPS
of the refined algorithm is presented in parentheses, followed
by the PIR over its unrefined counterpart. In less challenging,
low-density scenarios (¢ = 0.2), dynamic refinement yields
only marginal improvements over static refinement across all
algorithms and manipulator types, indicating that initial plans
are already quite efficient. The benefits of dynamic refinement
are more pronounced in high-density scenarios (¢ = 0.5),
where it consistently provides a significantly higher PIR across
all baselines. For example, applying dynamic refinement to
MCTS results in a 12.06% improvement, substantially outper-
forming the 7.39% from static refinement.

It is notable that while the PIR values for STRAP+DS
are lower compared to other variants, its final OPS remains
superior. This demonstrates that the STRAP+DS planning
algorithm’s primary search already incorporates efficient stack-



Table III: Comparison in travel cost achieved by applying
refinement methods. Values are presented as (OPS) and PIR%
for each algorithm, where OPS is the overall performance
score after refinement. ”Static”” rows show PIR from applying
refinement with only static buffers (based on [6]); “"Dynamic”
rows show PIR from applying full refinement (incorporating
dynamic buffers).

MCTS STRAP

Manip. ¢  Refine NS DS NS SS DS

Static (7.11)  (7.10) (6.41) (6.43) (6.35)

EE 02 4.52% 3.84% 0.74% 0.84% 0.43%

. .| (7.10)  (7.09) (6.41) (6.43) (6.35)
Dynamic

4.64% 3.93% 0.80% 0.94% 0.43%

Static (22.16) (21.82) (17.18) (17.29) (16.28)

MB 0.2 4.00% 3.22% 121% 1.18% 0.74%

.| (22.11) (21.81) (17.16) (17.21) (16.28)
Dynamic

422% 327% 133% 1.65% 0.74%

Static (10.88) (9.67) (9.34) (9.16) (8.42)

EE 05 739% 4.61% 3.01% 2.08% 0.88%

' . 1(10.33) (937) (9.14) (8.96) (8.40)
Dynamic

12.06% 7.61% 5.12% 4.17% 1.06%

ing strategies, leading to high-quality initial plans that re-
quire less post-processing optimization. Therefore, even with
a smaller PIR from refinement, STRAP+DS maintains its
superior overall performance, leaving less room for further
improvement.

2) Parameter Study: A study is conducted on the number of
buffers utilized in the tree search, a key parameter for balanc-
ing exploration and efficiency. The impact of this parameter
on performance is presented in Table showing the PIR of
STRAP+DS over STRAP. As defined in the methodology, a
fixed ratio of dynamic to static buffers is maintained. The PIR
peaks at 4 buffers (5.69%), which was consequently chosen
as the default value for the main experiments. PIR is slightly
reduced for 6 and 8 buffers, and significantly reduced for 10
buffers. This indicates that while increasing the number of
buffers expands the search space, it does not necessarily lead
to proportionally better plans, and can introduce inefficiencies
due to the increased computational cost of exploring less
optimal buffer choices. This highlights the importance of
carefully selecting the number of buffers to balance search
cost and plan quality.

C. Full Pipeline Experiment

The full pipeline, from visual input to robot execution, was
evaluated in a more realistic setting than the algorithm com-
parisons. These experiments, which utilized general-shaped
objects and included scenarios with pre-existing stacking
relationships, serve to validate the robustness of the full
system. The system’s inputs were limited to two RGB images
representing the initial and target scenes. The visual perception
system achieved an accuracy of 92.42% on the real test set
and 98.26% on the simulation test set, demonstrating strong

Table IV: Parameter study on the number of buffers. OPS and
PIR for STRAP and STRAP+DS are presented as a function
of the number of buffers. The results are for the mobile
manipulator in low-density scenarios (¢ = 0.2).

Number of OPS PIR
Buffers STRAP STRAP+DS
3 17.45 16.57 5.02%
4 17.40 16.41 5.69%
6 17.34 16.44 5.14%
8 17.42 16.48 5.42%
10 17.41 16.62 4.54%
Initial Scene Target Scene

Dynamic Stacking

Static Stacking

Cost:
6.878

Fig. 10: A comparison of rearrangement plans using Static
vs. Dynamic Stacking for a scene with pre-existing stacks.
Dynamic Stacking allows objects like the box and mug to
be used as movable ’dynamic buffers’, resulting in a more
efficient, lower-cost plan as shown.

performance across both domains and contributing to the
system’s robustness in real-world scenarios.

1) Simulation Results: The system was evaluated on 40
rearrangement tasks in a simulation environment, with each
task composed of 10 random objects. These experiments
were conducted using a Franka Emika Panda manipulator
model within the PyBullet physics engine [32]. The
system successfully solved 39 out of 40 tasks, utilizing an
average of 7.6 action steps for successful runs.

A specific simulation was examined to illustrate the fun-
damental difference between the dynamic and static stacking
approaches, particularly in scenarios with pre-existing stacks.
Static stacking primitives do not permit the relocation of an
object that serves as a base for another, which constrains the
available planning options. In contrast, the dynamic stacking
approach allows an entire stack to be moved by manipulating
its base object. This key capability is highlighted in Fig.
The figure demonstrates how leveraging an existing stack as



Fig. 11: The real-world experimental setup. The delta robot
is shown preparing to perform a rearrangement task on the
tabletop.

a single movable unit can lead to a more efficient plan with
a significantly lower travel cost compared to the sequence of
actions available to a static stacking approach.

2) Real-World Results: Real-robot experiments were per-
formed using a custom-built delta robot described in [36].
An overview of the real-world setup is shown in Fig. [T1]
The system was evaluated on 20 rearrangement tasks, each
composed of 5 objects. Of the 20 experiments, 18 were
successful. For successful tasks, the system used an average
of 5.1 action steps for execution. The few failures observed
in both the simulation and real-world experiments stemmed
from a common source, namely errors in the visual perception
system. These issues typically involved incorrectly estimated
object counts, mismatches between source and target objects,
or the misclassification of stacking relations.

The implementation code and supplementary experimental
videos are available at the project repository.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper introduced a novel approach to tabletop re-
arrangement planning by incorporating a Dynamic Buffer
concept. This method, inspired by human strategies, enables
multi-object manipulation by allowing temporary object stacks
to be dynamically relocated, thus creating flexible, non-fixed
buffer locations. This work demonstrates that integrating dy-
namic stacking into rearrangement planners yields significant
benefits. The experimental results showed that this approach
substantially enhances plan quality and efficiency. A cost
reduction of 11.89% was achieved in challenging, high-density
scenarios, while a 5.69% cost reduction was observed for
large table mobile manipulation in low-density settings. These
findings highlight that dynamic buffering is not only a crucial
strategy for ensuring feasibility in environments with limited

Uhttps://github.com/armanbarghi/DBRP-Code

buffer space but also a powerful technique for achieving cost-
efficiency even when stacking is not strictly necessary. This
research provides a solid foundation for advancing dynamic,
multi-object manipulation in complex and constrained envi-
ronments.
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