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Abstract— Object rearrangement is a fundamental sub-task
in accomplishing a great many physical tasks. As such, ef-
fectively executing rearrangement is an important skill for
intelligent robots to master. In this study, we conduct the first
algorithmic study on optimally solving the problem of Multi-
layer Object Rearrangement on a Tabletop (MORT), in which
one object may be relocated at a time, and an object can only
be moved if other objects do not block its top surface. In
addition, any intermediate structure during the reconfiguration
process must be physically stable, i.e., it should stand without
external support. To tackle the dual challenges of untangling the
dependencies between objects and ensuring structural stability,
we develop an algorithm that interleaves the computation of the
optimal rearrangement plan and structural stability checking.
Using a carefully constructed integer linear programming (ILP)
model, our algorithm, Stability-aware Integer Programming-
based Planner (SIPP), readily scales to optimally solve complex
rearrangement problems of 3D structures with over 60 building
blocks, with solution quality significantly outperforming natural
greedy best-first approaches.

Upon the publication of the manuscript, source code and data
will be available at https://github.com/arc-l/mort/ .

I. INTRODUCTION

Object rearrangement is a sub-task of fundamental im-
portance in accomplishing a great many physical tasks, be
them in logistics, office spaces, or household settings. As
such, performing fast, high-quality object rearrangement is
an essential skill for the next generation of intelligent robots
to master. Generally speaking, in a robotic rearrangement
task, a manipulator must move a set of objects to reach some
desirable, stable geometric configuration. Here, we examine
optimally solving a subclass of rearrangement problems
where objects to be organized are located on a tabletop. In
such setups, due to the unblocked access above the tabletop,
it is reasonable to assume that relocating a single, unblocked
object takes a constant amount of time, thus reducing the
problem to a combinatorial task planning challenge.

Due to the intricate interactions among many objects,
however, optimally solving the combinatorial task planning
challenge in a tabletop rearrangement problem is highly
non-trivial. Indeed, it was formally proven that optimally
rearranging a single layer of objects on a tabletop using pick-
n-place manipulation primitives is NP-complete [1] (in fact,
the problem is APX-hard or hard to approximate.). Roughly
speaking, the difficulty comes from the overlap of start
and goal configurations of objects, which leads to intricate
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Fig. 1: Illustration of a multi-layer rearrangement problem
studied in this paper, where 10 (uniquely labeled) blocks
must be reconfigured from one stable arrangement to another
stable arrangement through a sequence of stable intermediate
arrangements, using a single robotic manipulator that can
relocate one object at a time.

dependencies among the objects. Minimizing the number
of rearrangement actions to solve a tabletop rearrangement
problem amounts to untangling the dependencies. Despite the
computational intractability, multiple methods [1]–[4] have
been developed to quickly compute high-quality solutions
according to multiple metrics.

With the structure of the single-layer tabletop rearrange-
ment problem reasonably well understood, we ask a natural
next question: what if the start and goal configurations
contain multiple layers of objects? In this work, we study
the Multi-layer Object Rearrangement on a Tabletop (MORT)
problem, in which the start/goal configurations may contain
many objects stably organized in many layers. An object
may be relocated if other objects do not occupy its top
surface. A relocation must also be stable, i.e., an object, after
being released at a target pose, is stably supported by the
tabletop or other objects. As an abstract model, in addition
to modeling multi-layer rearrangement at the tabletop scale,
MORT can be applied to large-scale problems, e.g., it can be
readily combined with motion planning methods in [5] to
accelerate the construction of large structures.

Similar to the solutions structure of single-layer tabletop
rearrangement problems, which is heavily coupled to the
dependency graph of the objects, object dependencies are
also key to solving MORT. Because the single-layer setting
is a special case and is NP-hard, MORT is NP-hard as
well. However, MORT must also deal with layer-based object
dependencies. Moreover, solving MORT requires considering
not only the combinatorial dependencies among the objects
but also structural stability, which limits the number of
possible construction pathways.

To tackle combinatorial constraints and structural sta-
bility jointly, we propose SIPP (Stability-aware Integer
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Programming-based Planner), an optimal algorithm that in-
terleaves solving an integer linear programming (ILP) model
and checking structural stability via physics-based simu-
lation. Specifically, we first solve an ILP model for the
shortest rearrangement plan fulfilling all combinatorial con-
straints. Then, the stability of all intermediate arrangements
is checked in a physics simulator. If some arrangements
are unstable, the failure is added as linear constraints to
the ILP model to refine the plan. The process iterates
until a feasible plan is found, which is optimal. Thorough
simulation evaluations demonstrate that SIPP has excellent
scalability and, as an optimal algorithm, outperforms best-
first approaches by a large margin in terms of the number of
objects that must be temporarily relocated, which translates
to big potential savings in execution time.

In summary, our study brings two main contributions.
First, we initiate the structural and algorithmic study of the
Multi-layer Object Rearrangement on a Tabletop (MORT)
problem, a task planning problem modeling the optimal
transformation of 3D structures with applications at multiple
domains and scales, e.g., making the large-scale robotic
constructions more efficient. Second, we develop a novel
and optimal algorithm for MORT, by interleaving solving
an optimal integer linear programming model and intro-
ducing stability-assurance linear constraints. The iterative
solution framework, taking advantage of the structure of
the MORT problem, readily scales to perform optimal in-
place rearrangement of complex 3D structures with over 60
building blocks, with solution quality significantly better than
(greedy) best-first methods.

Paper Organization The remainder of this paper is struc-
tured as follows. Sec. II, introduces previous works on related
topics and contrasts them with this work. Sec. III, presents
the formal definition of MORT and some of its structural
properties. Sec. IV describes SIPP, an optimal algorithm
for MORT, along with a greedy best-first search baseline.
Section V evaluates the performance of SIPP, and finally,
Sec. VI discusses and concludes the paper.

II. RELATED WORK

Object Rearrangement. Robotic rearrangement, as a sub-
category of task and motion planning problems with a vast
number of applications, has been extensively studied. Many
challenging setups have been examined, including dense
single-layer tabletop settings [6]–[8], shelves that constrain
robots’ motion [9]–[11], and furniture rearrangement in a
large workspace [12]–[14]. In tabletop rearrangement, robots
can use both simple non-prehensile actions like pushing and
poking [15]–[18], as well as more complex prehensile ac-
tions like grasping to manipulate objects and facilitate long-
horizon planning [6], [10], [19]. The combinatorial aspect of
tabletop rearrangement poses significant challenges. Previous
works have used dependency graphs to encode combinatorial
constraints and represent object relationships [1]–[4]. Most
prior research in this area focuses on single-layer settings,
where no object is blocked from above. Through dependency

graphs, a single-layer tabletop rearrangement problem can
be transformed into well-studied graph problems. MORT,
studied in this paper, extends the combinatorial study of
rearrangement to multi-layer setups. Like MORT, stack re-
arrangement [20], [21] also examines multi-layer object
rearrangement from a combinatorial perspective, but with the
stricter restriction that objects are stored in stacks, forming
linear top-down dependencies.

Blocks World and Symbolic Reasoning. Blocks World
[22] is a classical problem that received extensive attention
in symbolic reasoning research. The development of this
line of work initially focused mainly on logical reasoning,
leading to the appearance of tools including STRIPS (Stan-
ford Research Institute Problem Solver) [23] and PDDL
(Planning Domain Definition Language) [24]. Recently, a
seminal work [25] integrates PDDL with motion planning
to deliver PDDLStream, a general task and motion planner.
In contrast to these studies, our study of MORT focuses
on taming the combinatorial explosion of a more complex
version of the Blocks World problem, with the goal of
solving it with the least number of operations.

Assembly and Disassembly Planning Assembly and dis-
assembly planning are well-established fields in object ma-
nipulation with applications across a broad spectrum of do-
mains. Earlier works in these areas focused on constructing
symbolic reasoning systems to find assembly/disassembly se-
quences that satisfy given constraints [26]–[28]. For example,
Mello et al. [27] used a relational model graph to represent
part relationships and identify assembly sequences. To en-
able autonomous assembly, some studies have investigated
geometric reasoning for assembly tasks [29], [30], directly
reasoning assembly sequences from component geometries.
Previous research on assembly planning has also considered
constraints like manipulation feasibility (’graspability’) [31],
[32], structural stability [31], [33], and coordination among
manipulators [34]. To ensure stability during assembly, Wan
et al. [31] evaluated ’stability quality’ based on the object’s
center of mass and its supporting region. In related problems,
Noseworthy et al. [35] proposed a GNN model for the
stability of stacks of cuboid objects, while Garrett et al.
[36] used the fixed-end beam equation to approximate the
potential deformation of a spatial frame structure. Most as-
sembly/disassembly problems assume that parts are scattered
in the workspace in the start or the goal configuration. In
contrast, MORT involves compact piles of objects in both the
start and goal configurations. Additionally, previous stability
checkers assume specific object shapes; we use a physics
engine to evaluate stability for objects with general bases.

III. PRELIMINARIES

A. Problem Formulation

Consider a tabletop workspace with sufficient clearance
of H above it. Denote the tabletop as Wt ⊂ R2; the
workspace is then W ⊂ Wt × [0, H]. A set of n objects
O = {o1, . . . , on} is placed in W , supported on the tabletop
Wt. The pose xi ∈ SE(3) of an object i, 1 ≤ n is stable if



the object remains motionless without external force. As an
example, the arrangement of four objects shown in Fig. 2
is stable. However, if object 4 is not present, then the
leftover arrangement is unstable because object 3 is not well-
supported by object 1.

1

3

2

4

Fig. 2: An arrangement of four objects. The arrangement is
stable (assuming sufficient friction). If object 4 is not present,
the leftover arrangement is unstable; object 3 will fall.

A feasible arrangement of O is a set of poses A =
{x1, . . . , xn}, where each xi ∈ SE(3) is collision-free and
stable. In a single pick-n-place rearrangement operation, an
object at a pose without any overhead blockage may be
relocated to another such pose. For example, this can be
achieved using a suction cup-based gripper. A pick-n-place
operation is formally represented as a triple a = (i, x′

i, x
′′
i ),

denoting that object i is moved from pose x′
i to pose x′′

i . We
seek a plan P = (a1, a2, . . . ), an ordered sequence of pick-n-
place operations, that moves objects from a start arrangement
A1 to a goal arrangement A2. We say that P is feasible if all
intermediate arrangements based on P including A1 and A2

are feasible. Intermediate arrangement stability is necessary
for a single robotic manipulator to execute the plan.

It is clear that in a feasible plan P that moves objects from
A1 to A2, for some object i with x′

i ∈ A1 and x′′
i ∈ A2, P

may have to move i from x′
i to some temporary pose before

moving it to x′′
i . We may view a pick-n-place that moves an

object to a temporary pose as moving the object to a buffer.
A buffer may be internal or external to W; in this work,
a sufficient number of buffers is assumed to be available
on Wt. Nevertheless, it is generally desirable to use as few
buffers as possible. With the introduction of buffers, three
types of pick-n-place operations may happen to an object i
with x′

i ∈ A1 and x′′
i ∈ A2: 1) relocate i directly from x′

i

to x′′
i , 2) relocate i from x′

i to buffer pose, and 3) relocate i
from a buffer pose to x′′

i .
It is generally preferred to solve a rearrangement problem

with the least number of pick-n-places, which leads to the
following natural rearrangement planning problem.

Problem 1 (Multi-layer Object Rearrangement on a Tabletop
(MORT)). Given feasible start and goal arrangements A1 and
A2, compute a feasible rearrangement plan P as a sequence
of pick-n-places with minimum |P |.

As an initial study of MORT, in this work, we assume that
all objects are generalized cylinders with the same height.
In other words, each object may be viewed as extending
a connected and compact two-dimensional shape by some
fixed height h. The assumption mirrors practical scenarios,
e.g., constructing structures with bricks. Examples from [5]

also mainly address such types of objects.

B. Basic Structural Properties of MORT

As mentioned, MORT, as a three-dimensional rearrange-
ment challenge, induces two types of dependency-based
combinatorial constraints. First, an object cannot be moved
from its start pose if it is blocked from the above, or its
removal leaves an unstable arrangement. Similarly, an object
cannot be moved to the goal if its goal pose is blocked or
not well-supported. For example, in the arrangement given
in Fig. 2, object 1 cannot be moved without moving object
3 first as object 3 is above it. Object 4 cannot be moved
without moving object 3 first because removing object 4 first
leaves an unstable arrangement. We call this first type of
constraint contact constraints. Contact constraints can add to
the number of required pick-n-place operations for solving
a MORT instance.

The dependencies between start and goal arrangements
induce the second type of constraint. For example, without
considering stability, if we are to exchange the poses of
Objects 3 and 4 in the arrangement given in Fig. 2, one of
them must be moved to a buffer (pose) before the task can
be solved. As a result, to exchange the pose of two objects,
at least three pick-n-place operations are needed, including
one that moves an object to a buffer. We call this second
type of constraints cyclic constraints since they are induced
by mutual dependencies between objects.

If there is a single layer of objects, then MORT degenerates
to the Tabletop Object Rearrangement with Overhand grasps
(TORO) problem, where cyclic constraints make the problem
NP-complete [1]. As a result, i.e., TORO is a special case
of MORT, MORT is also NP-complete.

Proposition III.1. MORT is NP-complete.

In optimally solving MORT, both contact and cyclic con-
straints must be properly addressed. The NP-hardness of
MORT suggests that no polynomial-time algorithms exist for
exactly solving MORT unless P=NP.

IV. ALGORITHMS

Given the NP-completeness of MORT, we explored mul-
tiple natural approaches including dynamic programming
(DP) and integer linear programming (ILP). Out of what we
attempted, ILP stands out as the most promising, capable of
computing optimal solutions fairly quickly. As a result, we
report here a unique ILP solution we developed for solving
MORT. We also describe a fast greedy best-first approach,
which we implemented as a natural comparison point.

We call the ILP based algorithm Stability-aware Integer
Programming-based Planner (SIPP). SIPP first considers
the case when all possible intermediate stages are stable and
introduces an ILP model describing it. Then, a subroutine
checks the stability of the solution returned by the ILP
model. The above two subroutines iterate to give the final
optimal solution. In what follows, we describe details of
SIPP, followed by a brief description of the greedy method.



A. Stability-aware Integer Programming-based Planner

1) Permutation Based Integer Programming: We represent
the order of object removal from their start pose using a
permutation

τ =

(︃
1 . . . n
t1 . . . tn

)︃
where object i is the ti-th object being moved out of its start
pose. These ti’s will appear as integer variables in the ILP
model. We may enforce that t1, . . . , tn is a permutation of
{1, . . . , n}, by ensuring 1 ≤ ti ≤ n for all i, and ti ̸= tj for
all i ̸= j (this is necessary in the ILP model). In addition, we
have binary variables b1, . . . , bn, where bi indicates whether
object i needs to be moved to a buffer.

We construct three sets of constraints to characterize the
sequence. First, if object i is directly above object j in the
start configuration, then

ti < tj . (1)

Second, for all pairs of (i, j) that object i is above object
j in the goal configuration if ti < tj , which means object i is
moved out of the start configuration before object j, object i
must be put into a buffer as it cannot be put into the goal as
there exists object j that is supposed to be below it, which
has not been retrieved from its start pose yet.

(ti < tj) → bj . (2)

Lastly, for all pairs of (i, j) that object i’s goal is in
collision with object j’s start, then if pi < pj , object i must
be put into a buffer.

(ti < tj) → bj . (3)

Naturally, as the total number of moves is n+
∑︁

i bi, we
have the summation of bi as the objective

min

n∑︂
i=1

bi (4)

After solving the ILP model, a valid permutation τ is
obtained, from which we can derive the corresponding plan
by computing τ−1 as(︃

1 . . . n
p1 . . . pn

)︃
= τ−1 =

(︃
t1 . . . tn
1 . . . n

)︃
. (5)

And bj indicates the buffer usage of object j. It is
straightforward to see that the three types of constraints are
necessary. We now show they are also sufficient. Suppose
that we follow the sequence computed by p1, . . . , pn to move
the objects out of the buffer.

First of all, all the objects are able to be moved out of the
start pose since all its upper objects are moved out because of
the constraint given in Eq. (1). Then, we only need to show
if bi = 0, object i can be moved to the goal directly, because
if bi = 1, object i will be moved to a buffer which can be
executed without issue. By constraint Eq. (2), if bi = 0, all
objects below it in the goal pose have already been moved out

of their start poses. And by constraint Eq. (3), if bi = 0, all
objects whose initial poses are in collision with i’s goal have
already been removed from its start. Hence, all objects that
are supposed to be under object i in the goal configuration
can be already put into the goal before we manipulate object
i, and this means object i can be put into the goal directly.

2) Checking Stability of Intermediate States: It is possible
that the ILP model yields solutions that are unstable. For
example, when rearranging from Fig. 3(a) to Fig. 3(b), the
plan generated by solving the ILP model moves objects 4 and
2 to buffers, and then to their goal poses. However, moving
object 3 destabilizes object 2, but a stable solution exists
where 2 is moved to a buffer first.

1

3

2

4

(a) Start pose

1

3

4

2

(b) Goal pose

Fig. 3: A MORT instance where a plan does not consider
arrangement stability will fail to yield a feasible plan. An
optimal plan requires six pick-n-places, moving each of
objects 2-4 twice.

Furthermore, there exists cases with the same structural
representations as Fig. 3, but have no such stability limi-
tations. One such case is shown in Fig. 4. Similarly, there
exists cases with the same structural representations as Fig. 3
and Fig. 4, but are infeasible under the rules of the problem,
such as the one shown in Fig. 5. This is because moving any
of the 2 objects in the top layer will destabilize the structure
as the two objects are supported due to the mutual friction
between them.

1

3

2

4

(a) Start pose

1

3

4

2

(b) Goal pose

Fig. 4: A MORT instance that is close to that in Fig. 3 but can
be solved using 4 pick-n-places. Intermediate arrangements
with object 2 or object 3 missing from the goal configuration
are both stable.

A simple way to check arrangement stability is through
a physics simulator. We use pyBullet [37] to simulate the
actions of the robot along each step of the solution produced
by the ILP model. After each move, we run the simulation
for a fixed amount of time to check if any objects are
unstable. Stability is determined by checking if the distance
between each object’s actual and expected locations exceeds
a certain threshold. If any objects are found to be unstable,
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2
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(a) Start pose

1

3

4

2

(b) Goal pose

Fig. 5: An infeasible MORT instance involving 4 objects, be-
cause there does not exist a stable intermediate arrangement
with three objects at their goal poses.

the violating move is returned.

3) Integration: The integration of the ILP modeling and
stability checking is straightforward. In case a sequence
{t̄i}ni=1 is not stable at the (m+1)-th operation, the following
constraint is added

({p̄1, . . . , p̄m} = {p1, . . . , pm}) → (pm+1 ̸= p̄m+1), (6)

which is equivalent to

[(tp̄1
≤ m) ∧ · · · ∧ (tp̄m

≤ m)] → (tp̄m+1
̸= t̄p̄m+1

). (7)

In other words, if the variables p1, ..., pm all move before
the mth operation, they will reach the same state as before
at the mth operation, so the next move must not be the same
as the move previously found to be unstable.

B. Greedy Best-First Algorithm

We implement the greedy best-first algorithm for MORT
as follows. First, start pose dependencies are processed in
topological order, from the bottom layer to the top layer.
For each object i that appears in the list of objects in the
topological ordering, i’s goal pose is freed by moving all
objects in the start pose for which i has a contact constraint
(or equivalently, dependency), in a recursive manner (i.e.,
if an object j blocks i from the above, then all objects
blocking j must also be removed). If these objects can be
moved to goals directly, we do so. Otherwise, they are moved
to buffers. Algorithmically, this is done using breadth-first
search (BFS) on the start pose constraint structure from all
objects osj in the set of objects s such that osj ’s start pose
directly collides with i’s goal pose. If i is in its start pose,
free it by moving all objects above i in the start pose to
their goals if they’re available. Otherwise, these objects are
relocated to buffers. Then, i is moved directly to its goal. If
any objects in buffers can be moved to their respective goal
poses at any point, we do so because this is the best that one
can do.

As will be shown in Sec. V, computationally, the greedy
algorithm is extremely efficient in many cases (but not
always). However, it often does not provide the optimal
solution. As an illustrative example, for the MORT instance in
Fig. 6, the greedy algorithm takes 11 steps as (b means buffer
and g means goal for the particular object): 6 → b, o4 →
b, o5 → b, o3 → b, o1 → g, o6 → g, o2 → b, o3 → g, o2 →

g, o5 → g, o4 → g. On the other hand, SIPP gives the
optimal 10 step solution as: 6 → b, o5 → b, o4 → b, o2 →
b, o3 → g, o1 → g, o6 → g, o2 → g, o5 → g, o4 → g.

1 32

4 5

6

(a) Start pose

6 13

5 2

4

(b) Goal pose

Fig. 6: A “2D pyramid” setup with six objects. We use this to
show the solution optimality difference between SIPP and
greedy approaches.

We note that the example in Fig. 6 is a relatively simple
case, where the greedy algorithm would do 10% worse than
the optimal solution in terms of solution quality.

V. EVALUATION

To evaluate the performance of SIPP, we conduct nu-
merical experiments under three scenarios (see Fig. 7 for
examples of each):

1) 2D Pyramid: In a 2D pyramid with m layers, unit cubes
have the same y coordinate. For the ith layer in the
pyramid, there are m − i + 1 cubes. In this scenario,
we rearrange objects from one 2D pyramid to another
2D pyramid with the same dimensions. Object labels are
randomly selected. Fig. 7 [Left] shows an example of 2D
Pyramid with 3 layers.

2) 3D Pyramid: Similarly, for a 3D pyramid with m layers,
the ith layer has (m−i+1)2 unit cubes. In this scenario,
we rearrange objects from one 3D pyramid to another 3D
pyramid with the same dimensions. Again, object labels
are random. Fig. 7 [Middle] shows an example of 3D
Pyramid with 3 layers.

3) Random Piles: In this scenario, an object arrangement is
generated as follows. We spawn axis-aligned unit cubes
with random x and y in a 5 × 5 square region one
after another. If the footprint of the new object overlaps
with existing objects, it will be generated on top of the
overlapping objects. The arrangement will be discarded
if any generated object pose is unstable.

We note SIPP does not require the objects to be cubes
(see one of the real robot experiments). In addition to
different formations of objects in the workspace, we evaluate
algorithm performance on test cases with different positional
relationships of start and goal arrangements. An instance is
called disjoint if the volume occupied by the start arrange-
ment does not intersect the volume occupied by the goal
arrangement. Otherwise, the instance is called in-place.

Both SIPP and the greedy method are implemented in
Python. All experiments are executed on an Intel® i5 CPU



Fig. 7: The three types of simulation-based evaluation setups.
From left to right: 2D Pyramid, 3D Pyramid, and Random
Pile. The top row shows the start configurations and the
bottom row shows the corresponding goal configurations.

at 2.7GHz. For solving ILP, Gurobi 9.5.1 is used. Each
data point is the average of 20 (for random piles) or 30
(for pyramids) test cases minus the unfinished ones, if any,
subject to a time limit of 300 seconds per test case.

For 2D/3D Pyramid cases, the regular layered structures
ensure that all valid intermediate arrangements are also
stable. In other words, scenarios shown in Fig. 3 and
Fig. 5, where two objects support each other, cannot happen.
Therefore, stability checks are not needed. As such, we
compare SIPP without stability checks and the greedy
baseline. This also allows us to test the scalability of the
ILP model in SIPP independent of the physics engine.
For the Random Piles instances where instability during
manipulation is possible, we compare the complete SIPP
with the greedy method.

In evaluating the algorithms, up to three metrics are used.
Optimality ratio is the ratio between the number of times
objects are relocated buffers by an algorithm compared to
the optimal number of movements returned by SIPP, which
is guaranteed to be optimal. Therefore, this is also 1 for
SIPP but never smaller than 1 for the greedy method. The
other two metrics are success rates and computational times,
which are straightforward to interpret. The success rate is
exclusively included in randomized instances since these test
cases are the only ones that exceed the time limit or are
unstable.

A. Simulation Experiments

In Fig. 8 and 9, we show the results of in-place 2D and
3D Pyramid scenarios. In 2D Pyramid instances, as shown
by the optimality ratio, the saving of SIPP slowly increases
and reaches around 11% when n = 66 compared with the
greedy method. In terms of the raw numbers of additional
moves, for the n = 66 case, the greedy method needs
5.5 extra buffer relocations on average, out of a total of
around 60 relocations to the buffer and around 120 total

moves. That is, SIPP provides about 3-4% execution time
savings. which can be significant depending on the practical
application. Even in 66-cube instances, the ILP model in
SIPP computes optimal rearrangement plans in 4.70 secs
on average. In in-place 3D Pyramid instances, with the
additional combinatorial constraints between layers, SIPP
saves up to 28% actions moving objects to buffers. When
n = 55, the greedy method needs 9 extra buffer relocations
on average, out of a total of 40 relocations to the buffer
and 90 total moves. This translates to over 10% of execution
time savings. This is more than doubling the 2D Pyramid
case. Despite the additional constraints, the ILP model is
still scalable, computing optimal rearrangement plans in 5.44
secs on average for 55-object instances.
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Fig. 8: Algorithm performances (optimality ratio and com-
putation time) for the in-place 2D Pyramid scenario.
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Fig. 9: Algorithm performance (optimality ratio and compu-
tation time) for the in-place 3D Pyramid scenario.

The Random Pile results, given in Fig. 10, show results
similar to the 3D setting. Interestingly, the greedy method
does the worst in the mid-range (when n = 10 and 20)
as the number of objects increases. For n = 10 and
20, each arrangement has only 1-2 layers; in this case,
the greedy method has a particularly difficult time getting
the right rearrangement order. When n = 40, with the
stability checker, SIPP computes the shortest stable plans
in around 30 secs on average. In the same cases, the greedy
method fails in around 20% cases due to the instability of
intermediate arrangements in returned plans. We note that
there isn’t a straightforward way to integrate stability checks
into the greedy method without significantly degrading its
performance due to the incompatibility between stability
checks and searching through the combinatorial choices. On
the side of solution optimality, SIPP does even better than
earlier settings.
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Fig. 10: Algorithm performance (optimality ratio, computa-
tion time, and success rate) for the in-place Random Pile
scenario.

Fig. 11, 12, and 13 show the results for disjoint instances.
The optimality ratio is similar in the 2D Pyramid setting but
better in the 3D Pyramid and Random Pile settings, though
the actual execution time saving again falls between 5-10%,
largely the same as the in-place setting. As for computation
time, the disjoint 2D Pyramid instances spend significantly
lower runtime than their in-place counterparts. This makes
sense as there are fewer combinatorial constraints for the
ILP model to resolve in the disjoint scenario than in the in-
place one. In fact, Eq. (3) will not be used at all in this case
since there are no start-goal constraints. This phenomenon
does not occur in 3D pyramid instances, which suggests that
the start goal constraints have less impact in this scenario.
In contrast, in Random Pile instances, disjoint instances
have more unstable intermediate arrangements so that SIPP
spends more time on computation and fails to find stable
plans in 20% instances when n = 40. Furthermore, without
the start-goal constraints, the variance in computation time
of SIPP is much smaller in all three scenarios, especially
in problems with a large number of objects, which indicates
that the difficulty of the rearrangement problem is greatly
affected by the start-goal constraints.
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Fig. 11: Algorithm performance (optimality ratio and com-
putation time) for the disjoint 2D Pyramid scenario.
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Fig. 12: Algorithm performance (optimality ratio and com-
putation time) for disjoint 3D Pyramid scenario.
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Fig. 13: Algorithm performance (optimality ratio, compu-
tation time, and success rate) for the disjoint Random Pile
scenario.

B. Hardware Demonstrations

In the accompanying video, we further demonstrate that
SIPP can be applied to practical, real-world MORT scenarios
with objects whose bases are squares and general shapes. The
objects are manipulated with an OnRobot VGC 10 vacuum
gripper on a UR-5e robot arm. Their 3D poses are estimated
based on fiducial markers detected by an Intel RealSense
D405 RGB-D camera.

Fig. 14: Hardware Demonstrations. Left: Our hardware setup
for MORT. Top right: Rearrangement from a 2D pyramid to
two 3D pyramids. Bottom right: MORT rearranging objects
with general-shaped bases. All objects assume unique IDs.



VI. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSIONS

In this work, we study MORT, a challenging problem of
rearranging object piles on a tabletop, where a pile may
contain multiple layers of objects. To our knowledge, our
study is the first that examines the multi-layer rearrangement
problem from a combinatorial perspective. Our proposed
solution, SIPP, is an optimal planner that interleaves an
ILP model and a simulation-based stability checker to handle
the combinatorial constraints and structural stability during
manipulation. Extensive experiments demonstrate that SIPP
outperforms the greedy baseline planner in terms of effi-
ciency and effectively avoids potential instability during the
rearrangement.
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