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Abstract— Assume that a target is known to be present at an
unknown point among a finite set of locations in the plane.
We search for it using a mobile robot that has imperfect
sensing capabilities. It takes time for the robot to move between
locations and search a location; we have a total time budget
within which to conduct the search. We study the problem of
computing a search path/strategy for the robot that maximizes
the probability of detection of the target. Considering non-
uniform travel times between points (e.g., based on the distance
between them) is crucial for search and rescue applications;
such problems have been investigated to a limited extent
due to their inherent complexity. In this paper, we describe
fast algorithms with performance guarantees for this search
problem and some variants, complement them with complexity
results, and perform experiments to observe their performance.

I. INTRODUCTION

A fundamental problem of interest in search and rescue
(SAR) is the following: given a mobile robot with imperfect
sensing capabilities and a time (or fuel) budget, execute a
search of a set of points to find a stationary target. We
refer to this problem as IMPERFECT SEARCHER (defined
formally in Section II). With the significant growth in the
development and availability of robotic hardware platforms
for their use in SAR operations [1], it is important to
have a thorough theoretical understanding of the relationship
between the geometric structure of search tasks and the
perceptual capabilities and uncertainties of the robot. Specifi-
cally, it is critical to design fast algorithms with performance
guarantees that can be translated into practice for search
problems set up with realistic modeling assumptions.

Solving (different variants of) IMPERFECT SEARCHER has
three main components (illustrated in Figure 1): we must
decide on (I) the subset of points to visit; (II) the order in
which to visit them; and (III) how to allocate search effort to
these points (visited in this order). Each of these steps have
implicit complexity – Step I has flavors of ORIENTEERING
[2]; Step II faces Ω(n!) orderings; and Step III is similar
to UNBOUNDED KNAPSACK [3]. Addressing IMPERFECT
SEARCHER through these steps naturally generates different
variants of the problem, which are of independent interest.

The problems of target search (especially those that ad-
dress one of these three challenges) have been extensively
studied by the robotics, operations research, and computa-
tional geometry communities. Designing paths with differing
notions of optimality is the subject of study of (the many
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{1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6} 2 → 1 → 2 → 4 (2, 2, 2, 1, 1, 2, 2, 4, 4)

Step I Step II Step III

Fig. 1. A three-step approach to solve IMPERFECT SEARCHER. Say n = 6.
First, we decide on which on subset to visit; next the order in which to visit
them; and finally the number of times to search a point during each visit.

variants of) ORIENTEERING and TRAVELLING SALESMAN:
see recent surveys and books on them [4], [2], [5], [6], [7],
[8]. On the other hand, there is a significant body of work in
search theory, where optimally allocating search effort has
been the study of some of the seminal papers in this field
[9], [10], [11], [12], [13]; see surveys and books [14], [15],
[16] for more recent work. We discuss closely related work
in Section III.
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Fig. 2. Comparison of 3 algorithms on Stony Brook University buildings.
We use Cartopy [17] and OpenStreetMap [18] to obtain satellite data. Search
costs are proportional to a building’s footprint; time budget is a factor of
the map’s diameter. How do we find a target on one of these rooftops using
an aerial vehicle with imperfect sensing capabilities?

Main Contributions. We tackle IMPERFECT SEARCHER
by breaking it into three steps as explained above. Step II is
the easiest to overcome: in Section IV, we prove that given a
subset of points V ′ to visit, the optimal schedule visits them
in the order given by any optimal TSP path on V ′. Next, in
Section V, we use dynamic programming (DP) to design a
psuedopolynomial algorithm to solve Step III – indeed, we
show that this reduces to solving IMPERFECT SEARCHER
on a line. We complement this by proving our problem,
even in 1D, is NP-HARD. This, therefore, leaves Step I:
how do we choose an optimal subset of points to visit? In
Section VII, we show that if we have uniform priors, then,
we can use k-TSP paths to compute this subset. We design,
in Section VI, a DP to compute the optimal subset to visit
(and simultaneously the optimal search allocation) when an
input points {v1, v2 . . . vn} must be searched in the given
order. We use this DP to design a heuristic for the general
problem in Section VIII, where we compare it to an (exact)
integer linear program and a greedy heuristic (see Figure 2).
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II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Consider a finite set, V = {v1, v2 . . . vn} ⊂ R2, of n
points in the plane. A random variable X ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}
denotes the position of a single, stationary (immobile) target
at vX ∈ V . Let pi = Pr (X = i) be the prior probability
(belief estimate) that our target is at vi and let PX = (pi)

n
i=1

be the discrete probability mass function vector. We assume
that the target indeed exists within V , so that

∑n
i=1 pi = 1;

this assumption can be relaxed by adding a point v0 to V
that designates the non-presence of the target (think of v0 as
a point “far away”). Note that the probability that the target
is at vi changes over time as we execute a search; it is only
initially given by the prior distribution PX .

Our goal is to design an “optimal” search plan (we define
our notion of optimality shortly) to find the target within
a given time budget T . Formally, an s-step schedule ψ is
a function – ψ : {0, 1 . . . s} 7→ {1, 2 . . . n} (ψ(0) simply
denotes the point at which the robot begins the search –
in some applications, this might be constrained due to the
presence of a depot; this is easy to handle). A schedule
is an s-step schedule for some s ∈ N. For a schedule ψ,
let |ψ| denote the number of steps that ψ has. Each step
of a schedule consists of either a movement step, during
which the searcher moves between two points of V , or a
search step, during which the searcher conducts a search at
its current location point. It is sometimes more convenient
to think of a schedule as a (finite) sequence instead; we
switch between these two notions as required. We assume
that the searcher moves between points at unit speed; thus,
the time required for the searcher to make a movement step
from vi to vj is d(vi, vj), the Euclidean distance between
the points. The time required to execute the search of vi is
ci, a natural number (real numbers are easy to handle too).
Let c = (ci)

n
i=1. The weight of step t > 0 of ψ, denoted by

wt(ψ), is the time taken to perform that step:

wt(ψ) =

{
cψ(t) if ψ(t− 1) = ψ(t)

d(vψ(t−1), vψ(t)) if ψ(t− 1) ̸= ψ(t)

The weight of ψ, denoted by w(ψ), is
∑|ψ|
t=1 wt(ψ). This

is the total time required to execute ψ. We are, therefore,
precisely looking for a schedule ψ with w(ψ) ≤ T .

Our searcher is imperfect – specifically, if the target is
present at vi, it reports that the target is not present at
vi while searching it with probability βi, the false-negative
probability. Similarly, αi denotes the false-positive probabil-
ity. Let α = (αi)

n
i=1, β = (βi)

n
i=1; we call this searcher

an (α,β)–imperfect searcher. In this paper, we assume that
αi = 0, for all i, and consider a (0,β)-imperfect searcher.

Let Yψ(t) be a Bernoulli random variable that indicates
whether or not the searcher reports the target to be present:
Yψ(t) = 1 (resp., Yψ(t) = 0) if the searcher reports the target
to be present (resp., not to be present) at step t of the schedule

ψ, having just searched (at step t) the point ψ(t). Then,

Pr
(
Yψ(t) = 0 | X = ψ(t)

)
= βψ(t) (1)

Pr
(
Yψ(t) = 0 | X ̸= ψ(t)

)
= 1− αψ(t) = 1 (2)

Pr
(
Yψ(t) = 1 | X = ψ(t)

)
= 1− βψ(t) (3)

Pr
(
Yψ(t) = 1 | X ̸= ψ(t)

)
= αψ(t) = 0 (4)

There are two fundamental measures of optimality in search
problems: minimizing the expected time to detection (ETTD)
and maximizing the probability of detection [14]; we restrict
ourselves to the latter in this paper. We use Pr (ψ) to
denote the probability that the target is detected when using
the schedule ψ (see Section IV for a rigorous definition).
Formally, our problem of interest is:

IMPERFECT SEARCHER

Input: A finite set of points V ⊂ R2, a target random
variable X with a (prior) probability mass function
PX on V , a search cost vector c, an (0,β)–imperfect
searcher, and a time budget T .
Objective: Find a schedule ψ that maximizes Pr (ψ)
subject to w(ψ) ≤ T .

III. RELATED WORK

Searching for lost targets has been the subject of study
for over 70 years; we refer the reader to books and surveys
[14], [15], [16] cited in Section I for a general overview of
the field. In this section, we review closely related work and
discuss how our results complement existing literature. The
problems we discuss in this paper have three main features:

(i) The search space consists of a finite number of points
in the Euclidean plane. There is a time or fuel penalty
(equal to the distance between the points) for switching
between searching different points. This is sometimes
referred to as non-uniform switching costs in prior
literature. In the problems discussed in Sections V
and VI, we also have constraints on potential search
paths that the searcher can employ.

(ii) There is a (possibly non-uniform) cost to search each
point and we are allowed to visit a point without
searching it.

(iii) Our searcher is imperfect: there is a non-zero proba-
bility that the searcher reports NO on searching a point
that contains the target.

A. Closely Related Work

IMPERFECT SEARCHER is clearly a well-motivated fun-
damental problem in optimal search theory; it is no surprise
that it has been the studied for over four decades. To the
best of our knowledge, IMPERFECT SEARCHER was first
described by Lössner and Wegener in 1982 [19]. They devise
necessary and sufficient conditions for the existence of an
optimal schedule (to minimize ETTD) of a specific type
when searching points on the plane using an imperfect
searcher. Unfortunately, their (exact) algorithm is impractical
since its runs in doubly exponential time (as they explain in



the final paragraph of Section 4 in their paper). This was
somewhat justified in a later paper written by one of the
authors [20], which shows that this problem is NP-HARD
(even with constant overlook probabilities and search costs).
Around the same time, Trummel and Weisinger [21] showed
that computing a schedule of a searcher that maximizes the
probability of detection is NP-HARD in (even unweighted)
graphs using a reduction from HAMILTONIAN PATH.

The search for fast practical algorithms for (various ver-
sions of) IMPERFECT SEARCHER persists with the advance-
ment of various heuristics [22], [23], [24], [25], [26], [27],
[28]. Apart from developing these heuristics, these papers
also provide a robust mathematical formulation of the prob-
lem; indeed we borrow most of our notation from them,
especially [25]. Crucially, these formulations discretise the
search environment into a grid and restrict searcher motion
to adjacent cells (with unit switch cost). This method is
useful when the search region is continuous (for example,
a lost hiker in the woods). However, it induces enormous
computational overhead when the search region is discontin-
uous (for example, searching for those stranded on rooftops
during natural disasters) since they depend on the diameter
of V (the maximum distance between any two points in V ).
We overcome this challenge by bypassing the use of grids
altogether and using the underlying geometry instead.

B. Related Work without Feature (i)

Initial papers on search theory considered problems with
no constraints on the search path and no switch costs [9],
[10], [11], [12], [13]. Heuristics for problems with non-
uniform search costs (with both errors) and no switch costs
have been studied in [29], [28]. Recently, machine learning
techniques have also been employed for problems of this
type [30]. In a paper that discussed a search problem with
multiple searchers and no switch costs [31], the authors state
(in Section 4 of their paper): “The inclusion of switching
delays drastically changes the nature of search problems.
The resulting problems are considerably more difficult than
the corresponding ones without switching delays”.

C. Related Work without Feature (iii)

If our searcher is indeed perfect (i.e., βi = 0 for all i), then
IMPERFECT SEARCHER reduces to the well known TRAV-
ELLING REPAIRMAN (and more generally GRAPH SEARCH)
[32], [33], [34], [35] when the objective is to minimize
ETTD. When we look to maximize the detection probability,
it reduces to ORIENTEERING [36], [4], [2]. However, there
are no known formulations of ORIENTEERING that accu-
rately model search problems with imperfect searchers (with
the latter objective): see Section II B of [37] for a review of
its relevant variants in the context of search theory.

IMPERFECT SEARCHER, therefore, is an important prob-
lem to strengthen the algorithmic foundations of: not only
because of its relevance in practical SAR operations, but also
due to its relation to several other fundamental problems in
robotics and operations research.

IV. OPTIMAL ORDER OF VISITS

In this section, we address Step II in our three-step
approach to solve IMPERFECT SEARCHER: given a subset
V ′ ⊆ V to visit, what is the optimal order to visit them
in? We show that this only depends on V ′ (and not also on
PX and β) – this is not immediate since Pr (ψ) clearly also
depends on these variables. Our main result (Theorem 3) in
this section is the following: there is an optimal schedule that
does not revisit any point (of course, it can search a point
several times during a visit). First, we have a simple claim.

Lemma 1. Pr (ψ) =
∑n
i=1

(
(1− βbii )pi

)
for a schedule ψ.

Proof. We have,

Pr (ψ) =
n∑
i=1

Pr (ψ sees target at vi)

=

n∑
i=1

Pr (ψ sees target at vi | X = i) · pi

+ Pr (ψ sees target at vi | X ̸= i) · (1− pi)

=

n∑
i=1

((1− Pr (ψ misses target at vi | X = i)) · pi)

+ 0

=

n∑
i=1

(
(1− βbii ) · pi

)
Note that the second term in the third equality is 0 by
Equation (4) while the last equality follows from Equation
(1).

Note, therefore, that the order in which a schedule visits
points has no effect on the probability that it finds the target –
only the number of times it searches a given point (and fails
to detect the target) does [31]. We prove a small observation
before the main theorem of this section.

Lemma 2. Let ψ be a schedule, and let si be the number
of times that ψ searches vi ∈ V . Order Im (ψ) as the
nodes appear in the schedule – say Im (ψ) = {i1, i2 . . . is′}.
Consider the schedule ψ′ as follows: search vi1 si1 times;
then, move to vi2 and search it si2 times and so on until vis′ .
Then, w(ψ′) ≤ w(ψ).
Proof. Clearly, the cost for searching nodes (excluding
“travel costs”) is the same for both ψ′ and ψ – specif-
ically, this cost is

∑n
i=1 cisi. Now, consider an ij ∈

{i1, i2 . . . is′−1}. To get to vij+1
from vij , ψ walks through

a subset of nodes indexed {i1, i2 . . . ij} (it might search
some of them along the way). However, ψ′ uses the segment
vijvij+1

. Thus, by triangle inequality, ψ′ takes a shorter path
to vij+1

. Since j was arbitrary, w(ψ′) ≤ w(ψ).

Note that our assumption that V is a metric space (specif-
ically a subset of R2) is crucial for Lemma 2: otherwise,
consider a triangle where one of its sides are much larger
than the other two. See Figure 3 for an illustrated example.
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Fig. 3. Lemma 2 fails if V is not a metric space: schedule ψ =
(1, 1, 2, 1, 3) has less weight than ψ′ = (1, 1, 1, 2, 3).

Theorem 3. Let (V, PX ,β, c, T ) be an instance of IMPER-
FECT SEARCHER. There exists an optimal schedule ψ∗ (say
s = |ψ∗|) for this instance that does not revisit vertices. That
is, for every vi ∈ V , ψ∗−1(i) is an unbroken subsequence
of (0, 1 . . . s).

Proof. Say ψ is an optimal schedule for this instance of
IMPERFECT SEARCHER. Note, by definition, that w(ψ) ≤
T . Let ψ∗ be the schedule constructed from ψ as in
Lemma 2. Then, w(ψ∗) ≤ w(ψ) ≤ T (by Lemma 2) and
Pr (ψ∗) = Pr (ψ) (from Lemma 1). Thus, ψ∗ (which has
the property of interest) is also an optimal schedule for
(V, PX ,α,β, c, T ).

Theorem 3 immediately also solves Step II: it shows that
the optimal order to visit a subset V ′ ⊆ V is to minimize
the costs taken to visit all points in V ′ – i.e., the order of
any optimal TSP path on V ′.

V. OPTIMAL SEARCH EFFORT ALLOCATION

We now move on to Step III: given a subset of input points
to visit and the order to visit them, how do we optimally allo-
cate search effort during a visit to these points? Equivalently,
we are given a (parameterized, simple, integrable) curve on
which our points of interest lie and we must efficiently search
it while moving along this curve. Such constrains are natural
in real-world SAR applications too – see Figure 4. Searching
along a curve immediately maps to searching in 1D (since
line integrals are additive); we therefore use 1D IMPSEA to
refer to this version of IMPERFECT SEARCHER.

1D IMPSEA

Input: A finite set of points V ⊂ R, a target random
variable X with a probability mass function PX
on V , a search cost vector c, an (0,β)–imperfect
searcher, and a time budget T .
Objective: Find a schedule ψ that maximizes Pr (ψ)
subject to w(ψ) ≤ T .

We use DP to design a pseudopolynomial algorithm
for 1D IMPSEA (Algorithm 1) and complement it by
showing that it is (weakly) NP-HARD (Theorem 7). Let
(V, PX ,β, c, T ) denote an instance of this problem. We first
prove that an optimal schedule only “moves forward”.

Lemma 4. There is an optimal schedule ψ∗ for an instance
(V, PX ,β, c, T ) of 1D IMPSEA such that for all 1 ≤ t1 ≤
t2 ≤ |ψ∗|, ψ∗(t1) ≤ ψ∗(t2).

Proof. Consider an optimal schedule ψ for this instance of
1D IMPSEA. Let si denote the number of times that ψ

searches vi ∈ V . Let vl and vr be the leftmost and rightmost
vertices that ψ visits. Consider the schedule ψ∗ that searches
each vi exactly si times and visits these vertices in order.
Note that the travel costs for ψ∗ is exactly vr−vl while that
for ψ is at least vr − vl. Since the cost of searching nodes
is equal, w(ψ∗) ≤ w(ψ). Moreover, as Pr (ψ∗) = Pr (ψ) (by
Lemma 1), ψ∗ is optimal.

In other words, Lemma 4 shows that an optimal schedule
does not zigzag. We can guess, as our first step, the leftmost
and rightmost points of our schedule – say they are vl
and vr respectively (run through all O

(
n2

)
possibilities).

This sets up a DP with the flavor of the well known
UNBOUNDED KNAPSACK (see [38], [3] for an overview of
variants of KNAPSACK and methods to solve them) where we
need to maximize the “profit” (the probability of detection)
constrained by our search budget (which is T − (vr − vl)).

Algorithm 1: DP for 1D IMPSEA given (l, r)

Data: An instance (V, PX ,β, c, T ) of 1D IMPSEA, l and
r such that 1 ≤ l < r ≤ n

Result: The probability of an optimal schedule which
starts at l and ends at r

// τ holds the search budget
1 τ ← ⌊T − (vr − vl)⌋;
// p[t] denotes the optimal probability

using budget t
2 p[t]← 0 for all 0 ≤ t ≤ τ ;
3 i← l;
// A bottom-up construction; in

iteration i, p[t] considers searching
points up to vi

4 while i ≤ r do
// p′ holds the probabilities from the

previous iteration
5 p′ ← p;

// for each t, consider searching vi j
times and store the maximum

6 for 0 ≤ t ≤ τ do

7 p[t]← max
⌊ t
ci

⌋
j=0 {p

′[t− j · ci] + (1− βj
i ) · pi} ;

8 i← i+ 1;

9 return p[τ ]

Theorem 5. Algorithm 1 is correct, runs O
(
nT 2

)
-time, and

takes O (T )-space.

Proof. Note that Line 7 “guesses” the number of times, j,
that we search vi and uses the remaining budget t − j ·
ci to search up to vi−1. This indeed produces an optimal
schedule by Theorem 3: the DP considers all schedules that
do not revisit vertices. The time and space complexities of
the algorithm are readily verified.

Corollary 6. 1D IMPSEA can be solved in time O
(
n3T 2

)
with O (T ) space.

We show that 1D IMPSEA is weakly NP-HARD (even
when β = 0) by a reduction from KNAPSACK. We note
that the hardness proofs given in [20] and [21] do not
work for our problem since they reduce from TRAVELLING
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Fig. 4. “Billionare’s lane” in the Hamptons in New York, USA [39]
(obtained using Cartopy and OSM [17], [18]). Since there are no other
roads, a SAR operation here reduces to 1D IMPSEA.

SALESMAN and HAMILTONIAN PATH respectively, which,
of course, are polynomial time solvable in one dimension.

Theorem 7. 1D IMPSEA is (weakly) NP-HARD.

Proof. We show hardness by a reduction from KNAPSACK.
Consider an instance (n, p, w,B) of KNAPSACK: given n
items, where p(i) ∈ N and w(i) ∈ N is the profit and weight
of the item i, pick the subset of items with maximum total
profit subject to its total weight being less than B. This is
a classic NP-HARD problem [38], [3]. We now construct
an appropriate instance of 1D IMPSEA. Let vi = i

2n and
ci = w(i) for each 1 ≤ i ≤ n; we define V = {vi}ni=1

and c = (ci)
n
i=1. Consider a random variable X such that

Pr (X = i) = p(i)∑n
j=1 p(j)

. Let β = 0 – i.e., the searcher

is perfect. Let T = B + 1
2 . Now, consider the instance

(V, PX ,β, c, T ) of 1D IMPSEA. Since the searcher is per-
fect, the probability of a schedule is simply the sum of the
probabilities of the points that it visits.

Consider an optimal schedule ψ∗ of this instance. As
the searcher is perfect, ψ∗ searches the points in its image
exactly once. Moreover, we can assume that it travels from
left to right (by Lemma 4). Its travel costs, therefore, is at
most n

2n = 1
2 and it has its remaining budget, which is at

least T − 1
2 = B, to search. The cost of searching points

in Im (ψ∗) cannot lie in (B,B + 1
2 ] since each ci is an

integer – hence,
∑
i∈Im(ψ∗) ci =

∑
i∈Im(ψ∗) w(i) ≤ B. Since

ψ∗ maximises the probability of detection, it maximises∑
i∈Im(ψ) p(i)∑n
j=1 p(j)

and therefore
∑
i∈Im(ψ) p(i). Thus, Im (ψ∗) is

the optimal solution for (n, p, w,B).

VI. SEARCHING AN ORDERED POINT SET

In this section, we consider another variant of IMPER-
FECT SEARCHER, which we call ORDERED IMPSEA. Our
motivation is twofold: we prove, for this variant, that Step
I (recall Figure 1) can be solved efficiently; secondly, in
Section VIII, we show that understanding this variant enables
us to design heuristics for IMPERFECT SEARCHER. Consider
V = {v1, v2 . . . vn}, where points in V are given in some
order. A schedule ψ respects this ordering of V if for all
vi, vj ∈ Im (ψ) with i < j, there exists no ti ∈ ψ−1(vi)
and tj ∈ ψ−1(vj) such that ti > tj . Note, however, that we

do not require a schedule to search all points in V ; if two
points are searched, then they must be be searched in the
given order. Informally, ψ respects the given ordering of V
if it never moves “backward”. As in the previous section, we
let (V, PX ,β, c, T ) denote an instance of this problem.

ORDERED IMPSEA

Input: A finite set of ordered points V ⊂ R2, a target
random variable X with a probability mass function
PX on V , a search cost vector c, an (0,β)–imperfect
searcher, and a time budget T .
Objective: Find a schedule ψ which respects this
ordering of V that maximizes Pr (ψ) subject to
w(ψ) ≤ T .

We design a DP to solve ORDERED IMPSEA with a similar
flavor as Algorithm 1. Since we are not bound to a curve,
we cannot “guess” the portion of the budget that must be
spent travelling. This results in the following challenge: if
the distance between points is used to update the remaining
budget, then we must discretise distance. The simplest way
to do this is to consider a different metric (l1 distance, for in-
stance) or to discretise time. In practice, the latter restriction
is not too significant (robots can execute instructions only
for multiples of a “small” measure of time constrained by,
for example, clock speeds of onboard systems); prior work in
search theory discretise time, see, for example [37], [40]. Let
C be the number of number of intervals that we divide one
unit of time into. We note that this discretisation essentially
allows for the searcher to go over budget by an ε > 0; we
can choose C carefully (C ∈ O

(
ε−1

)
) to make ε as small

as required. We explain these details below:
On discretising time. Here, we present an alternative to

discretising time, which was required in Algorithm 2 for
ORDERED IMPSEA. Consider an ε > 0. Given V ⊂ R2, on
the plane, the total travel cost of an optimal schedule (i.e.,
the length of the search path) is at most nδ where δ is the
diameter of the point set V . Divide one unit of time into nδ

ε
parts, and round up all travel costs (i.e., distances between
points) to the nearest interval. The total error accumulated by
a schedule using this approximation is at most nδ · εnδ = ε.
Since the cost to search a node is assumed to be an integer,
we would not incur any “approximation penalty” to search
a node. Thus, if we are given a leeway of ϵ > 0 to extend
the budget, we can use Algorithm 2 (with C = nδ

ε ) to find
a schedule whose probability of detection is at least that of
the optimal schedule (while using budget T ).

Theorem 8. Algorithm 2 solves ORDERED IMPSEA in
O
(
n2T 2C2

)
-time, using O (nTC)-space.

Proof. The time and space complexity analysis of Algo-
rithm 2 is straightforward. As for correctness, we study the
assignment in Line 8. To compute the maximum probability
of detection using a budget t (scaled using C) for searching
up to vi (and vi is searched), i.e, p[i, t]; we “guess” (i.e.,
try all possibilities) j, the number of times that we search vi



Algorithm 2: DP for ORDERED IMPSEA

Data: An instance (V, PX ,β, c, T ) of ORDERED IMPSEA,
C > 0

Result: The probability of an optimal schedule for
(V,X,β, c, T ), up to an integral multiple of C

// scale time according to C
1 τ ← ⌈T · C⌉;
// p[i, t] denotes the optimal probability

using budget t for searching up to vi
2 p[0, t]← 0 for all 0 ≤ t ≤ τ ;
3 d(vi, v0)← 0 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n;
4 i← 1;
// A bottom-up construction; at

iteration i, p[i, t] so that considers
searching up to vi with time t

5 while i ≤ n do
// for each t, consider searching vi j

times and that the previous point
searched was vk

6 for 0 ≤ t ≤ τ do
// S is the set of possible tuples

(j, k) so that remaining time is
non-negative

7 S ← {(j, k) | j ≥ 1, 0 ≤ k <
i, and t− ⌈(j · ci + d(vi, vk)) · C⌉ ≥ 0};

8 p[i, t]← max{p[k, t− ⌈(j · ci + d(vi, vk)) ·C⌉] +
(1− βj

i ) · pi | (j, k) ∈ S} ;

9 i← i+ 1;

10 return max{p[i, τ ] | 1 ≤ i ≤ n}

and the previous vertex vk that the schedule searched (which
is why j ≥ 1). Using the remaining budget t − ⌈(j · ci +
d(vi, vk)) · C⌉ (note the scaling using C), we search up to
vk. S is simply the set of permissible tuples (j, k) so that
the remaining time is non-negative. The algorithm “guesses”
the last vi to be searched and returns p[i, τ ]. Observe the
implicit use of Theorem 3 as in Algorithm 1.

Note that the proof of hardness of 1D IMPSEA (Theo-
rem 7) immediately shows that ORDERED IMPSEA is also
weakly NP-HARD: it inherently assumes an ordering on V
(ascending order on the x-axis) and visits the vertices in this
order. Thus, we have:

Theorem 9. ORDERED IMPSEA is (weakly) NP-HARD.

VII. IMPERFECT SEARCHER WITH UNIFORM PRIORS

Another scenario where Step I becomes tractable is when
we have uniform priors: we call this problem UNIFORM
IMPSEA.

UNIFORM IMPSEA

Input: A finite set of points V ⊂ R2, a target random
variable X with probability mass function PX ∼ U
on V , a search cost vector c·1, an (0, β ·1)–imperfect
searcher, and a time budget T .
Objective: Find a schedule ψ that maximizes Pr (ψ)
subject to w(ψ) ≤ T .

We use (V, β, c, T ) to denote an instance of this problem.
As the main result in this section (Theorem 11), we show that
by slightly relaxing the budget constraint (within a factor of
(1+ε) where ε > 0 can be arbitrarily small) we can achieve
at least as much probability of detection as an optimal
schedule of the given budget in polynomial time. For any
schedule ψ, we let s(ψ) = {si(ψ)}ni=1 denote the (multi) set
of the number of times that each vi ∈ V is searched – i.e, vi
is searched si(ψ) times by ψ (we drop the parenthesis when
appropriate). Crucially, s(ψ) is not a sequence: its ordering
does not matter. We have a straightforward claim.

Observation 10. Consider an instance (V, β, c, T ) of this
problem. If s(ψ) = s(ψ′) of two schedules ψ and ψ′, then
Pr (ψ) = Pr (ψ′). Moreover, the search costs for ψ and ψ′

are equal.

Note the subtle difference between our comment after
Lemma 1 and the (first part of the) above claim: in general,
the probabilities of two schedules which search a point the
same number of times are the same (i.e, (si(ψ))

n
i=1 =

(si(ψ
′))ni=1); however, since PX ∼ U , we just require the

(multi) sets {si(ψ)}ni=1 and {si(ψ′)}ni=1 to be equal! The
second part of the claim follows from our assumption that
we have uniform search costs. Observation 10 does not imply
that the weights of ψ and ψ′ are the same: their travel costs
might differ, possibly significantly.

Theorem 11. Let ψ∗ be an optimal schedule of an instance
(V, β, c, T ) of UNIFORM IMPSEA. For any fixed ε > 0, we
can compute, in polynomial time, a schedule ψ such that
w(ψ) ≤ (1 + ε)T and Pr (ψ) ≥ Pr (ψ∗).

Proof. Assume that the optimal schedule ψ∗ visits exactly
k points in V . Without loss in generality, assume that
Im (ψ∗) = {v1, v2 . . . vk}. Consider a schedule ψ′ with
s(ψ′) = s(ψ∗) that travels the shortest route spanning
any k points in V . Then, since the travel costs for ψ′

is at most that of ψ∗ and the search costs are equal (by
Observation 10), w(ψ′) ≤ w(ψ∗). Moreover, Pr (ψ′) =
Pr (ψ∗) (also by Observation 10). Thus, it suffices to look
for schedules traversing shortest routes between k points:
without loss in generality, we assume that ψ∗ is such a
schedule. Denote the travel time of ψ∗ by L, then the search
time of ψ∗ is T − L. Note that

∑k
i=1 si ≤ ⌊T−L

c ⌋ and that
Pr (ψ∗) =

∑k
i=1

1
n (1− βsi) (a simplification of Lemma 1

when PX ∼ U ).
We now show that maxi,j |si − sj | = 1. For any distinct

i and j, suppose si + 2 ≤ sj . Let s′i and s′j be such that
si + sj = s′i + s′j and si < s′i ≤ s′j < sj . Then,

0 > (βsi − βs′j )︸ ︷︷ ︸
<0

(βs
′
i−si − 1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
<0

= βs
′
i − βsi + βs

′
i−si+s′j − βs′j

= βs
′
i + βs

′
j − (βsi + βsj )

The last equality follows as sj − s′j = s′i − si. Therefore,
1
n (2− (βs

′
i + βs

′
j )) > 1

n (2− (βsi + βsj )).



Define, for all other l, s′l = sl. Consider ψ′ which executes
a shortest route spanning {v1, v2 . . . vk} and searches those
vertices s′i times. As si+sj = s′i+s

′
j , w(ψ

′) ≤ w(ψ∗) ≤ T .
Moreover, by the assertion from the previous paragraph,

k∑
l=1

1

n

(
1− βs′l

)
>

k∑
l=1

1

n
(1− βsl)

=⇒ Pr (ψ′) > Pr (ψ∗)

This contradicts our assumption that ψ∗ is optimal. Thus, we
have shown that search effort is allocated (almost) equally
in an optimal schedule.

We are ready to describe our (dual) approximation al-
gorithm. Guess the number of points k that the optimal
schedule visits: i.e., run through all k ∈ {1, 2 . . . n}, and
pick the schedule that maximizes probability. Approximate
the shortest k-TSP tour to a factor of (1+ ε) using a known
polynomial-time approximation scheme (PTAS) (see [41],
[42]). The route returned by the k-TSP approximation is no
longer than (1 + ε)L (recall that L is the total travel time
by the optimal schedule). Hence, given a budget of time
(1 + ε)T , the remaining time for searching is no smaller
than

⌊
(1+ε)T−(1+ε)L

c

⌋
. If we divide that search time roughly

equally between points, we get a schedule with probability
of detection at least Pr (ψ∗).

Finally, we show that UNIFORM IMPSEA is NP-HARD.
This complements a similar result in [20], where the authors
seek to minimize expected time until detection. Our proof is
significantly shorter.

Lemma 12. UNIFORM IMPSEA is NP-HARD.

Proof. We show that even with a perfect searcher and
instantaneous search (β = c = 0), UNIFORM IMPSEA is
NP-HARD, using a reduction from ORIENTEERING: given n
points in the Euclidean plane and a budget of length T , find
a path whose length does not exceed T that visits as many
points as possible. The ORIENTEERING problem is known
to be strongly NP-HARD [36]. Clearly, if the optimal search
route for the instance (V, 0, 0, T ) has probability of detection
of k

n , we have an optimal route visiting k points in the
corresponding ORIENTEERING instance, and vice versa.

VIII. IMPERFECT SEARCHER – IP AND HEURISTICS

The experiments were carried out on a regular desktop
workstation with an AMD Ryzen 7 5800X (8 × 3.8GHz)
CPU and 128GB of RAM. Code and data are available1.
Benchmark instances were generated from instances for
ORIENTEERING [43] where each point has an associated
score and the goal is to maximize total collected score in a
given time budget. We scaled the scores from the benchmark
sets Tsiligirides [44] and Chao et al.[45] to obtain PX . β
was sampled from a Dirichlet distribution. For each instance
from the benchmark set we generated 10 instances with small
random search costs; resulting in 890 total instances.

1https://gitlab.ibr.cs.tu-bs.de/alg/imperfect-
sensor-search

We implemented three different solvers: (i) an exact inte-
ger linear programming solver (IP); (ii) a greedy heuristic;
(iii-iv) Algorithms 1 and 2 with an ordering that stems from
an approximate TSP path [46]. All solvers were executed
with a time limit of 300s. Algorithms 1 and 2 were executed
with values C = 1, 10, 20. Designing, implementing, and op-
timising the IP for IMPERFECT SEARCHER is of independent
interest; we omit the details here due to lack of space. The
greedy heuristic we use is the following: at each time step,
select the next point to search based on the greatest “bang
for the buck” (i.e., the ratio of belief probability to the cost
of moving to that point and searching it). The details are
presented in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3: Greedy Algorithm for GENERAL IM-
PERFECT SEARCHER

Data: An instance (V, PX ,β, c, T ) of GENERAL
IMPERFECT SEARCHER

Result: The probability of a greedy schedule
// s[i] denotes the number of times

that we have searched vi
1 s[i]← 0 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n;
// p[i] is the probability that the

target is at vi at the current
time step

2 p← PX ;
// τ denotes the remaining budget

3 τ ← T ;
// r denotes the position of the

robot; choose the best "bang for
your buck" to start

4 r ← argmax{βip[i]ci
| 1 ≤ i ≤ n};

5 s[r]← s[r] + 1;
6 τ ← τ − cr;
7 p← UPDATEPROB(p, r);
// Choose the best "bang for your

buck" as long as τ ≥ 0
8 while τ ≥ 0 do
9 r′ ← argmax{ βip[i]

ci+d(vr,vi)
| 1 ≤ i ≤

n ∧ ci + d(vr, vi) ≤ τ};
10 if r′ ← NULL then
11 τ ← 0;

12 else
13 τ ← τ − cr′ − d(vr, vr′);
14 p← UPDATEPROB(p, r′);
15 s[r′]← s[r′] + 1;
16 r ← r′;

17 Pr (ψ)← COMPUTEPROB(β, s);
18 return Pr (ψ)

Figure 5 shows the (absolute) gaps to the best bound
found by the IP and the runtimes for all solvers. IP was able
to find an optimal solution for 556 instances. Algorithm 2
consistently finds solutions very close (< 5%) to the best
bound within a solve time that is only a fraction of that of

https://gitlab.ibr.cs.tu-bs.de/alg/imperfect-sensor-search
https://gitlab.ibr.cs.tu-bs.de/alg/imperfect-sensor-search
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the IP. As expected, larger C values yield better solutions
in terms of quality. Despite the greedy algorithm being the
fastest solver, it finds solutions far away from the best bound.

We also generated instances using OpenStreetMap [17],
[18] – see Figures 2 and 4. Our points of interest are
buildings and their footprints equal to search costs. T was
generated proportional to the diameter of the map while PX
and β were sampled from a Dirichlet distribution.

IX. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we defined several variants of IMPERFECT
SEARCHER, where the objective is to move between points in
the plane with a searcher with imperfect sensing capabilities
in search of a stationary target. We described a three-step
approach (Figure 1) to solve this problem. We show that
Step II can be handled without computational overhead in
Section IV. We show that Step III is equivalent to solving
the 1D version of this problem (which itself is NP-HARD) –
we describe a pseudo-polynomial DP to solve it. When we
have additional restrictions on the input parameters, we show

that Step I, too, can be solved optimally (in Section VI, the
input set is ordered; Section VII considers uniform priors).
The algorithms to solve these versions inform the heuristic
we present in Section VIII for IMPERFECT SEARCHER:
where we compare it to the IP we design, as well as a
greedy heuristic. While results in this paper were stated for
points in the plane, we note that they apply, with minimal
modifications, to any metric space.

There are several directions for further research. Instead
of maximizing probability of detection, we may seek to
minimize the expected time to detection (ETTD), for which
our key technical result, Theorem 3, no longer holds [19].
Other objective functions, and allowing false positives (α ̸=
0) are of interest – current results are largely limited to
heuristics and impose grids on the search area [22], [23],
[25], [47], [48], [49], [50], [37], [27], [28]. Searching with
swarms [51] may include a (possibly heterogeneous) team of
searchers and multiple (possibly mobile) targets [52], [23],
[53], [54], [55], [56], [57], [58]. We could allow a searcher
at point p to search a neighborhood of p, with domain-
dependent travel costs and having an imperfect searcher with
detection probability depending on the distance to p. Progress
on this front has considered perfect searchers [59], [60], [40],
[61] or uniform travel costs [62], [63], [64], [65].
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