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Abstract: In the field of over-subscribed planning (OSP), goal utility dependencies are more useful than a single
goal utility used to improve the plan quality, if goals are not independent. However, existing description models do
not follow the grammatical specification of standard planning domain description language (PDDL), so they cannot
be used in other OSP planning systems yet. To solve this, this paper presents a new way of describing goal utility
dependencies with derived predicate rules and goal preferences, both of which are essential elements of PDDL. The
goal of the process is to transform GAI (general additive independence) models into these two elements, where a
derived predicate rule is used to describe the explicitly triggering conditions of a goal sub-set. A preference is used
to depict explicitly its utility or value and both are indispensable. This compilation mechanism can not only
maintain the characteristic of ease-of-use and straightness of GAIl models in describing utility dependencies, but can
also expend the ability of handling utility dependencies for general OSP planning systems. Also, this paper proves
the semantic conservation in the compilation process. Experimental results in some OSP benchmark domains show
that the algorithm is feasible and useful for improving the plan quality. It is the first time to describe goal utility
dependency with PDDL elements in order to overcome the limitations of existing models.
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# E:  AEEHL% A (over-subscribed planning, B Ak OSP)BF5 F 4w R B AR 18] 7 240 LAk 5 69, 7R 4 B AR 14
B BARBUL A B AT S F AR AR MR A2 A 6 R BRI S AR EH R 444 4% F (planning
domain description language, & #k PDDL)#93& % #5E, At £ —AX 69 OSP ML & 45 Lt ATk R B T A IR AIFEM
) Fer B ATARATFHE R BB ARM G 77 ik X — 39 % PDDL & 2 09 A AREF 5 £ 404 09 GAI AR #5384 Ik 4 183
LI For B AR 2 IR A TR A ML B X434 B AR T R 69 A AL RV R AT B AR T RS, = —F
% R BT ARF R IRAR M X A GAIAERL 49 5 A e AL |, T AY e — 4 OSP ALR A& 4 sk 2
Bl ATRL BARM 69 8 ) IR 16 £ 5T VAGE I % Sk 4h 4 a2 F 6998 AR g R R ATURAY 20 45 R A A LT 471
Faxt BRI fR R F 69 7L E-48 /1 42 B 454 PDDL 35 2 LS5 64 B AT IR K R 694838 T X LR T e AR A R84y

KEER: AR R E ALK AT E AR P AL B AR SAARM, Tk A TF LN R T
PEEHSES: TP18 XHERFRIRED: A

A 3 #1 % (automated planning)! & A T4 & (artificial intelligence, fAi R Al (1) T 32 4 37 76 2 U0 %1 1)
2 b AN EESR ST EAS H AR (0 S R R 150 SRR 12 J8E 40 %) (over-subscribed planning, fii % OSP) il 114,
AR IX LA SR I ST R — A SE B il e AR T BB A B 0 R YRR SR H BRI I R 2 14T 25
R 3 — AN B RAT 5 RIF A R K.

FUKI 1) 1) H AR 2 A AR AR VE 2 WAEBR R BT 1 TR0 28 BEARAT 45 b L2 — XU 3R 13 (2%
AR fHA 20, M — BV IR AF I AR A (A 50, 1HLJE: [ B 25— XOUE R — XK 43 KR 38 In &7 18 8% IR Tt 45 7 A%
T S A 300. ) WLAE 5K B i) /R, H bR TR AR A A2 AH BN, B AR I 3% 85 AN 18 1] 20 Hh 3R R il AN H
PRSI A T 5 3 3 R e a5 1 ¢ 2R, Do 25 A\ B4 Hy 4 Fi] GAl(general additive independence) i 754 3k 4
IR H AR O (goal utility dependencies) < £, RIFH A3 48 1AL 25 (H 55 T8 BT A & I 24 H AR T 4R I AL a8 B 3
2 Fil.Russell 2 \BHE H{lF] UCP-net #5785 671k H b 2 1) (4 200 25 1B, BIVRE 45 55 A0 A 20 32 4 1) 7 5 B A
AN SEILIE FAR IR 58 B AR X e AR 5 245 1 & GAI K7 BLAT B VLN 5 FH A5 A0 A E AN 2 A v 90 ) 4 3
i1 5 (planning domain description language, fai #k PDDL) 45, R i AS B AE — R ) OSP MR R &5 kT4
AL,

fR4r:10 {4100 fR4:110
220 X H 50 2 HI:300
Fig.1 Example for goal utility dependencies
K1 HARRa kszs ol

E ) T3 Ah A SR A H bR SR I8 A, 32 B DR A TR R In) R ES R R R R H AR SR A 1 i .
7% PDDL 1 RS 2 iy B AR, 3R 7R MDA I ay AR & 5 H bR SR 28 4, BDTE M IR S T o it H AR 74800
0 A R R X 8 | FR 2, R A S 7B A5 R D O, 19 048 22 000 . R bk AR A U oy A 4 A, I v i 2l iy
PR 7R T AR ) ) H BRI 7E AL EE OSP. il 51 ] b R0 2 A0 I, LRI 28 20 5 2 W At 3 bR 78R 70 4 iR
AR RO, BRI 5 S B T A Y GAI AL 5 (152, GAI B & T PDDL 55 ¥ 1 v2: 8. J4 5, PDDL
TSP T RS 1 R L BERUR (indirect effects) R 42 18 3 B 1 (derived predicate rules). H #r 7-4E 0] U —
ANYRAE T T ok R R, H AR S H AR AR P T AT AR 38R AR SO A R B AL oK GAL B R I B
b T4 TR AE T8 SR IR, H b 2 8] IR AR 5 28 28 48t S IR 2B 18 1) B, A 41 1 2850 B 46 kg 0K i) 880 v 47 L
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)R 2B 1 R M i 4724 PDDL T8 5 10 2 3% e e 2 i TR Rl 1 2 AT DL ply SR X 261 5 2231 1) OSP L R 40K
gk, AT S8 75 B 22 1) R Rl 2R G e 06 A BT AT H v 2% 2 A ) OSP i) .

ARTCE 1A AASCHIWE IS 5t 30 OSP )3 LK IR A= U 1) i 4 25 565 2 715 45 il H b 2 AR )
GAI Y55 3 545 HHs GAI AL 46t R 2B 18 Wl WA H A O S ) H AR DT 305 55 4 1 2 SRR BT A2 i 4
I Jr R A AR TAE 2.

1 53

B HE R S T ML R GEAE AT A 55 Z B dn 4 F 3 i 2 AT 30 280 3R, AT 90 s RO ARk 5 21 T4 A
TR i AT PR A TR S, AR ) R B ) AR A IE 1 H AR IR G A1 A P kI i
MREHUE T HM N BE G 1B

1.1 OSP[a)zR

A 2 BRI 2 5 AN & BB (non-deterministic planning). N8 % (temporal planning). i & 3 %1 (over-
subscribed planning) A & £ £k ML &Il (on-line planning)%5: 3l £ #iL {1 ik A 12 0038 PR it 97 0 e BRI i 5 T 46
B ™ ks BRI, 2004 45 44 TS T2 BRI S 0080 K TI4R 25 1L 1ICAIBOTRT AAAITILL K 4545 [f)
ICAPS [ ® T 200t 33 5 T PO AFE 50 1t AL T

OSP i) i 1] LA sz k™45 5 — AN UK I B 772 5,0, G, He v, =S A X) A AT A 1R (S 2 i 80 3 ) A\ 22 B 1R 4
G X R R), BN ENE acA H— MU a0, HEF geG H— a0 ug=0, 38— M AHILIRES | 2
HFF T S I BENEF 51 A=(ag s, .. an) MRS BT Y vy~ Y, ¢ BRI Se 1 G T4 M

FA BRI E AR 1) i -, 2550 3 (7B R, R 7 %o L o 1)l e 2 P58 7 vy T DL, OSSP ) 2 A B 08 95 1) e P A ) R

OSP [Al# (1) = BAC TR J5 vk 3 Bl HAr 45 o R SCRARRI R 128 5 KA. 28 1 Py VR0 =i B IE 3 H Ax
AR AEAR 2 AT R T8 T g KPR 8 s AR R 6 H b 142 5, OSP 1 S50 4% i j, 1 20 iR Rl i AT, DA T 9k 20> A
WP AR AR T SR 0 T4 ; 35 B0k AR AR A AR 25 2 Pl 24 T A 1 oK 2 25 00 8 R SV B B AL BE AR I
P A X 25 07 vE 1 R R 284045 SapaPSPURT YochanPSIM A A J2 i 40 T H bR 22 0] 1R B Ry I, 36 & SR AR
A IRACAN P ) S Ak ) R it s R AN TP AG H BR AR Y SRk — 8 W T LA RO BECRTE /S B s AR 28 3 A s vkds
OSP i) f1 4 4 g FL A 14 i SR SBE AT SR A, 051 < B3 K 1) 485 (integer programming, fi Fk 1P) 41 ml 44 o i il AL 1] 1
L IR T B KU AT DA AR AR 5 03 1 S a3k R i A G 1R L DL RS H bR 2 R I SR B B TE A
A0 BRI KRR (1 1) 7L
1.2 R&EIERERLF

7F PDDL 1, IR AE 18 18] HI K I8 B 4 1 AE L ROR WIAT AR RO X 5 H bR £ B AT A 3% a7 R o AR ALk oy b
R A SRS ) VE AR R BT 08 B AT P A ey At 185 ] 1 {300 ok AR D AT HE 3 R 2B 3R 1] B 2003 4F 1F 5
$ O B AR R R G S B AR S LPG-td™™ Marvin™ SGPIan6M ™45 25 4b YR 21 18 15 ¥ 77
LR EA MR, HES A, KMRBCRE L AT 4 PP VAT A R T G 3 9 IR A 18 A
YUV f g T R B0 A B s i g 4 A 2k R R 31 A P 3 0 A 250 e B4 21 g e 4 R 028 AT IR B A Y 7
P b i o AR 2 8 0 SE2 081 ) 6 9 37 S 09 4 (R s ) 30,

A7, 0 J0 4 D0 T R A 1 37 (BT 5 48 4R LU % B0 Thiebaux 25 BT E BRI 1 3iE B, 76 0] 550 AN 390 %1 K
JEA I 2 Tt IR E T, UR AR U8 G )R R E SO T R AR S AR R R LRI R E
PDDL3.0 b IR 7L 1E i 452 PDDL 5 5 F i — 1) 21 325 3 ML . ) Py £ 00 A xR 2 158 3] RO 9 3 LA B
7 0 3o R 0 S P 25 A0 A SR b SR A7 3 R T8V R MK P 27 ST 9 A 18 ] 0 0 1045

fii 7 L 4 (preferences)® 21 & PDDL3.0 if o5 1 14 (0 W5 K45V 2 — A6 2 SR v A B AR 2 1 [ A
(hard goal), B2 sk MKl 3R 48— e 22 SE B 0 75 3 BE R I o AN H AR J& 3k B Fr (soft goal), B A ZE sk — 5 SE LA
) H A A AN ) A4 AR (B 2 25 AF), E A R B S8 et A 47 L 81 SR 2 7 1 A A H B ke B — AN i 4, S B i H o T 3R

3t
Tg
gl
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A5 10 200 I 95 g 3 5 X I PR i o 2 4 6 1 v 4 L PR AR A8 e A [ 0 el 8 £ AEDGS o B 7 S BRLAH
(A0 e F) i it BT S DU PRS2 0 b ) ASC R (0B, D) R el e 1) i vy A 2 HL B B T AR R H b b 3K
HIAE AR (A8 2RI AR L.

2 R

E 2007 4F,Do 42 T 1 GAI Bk K7 H AR 25 1 it RBP4t 5 78 2010 4F,Russell i T 5T
SAT HARNIMKI R Ze F GAI B 30y 5 T4t (¥ UCP-net 44 2541 (2 TE 18 & GAI B1813E & UCP-net #5
ANJET PDDL B e, X BE 48 i R ik 16 B J5 1 55 T 3 08 K1 (integer programming, & #% IP)E# SAT 1)
AR FR Ge A SR B EATT 40 PDDL PR HEZE 38, 7E b 2 B, A5 S5 TE A AR GAN BRI H AR 3k
O R I B AR 7 1.

S H GALRER (1 — B B V={vy, . Vo o AR & v A (3 dy o0 T XeV s 8 £ (X) [ [d, > %

veX

X1, Xk LAFAE AT IR 43 fi7 (additive decomposition).
R GAI B, —A H bR A 55 T e I & 2 A Hbs 74 008000 i 5z .

i=1

Xt AN Tr) AR AR ) ), 5 S o AT R 3R o BRGSO Y O R B0 A AR A I B B S H bRk
Fa 8 O R LU TR A 0 AN D) 8 B i 5, B R A0 3 — SR () 1 1) R ) [l R A AN TR R ) ) E bR
Vi) i DA S 37 48— 1A BRI AN OC R L VR S S AT AR 5% 1R R g K M DG R, T AR R T SCAR DG PEXT B bR R 4 28 B X S B
LB T PDDL B IERIA A8 )55, 78 SR AR HL AR 1) 8, AU A A 1 B FR RIS A 0 R AR 4 2L A H A
SEA Ak, B 280 S T e ) SEUAH S5 1) AR RS A0 2L DK Uk, Tl TE R R U W AR SC LR N 2 I B RS K R A R R
149 9 10) AR G 11, B 3% 2 pR 0P 19 AR 35 O HAR B AR, AN 2 HARAE =

Bl LAEE 1 BRI R ) B, % H AR so ROR G — XK F, B AR sh R85 — XU T, 3R 7R B AR RS K06
(1) GAI B8 g {fy,fp, o} I

o fi({s0})=20
f2({sh})=50
f3({s0,sh})=4*f,({s0})+3*f,({sh})

)

u({so})=20
u({sh})=50

e u({so,sh})=f1({so})+f,({sh})+f3({so0,sh})=20+50+230=300

M1 AL GAL R RRIR H bR 280 58 HOBC 2 IN B 3 B 5 T BRAR AE GAI BEAL 2 iR OB Tl
f{o) i, A u({gh)=f{a}). M & B Wl f({gu,. .. 9P, A UG, g D# 1, -, g} 7T I F{91, - g }) E 7R H
bR 2E{0L . On AN B 2, U({O, - On}) R AR T3 {00,... O O B AR AT — 38 S AT AT DA K.

EX 3. %518 H AR MM R I HT$2 T, 08P M8 1 AR u(Se) — D, Ca AL, Se J2 IR i) i
TG HFRE G 1974, A2 NHIERIRES | 2 H AR T4 Se A RS 1E 751,

BE D H ARAE u(G)R D u(g;) IR/ ER, AT LIRS bR 100 s OO R AT 432K

g;eG
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EX 4. WHRE G={gy,....gn} 4 UG) > > u(g,) JUFK G IR A MK I IF 1K i (positive dependencies)

gi G

AN AT u(G) < D u(g;) JUFR G 178 2 M 97 1 B8 (negative dependencies) G & L4k, #5 u(G) = D u(g;)

gi€G g; G
MIFR G 1) B bx & AH B AT (independent) .

TE M % 3R 37 6 o [R] B S B8 5 oK 5 22 (R 830N L, 97 40608 0% 28 3 7 T 28 b [ ) 5 300 s 17 9k 2>
TR BIATE Satellite AU, BEAE 5 BLLS — AT B H IR FURSRAR AR AT 55 23 3RAF R4 v A 4R M, g T3]
B &5 A0 T AR AN T (547 B (04T 2 A A1 B2 4 300 AR 1 00 R 8 A S AN Ti) ot 28 09 R0 23 K A 8L T LASR I 4 A T 42
Tl SR I R LRI R 4

3 HmEX

Xof SR A AN TR 1) R B K R BE AR A A T B 2 BT, a8 N BRI AU A S A i A
RSO K FR GEHEAT SRAR I B85 4 B S A P 50 7 30 R0 8 A A SR S i T A ) T R e vk, A B
VEASE FRLRVIR A 18 1] R0 (3 iR Ay 1K) A0 1) &5 ) A0 s ) ) R 3R S A 3 7 T L AR ) R P e i, 2 B2 )
GRS TN H AR STV A AU IR I 2 ) 5 R NG PDDL 8 5 BT VARG, W A2 PDDL 1 5 (F 4
R 2, 00T 2 HEA T TE B A0 R AT, T A R0 AR 0 P S 48 o R R 1) G R LA 450 T, T i 0 Ak TR R R A
/0 LA LRI 22 48 MSATPLANPYRT IPUDIM2E 14 GAI K70 4 Tt B 45 KoM R % 7R Rk % SAT Ao T+ 1
ftu Pk RE B4 1) OSP R AR 48, WK IR 25 18] e A% 221 hsp), « SR M) BDD £ AR () Mips-XXL 8% Gamer 4%,
TS B 1250 FH 3 RE (1 4 B 75 20 DL b, S S 3 L o GAL 5 L i 45y PDDL (1935 25 2 2% R A4 1 ) 00 )T E A
UF AF A3 R R GEAS 75 B2 e 358 1A M) vkt T LA A B85 A ) bt 0 2 A0SR U] 9 O'SP il f. 48 ) 0 8, IR A= 1
TR b A R B T — R H AR A MG R 1K) 45 T PDDL B R T X

/ PR sk \ / Rl N

Al ok i R} 5

A PDDL YIHERA
R ERERINAS

SRR SR

JRA I i Thilif

v Tkl gt
BRI

fER

Fig.2 Planning systems
K2 MRHRS

3.1 FigAIRE B RMNF B iR R IF

FIRI ) P O T — B U8 1 2 8, I b i ] S5 Rl P 2 3 418 9] (basic predicates) AR 2E 18 i (derived
predicates)[®). — # () % Ji &, FE A 18 G AT LAt B A5 41 1) 280 Lm0 R 2 T 1 AS 52 30 40 () B 5 i, e AT 4
RS T 1 AR 2 R 3 P SRR 1 o S i ] o S R U A 5 R IR AR T R S BE AR S Bl 1 LR
JEEGE AT DL BLTE B AR AT ER AN HARIRAS A T IR AR 18 ), B VB R B B VR ) e BB R 1Tl
AT AR ORI ER SR IR 2R W] LA e YR AR T 1) R U SR 2 s A ) R s 05 A 75 < 118 15 il 3 A

i . PDDL3.0PO ) TEVA LG, YR 2E 1 14 B () BNF Hidk &1 1

o (derived-def)::=(:derived (atomic formula) (GD))
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e (GD)::=(atomic formula)

e (GD)::=(and (GD)")

o (atomic formula)::=({predicate) (typed list (variable)))

o (predicate)::=(name)

e (variable)::=?(name)

o (typed list (x))::=x"

o (typed list (x))::=:typing x"-(type) (typed list (x))

o (type)::=(primitive-type)

e (primitive-type)::=(name)

Xf b3k BNF 434 (4 il 201 1 derived 2 IR A2 18 ] BRI GE SCROAR S, “— 7R - 18 45 41 5% 5% 4% (atomic formula)
TR0 T SCYRTIR A= 18 1], b B0 T8 TR (G DY by R0 U fis 5 2% A A iy 0 A U 9 G At R A= 185 1) 2 1l [ 32
25 218 1] B 1 1A 44 (predicate) il A7 5 471 38 4H B A SR AR By 8 2 ((typed list (X)), U1K H AR & 44 x- 282 £ (type)
10 T 2R 7 )0 1) 44 1 SR 42 AT R bR TR AT A 44 S 4 T 5 IR AR TR AT A 00 SR P i 48 360 U T L i M
W F) 55 S - — H(GDY/E SR AR 4 2, U atomic formula) 7 %0k 24 T th 2 20 a0 1A 22 4 0 A i s S — A
(atomic formulay, 45 24 i 45 1 S 40 U] 1) fieh & 4% 139 AN Jl 57 (atomic formula) (1) BLAE A A 8. Wi el Bk, AR IR A
rp R SRR B AR TR AL 2005 N X 8RR H bR T IR IR A I ) SIE L e A, 2 B0 e ) AR R A SE A ) X
FE B RN A 25 KU (grounded rule).

1 PDDL3.0PO 1 IL S, i 1) BNF ikt

o (preference [name] (GD))

Horr preference & i & 2 AR &, [name] 2 fi 47 1) 44 - ¢ GD) s HH R 18 17 41 e (1) 2 55 24 X — A~ (GD) Xt
N> [name], i 4 1 4% 7 AN B AR [) e A0, ) P9 A8 18 3] (is-violated (name))sk 34 7 J2& 75 i3 [z LA(name) fir 4 (¥ 0 -
Wi is-violated ) ECAE A true, MIER I MLV A 6 A2 fm 4F (name); % 2 is-violated [¥] SLAE Ay false, 38 W MUK A2 I
L (name). A H A IR AR A A DAy 38 el e 1) 485 S0 . H s (RSB K, 6 A S I 1% H B T 32 19 48 S koK

T R R IR F AR AOBC ZR IR GAL AR 45 g YR A2 3 80 KR O e 1) 50925 (1] 3 9T R).

H3%. GAltoDP&Pref.

Ve FFR L35 MK R (1 GAIL K71 GAI models={fy,...,f,}).DPRs % 7= IR A i 7 9 U 42, GOAL
TR IR 1) R IR 1) H A3 B METRIC 27 BRI 1) 850 Rk 1) e 000 £ B8 50 48 K 2 GOAL P iR 4 (1 48 5,
Aght SUM K75 METRIC Hh i 3 7= S8\ GAI models, fir i DPRs,GOAL Fil METRIC.

1) k=0, SUM=0

2) X GAI models H (¥4 B AL fi(G))
3 Wk Gi={gy,...9}k>1

4) WA s H bR 1 {0y, ... g IR AE T 17 S 6] DPy

5) A IR A 1 1 B0 NewRule=(:derived (and (g1)(92)---(g)) DPi), 3£ i E| DPRs
6) 4 P=DP;,U=f(P)=Ff(G;)

7) A, 2 Gi={gl}, B H s

8) 4 P=g,U=f(P)=f(G)

9) 4 k=k+1

10) A= #F NewPre=(preference P(k) P),Jf il A GOAL

11) A AL R T NewlsViolated=(*(is-violated P(k)) U), il A METRIC
12) 4 SUM=SUM+U

13) j& || DPRs,GOAL,METRIC

Fig.3 Algorithm for compiling GAI models into derived predicate rules and goal preferences

K3 K GAN R G5 1 FG R A 1 Bl B JUURT E s i 2 1) S92

IR SRR A H AR OB R 1K) GAL B AL AL 4 77 7 PDDL3.0 19 BNF 52 SR AL 1 W A AT H A5
B 56, 0 T SRR ) R AN H AR, LR T 7 GAL BRI 3 A e BOR R € BN GAL A58 o 1y e B A
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FOR/N TS H bR B SANEG I R 0 R35as iR 808 e 2 A B AR, AR AP IR 3). AP 3R 4)5%F BACH b H I
A T4 77 A6 W TR YR A2 18 17 S0 (L IE AR S 3.2 TWIRIE). AP R 5) A ettt T H A8 AT IR AE 18
TR 55 )5 6 GAL BB (R R bR B AN B 0 SRS B RRIE 2 24 B, R 2 3R 9)~ 5k 12)359 28 pliont
(1) H b (- 52 i 2 R0 g A0 A 1 H0F) B 7. GOAL H 1) i 44 B B AR B0 2 5 METRIC w1 £ PR 7 SUM
GAI R AT R BLI H bR (T42) MRS A (1T GAL BEAY b H 4w 34 2 iy 780, D81 b A A 1) IR 26 15 s 0000 389
SR D38 0 ) 245 4, 5 B AT A IR SC 1 o .GOAL F1 METRIC 386 1 31 i) 750 4 3k S ¢ b A0 3 75 U B 10 S B2
FS TR A2 1 1] AN 6,157 32 U I FLME— (RIREAS H AR T 58 B BT 4 2 M — 1), DRT b i - T e o 17 1 1 A0 ek
R, HHC b i) i U RO B AR, AR BT 4R,
5% GAItoDP&Pref [ I A1 & 24 L 73 A 1 T 1 575 % e (1) GAI LA 55 n AN B3 L TP A m(m<sn) A £
F IR FRAS B AR G T SR B RS R a0 R Sk A A ont ) BB O 47 T T3 A 2 A AR
(n—m) IR BRI, B IR T AR 1 B b O 46 30 AR Jonet B A 8 A UIR AR T R S A BRI ) AN 3, A R T Al - A
BARAR TR F- BT A 1) B 1) # mT LR s 5 50 T L DT b 3 A S35 BT AR (1 I 1) 28 O(m+(n—m))=0(n).
Bl 2.4 1 K] GAN BEALLEL o, fa e 45 DA IR A 1 ) BE U H RS 4, an R B
(:derived
(so_sh)
(and (s0)
(sh))

(:goal
(and
(preference p; (s0))
(preference p, (sh))
(preference ps (so_sh)))
)
(:metric maximize
(-300
(+(total-cost)
(*(is-violated p,) 20)
(*(is-violated p,) 50)
(*(is-violated p3) 230))))

111 2 11, pa/palps & B A AW LT ¥ 44 -, s0_sh @& 0f N B AR T2 1K YR AR 15 17 5245 metric 2 75 1A 1n) 2 — A%
AR i) 8. 5 fE 4K R R F i g R 1 X B =X 2L v, 300 2 B i 4 1) 725 30 {15 5 R total-cost & sh ViR 1) AR
i K I 0 AY R B AR Sy b 28 R 2, T AE — T T DU IR, ik ¥ 2 OSP Il 8 Hp 1) 34 28 i AL, 40 T BT s

(300—(is-violated p;)x20—(is-violated p,)x50—(is-violated ps)x230)—total-cost=j &% 75 — M AN =15 2 25 1H.

Bl 3(H4 2): B4 3 MK Plany/Plan,/Plang 7373 AL 18 1 Fron i 3 41 H b, BRI oA L i P 1 s,
2 151 AT R IR I is-violated 1 1A () Z0AH (NEE R I A, X TR AN AL).

Table 1  Three solution plans which satisfy different preferences respectively
F 1 0 AR w4 3 AR

Py P, Ps3 is-violated p;  is-violated p, is-violated ps
Plan; + X X 0 1 1
Plan, X N X 1 0 1
Plans V V J 0 0 0
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e Plan;: (300-0-1x50-1x230)-10=10

e Plan,: (300-1x20-0-1x230)—100=—50

e Plang: (300-0-0-0)-110=190

A AL, Plang (34 350 5 A f5 R 38 W A8 P I e 200 2 0 0 g v A 281 8 445 5 9 2 (U 04 25k 265 0 8K 1 .
32 EEAMIEMM

WITG TR, 9% GAIltoDP&Pref FUGf GAIL A5 rp H B (¥) H b 18 77 A 6 I8 FF) IR A= U 1] 512481 i AN 2 7= 26
A H AR T (B H RS T HE) I IR 2B 18 1) S0 IRE AR U A #E T2 — 7 T, 5% HH BB At R ALAMISL 25 1 H At 43X
S g AR A T A S R A SR 5 — 7 T AE A3 R RS (K AR & R T g /N, AT gD IR 2

2% VW) (4 52 2 P AEL S O 9 7 DA — AN RS IR R AN A A DA 5 I B K A T B ) R A (1

ﬁaé@il%r DRI 38 A0 5 A 1 4l R (0 3 SUASAR P RO AT 3 — A H A 14, L4 1 GAL B AL 5T 1 2%
A5 B bR (742) i V1 55 10 2803 e A2 — R 1.

EIR 1. HVE GAItoDP&Pref AEMS AR FFE UL RIS AR — > H A5 742, LA GAI BERITHE 1R
(B 55 200 SR e 1) A (T 3 ) Dt e T B 1 280 (L — R 1.

TIE A AR ) T H AR G={0a,....On b AR H s T4 G'={gy,....gn} 2% JL 40T GAI B (GAI
models={f,,.... L, DI B AZM A UE 2503 GAltoDP&Pref 4 )5 19 H bR 7 5 I 5L B 0

GAImodels
&
GAltoDP&Pref

B AR GAL BRI R Nt A UE = > £9(G) ok, G LU GAL B A Sy bR KO R AR

GAlmodels GG i=1
TS KA 1T BRI 2400 GAL B (0 B S, LIS i <k<<n Rk PE, e G2
) Gu O ABHBMIEMAR oL G G A (WIGILISISMIL G, O
B A IGPLI I U =3 1G)+ Y 1,)).
n j=m'+1

% GAl models={f,,...,f,} 21t 577k GAltoDP&Pref # ¥ 5 7= AW po,....pn WA

ue =SUM - Y is_violated (p;)f (P),

GAltoDP&Pref =
Horh, SUM =" £(R) (BLVAINES 12 ).Py 2 G XTI, Y 1<sism'I Pi=gi(BLVE M58 8 ), m'<i<n i/,
i=1

Pi=DPi(5LiL 55 6 21),DP; 24 H Az 14k G % M IR AL 108 ] S .t T G838 H s 74k Gy,....G A

0,1<i<k
is_violated(p,) = I .
1 k<i<n
PRGOS _Zf(P)— Z f(R)= Zf(P) Zf(G)+ Z f,(G)) (5L 6 LAz 8 ) i,
i=k+1 j=m'+1
IGi|:1'1§i§m"|Gj|>1’m <J<kﬂiETIE UGAImodeIs _UgAltoDP&Pref . U

4 KWIRIT 5SS

ASLE I H P& N TR IESE % GAItoDP&Pref ¥ 47 M. J5U ) b K ik H bRk i OO R 1 GAIl B4
16754 PDDL3.0 B (IR AE 18 il BRI AN 5 B 22 J5 , AT LA S FRix 68 35 232 (T MR R GOk MEAT Sk
i AEL 2, TG 30 b S ISR 1R — A WK 2R 48 2 AR 24 DRI 1), O HL G b xfl DL S BRI L X Hp 4 44 i LRI &R 56
FH B DR s, 06 B T IS A R TR R ) 2R 8 E 4T 4 2 . Gamer4 AT Mips-XX LIPSV /b3 LA TF B 1 OSP % R 46

Z = E AT R R — BRI A 350 SR AR A D06 48 14D 0 S BB 5ok s A B LAk 1) A8, 9 BLAE P — SOk 55 Bl (binary
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decision diagram, {&#x BDD)k 3% 7% i i A5 A e 2 F Y. — AN A1 7% 28 8, H8E A0 K 1) RE 0l - 240 SROKF B P Ok 2 A
IR A5 g BT R R A B AN TR (R 3t 075 76 T Mips-XXL - 7 B I ANAE SR AF OR824 DA N JE IR T A IR S A
W, Gamer ¥ H WHRAME M RIF AR AL A# H — 4 C B2 RSB GAItoDP&Pref, i i A 4 i 3 1113t
AT AL PR T3 500 VR FH 3P A BRI R ke 04T SR .

] o A K1) K $€ (International Planning Competition, fiiFK 1PC) 8T 75 H Aw &% 2 46 H5t 1 Foe v 3k, ) FL, £if
FI GAI BT [ I R 45 (11 iPUD/SPUDS/MSATPLAN 25) 845 /8 Afi T4 FH (0 i FH 491 LA 756 1PC (9 30
2 0] B AT B B B IPC-67"" I net benefit optimization track fJ transport-numeric #1 elevators-strips P41
SR HEAT S0, B4R il B VAL S S AR AR I RAS H R AR (H 2 AN LS H bR s s A transport AT & T 44
12 T8 A0 20 B g e I TIT 1) 1) R B T 2 TR0 R AR AT G SR R 00 b ) B T, 4 8 i X e A 2
BT RA I) H b .45 T 5E 2 1) 3035 elevators AT IR T HEUBRIZ 16 TR 2 B HE 5 1 ) R B AR 4
AR PR ASE SR T A A5 % 3fe Ao il vpUB 0 A2 IR 1) e TR IR 55 1 SR R 4 T AR 2 I K A AR R X S ) A
I R F i b 0 A AR O 3R 1 GAL AL S B 510: GAItoDP&Pref (¥ 3 56 A AT J5 ki iy A\ SCA R 1A=

Fi OSP }i Kl 2R Ze b AT SR At I v, H b 1 4R 1A 2% & B 6 08 24 1) b BRI BRSSP B BT SE 486 53 4 24 1
&, Gamer F1 Mips-XXL AN 1 2 32 5 YR 7= 18 3 B0, H 2 2 F5 4¢ 1F 2% 3 (conditional effects). Davidson4 U4 HiKf
UR A= T o) R0 4 1 0 4% A1 0 R IR v H T AR S R H AR SR A DR R (KR AR T ] AN L e 0 HL
2 P 14, R b A o R AR BT B (R R S AR 7R AH LA b4 N S5 A 8 I8 R 4% 4 TN B 28 SR
REAT), 1% BLAS PR IR.

SZEGFAIE K :CPU (Pentium Processor 1.33G)+RAM (1GB)+external disk(20G)+FreeBSD 6.2+gcc 4.3.0. 3 &
AEAN TR 1) 75 ) B 5 S AT I I ANEE T 5 43 B 7E G I B P, K1) 2R 8 — T S5 B A A, T 381 4 1 b 4% A 35K (1 )
B B 4R B S O A ), B S 3R (B2 TR 2 (9 e et

4 25 T R S0 45 R OBERN R s 1) g 5, S\ 2 s 0K A o (B 94 2 2 4)). L v Gamer #1 Mips-
XXL FH SRR A% IPC-6 FJ 44 M8 i) 5,357 ik 4 Gamer+GAItoDP&Pref Fll Mips-XXL+GAIltoDP&Pref ] 3k sk fif 3
T 20 R AR 1 1K ] R

Transport-Numeric 4715 Elevators-Strips 45
2501 4001
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Fig.4 Experiment results
Kl 4 szongiR

M 4 W] LU B, 76K 2 B0 50 (R0 ) B 3800 T 559 GAItoDP&Pref 1) OSP #iKI & 45 Lk MR & 48
B T WEALAE AE Transport-numeric 45k, % -8 K1l 1] # p01~p03,Gamer FI Mips-XXL #)SEBLTE H Ax I H L E

= SZBR_E,iPUD,SPUDS Il MSATPLAN 1 5 A7 23 A YA K, L 2 il J0AT 3OO, IR s 96 45 R T0 VR 5 e TIHEAT HE E AR,
== http://ipc.informatik.uni-freiburg.de/Domains
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