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Abstract

Model-based reasoning agents are ill-equipped to act in novel situations in
which their model of the environment no longer sufficiently represents the
world. We propose HYDRA, a framework for designing model-based agents
operating in mixed discrete-continuous worlds that can autonomously detect
when the environment has evolved from its canonical setup, understand how
it has evolved, and adapt the agents’ models to perform effectively. HYDRA
is based upon PDDL+, a rich modeling language for planning in mixed,
discrete-continuous environments. It augments the planning module with
visual reasoning, task selection, and action execution modules for closed-
loop interaction with complex environments. HYDRA implements a novel
meta-reasoning process that enables the agent to monitor its own behavior
from a variety of aspects. The process employs a diverse set of computa-
tional methods to maintain expectations about the agent’s own behavior in
an environment. Divergences from those expectations are useful in detecting
when the environment has evolved and identifying opportunities to adapt
the underlying models. HYDRA builds upon ideas from diagnosis and repair
and uses a heuristics-guided search over model changes such that they be-
come competent in novel conditions. The HYDRA framework has been used
to implement novelty-aware agents for three diverse domains - CartPole++
(a higher dimension variant of a classic control problem), Science Birds (an
IJCAI competition problem1), and PogoStick (a specific problem domain in
Minecraft). We report empirical observations from these domains to demon-
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strate the efficacy of various components in the novelty meta-reasoning pro-
cess.

Keywords: open world learning, integrated intelligent systems, model-based
reasoning, planning, agents, agent architectures, novelty reasoning, PDDL+

1. Introduction

Artificial Intelligence (AI) and Machine Learning (ML) research on se-
quential decision-making usually rely on the assumption that key charac-
teristics of the environment remain fixed after the decision-making agent
is deployed. For model-based reasoning agents (e.g., based on Automated
Planning), the fixed environmental characteristics are encoded explicitly in
the domain model as actions, events, and processes that govern the agent’s
beliefs about the environment’s dynamics. Model-based agents that are de-
signed for stochastic and partially observable environments, such as POMDP,
still assume the state transition and observation functions follow a fixed dis-
tribution. In model-free learning agents (e.g., based on Deep Reinforcement
Learning), the fixed environmental characteristics are encoded implicitly in
the simulations from which the action selection policy is learned. This as-
sumption — fixed environment characteristics — poses a significant challenge
in deploying intelligent agents. Model-based agents using domain knowledge
that is outdated or incorrect can cause the agent to fail catastrophically
during deployment. Model-free learning agents will need numerous interac-
tions with the environment to learn a new policy, rendering them ineffective
when the environment evolves from what they were trained on. Other chal-
lenges posed by the real world (e.g., partial observability and sensing noise,
non-deterministic actions, continuous spatio-temporal dynamics, etc.) have
received significant attention in the literature over the years, while the major
challenge of robust operation in an open and evolving world has been largely
overlooked until recently.

This paper studies how to design intelligent agents that can robustly op-
erate in an open and evolving world, an environment whose characteristics
change unexpectedly while the agent is operational. Such a shift in environ-
mental characteristics has been referred to as a novelty (Boult et al., 2021;
Langley, 2020). An effective open world agent can autonomously detect when
a novelty has been introduced in the environment, characterize it, as it per-
tains to what it knows about the environment, and then accommodate it by

2



changing its decision-making strategies. Ideally, it transfers relevant oper-
ational knowledge from before novelty is introduced to after, i.e., it learns
without fully retraining and in orders of magnitude less time. This challenge
of designing such an open-world agent, where novelties can appear at unspec-
ified time, has been gaining significant interest in the AI literature (Senator,
2019; Kejriwal et al., 2022; Langley, 2020; Liu et al., 2023; Xu et al., 2024;
Goel et al., 2021; Boult et al., 2022).

This paper advances the AI for open world research agenda by study-
ing how model-based reasoning agents can reason about novelties appearing
in open worlds and adapt themselves in response. A key characteristic of
model-based reasoning agents is that their models of the environment are
explicit and compositional. Each element of the model represents a mean-
ingful aspect of environmental dynamics. Consider a planning agent written
in PDDL+ (Fox and Long, 2006) to aim a ball at a target. It will include
formal specifications of processes such as the movement of a ball under the
effect of gravity. This process is encoded separately from other aspects of
the environment, such as the ball bouncing off a hard surface. Together, all
elements in the PDDL+ model determine the agent’s beliefs about environ-
ment dynamics. When considering open-world agent design, compositional
models have significant advantages when compared to black-box, end-to-end,
integrative models such as deep neural networks. They generate explicit ex-
pectations about future outcomes that are expressed in meaningful terms
(e.g., gravity). This enables a focused analysis of what might have changed
in the environment. Often, the introduced novelty only impacts a small sub-
set of model elements and only those need to be updated. Consequently,
model-based learning agents can adapt to novelties with fewer observations
than model-free agents.

The paper introduces HYDRA, a framework for designing model-based
autonomous agents that can operate in complex open worlds. At their core,
HYDRA agents use explicit planning models of their environment for action
reasoning and selection. The planning models are described in PDDL+, an
expressive and feature-rich modeling language. PDDL+ supports reasoning
with mixed discrete-continuous state and action spaces. Further, it enables
nuanced reasoning about exogenous environment behavior, i.e., events and
processes that are independent of the agent’s control. Building upon PDDL+
enables us to study complex environments where transition dynamics are
governed by both the agent and the environment.

HYDRA augments PDDL+ planning with visual reasoning, task selec-
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tion, and action execution to develop agents that operate in a closed loop
with the environment. A key contribution of our work is a meta-reasoning
process for novelty that is integrated with the basic agent perceive-decide-act
loop. The meta-reasoning process monitors relevant aspects of agent behav-
ior in the environment; including analyzing the observation space, tracking
state changes in the environment, and monitoring the quality of performance.
When the environment evolves from the canonical setup the agent is designed
for, these monitors generate signals that trigger an adaptation cycle. PDDL+
model adaptation employs a heuristic search to identify which element(s)
of the model needs to be revised. HYDRA’s repair module makes explicit
and relevant modifications to the elements identified, enabling the agent to
improve its decision-making. During adaptation, HYDRA can update its
PDDL+ model as well as change the order in which it executes tasks.

HYDRA is domain-independent and has been used to design agents for
three research domains - CartPole++ (a higher dimension variant of a classic
control problem CartPole), ScienceBirds (an AI competition domain), and
PogoStick (a Minecraft domain). Our results show that for certain types
of novelties, HYDRA agents can adapt quickly with few interactions with
the environment. Additionally, the adaptations produced by HYDRA are
interpretable by design - they are represented in terms of changes to the
elements of its model, enabling inspection of proposed changes. This property
of a HYDRA agent is a considerable advantage when developing adaptive
systems that can be trusted.

2. Related Work

The problem we consider in this work is raised when a model-based rea-
soning agent fails to act in the environment because its underlying models are
deficient or incorrect. The approach we propose to address this problem is to
adapt the world model our agent is using based on the observations it collects.
We begin by providing an introduction to PDDL+. Then, we summarize the
related prior work on (1) planning under uncertainty, (2) handling execu-
tion failures in planning-based agents, (3) repairing world models for agents,
(4) automated diagnosis and repair, and (5) learning planning models from
observations. Then, we review the current state-of-the-art on open-world
learning and identify how our research advances it.
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2.1. Domain Modeling and Planning in Complex Environments
Autonomous agents often act in and reason with multifaceted environ-

ments governed by complex system dynamics. HYDRA uses PDDL+ (Fox
and Long, 2006) to accurately and efficiently capture the relevant character-
istics and behavior of said environments as planning domains.

PDDL+ is a feature-rich language designed for defining mixed discrete-
continuous systems as planning models. It significantly expands on the
expressive power of previous versions of the planning modeling language,
e.g., PDDL2.1 (Fox and Long, 2003) and PDDL (McDermott et al., 1998).
PDDL+ is capable of representing diverse system elements and dynamics
via the use of such concepts as propositional and numeric state variables,
instantaneous and durative actions, concurrent behavior, continuous action
effects, or timed-initial activity. However, the most significant advancement
in expressiveness is by enabling the modeling of an independent environment
that evolves dynamically over time. In every prior version of the PDDL lan-
guage, the world only changed via the agent’s actions. PDDL+ introduced
constructs to model exogenous activity: discrete events (mode switches) and
durative processes (continuous flows). In PDDL+ models, the agent can
comprehensively reason about the evolution of its world but can only inter-
act with it through defined actions. The agent cannot dictate whether events
or processes are executed, instead, their effects are applied as soon as their
preconditions are satisfied (i.e., ’must-happen’ behavior). As an example
from the Angry Birds domain, a collision between a bird and a wooden block
is modeled by a PDDL+ event, while a process models the continuous bal-
listic flight of a bird launched from a slingshot. Such phenomena, especially
physics-based, are ubiquitous in real-world applications. Thus PDDL+ fa-
cilitates the capturing of realistic scenarios as planning domains much more
accurately, compared to other standardized planning modeling languages.

PDDL+ planning is a notoriously challenging task that belongs to the un-
decidable class of problems. PDDL+ models of real-world scenarios contain
a wide range of features, vast state spaces, and complex (usually non-linear
and/or discontinuous) system dynamics. Therefore, modeling accuracy must
be balanced with efficiency to ensure that the model is adequately detailed
for real-world applications and that the solution is generated in a reason-
able time. Furthermore, to effectively reason with all classes of novelty, the
PDDL+ models must be general enough to accurately capture complex sys-
tem components and behaviors, but also flexible enough to accept nuanced
model updates to effectively adapt to novelty. However, the space of possible
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domain shifts is infinite. The PDDL+ model should be designed to explicitly
model as many relevant aspects of the environment as is feasible to account
for environment components that can be affected by the introduced novel-
ties. However, this computational overhead should be minimized to ensure
the efficiency and solvability of the resulting PDDL+ model.

PDDL+ domains are fully observable and must explicitly encode all of
their components and variables. Consequently, they are best suited for rep-
resenting fully observable and deterministic dynamical systems. Simulation
environments, on the other hand, usually only reveal part of their system
variables as perception/sensor data. Thus, the PDDL+ model is partially
built on assumptions made by the designer about some of the underlying
structure and dynamics of the system. Similarly, fully-observable PDDL+
domains can model partially-observable environments by incorporating ex-
plicit assumptions about the obscured parts of the system. However, the
main advantage of using symbolic models is that they can be thoroughly
investigated and explicitly modified to incorporate novelty. Sub-symbolic
approaches are opaque and uninterpretable, they cannot be easily modified
to account for novelty without expensive, and often infeasible, retraining.

There are multiple PDDL+ planners available (Cashmore et al., 2016;
Coles and Coles, 2014; Coles et al., 2012). However, most of them are lim-
ited to models with linear dynamics only, do not support the whole set of
PDDL+ features, or do not scale well. UPMurphi (Della Penna et al., 2009),
DiNo (Piotrowski et al., 2016), and ENHSP (Scala et al., 2016) can handle
complex domains and were initially explored, but were not able to efficiently
scale to our development domains.

HYDRA employs Nyx (Piotrowski and Perez, 2024), a customizable domain-
independent PDDL+ planner that facilitates solving complex feature-rich
planning problems via tailored approaches (e.g., custom heuristics or domain
language extensions).

2.2. Sequential Decision-Making Under Uncertainty

Sequential decision-making and planning under various forms of uncer-
tainty is a core topic in AI research. The Markov Decision Problem (MDP) (Put-
erman, 1990) is one of the most widely used models for capturing planning
problems in which the effects of actions can be stochastic. Partially Ob-
servable MDP (POMDP) (Kaelbling et al., 1995), is a well-known extension
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of MDP that also supports uncertainty over the current state. Many al-
gorithms have been proposed to solve MDP and POMDP problems, based
on Dynamic Programming (Shani et al., 2013; Sanner and Kersting, 2010),
Heuristics Search (Horák et al., 2018; Kim et al., 2019; Silver and Veness,
2010), and Machine Learning (Bhattacharya et al., 2020; Wang and Tan,
2021).

Unfortunately, one cannot use these algorithms directly for our problem,
because both models — MDP and POMDP — assume that the world is
not evolving. In an MDP, the non-evolving world assumption is embodied
by assuming that for every action we know the set of possible effects it
may have and their probability (this is expressed in the MDP transition
function). In a POMDP, the non-evolving world assumption is embodied also
by the observation function, which specifies for every possible observation
the probability it will be observed given the actual state of the agent. In
our problem, we do not know a priori how and when the world will evolve,
and which novelties might occur. Thus, different algorithms and models are
required than off-the-shelf MDP and POMDP algorithms.

Reinforcement Learning (RL) algorithms (Sutton and Barto, 2018) are
designed for solving sequential decision-making problems in settings where
we do not know the exact transition and observation probabilities. Popular
RL algorithms such PPO (Schulman et al., 2017) and DQN (Mnih et al.,
2013) learn how to act, i.e., output a policy, by interacting with the envi-
ronment. A main assumption made by standard RL algorithms is that the
environment dynamics do not change. Thus, after enough interactions with
the environment the RL agent’s policy remains mostly the same. This is of-
ten embodied by a learning factor that determines how much the incumbent
policy should change based on recent observations. The learning factor de-
creases as more information is gathered. In the novelty setting we consider,
the occurred novelty may change the environment dynamics itself, which may
cause previously trained policies ineffective. We demonstrate this empirically
in Section 5. Indeed, applying RL algorithms in an evolving environment,
sometimes referred to as Lifelong Reinforcement Learning, is known to be
significantly challenging, (Isele and Cosgun, 2018; Abel et al., 2018).

2.3. Adapting to Execution Failure

Planning models are usually deemed correct by design. Execution failures
and other discrepancies observed during the execution of the generated plans
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are often attributed to partial observability or non-determinism of the tar-
get environment. Replanning and Plan Repair are the common approaches
to such failures. Replanning (Cushing and Kambhampati, 2005; Bezrucav
et al., 2022; Nebel and Koehler, 1995) methods attempt to generate a new
solution to the problem, either from the very beginning or from the point
of failure of the plan, by using updated information from the environment.
Plan repair (Myers, 1999; Bidot et al., 2008; Komenda et al., 2014; Fox et al.,
2006) methods adapt the plan according to additional data so that it will
then be able to achieve the desired goal. Replanning and plan repair algo-
rithms usually assume that information about the environment that caused
the plan execution failure is freely available and can be queried at any time.
Put differently, replanning and plan repair assume that the agent’s model is
sufficiently correct and accurate but that the queried information (i.e., per-
ception or sensor data) was noisy or altered by a rare phenomenon. Thus,
replanning with updated perception data or fixing a single plan instance is
sufficient to restore adequate performance in the presence of uncertainty.

2.4. Repairing World Models for Planning-Based Agents

The Action Description Update (ADU) problem (Eiter et al., 2010) is
the problem of updating an action model given a set of new statements
about the world dynamics, e.g., adding new axioms or constraints. This is
different from learning how to update a model from observations. Molineaux
et al. (2012) used abductive reasoning about unexpected events to expand the
knowledge base about the hidden part of the environment and improve their
replanning process. This is more similar to handling partial observability
than to repairing planning models to handle novelties in the environment.

In the Model Reconciliation Problem (Chakraborti et al., 2017; Vasileiou
et al., 2021; Chakraborti et al., 2019) (MRP), plans generated by one agent
(the planner) and the objective is to explain that plan to another agent (the
observer). MRP has been studied in settings where each agent assumes a
different world model, and the desired explanations are changes to the world
model assumed by the observer. Generating such an explanation can be
viewed as a form of model repair. However, they require knowledge of both
models, while in our case we do not assume access to the world model after
novelty has been introduced. To the best of our knowledge, all prior work
on the ADU problem and MPR have dealt only with discrete domains while
we proposed a general method for mixed discrete-continuous environments.
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In the Model Maintenance Problem (MMP) (Bryce et al., 2016), a world
model changes (drifts) over time, and the task is to adapt the model based
on observations and active queries to minimize the difference between it and
the real world. MMP has been studied in the context of planning agents,
where the drifted model is a symbolic planning model. Bryce et al. (2016)
allowed queries about aspects of the planning model, e.g., “is fluent f a
precondition of action a”. Nayyar et al. (2022) allowed queries about the
possible execution of plans, e.g., “Can you perform the plan a1, a2, a3”, where
responses state which prefix of the given plan could be executed and the last
state reached. Our problem can be viewed as a special case of MMP with a
single drift (i.e., a single novelty) and our approach may be applicable to solve
MMP. However, unlike prior work on MMP, we go beyond purely symbolic
planning and support mixed discrete-continuous domains. Additionally, the
only information available for model update are observations and the system
cannot explicitly query for the structure of the true model.

Frank (2015) discussed the challenge of adapting a planning model to
novelties but did not propose a concrete approach to do so. Zhuo et al. (2013)
proposed an algorithm for repairing a planning domain from observations,
using a MAX-SAT solver. Gragera et al. (2022) used a different approach
to repair planning models where the effects of some actions are incomplete.
Their approach compiles, for each unsolvable task, a new extended task where
actions are allowed to insert the missing effects. However, both works are
limited to classical planning and cannot handle mixed discrete-continuous
domains. Recent work has looked at how novelty can be accommodated in
various discrete environments such as Polycraft (Muhammad et al., 2021),
which is a mostly deterministic domain, and Monopoly (Loyall et al., 2022;
Thai et al., 2022), which is a stochastic, strategic domain. Our research ex-
tends these lines of research and demonstrates that model revision techniques
can support novelty accommodation in dynamic, physics-based domains such
as CartPole and Science Birds.

Some prior work explored how to repair obsolete Markov Decision Prob-
lem (MDP) models based on observations (Chen et al., 2013; Yang et al.,
2022). They proposed an approach that uses a model checker to ensure that
the repaired MDP satisfies some necessary constraints. Along similar lines,
Pathak et al. (2015) study the problem of repairing a discrete-time Markov
Chain. Both approaches are not directly applicable to repairing rich planning
models.
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2.5. Automated Diagnosis and Repair

Automated diagnosis (DX) and repair of faulty systems is a core AI prob-
lem that deals with finding the root cause of the observed behavior and
suggesting diagnostic and repair actions to return the system to a nomi-
nal state (de Kleer and Kurien, 2003). Many approaches and systems have
been proposed in the past for DX and repair in both discrete (de Kleer and
Williams, 1987) and mixed continuous-discrete settings (Niggemann et al.,
2010). For example, Sun and Weld (1993) and Barriga et al. (2020) proposed
general frameworks for repairing faulty systems by planning repair and diag-
nostic actions. de Kleer and Williams (1987) proposed the well-known Gen-
eral Diagnosis Engine which has been extended and improved by many (Matei
et al., 2018; Feldman et al., 2020) including to hybrid systems (Niggemann
and Lohweg, 2015), and software (Abreu et al., 2011; Elmishali et al., 2018).
While it might be possible to reduce our problem to a DX problem, where
the system to repair is the agent’s model, it is not clear whether existing DX
and repair methods would work, and such reduction is not trivial.

2.6. Learning Planning Models from Observations

There is a growing literature on learning planning models from obser-
vations (Arora et al., 2018), including algorithms such as ARMS (Yang
et al., 2007), LOCM (Cresswell et al., 2013), LOCM2 (Cresswell and Gre-
gory, 2011), AMAN (Zhuo and Kambhampati, 2013), FAMA (Aineto et al.,
2019), and SAM (Stern and Juba, 2017; Juba et al., 2021; Juba and Stern,
2022). Aineto et al. (2022) arranged these algorithms in a comprehensive
framework. However, none of these algorithms is designed to learn complex
mixed discrete-continuous planning models such as the domains we consider
in this work. Additionally, these algorithms are designed to learn a new plan-
ning model from scratch at training time, as opposed to repairing an existing
planning model to novelties at run time.

Niggemann et al. (2012) proposed an algorithm for learning systems that
can be captured as hybrid timed automata. While a PDDL+ domain and
problem can be compiled into a hybrid timed automata, it is not clear how
to transfer their approach to the problem of learning a complete PDDL+
domain, and whether such an approach can scale.

2.7. Open World Learning

There is a growing body of work on AI for open worlds and novelty reason-
ing. Senator (2019) introduced the open-world learning problem highlighting
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why it is a critical need of intelligent systems operating in real worlds and
theorized the construct of novelty — a well-known concept in the human
world — for AI agents. Langley (2020) elaborated on what kinds of novelties
can exist in an open world, and Doctor et al. (2022) study how domain com-
plexity can be used to measure the difficulty of adapting to various novelties.
Boult et al. (2021) formally define the construct of novelty for perception
problems. Our work contributes to the growing scientific understanding of
open-world learning by proposing how novelties are defined for sequential
decision-making agents.

Open-world learning approaches have been studied for two different prob-
lems: perception (Dietterich and Guyer, 2022; Pang et al., 2022) and sequen-
tial decision-making — our area of study. Muhammad et al. (2021) introduce
a novelty handling framework for planning agents that can reason about and
adapt to a class of novelties in discrete and deterministic environments. The
novelties they study are those that can be observed as a direct change in the
agent’s observation space. Goel et al. (2022) extends this work for reinforce-
ment learning agents, albeit still operating in discrete deterministic worlds
and focusing on directly observable novelties. Loyall et al. (2022) study nov-
elty reasoning methods for discrete, probabilistic environments. Our work
advances this line of research in two dimensions; one, the agent framework
introduced here operates in mixed discrete-continuous environments and sec-
ond, the adaptation methods included in the framework can handle an ex-
tended class of novelties including those that don’t impact the observation
space directly but manifest as a change in environment transitions. Musliner
et al. (2021) study novelty reasoning with discrete planning models for dis-
crete and continuous environments. They propose a set of hypothesis-driven
strategies that enable robust operations in novel conditions. Our framework
is different in that we also adapt the planning models to reflect what has
changed in novel conditions. Our own work (Piotrowski et al., 2023) pro-
poses a model repair algorithm for CartPole-2D. This paper describes the
general framework of which model repair is a part and presents results from
multiple domains.

3. Problem Setup and Research Domains

We define novelty as an unexpected and unknown domain shift that per-
manently alters the environment’s composition, dynamics, or its interactions
with the agent.
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Formally, let an environment E be a tuple E = (S∗, A∗, H∗, F ∗, G∗, O)
where:

• S∗ is a set of states that the environment can be in.

• A∗ is the set of agent’s actions that can be executed in the environment.

• H∗ is the set of environmental happenings (analogous to actions) that
encode the environment’s dynamics beyond the agent’s control.

• F ∗ : S∗×A∗∪H∗ → S is the transition function (i.e., F ∗(s∗, a∗)→ s∗′).

• G∗ ⊆ S∗ is a set of goal states.

• O is a function that generates an observation for a given state.

A state of the environment s∗ ∈ S∗ is a complete assignment of values
over all its state variables at a time t(s∗) ∈ R. The agent perceives the state
of the environment via observation O(s∗obs) where s∗obs ⊆ s∗ is the observable
part of the state of the environment. The agent then decides on an action
a∗ ∈ A∗ which modifies the state of the environment. The environment
can evolve on its own via environmental happenings h∗ ∈ H∗, which are
analogous to the agent’s actions. However, the agent cannot directly control
the environment’s dynamics but must reason with it before acting. G∗ ⊆ S∗

is the set of goal states (i.e., a set of states that satisfy the goal conditions)
that the agent is trying to reach2.

A novelty is a function ν(E) → E ′ that takes the environment E as
input, modifies one or more of its components (S∗, A∗, H∗, F ∗, G∗, O), and
returns a novel environment E ′.

Novelty can impact the agent-environment relationship in different ways.
Some novelties can change the structure of the environment (i.e., modify
S∗ or O) by introducing or removing novel object types, introducing new
attributes of existing objects, or shifting the distribution of attribute values.
Other novelties modify, introduce, or remove actions available to the agent
or the environment, impacting A∗ or H∗, respectively. Novelties can also
change the dynamics of state evolution by changing the transition function

2Note that G∗ is a specific formulation to designate desirable states and is used here
because the paper studies model-based reasoning agents. A reward function R∗ may be
used instead for reinforcement learning agents.
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F ∗. Finally, the goal conditions can be altered by the novelty, affecting G∗.
Often, a single novelty changes multiple elements of the environment-agent
relationship.

Open-world learning can be defined as an agent’s ability to adapt to
unexpected domain shifts in a dynamically evolving environment. To reason
with the environment, model-based agents use an internal domain D which is
an approximation of environment E, i.e., D ≈ E. After introducing novelty
ν, the agent’s model D becomes inconsistent with the updated environment
E ′, such that D ̸≈ E ′. Novelty detection is the process of recognizing that
a domain shift has occurred, i.e., the environment is now in E ′. Novelty
Characterization is the process of determining the difference between the
nominal environment E and novel environment E ′ in terms of elements of
the model D. Novelty accommodation is a process of adapting the agent’s
internal model D to be consistent with the novelty-affected environment E ′,
such that the updated model D′ ≈ E ′.

In an open-world setting, novelty is considered from the agent’s perspec-
tive, i.e., it impacts the relationship between the agent and the environment.
In other words, novelty is a domain shift that the agent is unprepared for
because: the novelty is not part of the agent’s default internal model of
the world or its internal model is significantly different from the true envi-
ronment post-novelty; the agent has not previously experienced the novelty
phenomenon, nor was it part of the agent’s training. In all cases of meaning-
ful novelty, further learning or model adaptation must occur for the agent to
successfully perform in the novel world.

It is important to make a distinction between novelty, i.e., a persistent
domain shift, and uncertainty about the environment or outlier phenomena.
Uncertainty is exhibited by an environment by default, even in a non-novel
setting, and must be accounted for in the agent’s internal model. Put dif-
ferently, uncertainty is a characteristic of the environment, whereas novelty
is an explicit change in the environment characteristics. For instance, the
transition function F ∗, when defined in probabilistic terms, encodes the un-
certainty in state transitions. On the other hand, novelty modifies the en-
vironment characteristics, thus, if the probabilities change in the transition
function F ∗, it would be considered a novelty in our framing. Partial observ-
ability is also distinct from novelty. As described above, the agent defines
its internal model on partial observations O(sobs ⊆ s∗) about the state of the
environment E. Novelty is a different concept entirely which can alter the
observation function O by altering its definition or adding noise, and so on.
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In an open world, any number of novelties can present themselves at
any time-point. In this paper, we limit our scope by making the following
assumptions: (1) only specific classes of novelties are studied; (2) at most
one novelty is introduced in a trial; (3) the novelty under study is introduced
only between episodes; (4) once the novelty is introduced, it persists for the
rest of the trial. We refer to this setup as the single persistent novelty setup.
These assumptions were made to support the iterative development of agents
and allow clear experimental measurement3.

In our setup, an agent interacts with the environment repeatedly for
independent N episodes that constitute a trial. Each episode begins in some
initial state of the environment. During the episode, the agent iteratively
executes actions and observes their outcomes until a terminal state is reached,
upon which the episode ends and a new one begins. After an unknown
number k of episodes, a novelty is introduced in the environment, requiring
the agent to adapt. The agent is not informed about when the novelty is
introduced or how it has changed the environment. The novelty persists for
the rest of the trial, i.e., for the remaining N − k episodes.

3.1. Research Domains

Implementation and experiments described in this paper are motivated
by the following three domains. Each domain has been specifically created
and maintained for evaluating open-world learning by external independent
research groups.

3.1.1. CartPole++

This physics-based discrete-continuous domain is a higher dimensional
version of the standard Reinforcement Learning benchmark problem Cart-
Pole. The agent can push the cart in any of the cardinal directions and the
objective is to keep the pole upright for 200 steps. Figure 1 illustrates this
domain. A variation of the domain additionally includes a set of spheres
flying through the space.

3The single persistent novelty assumption is motivated by and grounded in automated
diagnosis where developing faults are analogous to unexpected domain shifts. From a
simple analysis, if components fail independently, a double fault is far less likely to occur
than a single fault. Said differently, the sum of the probabilities of all single faults is
far larger than that of all double faults. Double faults are very rare, if components fail
independently, and become prohibitively complex to identify and disambiguate, especially
in mixed discrete-continuous environments such as cyber-physical systems.
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Figure 1: Screenshot of CartPole++ environment.

3.1.2. ScienceBirds

This domain is a version of the popular video game Angry Birds, which
has garnered widespread recognition over many years. The objective in SB
involves eliminating all green pigs in a level while maximizing destruction to
the surrounding structures. The player is equipped with a collection of birds
to be launched from a slingshot, where the birds can vary in their special
abilities (e.g., increased damage against specific block types, explode upon
collision, etc.). The pigs are typically concealed within complex platform
structures built with a variety of blocks, requiring the player to identify and
eliminate the weak points of the structures, such as supports or dynamite.
Figure 2 shows a screenshot from this domain. The development of Science
Birds utilized the Box2D open-source physics library, ensuring that all ob-
jects within the game’s environment comply with the principles of Newtonian
physics in a two-dimensional plane.

3.1.3. PogoStick

This domain is a part of the Polycraft domain (developed by the Univer-
sity of Texas, Dallas4), that is based on a version of the popular video game

4https://github.com/StephenGss/PAL/
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Figure 2: Screenshot of a ScienceBirds level

Figure 3: Bird’s-eye and a first-person view of the PogoStick environment.

Minecraft5. Figure 3 shows the top- and first-person view of the PogoStick
environment. In this domain, the task is to craft a pogo-stick given a recipe,
that requires both short- and long-term planning and decision-making. The
agent controls a character (Steve) who needs to navigate the environment,
gather different resources the recipe requires, construct intermediate objects
identified in the recipe, and interact with other agents present in the envi-
ronment to trade. The agent succeeds if it crafts a PogoStick within the
allotted time. PogoStick is a complex environment that is partially observ-
able (unknown adjacent rooms that may hold relevant items) and multiagent
(interacting with traders and competing for resources with rival pogoists).

5https://www.minecraft.net/
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Our research domains are mixed discrete-continuous and require complex
goal-oriented, spatio-temporal reasoning and learning. CartPole++ and Sci-
enceBirds are fully observable, deterministic, and physics-based - the envi-
ronment dynamics are governed by physical laws such as flight under gravity.
PogoStick, on the other hand, is discrete but partially observable and has
some non-determinism. Additionally, PogoStick has other agent entities that
have supportive or competitive intentions. The impact of an agent’s action
is immediately observable in CartPole++ and PogoStick. However, in Sci-
enceBirds, actions have delayed consequences. The trajectory of the bird is
determined very early in the process by setting angle and velocity, however,
the consequences emerge much later after hitting structures. The differing
characteristics of these domains pose a significant challenge in designing a
common novelty-aware agent framework. Continuous space, physics-based
dynamics of CartPole++ and ScienceBirds motivate accurate physics mod-
eling in the agent framework. Partial observability in PogoStick motivates
balancing information-gathering and execution needs. All domains require
continual task monitoring and replanning for effective performance. Detect-
ing and accommodating novelties is further complicated due to complex,
temporal interactions between objects and entities in the domains.

3.2. Space of Novelties

Table 1 summarizes a subset of novelties that can be injected into the
environments and examples of their instantiations in our research domains.
An ideal novelty-aware agent can detect, characterize, and accommodate a
wide range of novelties that impact the structure, dynamics, and constraints
in the environment. Novelty IDs 1 and 2 impact the structure of the envi-
ronment and may change in the observation space. Novelty IDs 2, 3, and
4 impact specific transitions in the environment. 6, 7, and 8 impact envi-
ronmental transitions in general by changing the laws. Some novelty IDs (2,
7) have been not instantiated in our research domains and consequently, are
not being investigated currently. Our aim is to design a common novelty-
aware agent framework that can reason about the full space of novelty. The
sections below introduce our approach and summarize the progress we have
made towards this goal.
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ID Type Description Domain instantiation
CartPole++ ScienceBirds PogoStick

1 Attribute New attribute of
a known object or
entity

Increased mass of
cart

Increased bird
launch velocity

Increased produc-
tion of wooden logs

2 Class New type of object
or entity

* Orange bird Thief steals re-
sources from Steve

3 Action New type of agent
behavior/control

* * *

4 Interaction New relevant in-
teractions of agent,
objects, entities

Change in energy
of object bounces

Red birds can go
through platforms

Trees grown using
saplings leave a
new sapling when
cut.

5 Activity Objects and en-
tities operate un-
der new dynam-
ics/rules

Pole is attracted to
blocks

Platforms move up
and down

Traders provide
the pogo-stick.

6 Constraints Global changes
that impact all
entities

Change in gravity Change in gravity The map is shifted
from the original
position.

7 Goals Purpose of the
agent changes

* * *

8 Processes New type of state
evolution not as
a direct result of
agent or entity ac-
tion

* A storm that im-
pacts bird flight

Wind causes dis-
placement of Steve

Table 1: Types of plausible novelties and their instantiations in our research domains. *
denote that the environment doesn’t support any instantiation.

4. HYDRA

The main contribution of this work is the design of HYDRA, a domain-
independent architecture for implementing a novelty-aware agent in complex,
mixed discrete-continuous domains. The HYDRA architecture includes a
base agent and novelty meta-reasoning components designed to detect novel-
ties and adapt the base agent’s behavior to them. A notional architecture is
shown in Figure 4. The base agent (Figure 4 - left, Section 4.1) implements
a perceive-decide-act cycle in the environment. The novelty meta-reasoning
components in HYDRA (Figure 4 - right, Section 4.2) detect the presence of
novelty, characterize, and accommodate it by updating its knowledge bases
as appropriate.

4.1. Base Agent

The base agent implements elements in the well-known Belief-Desire-
Intention (BDI) theory (Georgeff et al., 1999) that are similar to decision
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Figure 4: HYDRA - a domain-independent architecture for novelty reasoning

cycles implemented in prominent agent architectures: Soar (Laird, 2019)
and ICARUS (Choi and Langley, 2018). The main components of the HY-
DRA base agent are: (1) state inference, which maintains and updates beliefs
about the current state of the environment and augments them with back-
ground assumptions; (2) task selection, which selects the intermediate tasks
the agent intends to perform; and (3) action reasoning and execution, which
uses a planner to determine the sequence of actions to execute in order to
perform the selected task. Each component reasons about the current be-
liefs using a variety of long-term knowledge encoded in the agent (shown in
cylinders in Figure 4-left).

HYDRA leverages PDDL+ planning to determine the sequence of actions
to execute in order to perform the active task. A PDDL+ planning model
defines the composition of the target system and its evolution via various
happenings that include actions the agent may perform, exogenous events
that may be triggered, and durative processes that may be active. To sup-
port rich environments with complex dynamics and discrete and numeric
state variables, we assume a planner that reasons over domains specified in
PDDL+ (Fox and Long, 2006).

Recall that we consider an agent acting in a complex discrete-continuous
environment E that is modeled as a transition system E=⟨S∗, A∗, H∗, F ∗, G∗, O⟩
where S∗ is a set of states of the environment; A∗ is a set of the agent’s ac-
tions; H∗ is a set of happenings that denote the environment’s dynamics
beyond the agent’s control; F ∗ is a transition function; G∗ is a set of goal
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states; and O is a function that generates an observation given a state. A
state s∗ ∈ S∗ of an environment is a complete assignment of values over all
its propositional and real-valued variables V ∗ = P ∗ ∪ X∗ at a given time
t(s∗) ∈ R.

To reason and plan in the environment, the autonomous agent (outlined
in Algorithm 1) uses an internal model D = (S,A,H, F,G) which is an
approximation of environment E and its components6, i.e., D ≈ E.

The agent generates the initial state s0 of its model given an observation
Oinit = O(sobs ⊆ s∗) from the environment and augmenting them with a set
of background assumptions B ≈ s∗ \ Oinit about the obscured elements of
the state s∗ of the environment E. Based on s0, it selects a task T that has
a goal GT . GT can either be a goal state in the environment (GT ∈ G∗) or
an internal agent goal. HYDRA generated a planning problem P given the
initial state s0, and the goal GT . HYDRA solves the resulting planning task,
yielding a valid temporal plan π. The plan is then sequentially executed in
the environment, and execution trace τ is collected for future analysis.

4.1.1. State Inference

The role of this HYDRA component (Algorithm 1, lines 1-4) is to describe
the current state of the environment in sufficient detail to enable task selec-
tion and planning. It accepts observations Oinit about the current state from
the environment and integrates it with a-priori knowledge or background
assumptions about the domain (i.e., B or BPDDL+, the latter of which is
expressed in PDDL+ but equivalent in content). Observations Oinit are a
subset of the environment’s state s∗, while the set of background assump-
tions B ≈ {s∗\Oinit} is the relative complement of Oinit w.r.t. the state of the
environment s∗. The resulting combination constitutes the initial planning
state s0 which is an approximation of the current true state of the environ-
ment s∗. Different environments provide a variety of input signals including
visual information (e.g., images, object detection and colormap in Science-
Birds), continuous-valued sensor information (e.g., position and velocity of
the cart and the pole in CartPole++), as well as discrete state information
(e.g., locations and positions in PogoStick). State inference employs visual
reasoning to categorize known objects if visual information is provided as

6Note that all components of model D follow the definitions of the corresponding com-
ponents of environment E.
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Algorithm 1: Base Agent Decision Cycle.

Input : Oinit ⊆ s∗, initial perception of the environment’s state
Input : R, recognition model (domain ontology)
Input : BPDDL+ ≈ {s∗ \Oinit}, a set of background assumptions

about the state of the environment (in PDDL+)
Input : {T}, a set of tasks
Input : D, a PDDL+ domain of the environment
Output: τ , plan execution trace (observations from environment)

1 OPDDL+ ← ∅
2 for o ∈ Oinit do
3 OPDDL+ ← OPDDL+ ∪TranslateToPredicateForm(o,R)
4 ▷ map observations to domain ontology, translate to PDDL+

5 s0 ← {BPDDL+ ∪OPDDL+} ▷ Initial planning state s0 ≈ s∗

6 GT ← SelectTask({T}) ▷ goal conditions GT for task T
7 P ← GenerateProblem(s0, GT )
8 π ← Plan(P , D) ▷ solve planning task P , generate plan π
9 if π = ∅ then

10 go to 1
11 ▷ Replan from new percepts O′

init, re-select task (6) if needed

12 τ ← ∅
13 O ← s0
14 for a ∈ π do
15 O′ ← ExecuteAction(a) ▷ collect observation after executing a
16 τ ← τ ∪ (O, a,O′)
17 O ← O′

18 return τ
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input (e.g., bounding polygon, a color map, etc.). As each domain may
structure its inputs and outputs differently, the visual reasoning and state
inference components may require domain-specific approaches, e.g., a dedi-
cated recognition model R to map detected objects to the defined domain
ontology.

Simply stated, the state inference component processes perception data
(symbolic and/or visual) from the environment and automatically generates
a set of PDDL+ facts that encode the agent’s beliefs about the current state
of the system/environment, its background knowledge and assumptions, as
well as auxiliary state elaborations that are necessary to track task progress.
The collated knowledge is then combined with the agent’s goal specification
and used to auto-generate a PDDL+ planning problem for the agent to solve.

Example 1. In the ScienceBirds domain, the HYDRA accepts a set of vis-
ible objects on the scene including their locations and a vector representing
their visual structures. The vector consists of the number of vertices in the
bounding polygon, the area of the bounding polygon, as well as the a list of
compressed 8-bit (RRRGGGBB) color and their percentage in the object. The
HYDRA visual reasoning component for Science Birds accepts such vectors
as input and categorizes the object as one of the known object classes using
a recognition model. The recognition model is built with a standard imple-
mentation of multinomial logistic regression for multi-class classification and
recognizes all known object types.

The state inference component elaborates upon this symbolic information
and adds current assumptions about the number of health points each pig and
block have, gravity, starting velocity of the birds, how much damage a bird
can incur about various objects and entities etc. A subset of PDDL+ facts
generated for a specific initial state in ScienceBirds are below.

1. (:init (= (x_pig pig_-5932) 321) // input + visual reasoning

2. (= (y_pig pig_-5932) 20.0) // input + visual reasoning

3. (= (pig_radius pig_-5932) 4) // input + visual reasoning

4. (not (pig_dead pig_-5932) ) // elaboration

5. (= (pig_life pig_-5932) 10) // background assumption

6. (= (bird_block_damage wood_-5912 wood_-5912) 0.5) // background assumption

7. (= (gravity) 9.8) // background assumption

...

4.1.2. Task Selection

The main task of the HYDRA agent is based on the domain, such as, to
craft a pogo-stick in PogoStick or kill all the pigs in the ScienceBirds domain.
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Planning directly toward performing this task is possible in some domains.
In other domains, it is necessary or more efficient to progress toward this
main task by setting intermediate tasks (also known as subtasks or subgoals)
for the agent to perform, and planning to achieve them. The HYDRA task
selection component (Algorithm 1, line 5) implements this subtask selection
mechanism, as follows.

Implementing a HYDRA agent for a given domain requires defining one
or more HYDRA tasks. A HYDRA task is a tuple T = ⟨preT , DT , GT ⟩ rep-
resenting the preconditions, domain, and goal of the task. The preconditions
of a task (preT ) define when performing this task may be useful, and the
goal of a task (GT ) defines what this task aims to achieve. The domain of
a task (DT ) is a subset of the HYDRA agent domain D specifies the parts
of the domain relevant for performing the task. This is useful for efficiency
reasons: performing some tasks do not require reasoning about all aspects of
the domain.

A HYDRA task is relevant if its preconditions (preT ) are met and its goal
(GT ) has not been achieved yet. Given, the current state and the set of tasks
defined for the domain, the task selection components identify all relevant
tasks (i.e., whose pre-conditions match the current state). From this set, it
selects one based on a set of domain-specific prioritization rules and sets it the
active task. This is the task the HYDRA agent aims to plan for and act upon.
There are certain conditions under which the active task is changed. If the
base agent fails to find an executable plan or the found plan execution fails,
HYDRA replans using newly obtained observations. If plan execution fails
consistently and repeatedly, the HYDRA’s task selection component may opt
to choose a new active task, depending on domain-specific task prioritization
rules.

Example 2. Task selection in non-novel environments for CartPole++ is
trivial because there is only one task - maintaining the pole’s upright angle.
Task selection in Science Birds is straightforward; a task identifies which pig
to shoot at and the domain-specific prioritization rules select the furthest pig
(that can be shot with the lowest angle) first. A richer task selection com-
ponent was implemented for PogoStick since the environment has additional
agents that may interfere with the base agent’s plans, and includes objects
such as a safe or a chest, whose content is unknown and may have useful
resources. Thus, the HYDRA agent for PogoStick includes exploratory tasks
designed to gather information that might help craft the pogo-stick more ef-
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ficiently. Specifically, the tasks in our implementation of HYDRA for this
domain include:

(T1) Craft a pogo-stick

(T2) Interact with other agents.

(T3) Explore other rooms.

(T4) Open a safe or a chest.

(T5) Attempt to mine novel objects.

T1 is the main task of the game. T2 includes interacting with trader agents
to learn the trade recipes they support. A trade recipe can be, for example,
trading 9 diamonds for 1 titanium. This task is necessary because some items
required for crafting the pogo-stick can only be obtained by trading with these
trader agents. The domain of task T2 is very limited, including only the
location of the other agents and obstacles that may block getting to them,
while the domain of task T1 additional information such as crafting recipes.
Tasks T1 and T2 are usually sufficient to solve the problem in non-novelty
environments. Consequently, The task prioritization rules for this domain
select T1 first, followed by T2. If after these tasks, the agent fails to craft a
pogo-stick, tasks T3, T4, and T5 are selected in a sequential order beginning
at task T3

4.1.3. Planning and Execution

In HYDRA, the agent’s internal model D is expressed in PDDL+ and
it defines how the state changes under various actions, events that were
triggered, and durative processes that are may be active7. Each happening
is represented as a pair of preconditions and effects expressed in terms of
assignments and mathematical expressions. An example of a process from

7Functionally, the effects of applicable processes and events (i.e., encoded as H ∈ D)
are implicitly modeled via a special time-passing action atp that the agent can apply
alongside actions A defined in the PDDL+ domain. In other words, the agent can wait for
the environment to evolve before acting, as described in the theory of waiting (McDermott,
2003). Any action in a plan π can be a regular agent’s action, or a time-passing action
that advances the time and applies the effects of the environment’s active processes and
triggered events.
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the CartPole++ domain is shown in Figure 5. A planning problem P in the
domainD is a pair P = ⟨s0, GT ⟩ where s0 ∈ S is the initial state., andGT ⊆ S
is a set of possible goal states in the current task T . A plan is a sequence of
actions π = (a0, a1, ..., an). A solution to a problem is a plan after execution
reaches a goal state, i.e. sn ∈ G, where sn is the state after executing
action an of plan π. Executing a plan π in domain D yields a trajectory
τ = (⟨s0, a0, s1⟩, ⟨s1, a1, s2⟩, ..., ⟨sn, an, sG⟩), which comprises a sequence of
tuples of the form ⟨si, ai, si+1⟩, representing that the agent performed action
ai in state si, and reached state si+1.

PDDL+ planners accept a domain D and a planning problem P . Thus,
the first step in the HYDRA planning component is to encode the inferred
current state and the goal of the active task as a PDDL+ problem and encode
the domain of the active task as a PDDL+ domain. Due to the richness
of the PDDL+ language, this encoding is relatively straightforward. The
current state and task goal are represented as sets of grounded predicates
and functions (discrete and numeric state variables). The domain encodes
the definition of actions, events, and durative processes, each represented as
a pair of preconditions and effects expressed in terms of logical and numeric
conditions and assignments.

HYDRA uses Nyx (Piotrowski and Perez, 2024), a domain-independent
PDDL+ planner to solve the generated planning tasks via heuristic search.
The output of a PDDL+ planner is either a solution to the given planning
problem or a declared failure. If a plan is found, HYDRA executes it step
by step in the environment. In case of a planning failure or repeated plan
execution failures, the task selection component is called to reset the active
task.

Example 3. In CartPole++, the output of the state inference component
returns the velocity of the cart, the angle of the pole, etc. Each of these state
variables is directly encoded in PDDL+ as numeric state variables (referred
to as functions in PDDL+). The expected CartPole dynamics are encoded in
the domain, which requires defining a process to specify the movement of the
pole over time. An example of such a process is shown in Figure 5.

PDDL+ defines deterministic models and dynamics, even though un-
certainty is near-ubiquitous in real-world systems. Indeed, all application
domains presented in this work are non-deterministic in some aspect, e.g.,
noisy object location data in Science Birds, randomized quantities of dropped
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(:process movement

:parameters ()

:precondition (and (ready)(not (total_failure)))

:effect (and (increase (x) (* #t (x_dot)) )

(increase (theta) (* #t (theta_dot)))

(increase (x_dot) (* #t (x_ddot)) )

(increase (theta_dot) (* #t (theta_ddot)) )

(increase (elapsed_time) (* #t 1) ) ))

Figure 5: Continuous PDDL+ process updating over time the positions and velocities of
the cart and pole in CartPole++.

resources in Polycraft, and drift in angular velocities in CartPole++. To
account for environmental uncertainty, randomness, and non-determinism,
HYDRA relies on replanning when necessary. As an example, when break-
ing down a tree in Polycraft, the number of spawned logs of wood is bounded
random. The deterministic PDDL+ planning model of Polycraft always as-
sumes the best-case scenario, i.e., that the maximum number of blocks is
spawned. HYDRA replans if the agent collected an insufficient amount of
wood logs.

4.2. Novelty Meta Reasoner

HYDRA introduces a novel meta-reasoning process that implements the
three steps of novelty reasoning in an open-world learning agent: detection,
characterization, and accommodation. The process maintains explicit expec-
tations about the agent’s observations, transitions in the state space due to
agent actions and extraneous dynamics, as well as its performance. A viola-
tion of these expectations indicates that a novelty has been introduced in the
environment which must be further inspected, characterized, and accommo-
dated for. Introducing such a process frames learning as a volitional activity
undertaken by the agent to which resources are devoted only when an op-
portunity presents itself (as indicated by violation of expectations). This is
in stark contrast with the classical machine learning setup in which agent
learning is controlled externally.

Specifically, HYDRA (Figure 4) implements (1) a set of novelty monitors
that maintain a variety of explicit expectations about the environment evo-
lution and monitor divergence; (2) a novelty determination component that
aggregates the information from the monitors and determines if a novelty
has been introduced and requires adaptation; and (3) adaptation strategies:
a heuristic search-based model repair component that manipulates the base
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agent’s PDDL+ model to be consistent with the detected novelty and a task
re-prioritization component.

4.2.1. Novelty Monitors

Novelty monitors are a set of components that maintain explicit expec-
tations about various aspects of agent behavior in the environment. They
capture violations of those expectations which are processed by further down-
stream reasoning. Monitors are dedicated to different parts in the base agent
reasoning cycle and are implemented using diverse computational techniques.

4.2.1.1. Unknown Objects and Entities. This monitor encodes an expecta-
tion that all observed entities processed by the state inference module are
known i.e., they are of a type that is encoded in the agent’s domain ontology
and its planning model. A recognition model R processes input observations
and maps them to known entities. If an object appears in the environment
whose type cannot be recognized using the recognition model or is not in
the agent’s planning model, the monitor flags the existence of novelty. In
some domains the recognition model is trivial and this monitor is a binary
operation: either a new entity type has been observed or not. This is the
case in the PogoStick domain, where the Polycraft environment provides the
type of each object which can be matched against a type inventory. In do-
mains with visual input, such as ScienceBirds, a more nuanced recognition
model is leveraged. The recognition model (Section 4.1) has been trained for
near-perfect performance in canonical cases - i.e., it can categorize objects
with high confidence (prediction probability ≥ thresholdc). If the recogni-
tion model produces detections with low confidence (prediction probability
< thresholdc), the monitor flags the likelihood of a novelty.

4.2.1.2. Plan Inconsistency. Let D be the planning domain used by the
HYDRA planning component. The second novelty monitor, referred to
as the planning domain inconsistency monitor, measures how accurately
D describes the environment dynamics, i.e., the behavior of the different
happenings (actions, effects, and processes). This novelty monitor is thus
geared towards detecting novelties that change these environment transi-
tions. Specifically, this monitor relies on computing an inconsistency score,
denoted C(π,D, τ) where π is a plan, D is a planning domain, and τ is
the trajectory observed when performing π starting from state s. The in-
consistency score C(π,D, τ) quantifies the difference between the observed
trajectory τ and the trajectory we expected to observe when performing π
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in s according to D. This expected trajectory can be obtained by simulating
the plan π in s according to D. This is possible since D specifies the ex-
pected environment dynamics, including actions’ effects. Existing tools such
as VAL (Howey et al., 2004) support such simulations although we wrote
our own domain-independent PDDL+ simulator. We computed the incon-
sistency score C as the “distance” between pairs of corresponding states in
observed and simulated trajectories, discounted proportionally by time to
give more weight to changes that are observed earlier in the trajectories.

There are many ways to measure this “distance”, and the exact function
can be domain-dependent. An example of this distance measure is the Eu-
clidean distance between the pairs of corresponding states in the observed
and expected trajectories. In the most general case, the distance would be
calculated over all state variables V (where propositional values are cast as
1 or 0). However, for increased accuracy, this can be restricted to a subset of
relevant state variables. Formally, let S(τ) be the sequence of states in the
observed trajectory and S(π,D) be the expected sequence of states obtained
by simulating the generated plan π with respect to the domain D. Let S(x)[i]
denote the ith state in the state sequence S(x) where i ≤ |τ | and i ∈ Z≥0.
Inconsistency score of domain D is computed as:

C(π,D, τ) =
1

|τ |
∑
i

γi · ||S(τ)[i]− S(π,D)[i]|| (1)

where 0 < γ < 1 is the discount factor. Errors in C due to sensing noise,
rounding errors, and other issues can accumulate over time. Consequently,
the Euclidean distance between corresponding states is likely to be higher
later in the trajectories. The discount factor γ prevents such errors from
dominating the inconsistency score.

In a non-novel environment E with an ideal domain D, the expected
evolution of the system predicted by the planner should perfectly match the
observed behavior in simulation, i.e., the two resulting trajectories align by
default with an inconsistency score C = 0.0. In complex environments, how-
ever, this is usually impossible to achieve due to rounding errors, perception
inaccuracies, and similar common issues. To account for such noise, the plan-
ning domain inconsistency monitor relies on a domain-specific inconsistency
threshold Cth, where inconsistency scores below this threshold are ignored.
Setting Cth requires striking a fine balance between accurately estimating
the inconsistency score and suppressing noise stemming from the execution
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Figure 6: Visualization of the inconsistency score (black, dashed line) of the expected state
trajectory obtained from the plan generated with agent’s internal model D (pink nodes)
with respect to the observations trajectory τ from the environment E (green nodes).

environment. Currently, the inconsistency threshold Cth is set manually for
each environment by the planning model designer, based on their knowledge,
to reflect the accuracy of the PDDL+ domain.

A graphical representation of state trajectory-based inconsistency score
computation is shown in Figure 6 in which the expected state trajectory
under the agent’s internal model D (pink nodes) is compared against the ob-
served trajectory (green nodes) in the environment E. The left y-axis denotes
the Euclidean distance between states and the right y-axis is the inconsis-
tency score. Due to the discount factor γ, the distance between states later
in the trajectory contributes less to the inconsistency score than the distance
between states earlier in the trajectory. The planning domain inconsistency
monitor returns a non-zero inconsistency score if the inconsistency threshold
is exceeded.

Example 4. CartPole++ domain is simple with a few relevant elements
(pole, cart, etc.) and our PDDL+ model is fairly accurate. Consequently,
we use the Euclidean distance between states as our inconsistency score and
set the threshold to a very low 0.009. In contrast, the ScienceBirds domain
is extremely complex with several objects and entities that are modeled in
PDDL+ with varying levels of fidelity. The inconsistency score for Science-
Birds is engineered to focus on information that is relevant for good game-
play. Specifically, we record if there is a mismatch (mi) in pigs between plan
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Figure 7: Neural network architecture of the reward estimator for ScienceBirds

simulations and observations i.e., they exist in the plan but are dead in ob-
servations and vice-versa. Next, we measure the difference (∆h) between the
maximum height achieved by a bird in plan simulation and observations. The
inconsistency score is computed as

∑
i 50×mi +∆hi where i is a shot. Cth

is set high at 10 to alleviate inaccuracies in PDDL+ modeling. In PogoStick,
inconsistency is measured as the difference in the number of objects in the
simulated and observed traces. Difference of other properties (such as loca-
tion etc.) is weighted and added to the sum to give the final inconsistency
score. The threshold Cth is set to 2, i.e. novelty is detected and repair is
called if the count of object difference is greater than 2.

4.2.1.3. Reward Divergence. Our third novelty monitor maintains expecta-
tions about the quality of its own performance. Any change in performance
quality can indicate that a novelty has been introduced in the environment.
We leverage the reward signal generated by environments such as Science-
Birds to gauge changes in performance quality.

Intuitively, assume r(s, a) to be the reward collected by the agent when
performing action a in state s in the non-novel environment. After a novelty ν
is introduced in the environment, a different reward rν(s, a) is accumulated.
Reward divergence is the absolute difference between the expected reward
(given prior experience in non-novel environments) and the reward received
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upon performing an action. The difference is higher if ν impacts the agent’s
performance.

We developed a neural-network-based reward estimator that serves as a
surrogate, denoted as g(s, a), that returns an estimate of r(s, a) in canonical
settings. We train this estimator by performing actions in the non-novel envi-
ronment and training the neural network to minimize the root mean squared
loss (L) between g(s, a) and r(s, a) through the following optimization prob-
lem:

L = min
Θ

√√√√ 1

N

N∑
i=1

∥g(si, ai)− r(si, ai)∥22 (2)

Where N is the number of training data points and Θ is the set of parameters
in our estimator g. Given the estimator g pre-trained with non-novel data,
we implemented the reward divergence novelty monitor by computing the
absolute error between the predicted reward from g and the ground truth
reward r, computed as follows:

Rdiv(s, a, r) = ∥g(s, a)− r(s, a)∥, (3)

where s, a, and r(s, a) are the observed state, executed action, and reward
collected in a possibly novel environment. The magnitude of this estimated
reward divergence score, Rdiv, serves as an indicator of how much the reward
deviated in an environment with a novel feature as compared to a non-novel
environment, given identical actions taken in the same state. Thus, a larger
value of Rdiv implies a more pronounced deviation in reward, suggesting that
novelty has been introduced.

Example 5. We implemented the reward divergence novelty monitor for the
ScienceBirds domain, as follows. Since a state in ScienceBirds can be repre-
sented as a visual scene composed of multiple channels of different objects, we
utilize Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs) for our reward estimator (g),
which have been proven to be successful in learning visual representations.
The architecture of our reward estimator for ScienceBirds is illustrated in
Figure 7. Our reward estimator is designed to receive a pairing of observa-
tional state and action as input to predict reward as output. The architecture
of the estimator is comprised of four convolutional layers, followed by four
fully connected layers, incorporating a Rectified Linear Unit (RELU) activa-
tion function. The convolutional layers extract features from the observation,
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which are then transformed into a flattened representation and concatenated
with the action. Then, fully connected layers subsequently predict a scalar
reward given this concatenated representation of action and observation fea-
tures.

4.2.2. Novelty Determination

Each novelty monitor generates information about the existence of novelty
based on various aspects of agent behavior (unknown objects in the observa-
tion space, environment transitions, and performance quality). The novelty
determination component collects information from all novelty monitors as
well as some other observations about the agent (e.g., success or failure at the
overall task) and determines if novelty has been introduced and the agent’s
domain needs to be adapted. We have explored several approaches for this
component, but eventually implemented domain-specific decision rules. Ta-
ble 2 summarizes novelty detectors built for different domains.

Example 6. For the CartPole++ agent, only the plan inconsistency novelty
detector was used as the PDDL+ domain accurately reflected all of the rele-
vant characteristics of the environment. Upon detecting novelty, the planning
model is adapted (described in Section 4.2.3).

For the ScienceBirds environment, we declare that novelty if (a) either
there is an unknown object or (b) if at least one of the other two novelty
monitors - plan inconsistency or reward divergence - exceeds their threshold
for more than 3 consecutive episodes. If there is an unknown object, a bird is
shot at it. If either of the two monitors has detected novelty, decision-making
in HYDRA is adapted (described in Section 4.2.3 and Section 4.2.4).

For PogoStick, we infer the existence of novelty based on whether (a) the
scene contains unknown objects or (b) the plan inconsistency exceeds the set
threshold. In the first case, the object is picked up by the agent character
Steve, and in the latter case, the plan model is adapted (Section 4.2.4).

4.2.3. Accommodation through Heuristic Search-Based Repair

The proposed search-based model repair algorithm works by searching
for a domain repair Φ, which is a sequence of model modifications that,
when applied to the agent’s internal domain D, returns a domain D′ that is
consistent with the observed trajectories. Formally, novelty accommodation
is a model adaptation process Repair(Φ,D) → D′, such that D′ ≈ E ′. In
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Domain Novelty detectors

PogoStick
• Unknown objects or entities in the environment.
• PDDL+-based tracking of agent’s inventory contents.

Cartpole++
• PDDL+-based tracking of the positions and velocities of
the cart and pole.

Science Birds

• Unknown objects or entities in the environment.
• Reward prediction.
• PDDL+-based tracking of target survivability and tracking
of bird height

Table 2: Novelty monitors designed for each domain.

other words, the novelty accommodation process updates model D to be
consistent with the novel environment E ′.

To find such a domain repair, our algorithm accepts as input a set of possi-
ble basicModel Manipulation Operators (MMOs), denoted {φ} = {φ0, φ1, ..., φn}.
Each MMO φi ∈ {φ} represents a possible change to the domain. Thus, a
domain repair Φ is a sequence of one or more basic MMO φi ∈ {φ}. An
example of an MMO is to add a fixed amount ∆ ∈ R to one of the numeric
domain fluents. In general, one can define such an MMO for every domain
fluent. In practice, however, not all domain fluents are equal in their impor-
tance thus the repair can be focused on a subset of state variables that the
domain designer deems relevant (designated “repairable fluents”).

Algorithm 2 lists the pseudo-code for our search-based model repair al-
gorithm. Initially, the open list (OPEN) includes a single node representing
the empty repair, and the best repair seen so far Φbest is initialized to an
empty sequence. This corresponds to not repairing the agent’s internal do-
main at all. Then, in every iteration, the best repair in OPEN is popped,
and we compose new repairs by adding a single MMO to this repair, and add
them to OPEN . For every such repair Φ′ we compute an inconsistency score
CΦ′ . This is done by modifying the agent’s internal domain D with repair Φ′,
simulating the actions in plan π, and measuring the difference between the
simulated outcome of these actions and the observed trajectory τ . The incon-
sistency score CΦ′ serves two purposes. First, we keep track of the best repair
generated so far, and return it when the search halts. Second, we consider a
repair’s inconsistency score when choosing which repair to pop from OPEN
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Algorithm 2: PDDL+ general model repair algorithm.

Input : {φ}, a set of basic MMOs
Input : D, the original PDDL+ domain
Input : π, plan generated using D
Input : τ , a trajectory
Input : Cth, inconsistency threshold
Output: Φbest, a domain repair for D

1 OPEN← {∅}; Cbest ←∞; φbest ← ∅
2 while Cbest ≥ Cth do
3 Φ← pop from OPEN
4 foreach φi ∈ {φ} do
5 Φ′ ← Φ ∪ φi ▷ Compose a domain repair
6 D′ ← Repair(Φ′, D)
7 CΦ′ ← InconsistencyEstimator(π, D′, τ)
8 if CΦ ≤ Cbest then
9 Cbest ← CΦ′

10 Φbest ← Φ′

11 Insert Φ′ to OPEN with key h(Φ′, CΦ′)

12 return Φbest
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Figure 8: An example MMO search graph showing how a repair (a sequence of MMOs)
is selected. The green node depicts a goal state in the MMO repair search, the minimal
change to the model that causes the inconsistency score to fall below the set threshold.

in each iteration. This is embodied in the heuristic function h(Φ′, CΦ′) in
line 11 in Algorithm 2. In our implementation, h is a linear combination of
the inconsistency score and the size of the repair, i.e., the number of MMOs
it is composed of. The latter consideration biases the search towards simpler
repairs.

Figure 8 visualizes an example search tree of the MMO-based model re-
pair algorithm where MMOs are treated as actions and the state is composed
of changes to the default model (0 indicates no change to the given fluent).
The inconsistency score is estimated for each generated repair, and the search
terminates once a repair is found such that the updated domain D′ is con-
sistent with the true transition function F ∗. MMO repair is performed on
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a set of repairable fluents {x1, x2, ..., xn}. Each MMO adjusts the value of a
given fluent by a fixed amount ∆ (+∆ or −∆), defined a priori per fluent
(denoted as ‘delta’ in the top left of Figure. 8). In this example scenario, the
best repair Φbest = {φ3, φ3, φ3} is a sequence of three MMOs (each adjusting
x2 by +0.2) such that repair φbest changes a single state variable x2 ∈ X by
adding 0.6 to its value.

4.2.3.1. Focused Model Repair. In many cases, allowing the repair to adjust
multiple variables simultaneously can result in a state space explosion. The
branching factor of the general model repair algorithm is 2n. An impactful
novelty usually requires significant change to the domain, high branching fac-
tor, and vast search space might cause it to not be found within a reasonable
time.

To make repair feasible in complex domains, we introduce focused model
repair, a restricted variant of the general algorithm. The two mechanisms
differ only in how they expand new repair candidates. In the focused case,
an additional constraint is imposed such that any repair candidate Φ can
only contain MMOs of the same type Φ = {φi, φi, ..., φi} where φi ∈ {φ}. To
implement focused repair, the aforementioned constraint is added after line
4 in Algorithm 2. The search graph of the focused model repair is shown in
Figure 9.

The focus of this work is reasoning with single persistent novelty which
assumes that any domain shift has a single root cause, even though its effects
can permeate throughout the system and alter multiple sensor readings. For
example, consider a mobile robot moving on a grid in cardinal directions. If
the robot is rotated slightly, both its X and Y coordinates will be erroneous.
However, the cause of the unexpected inaccuracy can be traced to a single
change such as a novel surface with reduced/increased friction, worn-out
robot wheels, or lower-than-expected torque. HYDRA repairs the model by
targeting the root cause of the novelty. As highlighted in Section 3, in real-
world systems, single-fault scenarios are by far the most probable. We do not
consider cascading faults where new separate faults develop as a consequence
of previous faults.

4.2.4. Accommodation through Task Re-prioritization

The second adaptation strategy implemented in HYDRA is changing the
order in which tasks are solved. The base agent (in Figure 4) selects an active
task from all relevant tasks based on domain-specific decision rules. The de-
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Figure 9: Example MMO search graph for a focused model repair.

37



Figure 10: Example of an obstructive novelty. Left shows the beginning of the game in
which the wooden platform is holding a tower of blocks. Right shows the consequence of
hitting the pig at the bottom; the wooden platform collapses making the game unsolvable.

cision rules are designed based on how various tasks are related to each other
in non-novel environments. Under certain novelties, these pre-determined
task prioritization decision rules can become unproductive. These novelties
are obstructive; successfully achieving a task higher in the prioritization or-
der obstructs achieving a task later in the order. HYDRA accommodates for
such novelties by changing the order in which it attempts tasks.

Current accommodation implementation is a blind re-prioritization strat-
egy. The task at the top of the priority list is removed and added at the end.
A more sophisticated method will prioritize the tasks based on the expected
value of attempting each task order, which is estimated based on its successes
and failures in novel conditions.

Example 7. Tasks in ScienceBirds select which pig to aim at and decision
rules sequence the pigs based on the shot angle they can be shot at, with the
pig that can be shot at the smaller angle first. With this task prioritization
scheme, certain novel Science Bird games are unsolvable. An example is
shown in Figure 10. The novelty in this scenario is the introduction of a
destructible wooden platform (left) that collapses as soon as the bottom pig is
hit. The blocks held by the platform obstruct any shots at the top pig (right),
making this game unsolvable. HYDRA accommodates by inverting the order
in which pigs are shot; which is a successful strategy and is maintained.

5. Evaluation

Here we evaluate the efficacy of various novelty meta-reasoning meth-
ods implemented in supporting online detection, characterization, and ac-
commodation of novelties. The results presented in this section have been
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generated using the novelties that have been bundled with our research do-
mains - CartPole++, ScienceBirds, and PogoStick and are publicly available.
A dataset containing PDDL+ planning domains and non-novel problems
for each presented environment can be found here: https://zenodo.org/

record/8417802

5.1. Novelty Detection

First, we study the sensitivity of the three implemented monitors – un-
known objects and entities, plan inconsistency, and reward divergence – to
the space of novelties available with our research domains. The three domains
provide different types of input to the agent and consequently, a subset of
monitors was implemented for each domain. Inconsistency thresholds were
selected per domain by analyzing inconsistency measurements in non-novel
trials. Selecting the inconsistency threshold via experimentation requires a
balance between minimizing the number of false positive reports (ensuring
that noise is not flagged as novelty) and minimizing false negatives (ensuring
that novelty is not misinterpreted as noisy measurements). The plan incon-
sistency monitor is tied closely with the heuristic search-based model repair
method for accommodation. Consequently, it was evaluated with the efficacy
of repair, and the results are summarized in Section 5.2.

5.1.1. Unknown Objects and Entities

This monitor was implemented only for PogoStick and ScienceBirds. The
monitor was trivial to develop for PogoStick because the input to the agent is
symbolic and each object is accompanied by its type. The agent implements
a typed inventory and can match the label against known types to detect
novelties. ScienceBirds provides a colormap for each object on the scene
which requires visual reasoning to infer object types.

5.1.1.1. Training. The recognition model for ScienceBirds was built using a
standard implementation of multiclass (one-versus-rest) logistic regression8.
It was trained on a dataset of 13, 198 datapoints obtained by sampling Sci-
enceBirds non-novel levels using a standard 80%/20% train-test split with L2
regularization. The recognition model could recognize the 13 known object
types with 100% accuracy with the confidence threshold of 0.65.

8sklearn.LinearModel.LogisticRegression
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5.1.1.2. Analysis. The monitor was tested on 6 types of ScienceBirds levels
(covering novelty ID 2 in Table 1) that introduced news objects or entities.
Each level type was sampled 10 times to create a novelty recognition test set
and the ScienceBirds agent played these levels. The monitor could detect
novelty in 6 level types with 100% accuracy. One novelty level introduced
a new orange-colored bird entity. This bird was detected as a red bird - a
known object type. While the novelty was not reported, the agent could still
play the game.

Arguably, the recognition module implemented here is simple. A more
complex visual input (pixels) would motivate a complex recognition module
built with convolutional neural networks. All types of classifiers estimate
class probabilities during classification which can be used with an appropriate
threshold to trigger novelty detection.

5.1.2. Reward Divergence

In order to demonstrate the utility of the reward divergence monitor
introduced in Section 4.2.1.3, we evaluate the sensitivity of this score to the
existence of novelties in ScienceBirds.

5.1.2.1. Training. We first trained the reward estimation model (g∗) on ap-
proximately 15, 000 data collected from non-novel ScienceBirds levels. We
used 80% for training and 20% for testing. To train the reward estimator,
we normalized the scale of the input (state and action) and output (reward)
to fall within the range (0, 1). Scatter plot of estimated and actual rewards
in the test set are shown in Figure 11. The points aggregate close to the 45-
degree line. The root mean square error (RMSE) score of the fully-trained
reward estimator (g∗) tested in the non-novel environment was 0.008, indi-
cating that the reward estimator can accurately estimate rewards for actions
taken in non-novel levels.

5.1.2.2. Analysis. To evaluate the sensitivity of reward divergence, we cre-
ated novelty test datasets for all published novelties in the ScienceBirds do-
main. Each dataset was sampled from levels instantiating a specific novelty
ID and non-novel levels and consisted of datapoints with state, action, re-
ward tuples. We used the reward estimator trained on non-novel levels (g∗)
to estimate reward for each datapoint and computed absolute reward error
score. We then analyzed if the absolute error in reward estimation is sen-
sitive to the existence of novelties and can be used to classify a datapoint
as novel. Table 3 shows the area under the receiver operating characteristic
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Figure 11: Scatter plot of reward predicted by the reward estimator against ground truth
reward generated by ScienceBirds. The points are scattered around the 45-degree line
indicating highly accurate predictions.

(ROC) curve (AUC) for various novelty IDs in the ScienceBird domain. The
results suggest that, indeed, absolute error in reward estimation is sensitive
to existence of some types of novelties but not all. Specifically, it can detect
novelties belonging to IDs 4 (interaction) and 6 (global constraints). While
new types of relational interaction between objects and entities can impact
the cumulative score the agent gets, changes in global constraints can lead
to significant plan execution failures. ROC curves in Figure 12 suggest that
for threshold value specific novelty IDs can be detected with high accuracy
using the threshold value of 2.0.

5.2. Novelty Accommodation

Novelty accommodation in HYDRA was evaluated in experiments de-
signed using the single persistent novelty setup introduced in Section 3. For
each domain, we selected a few novelty instantiations that we expect the
adaptation method to detect and accommodate. We ran individual exper-
iments for each selected novelty in every domain. The experiments were
set up as follows. Each trial starts with non-novel episodes, and novelty is
introduced after the first k episodes and persists until episode N at which
point the trial ends. The novelty persists until the end of the trial. After
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Figure 12: ROC curves for various Novelty ID instantiations in ScienceBirds. 0% false
positive rate is achieved at 2.96, 2.97, 1.86, 2.15 thresholds for Novelty ID 6 (a), (b), and
Novelty ID 4 (a), (b) respectively.
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Novelty ID Type AUC

2 (a) New styrofoam block 0.536
2 (b) New orange bird 0.536
2 (c) New entity that teleports birds 0.530
4 (a) Magician turns objects into pigs 0.855
4 (b) Butterfly adds health points to the pigs nearby 0.865
5 Blue bird splits into 5 0.546
6 (a) Gravity stops impacting birds 0.909
6 (b) A radioactive area that kills any bird 0.764
8 A time-triggered storm that applies force on birds 0.528

Table 3: Area Under the ROC Curve (AUC) of the reward divergence-based novelty
monitor tested with ScienceBirds novelty levels instantiating various types of Novelty IDs

a trial ends, the agent and the environment is reset to default and the next
trial commences. Each experiment was run for L trials and the results below
report average performance.

5.2.1. Accommodation through Heuristic Search-Based Repair

First, we study the efficacy of the proposed heuristic search-based repair
method for accommodation. Through empirical evidence collected from all
three development domains - CartPole++, ScienceBirds, and PogoStick, we
show that the proposed method:

1. Maintains resilience of planning-based agents;

2. Learns quickly with comparably fewer interactions with the environ-
ment;

3. Is interpretable by design;

4. Is general: can address a variety of novelties including those that neg-
atively affect performance and those that create an opportunity to im-
prove it;

5. Is domain-independent: adapts planning models for multiple domains.

5.2.1.1. CartPole++. In CartPole ++, the novelty we study is increasing
the mass of the cart by a factor of 10 (novelty ID 1 in Table 1). This novelty
was selected because it significantly affects the dynamics of the CartPole++
system, making it less controllable without understanding the impact of the
novelty. We compare the performance for four different agents: planning-
static, planning-adaptive (HYDRA), DQN-static, and DQN-adaptive. We
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describe these agents below. For each agent, we ran R = 10 trials with
N = 30 episodes and novelty was introduced after k = 7 episodes.

Repairable fluents Nominal ∆

length pole 0.500 0.100
mass pole 0.100 0.100
mass cart 1.000 1.000
force magnitude 10.000 1.000
gravity 9.810 1.000
pole angle limit 0.165 0.010
push force [L,R,F,B] 10.000 1.000
pole velocity [x,y] 1.000 1.000
cart velocity [x,y] 1.000 1.000

Table 4: Repair parameters for CartPole++. Shown are the repairable fluents (for vectors,
each element value can be adjusted separately), nominal values, and the ±∆ MMO values
used in repair.

The planning-static agent selects which action to perform by using a
PDDL+ domain that is consistent with the environment before novelty has
been introduced. In essence, the planning-static approach is the base agent
without the ability to adapt to novelty, as described in Section 4.1. The
planning-adaptive (HYDRA) agent initially selects which action to perform
just like the planning-static agent. However, it implements the HYDRA
framework and monitors plan execution, automatically repairs the PDDL+
model when inconsistency is detected using focused model repair, as pro-
posed in Section 4.2.3. The repairable fluents are all parameters defining
CartPole dynamics, summarized in Table 4. To estimate the inconsistency
score C, the planning-adaptive agent uses Euclidean distance over only the
pose of the CartPole (i.e., ⟨cart x, cart y, theta x, theta y⟩). In non-novelty
case C=0, while the inconsistency threshold was set to Cth=0.009 based
on experimentation data. The planning-static and planning-adaptive agents
use the same heuristic planning approach to solve the generated PDDL+
problems, they use a time discretization ∆t = 0.02s, and a Greedy Best-
First Search algorithm. Search is guided by a domain specific heuristic:
h(s) =

√
θ2x + θ2y ∗ (tlimit − t(s)) where h(s) is the heuristic estimate of state

s ∈ S, θx and θy are the angles of the pole in x and y planes, respec-
tively. tlimit − t(s) is the remaining time of the episode, i.e., the current
time of the considered state t(s) subtracted from the duration of the episode
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tlimit = 0.02s∗200 steps. In other words, the heuristic prioritizes safe config-
urations with small pole angles that occur closer to the end of the episode.
With this heuristic, HYDRA’s PDDL+ planner normally takes under 1 sec-
ond to generate a valid 200-step plan for a nominal CartPole++ planning
problem given a random initial configuration.

The DQN-static and DQN-adaptive agents are pure RL agents, employing
a standard deep Q-network (DQN) implementation with experience replay
memory (Mnih et al., 2013). The Q-network is built with a dense input
layer (10 × 512), two hidden layers (512 × 512), and a dense output layer
(512 × 5) and uses the Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU) activation function.
The Q-network was trained to achieve perfect performance in the canonical
setup. The DQN-static agent applies the policy learned in the canonical
setup in the novelty setup. This baseline was implemented to ascertain that
the introduced novelty indeed impacts the performance of the agent and
motivates adaptation. The DQN-adaptive agent is initialized as the DQN-
static agent, training on the non-novel episodes. But, the difference is that
the DQN-adaptive agent continues to update its weights after novelty is
introduced, allowing it to potentially adapt to novelties.

The performance of the planning and DQN agents is summarized in Fig-
ure 13. In each graph, the x-axis captures the episodes in a trial and the
y-axis shows the total reward collected by the agent per episode (normalized
to ⟨0.0, 1.0⟩). The red line indicates the episode where the novelty (shown
in the graph title) was introduced. The shaded area represents the 95%
confidence interval computed over all 10 trials.

As shown in Figure 13, all agents demonstrate perfect or near-perfect per-
formance at the beginning of the trial and then experience a significant drop
in performance when novelty is introduced (episode 8). This drop demon-
strates that the changes in the environment dynamics impact the perfor-
mance of all agents. There is variability in how each agent responds to the
changes in the environment. We make the following observations:

Resilience of planning agents : The novelty-induced performance drop is
more significant in learning agents. After the introduction of novelty, the per-
formance of the DQN agents drops to approximately 20% for DQN-adaptive
and DQN-static. In contrast, the performance of the planning agents only
drops to ≈ 40%. This difference can be explained by the agents’ design. The
planning agents’ PDDL+ model defines the system dynamics in a general
manner. Thus, it can still be sufficiently accurate in some conditions, even
if some part of it is inaccurate. On the other hand, the DQN agent’s learned
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Figure 13: Adaptation performance of the static and adaptive versions of planning and
DQN agents in CartPole++. The planning-adaptive approach is the HYDRA agent. Red
line denotes the introduction of novelty which increases the mass of the cart by a factor
of 10.

Figure 14: Adaptation performance of HYDRA agent under novelty in CartPole++. The
red line denotes the introduction of novelty which adjusts the gravity to g = 20 and
g = −40.

46



policy is not general and is only applicable to a much-reduced subset of cases
after novelty.

Resilience of the PDDL+ planning agents is further exemplified by re-
sults shown in Figure 14, which showcases HYDRA’s performance on novelty
which alters the force of gravity (novelty ID 6 in Table 1). The novelty in-
creases the force of gravity from the default value of g = 9.81m

s2
to g = 20m

s2
,

g = 40m
s2
, and g = 80m

s2
, respectively. The first domain shift (g = 20m

s2
) does

not cause a significant drop in HYDRA’s performance and the agent does not
attempt any model repairs. HYDRA is also robust against the second nov-
elty instance (g = 40m

s2
), though its overall performance is only marginally

worse than under the first novelty instance. HYDRA makes a single attempt
to repair in 30% of the trials, indicating that the agent’s internal PDDL+
planning model remains sufficiently accurate after the domain shift. The
final novelty instance (g = 80m

s2
) exerts an overwhelming force on the cart

and pole, which renders it uncontrollable. HYDRA persistently attempts to
repair the agent’s internal model but cannot find an appropriate update to
make the system controllable again. This set of results shows the robustness
and resilience of HYDRA, and specifically its underlying explicit planning
model which can preserve accuracy even under some classes of impactful
novelties.

Quick adaptation via model-space search: As expected, after novelty is
introduced, the static versions of the DQN and planning agents continue
performing poorly, while the adaptive agents improve their performance
over time. However, the time taken to improve differs greatly between the
DQN-adaptive and planning-adaptive (HYDRA) agents. Learning in DQN-
adaptive is slow, requiring multiple interactions with the environment. In
fact, post-novelty DQN-adaptive took 300 episodes to increase ≈ 10% to
reach ≈ 40% of optimal performance. In contrast, the planning-adaptive
(HYDRA) agent recovers very quickly to ≈ 100% in as few as 6 episodes.
This observation supports our central thesis: model-space search enables
quick adaptation in dynamic environments because it can localize the learn-
ing to specific parts of the explicit model. Other parts of the explicit model
are directly transferred to the novel setup. Knowledge transfer is challenging
to implement in model-free methods (e.g., DQNs) in which action selection
knowledge is distributed through the network. Furthermore, the repair mod-
ule takes seconds to find an adequate model update. In the increased mass
of cart example shown in Figure 13, the default search-based model repair
approach finds adequate model modifications to accommodate the novelty in
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Figure 15: Adaptation performance of the planning-static base agent (left subfigures) and
planning-adaptive HYDRA agent (right subfigures) under novelty in CartPole++. The
red line denotes the introduction of novelty which increases the action push force by a
factor of 2 (top row) and a factor of 4 (bottom row).

19s, whereas the focused model repair only took 1.34s on average9.
HYDRA’s rapid and accurate adaptation is further exemplified by its

performance on novelty which affects the agent’s push actions. The novelty
(denoted “force magnitude” in Table 4) increases the force Fmag exerted on
the cart from all push actions by a factor of 2 and 4 (default push force
Fmag = 10N)10. Results show that HYDRA very quickly adapts to the
novelty after first detection. Figure 15 depicts a comparison between the

9Cartpole++ experiments were conducted on a Dell Precision 7560 laptop with 16-core
Intel i7 processor and 64GB of RAM, running an Ubuntu 20.04 OS.

10Note that force magnitude affects the base force push, whereas each action has an
individual coefficient that allows repairing the push force in a single direction only.
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planning-static base agent and planning-adaptive HYDRA agent. It is clear
that the push force domain shift significantly affects the planning agent with
reward dropping approximately 80-90% immediately after novelty injection.
While the planning-static never recovers from the initial drop in performance,
the planning-adaptive HYDRA agent adapts very quickly and achieves per-
fect performance within only a couple of episodes. In the first experiment
where the push force was increased two-fold, HYDRA consistently found ade-
quate repairs (estimating the novelty-adjusted push force to be Fmag=20N or
Fmag=21N). The results for the 4-fold increase in the force push magnitude,
show that HYDRA recovers nominal performance within a few episodes af-
ter novelty is introduced. Interestingly, repairing the agent’s model using the
execution trace from a single episode may sometimes cause HYDRA to find
an erroneous initial repair. However, given further evidence from subsequent
episodes, HYDRA can correct its erroneous model updates and converge on
a correct repair. This behavior is depicted by the high spread of the shaded
confidence interval (episodes 11-17) in the bottom-right planning-adaptive
plot in Figure 15.

Interpretable by design: The model repair mechanism proposes specific
and localized changes to the agent’s explicit PDDL+ model. Thus, adapta-
tion in the HYDRA agent is interpretable. A model designer can inspect the
proposed repair to understand why and how the novelty affected the agent’s
behavior. Here is a repair found by the method during evaluation:

repair:[m_cart: 9.0, l_pole: 0, m_pole: 0, force_mag: 0, gravity: 0,

...]; resulting inconsistency: 0.0067561.
In contrast, learning in model-free systems such as DQN-adaptive cannot

be interpreted directly. The planning-adaptive (HYDRA) agent uses only its
observations over a single episode in the environment to guide its search for
the correct model. The observations by themselves may not provide sufficient
information to determine the parameter values exactly. The model repair
mechanism might be repeated after different episodes to further update the
model and increase its accuracy given new trajectories. This is occasionally
seen in this experimental evaluation when the PDDL+ model of the planning-
adaptive (HYDRA) agent is updated multiple times, each bringing it closer
to the “true” repair (mass of cart ×10).

Then next set of experiments was run to evaluate the generality of the
repair-based accommodation mechanism. Figure 16 summarizes the planning-
adaptive (HYDRA) agent’s behavior when novelty introduction changes the
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Figure 16: Adaptation performance of HYDRA agent under novelty in CartPole++. The
red line denotes the introduction of novelty which increases the length of the pole by a
factor of 3 (left) and a factor of 4 (right).

length of the pole (novelty ID 1 in Table 1). The results show that chang-
ing the length of the pole is impactful and degrades the agent’s performance
(as evidenced by the performance dip immediately after the novelty is intro-
duced) but the repair mechanism enables the agent to recover its performance
to a significant extent.

Repairable fluents Nominal ∆

gravity 9.8 0.100
bird velocity change 0 1
pig life multiplier 0.0 50

Table 5: Repair parameters for ScienceBirds. Shown are the repairable fluents (for vectors,
each element value can be adjusted separately), nominal values, and the ±∆ MMO values
used in repair.

5.2.1.2. ScienceBirds. In ScienceBirds, we studied the novelty that increases
the gravity in the environment (novelty ID 6), which causes the bird to
fall short of its target. A planning-adaptive (HYDRA) agent was designed
with repair parameters in Table 5. The inconsistency score was computed
as described in Example 4 and the threshold Cth was set to 10. HYDRA
uses a domain-specific heuristic that considers the proximity of the in-flight
bird to pigs and prioritizes states with bird trajectories that collide with
pigs (Piotrowski et al., 2023). The PDDL+ planner uses a time discretization
of ∆t = 0.025s and a runtime limit of 30 seconds per PDDL+ problem. In
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Figure 17: Adaptation performance of planning-adaptive (HYDRA) agent in ScienceBirds
on novelty that increases the launch gravity of birds. The red line denotes the introduction
of novelty.

the experiment, we ran R = 5 trials with N = 30 episodes and novelty was
introduced after k = 7 episodes.

Results from this experiment are shown in Figure 17, left. There are a few
key observations to make. First, the performance of the agent in non-novel
levels (i.e., before the novelty was introduced in episode 7) is not perfect
and it misses passing the level in some instances. ScienceBirds is a complex,
continuous domain and even small inaccuracies in modeling or errors in ob-
servations can lead to failures during plan execution. After the novelty is
introduced, the performance of the agent drops significantly demonstrating
that the novelty was impactful. However, we see that the repair mechanism
is triggered as the inconsistency score increases beyond the set threshold.
The repair is able to change the gravity parameter to improve the agent’s
performance. There is significant variability in how soon the relevant repair
is found in different trials. However, by the 28th episode, the agent has
recovered its performance. Correspondingly, we see (Figure 17 right) that
computed inconsistency is low in the beginning episode. As soon as novelty
is introduced, we see an immediate rise in the inconsistency score which is
reduced as the agent’s model is autonomously repaired. This result demon-
strates that the inconsistency score is sensitive to a class of novelties and can
be used to detect their existence.

5.2.1.3. PogoStick. This is a complex grid-world-based domain that exhibits
partial observability and contains multiple volitional agents acting in the
world. In general, the plan to solve the episode involves exploring the envi-
ronment (including unknown adjacent rooms that may contain useful items),
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interacting with trader agents, and gathering crafting resources, all the while
avoiding being impeded by the rival pogoist agent. To craft a pogo-stick, the
agent must first craft intermediate items, such as a tree tap for gathering
rubber from a tree. The agent has knowledge about recipes to craft differ-
ent intermediate items or may interact with the trader agent to obtain the
recipes. The agent has an allotted budget of 2000 actions or 3 minutes per
episode.

On average, HYDRA takes approximately 200 steps and 30 seconds to
solve a non-novel episode. Internally, we limit the planning time to 30 seconds
per task, if no plan is found within that time, the agent starts exploring the
environment to expand their knowledge base before replanning. HYDRA’s
planner uses a domain-specific heuristic that prioritizes states with minimized
difference between the agent’s inventory and the quantities of required items
and resources specified by the relevant crafting recipes.

We studied a novelty that increases the number of resources (called logs)
spawned from breaking down objects in the environment. The novelty has
3 different levels – easy, medium, and hard, based on the difficulty to detect
the change in the environment and complete the required tasks. Easy novelty
increases the number of logs produced 5 times the nominal quantity, medium
novelty increases the number of logs 3 times, and hard novelty increases the
number of logs 2 times. This novelty is an instantiation of ID 4 (Interaction)
where the agent’s action of breaking down an object has changed effects, as
defined in Table 1. Table 6 describes the MMOs and corresponding deltas
that were implemented. Inconsistency threshold for PogoStick was set at
Cth = 2.

In PogoStick, the scoring system assumes a fixed cost is associated with
every action of the order of magnitude of a thousand points, such as, cutting
a tree to construct logs costs roughly 4000 points. Once the agent achieves
the goal, i.e. it constructs a PogoStick, the agent is rewarded 128, 000 points.
If the agent gives up or does not complete the episode in time, the episode
terminates with a reward of 64, 000. The final score is calculated by sub-
tracting the action costs from the reward. In contrast to CartPole++ and
ScienceBirds, instead of degrading performance, the introduced PogoStick
novelty presents the agent an opportunity to earn a higher score by enabling
them to find a shorter plan with lower total action costs.

Figure 18 shows the results for three different 50 episode trials where
novelty was introduced in episode 0. The results show that before the novelty
is introduced the agent can complete the task and earn an average of 10K
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Figure 18: Result showing novelty adaptation for easy, medium, and hard novelty cases.
The novelty was introduced in episode 0. The experiment consists of running three different
environments provided for the specific novelty.
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Repairable fluents Nominal ∆

break log 2 1
break platinum 1 1
break diamond 9 1
collect saplings 1 1

Table 6: Repair parameters for Pogostick. Shown are the repairable fluents (for breaking
logs, platinum ore, diamond ore, and collecting saplings), nominal values, and the ±∆
MMO values used in repair.

in reward. After the novelty is introduced in all three cases, the agent earns
a higher reward (average of 15K) because now it needs fewer actions to
complete the task. Soon after the introduction of novelty, in episode 1,
the agent accommodates the novelty by updating its planning model and
increasing the number of logs obtained. Note that the relative incorporation
is instantaneous (in episode 1) as the difference between HYDRA’s planning-
based predictions and the execution trace is easily distinguishable and quickly
updated. The results are consistent for all novelty difficulty levels.

5.2.2. Accommodation through Task Re-prioritization

Accommodating a novelty by re-prioritizing tasks was only evaluated for
ScienceBirds. CartPole++ only has one task - keeping the pole upright - and
none of the novelties impact it. PogoStick does have multiple tasks but only
one that pertains to the goal of the game, other tasks are exploratory tasks
that enable the agent to acquire more information about its environment.
These exploratory tasks don’t disrupt each other.

The effectiveness of the task re-prioritization strategy was evaluated on
a specific obstructive novelty in ScienceBirds (described in Section 4.2.4). In
Figure 19, we report the performance of two various HYDRA agents: without
(19a) and with (19b) the strategy. Along the x-axis is the episode number
and along the y-axis is the observed success rate in 5 trials.

The results show that both versions of the agent begin with similar success
rates. After the novelty is introduced in episode 5, the agent without task re-
prioritization degrades completely and is unable play the game successfully.
The agent version with task re-prioritization is able to change the order in
which it shoots at the pig and the payoff of this re-prioritization is visible as
the increase in success rate towards the later parts of the trial. An interesting
question here is why even after changing the task order, the agent is unable
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(a) Without task re-prioritization (b) With task re-prioritization

Figure 19: Difference in accommodation without and with task re-reprioritization

to get close to a 1.0 success rate, similar to that in the non-novel condition.
The answer lies in the uncertainty of action execution in ScienceBirds. It is
more challenging to shoot at the pig on the platform and HYDRA is only able
to make a successful shot ≈ 50% of the time. This uncertainty is reflected
in the success rate. The setup only has two birds. If one bird fails to hit the
target pig, the game is lost.

Further examination of the shots made by the agent revealed that it
indeed made the shots in the right order.

5.3. Summary of Results

Table 7 provides an overview of our experimental results with respect to
the types of novelties considered in this work (Table 1). Rows in Table 7
represent novelty types and columns represent detection or adaptation tasks
(“D” or “A”) for each domain (Cartpole++, ScienceBirds, and PogoStick).
In each cell, we mark whether the current implementation of HYDRA shows
positive results for detecting or adapting to novelties of the corresponding
tasks. The value in each state is “✓”, “*”, or “.” representing showing
positive results, not showing positive results, and settings not evaluated as
of now, respectively. The resulting overview shows a promising outlook: the
proposed domain-independent framework can detect and accommodate nov-
elty IDs 1 and 6 and additionally detect IDs 2 and 4 in at least one domain.
As we extend HYDRA to incorporate other model repair and learning mech-
anisms, we expect it to cover a larger space of novelties.
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ID Type Description Evidence
CartPole++ ScienceBirds PogoStick
D A D A D A

1 Attribute New attribute of a known
object or entity

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

2 Class New type of object or en-
tity

✓ . ✓ . ✓ .

3 Action New type of agent behav-
ior/control

* * * * * *

4 Interaction New relevant interactions
of agent, objects, entities

✓ . ✓ . ✓ ✓

5 Activity Objects and entities op-
erate under new dynam-
ics/rules

✓ . ✓ ✓ . .

6 Constraints Global changes that im-
pact all entities

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

7 Goals Purpose of the agent
changes

* * * * * *

8 Processes New type of state evolu-
tion not as a direct result
of agent or entity action

✓ . . . . .

Table 7: Summary of HYDRA’s performance on various types of novelties in our research
domains. D stands for detection capability and A stands for characterization and accom-
modation capabilities. ✓denotes that HYDRA shows evidence, . denotes that HYDRA
doesn’t yet show evidence, and * denotes that there is no instantiation.

6. Conclusion and Future Work

Despite employing a range of computational methods - from hand-designed
model-based reasoning systems to model-free learning systems - autonomous
agents depend upon the availability of accurate models of the environment
during design time (Langley, 2020). While model-based reasoning agents
(e.g., planning) encode the models explicitly, model-free learning agents (e.g.,
reinforcement learning) learn action selection based on these models (avail-
able via simulations). This assumption of a closed world is unlikely to hold
when the agents are deployed in real-world environments. Either because
the real world was not correctly understood to develop the models or be-
cause the real world evolves. Agents that can robustly handle open worlds
- environments that may change while the agent is operational - have been
recently proposed as a challenge for intelligent system design (Langley, 2020;
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Kejriwal et al., 2022).
This paper introduces HYDRA - a domain-independent framework for

implementing agents that are novelty-aware - i.e. they can detect, charac-
terize, and accommodate novelties during performance. HYDRA is built
upon model-based reasoning and exploits the explicit and compositional na-
ture of knowledge implemented in such systems. HYDRA frames learning
as a volitional meta-reasoning activity that monitors the agent’s own behav-
ior, identifies an opportunity when it diverges from what is expected, and
adapts the models that underlie action reasoning. The framework leverages a
wide array of computational methods including continuous domain planning,
classical and deep learning, heuristics search, diagnosis, and repair. HYDRA
contributes to the growing instances of integrated intelligent systems that
employ a variety of intelligent algorithms in a single, end-to-end architecture
that demonstrates complex behavior.

We used HYDRA to design novelty-aware agents for three complex, mixed
discrete-continuous domains: CartPole++, ScienceBirds++, and PogoStick.
We found that the method can be implemented in a domain-independent
fashion with few domain-specific elements that guide search and establish a
success criterion. Through empirical analyses, we show that adaptation by
model repair and task re-prioritization enables the agents to accommodate
novelties. Model repair can occur rapidly, requiring only a few interactions
with the environment. Further, revisions are expressed in the language the
model is written in and therefore, are interpretable by design. A model
designer can inspect what the agent learns. Our analyses show that the
proposed method retains the strengths of model-based reasoning methods
(structure and explicability) while making them adaptable to changing en-
vironmental dynamics. We also demonstrate that learning by model repair
can alleviate some challenges inherent in modeling a complex domain - if
the domain designer writes an inaccurate model, the proposed method can
iterate it based on observations from the environment.

Recently, Chao et al. (2023) designed and evaluated a HYDRA agent on a
high-fidelity wargaming simulator highlighting that the HYDRA framework
is domain-independent and supports the design of open-world learning agents
for a variety of environments.

6.1. Limitations

While HYDRA takes some significant strides towards designing agents
that can operate in open worlds, several gaps must be addressed before such
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agents can be deployed in the real world. The presented environments push
on some dimensions of environmental complexity: all of them are open, Cart-
Pole++ and ScienceBirds have mixed discrete-continuous state-action spaces
but are fully observable, on the other hand, PogoStick is discrete but par-
tially observable. Other complexity dimensions such as sensing noise, non-
deterministic actions, probabilistic state transitions, etc.. pose significant
challenges for agent development as well as for reasoning about novelty but
are not studied here.

Further analyzing HYDRA’s efficacy in handling open worlds, it is clear
that the implemented methods address a subset of novelty types; a complete
open-world learning agent can reason about and accommodate the entire
space of novelties that are plausible in its domains. Despite this limita-
tion, HYDRA is a framework for open-world goal-oriented agents that can
be incrementally extended to include other accommodation methods. An-
other limitation is the assumption of a single persistent novelty setup which
assumes that only one type of novelty presents and remains until the end.
A more general framing of this problem would allow for multiple novelties
to appear either sequentially or together, motivating continual accommoda-
tion for open worlds. We expect that HYDRA’s design will facilitate more
advanced forms of open-world learning.

In its current state, the model repair method proposed in this paper has
two main limitations: (1) it relies on manually selected subsets of repairable
variables, as well as domain-specific repair parameters such as repair deltas or
the inconsistency threshold and (2) it is restricted to model updates defined
by the repairable fluents. While effective in the cases studied in this paper,
this method can be further enhanced to repair other aspects of a planning
model.

6.2. Future Work

There are several avenues to directly address the aforementioned limita-
tions in future work. We are currently developing mechanisms to improve the
efficiency of search-based model repair. developing an extension to HYDRA
that exploits the information gathered during inconsistency estimation to ef-
ficiently search the space of MMOs. As a result, HYDRA will automatically
select a relevant subset of variables that can be efficiently repaired. However,
for best repair performance, such developments must be paired with accu-
rate domain-independent inconsistency checkers that will allow HYDRA to
accurately compare traces regardless of the PDDL+ model and better detect
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novelty. We are also developing an optimization-based approach to finding
the MMO ∆ adjustment quantum (currently set manually a priori). Over-
all, these improvements will transform HYDRA into a much more domain-
independent framework.

The next avenue is expanding the classes of novelties that HYDRA can
reason about and accommodate. We are exploring how the repair frame-
work can be extended to include modifications to the structure of the PDDL
domain by adding, removing, and modifying preconditions and effects, and
finally adding and removing entire happenings. This line of research will
bring insights from model learning research into a larger, integrated theory
of planning model repair.

The HYDRA framework and supporting algorithms presented in this work
do not presume correctness of the repaired domain model, completeness of
the repair process, or any guarantees on runtime and space complexity. Such
guarantees are not possible in the most general form of our problem as nov-
elties can have arbitrary effects. However, for specific types of novelties one
may be able to devise appropriate MMOs and repair algorithms that may
provide such guarantees. This is another direction for future work.

Yet another direction is automatically updating the recognition models
to incorporate new entities and learn corresponding PDDL domain models
from experience. Finally, we are interested in advancing this research to a
continuous open-world learning setting where new novelties are introduced
on the fly and the system adapts to these domain shifts during execution.

Open world learning is an exciting new paradigm for autonomous agents.
Classical machine learning makes a distinction between the training and test-
ing phases where the agent’s knowledge is updated during training time and
produces behavior at testing time. Open-world learning removes that dis-
tinction and poses the challenge of autonomously detecting when there is an
opportunity to learn and determining what should be learned. Our research
takes some initial but important steps towards agents that can autonomously
adapt to an open world, paving the way for advances on this challenging re-
search question.
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