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Efficient Planning in Large-scale Systems Using
Hierarchical Finite State Machines

Elis Stefansson and Karl H. Johansson

Abstract— We consider optimal planning in a large-scale
system formalised as a hierarchical finite state machine
(HFSM). A planning algorithm is proposed computing an
optimal plan between any two states in the HFSM, con-
sisting of two steps: A pre-processing step that computes
optimal exit costs of the machines in the HFSM, with time
complexity scaling with the number of machines; and a
query step that efficiently computes an optimal plan by
removing irrelevant subtrees of the HFSM using the optimal
exit costs. The algorithm is reconfigurable in the sense that
changes in the HFSM are handled with ease, where the pre-
processing step recomputes only the optimal exit costs
affected by the change. The algorithm can also exploit
compact representations that groups together identical ma-
chines in the HFSM, where the algorithm only needs to
compute the optimal exit costs for one of the identical
machines within each group, thereby avoid unnecessary
recomputations. We validate the algorithm on large sys-
tems with millions of states and a robotic application. It is
shown that our approach outperforms Dijkstra’s algorithm,
Bidirectional Dijkstra and Contraction Hierarchies.

Index Terms— Efficient planning, hierarchical finite state
machine, large-scale system, modularity

. INTRODUCTION
A. Motivation

Large-scale systems are ubiquitous with examples such as
power grid and intelligent transportation systems. To manage
such large-scale systems, a common approach is to exploit
their modularity by breaking up the system into components,
separately analyse these components and then aggregate the re-
sults. One theory that formalises modularity is the notion
of a hierarchical finite state machine (HFSM). An HFSM is
simply a collection of finite state machines (FSMs) nested
into a hierarchy, where the hierarchy specifies which FSM is
nested into which. Originally proposed by [14], the intention
was to model reactive systems, such as hand-watches. In this
research, we are instead interested in using HFSM towards a
formal modular theory for large-scale control systems (where
we additionally have to choose control inputs), and to design
control algorithms that efficiently compute optimal plans for
such systems by exploiting their modularity.
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B. An illustrative example

Consider the robot application, illustrated in Fig. 1. Here,
a robot is moving inside a house. At each location in the
house, the robot can perform a task, in this case work at a
lab desk. The robot can also go outside the house and move
to other houses. This control system (where we control the
robot) can be naturally modelled as an HFSM with three layers
corresponding to the houses, the locations inside a house, and
the lab desk. The first research question is how fto exploit
the hierarchical structure of such systems to design control
algorithms that compute optimal plans efficiently.

Consider now that one of the houses (House 2) gets
some locations blocked due to maintenance work, as seen
in Fig. 2. In this case, the robot might need to replan its
route to account for the change. However, only a part of the
system has changed and therefore, only a part of the planning
should be updated. The second research question is how to
construct a reconfigurable planning algorithm that handles
such changes efficiently.

Finally, we note that there might be several houses that are
identical. In this case, the identical houses should ideally be
grouped together into a more compact representation, keeping
just one house as a reference. Furthermore, this compact
representation should be exploited by the planning algorithm
to avoid unnecessary recomputations. The third research ques-
tion is therefore how planning algorithms can exploit such
a compact representation to obtain faster computations of
optimal plans.

C. Contribution

The main contribution of this paper is to formalise modular
large-scale systems as hierarchical finite state machines and
develop a planning algorithm that efficiently computes opti-
mal plans for such systems. More precisely, our contribution
is three-fold:

First, we extend the HFSM theory in [5] to machines
with costs, i.e., Mealy machines (MMs). We call the result-
ing hierarchical machines for hierarchical Mealy machines
(HiMMs). We justify this construction by proving that an
HiMM is modular in a strict mathematical sense, extending
results from [5]. We then introduce modifications in such
systems and extend the setup to the case when machines may
be reused at several parts of the HIMM. Finally, we show how
the theory can be extended to compactly represent identical
machines in the HIMM by grouping them together and saving
just one machine as a reference.
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Fig. 1. Robot application modelled as an HFSM with three layers.

Second, we propose a planning algorithm for computing
an optimal plan between any two states in an HiIMM. The
algorithm consists of two steps. The first step is a preprocess-
ing step, the Optimal Exit Computer, that computes optimal
exits costs of each MM in the HIMM, with time complexity
O(]X) where | X]| is the number of MMs in the HIMM. This
step needs to be computed only once for a fixed HHIMM. The
second step is a query step, the Online Planner, that efficiently
computes an optimal plan between any two states by removing
irrelevant subtrees of the HFSM using the optimal exit costs,
with time complexity O(depth(Z) log(depth(Z))) (compared
to Dijkstra’s algorithm with time complexity scaling exponen-
tially with depth(Z) in the worst case), where depth(Z) is
the number of layers in the HIMM. The algorithm is reconfig-
urable in the sense that a modification in the HiMM is handled
with ease, because the Optimal Exit Computer only needs
to update affected optimal exit costs in time O(depth(Z)).
We also extend the algorithm to exploit identical machines
grouped together. Here, significant speed-ups can be achieved
by the Optimal Exit Computer, in the best case reducing the
time complexity from O(N) to O(depth(Z)). These time
complexity expressions are simplified for brevity, see the
remaining paper for the full expressions.

Third, we consider numerical evaluations with systems up
to millions of states and a robot application. We compare
our planning algorithm with Dijkstra’s algorithm, Bidirectional
Dijkstra and Contraction Hierarchies. Our planning algorithm
is several times faster than Dijkstra’s algorithm and Bidirec-
tional Dijkstra, while Contraction Hierarchies computes an
optimal plan several times faster than ours but at the expense
of a preprocessing step being several magnitudes slower than
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Fig. 2. Change in House 2 in the HiMM given by Fig. 1. Grey areas

depict blocked locations.

ours. Furthermore, grouping together identical machines, we
can compute optimal plans for enormous systems (such as an
HiMM with equivalent MM having 10'° states), where the
other methods become intractable.

Early versions of this paper have been presented at confer-
ences as [23], [24]. This paper extends the conference papers
considerably by considering HIMMs with identical machines
with a corresponding hierarchical planning algorithm, and
justifying the definition of an HIMM by proving it is modular
in a strict mathematical sense. We also provide additional sim-
ulations.

D. Related work

HFSMs have mainly been used to model reactive systems
that transition according to non-chosen external inputs (e.g.,
hand-watch moving the minute-watch one click after 60 sec-
onds has passed), see e.g., [14], [19], [22], with applications
including model checking [1]-[3], [16], modelling non-human
agents in games [19], and implementing high-level controllers
in robotics [22]. HFSMs are also widely used tool in the
Unified Modelling Language [6]. Here, we instead use HFSMs
to model control systems, i.e., systems where an agent can
choose control inputs to alter the system. In discrete-event
systems [7], hierarchical systems have been used extensively
with applications such as fault diagnosis [9], safety checking
[17], [21], [26], hierarchical coordination and consistency [8],
[28], and designing hierarchical controllers [15], [27], just to
mention a few. In particular, state tree structures have been
used as an alternative HFSM formalisation to compute safe
executions [17], [26]. We consider a different formalism and
focus instead on an optimal planning setup minimising cost.

There is a variety of optimal planning algorithms for graphs
[4] such as Dijkstra’s algorithm [11], [12]. Several ones use a
preprocessing step to obtain optimal plans faster at run-time
[4]. In particular, hierarchical approaches [10], [13], [18], [20]
reminiscent our approach the most. However, these methods
typically rely on heuristics which in the worst-case perform no
better than Dijkstra’s algorithm. Moreover, to use them, one
needs to flatten the HFSM to an equivalent FSM, a process
which hides the hierarchical structure making it less suitable
for, for instance, changes in the HFSM. The flattening process
could also be exponential in time (with respect to the depth
of the HFSM) for HFSMs that compactly represent identical
machines (as in this paper), and could thus be intractable. The
work [25] considers a variation of an HFSM formalism seeking
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a plan that minimises the length between two configurations.
We consider the more general non-negative costs, where the
minimial length objective can be recovered by setting all costs
equal to one.

The work [5] considers how to decompose an FSM without
costs into an equivalent HFSM, using analogies with the
modular decomposition for graphs. No optimal planning is
considered. In this work, we instead consider HFSM with costs
and how to optimally plan in such systems.

E. Outline

The remaining of the paper is structured as follows. Sec-
tion II formalises HiMMs, their modifications, how identical
machines can be compactly represented, and formulates the
problem statement. Section III proposes the planning algo-
rithm, Section IV extends the algorithm to be reconfigurable,
and Section V extends the algorithm to efficiently handle
identical machines. Section VI presents numerical evaluations.
Finally, Section VII concludes the paper. All proofs are found
in Appendix.

F. Notation

We let f : A — B denote a partial function between sets
A and B, where we use the short-hand notation f(a) = ) to
mean that f(a) is not defined at a € A. For a labelled directed
graph G, we use u — v to denote an arc from u to v labelled
with a, and (u % v) € G to mean that the arc u % v exists
in G. Finally, |A| denotes the cardinality of a set A.

Il. PROBLEM FORMULATION

In this section, we introduce HiMMs, present changes
given as modifications, describe how identical MMs can be
compactly represented, and formalise the problem statement.

A. Hierarchical Mealy Machines

We formalise HiMMs, extending the setup in [5] to ma-
chines with transition costs. To this end, we first define an MM.

Definition 1 (Mealy Machine): An MM is a tuple M =
(Q,%,9,7,s) where @ is the finite set of states, 3 is the
finite set of inputs, 6 : Q) X ¥ — (@ is the transition function,
7:Q x X —=RT =10,00) is the cost function, and s € Q is
the start state. We sometimes use subscript to stress that e.g.,
dps is the transition function of the MM M.

The intuition is as follows. An MM M starts in the start
state s € (). Given current state ¢ € () and input a € X the
machine transits to §(q, a) € @ and receives cost (¢, a) € RT
if 6(s,a) # 0 (i.e., the input a is supported at g), otherwise
M stops. Repeating this procedure, we obtain a trajectory:

Definition 2: A sequence (g;,a;)Y; € (Q x )V is a
trajectory of an MM M = (Q, %, 4,7, s) if gi+1 = d(¢s,a:) €
Qforie{l,...,N -1}

In our case, we assume that an agent (e.g., a robot) can
choose the inputs. We therefore also define a plan as a se-
quence of inputs (a;)Y¥; and the induced trajectory (g;, ;)Y ,
from state g; € () to be the resulting trajectory by sequentially
applying (a;)), starting at ¢; (provided the trajectory exists,

Fig. 3. Example of an HiMM depicted in a tree-form.

that is, the machine does not stop due to unsupported input).
Next, we define an HIMM.

Definition 3 (Hierarchical Mealy Machine): An ~ HiMM
7Z = (X, T) consists of a set of MMs X with common input
set X, and a tree 1" with nodes being MMs from X (specifying
how the machines in X are nested). More precisely, a node
M € X of T has |Qy| outgoing arcs on the form M % N,
where either N, € X, specifying that state ¢ € Qu
corresponds to the MM N, one layer down in the hierarchy,
or N, = {), specifying that ¢ has no further refinement and is
simply just a state. We call QQz := Up;ex @as the augmented
states of Z and Sz = Qz N{g : Ny = 0} the states of
Z.' We have corresponding notions for start state, transition
function and cost function:

(i) Start state start: X — Sz is the function recursively
defined as (sjs is the start state of M)

art (M) start(N), (M 25 N)eT, Ne X
star =
SM, otherwise.

(i) Let ¢ € Qu with M € X and v = dpr(q,a). The
hierarchical transition function ¢ : Qz X ¥ — Sz is
recursively defined as

start(Y), v#0,(M SY)eT,YeX

v, v # (), otherwise

¥(g,a) = w
Y(w,a), v=0,(W—=>M)eT, WeX
0, v = (), otherwise,

and the hierarchical cost function x : Qz x ¥ — R is
recursively defined as

Ym(g,a), v#0
x(w,a), v=0,(W%M)eT,WeX
0, v = P, otherwise.
An HIMM Z = (X,T) works similarly to an MM. The
HiMM starts in start(Mg) where My is the root MM of 7.
Given current state ¢ € Sz and input a € X, we transit to
¥(q,a) € Sz with cost x(q,a) € RT if (g, a) # 0, otherwise
Z stops. A trajectory, plan and induced trajectory are defined
analogously to the MM case.

Example 1: For intuition of Definition 3, consider the
HIMM Z = (X,T) illustrated in Fig. 3. Here, Z has six
states numbered 1 to 6 and four MMs A, B, C and D, where

x(q,a) =

'We implicitly assume that all state sets Qs are distinct.
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the dependency between them are given by lines (e.g., 4 is
a state of the MM D which in turn corresponds to a state
of the MM B higher up in the hierarchy). We have also
depicted the transitions of each machine with arcs labelled
by corresponding inputs (e.g., applying b at state 4 makes the
HiMM transit to state 3), as well as start states given by small
arrows (e.g., 4 is the start state of D). For brevity, we do
not depict the costs. To understand the hierarchical transition
function, assume we are in state 5 applying input a. If there is
an a-transition from state 5, then we move accordingly. When
this is not the case, we instead go upwards in the hierarchy
until we find an a-transition. In our case, we move to C' from
which there exits an a-transition, so we move to B. Then, we
go downwards in the hierarchy recursively following the start
states, from D and then to 4. Hence, ¢ (5, a) = 4. Furthermore,
the cost x(5,a) is equal to the cost where the a-transition
happens, in this case, going from C to B in the MM A. This
construction of an HIMM 1is to make it modular, where we
care about that we got to C' with input a, but not exactly how.
This intuition has a formal justification given next.

1) HiMMs are Modular: We formally justify the definition
of an HIMM Z = (X, T), by proving that Z is modular in
a mathematical sense. More precisely, the work [5] defines
modules for FSMs and shows that their definition is equivalent
to an independence property, intuitively capturing how a
module should behave. The independence property reads:

Proposition 1 ( [5]): Let F be an FSM. A subset S C Qp

is a module of F if and only if F/S -5 F[S] = F.
Here, Z/S is the FSM one obtains by contracting the states .S
in F to a single state denoted S, F[S] is the FSM one gets by
restricting the FSM F' to only the states .S, and F/S -s F[S]
means that we replace the single state S in F/S with F[S]
(see [5] for details). For graphs, this independence property is
equivalent to the standard definition of a module in a graph.
The independence property can thus be seen as a universal
definition of a module for arbitrary mathematical objects. In
this work, we extend the definition of an FSM module to a
module of an MM, given by:

Definition 4 (MM Modules): A non-empty subset S C Qs

of states of an MM M is a module if it has at most one
entrance and for each a € X/, if M has an a-exit then (i)
that a-exit is unique (ii) every state in .S has an a-arc and (iii)
all a-arcs out of .S have equal costs.
Here, (iii) is the extra condition added to treat costs. We
show that Definition 4 is also equivalent to the independence
property (replace “FSM” with “MM” in Proposition 1). We
then extend this definition to HiIMMs, saying that a subset S
of augmented states of an HIMM Z is a module if the all
states nested within S is a module to the flatted HIMM ZF
(ZF is the equivalent MM to Z by ignoring the hierarchy).
Finally, we prove that an HIMM is modular:

Proposition 2: An HIMM Z = (X,T) is modular in the
sense that each MM M € X is a module of Z.
See Appendix for derivations and details.

Remark 1: The analysis up to this point is not restricted to
the codomain of the (hierarchical) cost function. In fact, the
cost function in Definition 1 and the hierarchical cost function
in Definition 3 could have any set A as codomain. We made

the restriction since the remaining paper needs A to be RT.
2) Optimal Planning: In this paper, we consider optimal
planning in an HIMM Z. To this end, the cost of a trajectory
2 = (i, ;)N is the cumulative cost C(z) == SN | x(qi, a:)
if all x(q;,a;) # 0 for all i and C(z) = oo otherwise.? In
this setting, for a given initial state sj,ix € Sz and goal state
Sgoal € Sz, we want to find a plan u = (a;)Y; that takes us
from Sinit tO Sgoa1 With minimal cumulative cost. That is, if
U (Sinit, Sgoa1) denotes the set of plans u = (a;)N., such that
the induced trajectory z = (g;, ai)f\il with g1 = sini¢ satisfies
Y(gN,aN) = Sgoal (Namely, we reach sy0a1), then we want to
find a plan solving
min
wEU (Sinit,Sgoal )

C(z), )

where z is the induced trajectory of u. We call a plan u
solving (1) for an optimal plan to the planning objective
(Z, Sinit, Sgoa1) and the induced trajectory z for an optimal
trajectory. In Section III, we present our planning algorithm
that computes optimal plans efficiently.

B. Modifications

In this section, we introduce changes of an HIMM Z, for-
malised by modifications. The four types of modifications we
consider are state addition, state subtraction, arc modification
and composition, depicted in Fig. 4 and formally specified in
Definitions 5 to 8.

Definition 5 (State Addition): Let HHMM Z = (X, T) be
given and MM M € X. We say that an HIMM Z,qq =
(Xadd, Taad) is added to M in Z forming a new HIMM Z’
with tree 7" equal to T except that an arc M 4, N has been
added in T from M to the root MM N of T,qq (connecting
Zadd to M), where g is a new arbitrary (distinct) state of M 3
Adding a state to M is identical except that the added arc is
M % () instead.

Definition 6 (State Subtraction): Let HHIMM Z = (X,T)
be given and MM M € X. We say that we subtract a state
q € Qs giving the new HIMM Z’ having tree 7" equal to T
except that the g-arc from M is removed.*

Definition 7 (Arc Modification): Let HIMM Z = (X, T) be
givenand MM M € X. Letd' : QuxZpr — Qur, v : Qur X
Ya — RT and s’ € Qpr be a new transition function, cost
function and start state and form M’ = (Qar, X, 6,7, 8').
Replace M with M’ in Z to form a new HiMM Z’. This
modification is called an arc modification.

Definition 8 (Composition): Let M be an MM with states
Q ={aq,.-.,q0¢} and Zseq = {Z1,...,Z,} be a set of
HiMMs such that n < |@Q|. The composition of Zg., with

2Note that x(q;,a;) # @ for all i is equivalent to x(qn,an) # @ since
(g5, a;)_ is a trajectory. We set C(z) = oo when this is not fulfilled since
such a trajectory makes the HIMM stop (due to unsupported input), which
is undesirable.

3Hence, the new state set of M is Qar U {q}. where no transitions in M
are going from or to g, see Fig. 4 for an example.

4Hence, ¢ is no longer a state of M and all the previous transitions to
and from ¢ in M are removed, see Fig. 4 for an example. Furthermore,
for simplicity, we prohibit the start state of M to be removed. This can be
achieved instead by applying an arc modification first, changing the start state,
and then remove the previous start state using a state subtraction.
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Composition

HiMM 1 HiMM 2

respect to M is the HIMM Z’ with tree 7" having root M
and arcs M L R; for ¢ <n and M 2y 0 for i > n, where
R; is the root MM of the tree of Z;.5

These four modifications form the atomic changes of an
HiMM, where a sequence of modifications can change any
HiMM Z = (X, T) to any other HIMM Z’ = (X', T"). This
can be done for example by adding all subtrees of the root
M’ of T’ to the root M of T' (using state addition), use an arc
modification to change M so that it is identical to M’ on the
added subtrees (including changing the start state), and then
remove the old subtrees from M. Then Z has been changed
to Z'. However, the primary intention of modifications is not
to completely change one HIMM into another, but instead to
keep track and account for more minor changes, e.g., removing

SIntuitively, we connect all subtrees given by Zi,...,Z, to the n first
states of M, while the remaining states of M are just states without any
refinements.

Houses

Location

Fig. 5. The HiMM with identical machines for the robot application
from Section I-B. The MM Houses consists of several identical houses,
depicted by lines from the MM Houses to the MM House (where the
number of lines specify the number of identical houses). The MM
House consists in turn of one start state and several identical MMs
given by Location, where Location is an MM with states having no
further refinement.

just some states. Such minor changes can then be integrated
efficiently into the planning algorithm to avoid recomputing
everything from scratch whenever an HiMM has changed,
done in Section IV.

C. Identical Machines

In this section, we extend the HIMM formalism to the case
when an HIMM Z = (X, T') can compactly represent identical
subtrees in 7', by grouping them together. To motivate this,
consider again the robot application from Section I-B, and
assume all houses are identical. In this case, the HIMM can
be compactly represented as in Fig. 5. Here, we have lines just
as in Fig. 3 to represent the hierarchical relationship between
MMs and states (we have omitted transition arcs to keep the
illustration clean). However, several lines can now go to the
same MM. For example, all lines from the MM Houses goes
to the same MM House. This captures that each house is in
fact identical sharing the same subtree with root MM House.
Using such identifications, we can more compactly represent
an HIMM and may yield (in the best case) a logarithmic
reduction in the number of MMs one needs for saving the
HiMM. For brevity, we call such a HIMM a HiMM with
identical machines.

Mathematically, the key difference with an HIMM Z =
(X,T) with identical machines is that T is no longer a tree
but instead a directed acyclic graph (DAG) with a unique root
(e.g., Fig. 5). The specification of the states are also subtly
different. More precisely, when T is a tree, a state ¢ € Sy is
a leaf of 7. This is sufficient since there is a unique path from
the root of 7' to the leaf. However, this representation of a state
breaks down for the identical machines. More precisely, when
T is a DAG with a unique root, there might be several paths
from the root to a leaf of 1", which makes the leaf insufficient
for specifying the state of the HIMM. For example, in the robot
application, saying that the robot is at the entrance of a house
does not specify which house. Instead, one needs to specify
the whole path from the root of T to the leaf. Such a path is
a state for HIMM with identical machines. For example, state
s = (1,2, 3) in the robot application specifies that the robot
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Algorithm 1 Hierarchical Planning

Input: HiMM Z, modifications m., and states Sini, Sgoal-
Output: Optimal plan u to (Z, Sinit, Sgoal)-

1: Optimal Exit Computer:
2: for m in Mg, do
3 Modify(Z, m)
4 Mark(Z, m)
5: end for
6
7
8
9

> This line is executed in System

: (M, ZM)MEX « Compute_optimal exits(Z)
: Optimal Planner:

: Z < Reduce(Z, sinit, Sgoal, (cfl\/[,zflw)fy%X)

. 2 < Solve(Z, Sinit) Sgoal, (M, Zéu)géez )

10: u + Expand(z, (z2)Y$X, 2)

is in House 1, Location 2, and state 3 (at Location 2). We
provide a formal definition:

Definition 9: [HIMM with identical machines] An HIMM
with identical machines is a tuple Z = (X,T) just as in
Definition 3 except that multiple arcs in 7' can now go to the
same node, i.e., 1" is not a tree anymore but instead a DAG
with a unique root. Furthermore, a state of Z is a directed path
of arcs s = (s1,...,8q) from the root of T to a leaf s4, and
an augmented state is any subpath (s1,...,s;) of a state s =
(s1,...,84) (i < d). Finally, the start function, hierarchical
transition and cost function are defined as in Definition 3 with
straightforward modifications to account for the modified state
form, see Appendix for derivations and details.

1) Modifications: Modifications can be readily extended to a
HiMM with identical machines. More precisely, let an HIMM
Z = (X,T) with identical machines be given. For state
addition, the definition is identical to Definition 5. except that
one can also add an additional arc M % N from an MM
M € X to an already existing child MM N of M (q is still
an arbitrary but distinct state), intuitively corresponding to the
copies of the subtree with root N. For state subtraction, arc
modification and composition, the definitions are identical to
the ones in Section II-B.

D. Problem Statement

In this paper, we seek a planning algorithm for HIMMs that:

(i) Computes optimal plans between any two states in the
HiMM with low time complexity.

(i) Handles any of the four types of modifications with low
time complexity (assuming the algorithm knows what
has been changed).

(iii)) Exploit identical machines to lower the time complexity
(assuming the algorithm knows which MMs are identi-
cal).

We address (i), (ii) and (iii) in Sections III, IV and V respec-
tively, and demonstrate the resulting planning algorithm, given
by Algorithm 1, with numerical evaluations in Section VI.

Fig. 6. HIMM Z = (X, T) with optimal exit costs given as tuples
(cM,cM, c2) over each MM M.

I1l. EFFICIENT HIERARCHICAL PLANNING

In this section, we present a planning algorithm computing
optimal plans for a given HIMM Z = (X,T),° summarised
by Algorithm 1 (ignore pseudo-code in red for now). The
algorithm consists of two steps. In the first step, an Optimal
Exit Computer computes optimal exit costs for each MM
M € X (line 6). This is a preprocessing step done only once
for a fixed HIMM Z. In the second step, an Optimal Planner
computes an optimal plan v for any initial state sj,;; and goal
state Sgoa1 (line 8—10). This is done by first reducing the HIMM
Z to an equivalent reduced HIMM Z, removing subtrees not
CONtaining Sinit OF Sgoal (line 8), then computing an optimal
trajectory for this equivalent reduced HIMM Z (line 9), and
finally expanding this optimal trajectory to an optimal plan for
the original HIMM Z (line 10). We next provide details of the
Optimal Exit Computer and the Optimal Planner, starting with
the former.

A. Optimal Exit Computer

For a given HIMM Z = (X, T'), the Optimal Exit Computer
computes optimal exit costs for each MM M € X, given as a
tuple (cM),ex, where ¢M is the minimal cost for exiting the
subtree having M as root with input a.

Definition 10 (Optimal Exit Costs): Let HiMM
Z =(X,T) and MM M € X be given and Sy; C Sz be the
subset of states nested within M.” A trajectory z = (q;, a;)Y;
such that ¢; = start(M), g; € Sy for all 4, ¥(gn,an) & Su
and ay = a is called an a-exit trajectory, with a-exit cost
Zi\;l x(gi,a;).® An optimal a-exit trajectory is one with
minimal a-exit cost, where this minimal cost is called the
optimal exit cost ¢.

The Optimal Exit Computer computes (c}M),cx for each
MM M € X recursively over the tree T by first obtaining
optimal exit costs for the MMs furthest out in 7" and then
working itself upwards in the hierarchy. Here, for each MM
M € X, the tuple (cM),ex is computed using Dijkstra’s
algorithm on an augmented MM M to account for the MMs

%Here, we assume an HiMM as in Definition 3. The case for an HIMM
with identical machines as in Definition 9 is considered in Section V.

"The set of states contained in the subtree of Z having M as root.

8We exclude the final cost x(qx, an) since this cost is happening outside
the subtree with root M.
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Algorithm 2 Compute_optimal_exits

Input: HIMM Z = (X, T)

Output: Computed (¢}, 2M), 5. for each MM M of Z
1: Optimal_exit(My) > Run from root MM M, of T'
2: Optimal_exit(M): > Recursive help function
3: for each state g in QQp; do

4 if ¢ € Sz then

5: (Cg)aeg — 0|2‘

6: else

7 Let N, be the MM corresponding to g.
8 (¢4, z8)4ex < Optimal_exit(N,)

9: end if

10: end for

11: Construct M

12: (M, 2M) o, < Dijkstra(s s, { Ea Yaex, M)
13: return (M, zM),cx

nested within M. More precisely, for a state ¢ € Q7 in M,
define ¢ = cflv * if g corresponds to an MM N, (further down
in the hierarchy) and c? = 0 otherwise.” Intuitively, c? is the
optimal cost for starting in the subtree corresponding to ¢ and
exiting it with a. The augmented MM M is then

M = (QM U {Ea}a€E7EZ\/[757’?7SM)'

Here, the transition function §(¢, a) equals 0,/ (g, @) whenever
6n(q, a) is defined, and 6(q,a) = E, otherwise (8(E,,-) is
immaterial). In this way, ) book-keeps when we exit M with
input @ given by a transition to E,. Moreover, the cost function
4(q, a) equals v(g,a) + ¢ to augment the cost of exiting the
subtree corresponding to ¢ with the transition cost of applying
a at ¢ in M (again, 5(FE,, -) is immaterial). With this, we can
search in M from s  using Dijkstra’s algorithm until we have
reached each FE,, where cfl” then equals the obtained cost to
E,. We also get corresponding trajectories zM to each E,
in M for free. We summarise the Optimal Exit Computer in
Algorithm 2 with correctness given by Proposition 3 and time
complexity given by Proposition 4. An example is provided
by Fig. 6.

Proposition 3: ¢ € [0,00] computed by Algorithm 2
equals the optimal exit cost ¢} in Definition 10.

Proposition 4: The time complexity of Algorithm 2 is
O(|X] - [bs|Z| + (bs + |2]) log(bs + |X])]), where b is the
maximum number of states in an MM of Z, and | X| is the
number of MMs in Z.

B. Optimal Planner

We continue with the Optimal Planner. For a given HIMM
Z = (X,T), the Optimal Planner computes an optimal
plan between any initial state s;nj; and goal state Sgoa1 by
truncating away subtrees of the tree 7' that does not contain
Sinit OT Sgoal as nested states, using the optimal exit costs
(cM)4ex. Intuitively, this is possible since each subtree H
not containing Siit and Sgea1 mMust be exited if entered (by

. . . . N,
This can be defined since the optimal exit costs (cy ¢)qex for each
Ny (further down in the hierarchy) have already been computed due to the
construction of the recursion.

optimality), so we can replace H with just a state (representing
H) having transition costs augmented with the optimal exit
costs (¢M),ex. This results in an equivalent reduced HIMM
Z on which we rapidly compute an optimal trajectory z from
Sinit 10 Sgoal. Finally, we expand z to obtain an optimal
plan u for the original HHIMM Z. The whole procedure is
illustrated by Fig. 7. We next provide details of the steps
Reduce, Solve and Expand, finishing with the time complexity
of the Optimal Planner.

1) Reduce: We reduce the HIMM Z = (X,T') for given
Sinit and Sgoa1 as follows. Let U; be the MM having sinis
as state, Us having U; as state and so on until U, equals
the root MM of Z. This results in a sequence Uy, ..., U, of
nested MMs from sin;4 up to the root of Z. Similarly, we
can define D1,...,D,, as the nested MMs from sS4, to the
root. Consider now the subgraph of T' consisting of nodes
M :={U,...,U,}U{Dz,...,Dy,} and their outgoing arcs
representing their states. Note that this subgraph is exactly
the MMs we are left with by removing all the subtrees of T’
that do not contain si,j;, and Sgoa1 as nested states. Thus, to
form Z, we only need to modify the MMs in M to account
for the subtrees we have removed. We describe this procedure
for the MM U; in M, constructing a modified MM U,. More
precisely, if U; = (Q,3,6,7,s), then U; = (Q,%,6,7,s) is
identical to U; except with a modified cost function 7y given
by

v(q,a), 5(q,a) # 0,
U; & M)eT,M e M
cd +7(q,a), 0(q,a)# 0, otherwise
,a) = 2
y(q,a) 0. 5q.0) =0, 2)
U; L M)yeT,M e M
cd, 0(gq,a) = 0, otherwise.

Here, condition (U; % M) € T,M € M checks if ¢
corresponds to one of the MMs of M. If true, then the MM
corresponding to ¢ has not been removed, and we therefore do
not need to account for any truncation. Consequently, no exit
cost is added in the first and the third condition. Otherwise,
we need to account for the fact that taking input a at g
actually corresponds to exiting a whole subtree in Z with exit
cost c¢. Thus, in the second and forth condition, we add c{.
Furthermore, if we move inside U;, then we add (g, a) to
account for the transition (as in the first and second condition),
otherwise we add nothing. In particular, the zero in the third
condition mainly serve as a middle man for getting the correct
cumulated cost in Z. The procedure for modifying D; to D;
is analogous.

With the procedure above, we get a modified subgraph
M :={Uy,...,U,}U{Dy,...,D,,} identical to M except
that U; (D;) has been replaced by U; (D;). This is our reduced
HiMM Z:

Definition 11: Let HIMM Z be given and Sipnis, Sgoal be
states of Z. The reduced HiMM with respect to Sinit, Sgoal
is the tuple Z = (X, T), where T = M and X consists of
the MMs of M. The hierarchical transition function ¢ for Z
is constructed as in Definition 3, while the hierarchical cost
function Y is modified. More precisely, given ¢ € Qs with
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Reduce
_
Sgoal
Sinit Sinit
(a)

(b)

Solve
e —
Sgoal

Expand

ts gbal

Sinit | Sinit 1

(¢)

Fig. 7. Overview of the procedure of the Optimal Planner. (a) The original HIMM Z. (b) The reduced HIMM Z computed by truncating subtrees of
Z not containing sinit OF Sgoal- (€) Computed optimal trajectory z (marked orange) to the reduced HIMM Z. (d) Optimal plan w (with its optimal
trajectory marked orange) to the original HIMM Z computed by expanding z.

MeMandaey,

Ym (g, a) on(g,a) #0

. _ Jym(g,a) + x(w,a) dnmlq,a) =0,

x(.0) (W M) e T,W e X
0 otherwise.

Remark 2: See Appendix for an algorithm constructing the
reduced HIMM Z.

A trajectory and a plan are defined analogously for Z as for
Z. The cumulative cost C(z) for a trajectory z = (q;, a;)¥,
is also defined analogously (C(z) Zf\;l x(qi,a;) if
¥(qi,a;) # O for all i and C(z) = oo otherwise), so
we can consider optimal plans and optimal trajectories to
the planning objective (Z, Sinit, Sgoa1)- Of course, finding an
optimal trajectory to (Z, Sinit, Sgoal) Only make sense if it can
relate it to an optimal trajectory in (Z, Sinit, Sgoa1)- In fact, the
two objectives are equivalent:

Theorem 1 (Planning equivalence): Consider HiMM Z
and reduced HIMM Z for initial state sin;; and goal state
Sgoal- We have:

(i) Let z be an optimal trajectory to (Z, Sinit, Sgoa1). Then,

the reduced trajectory zp is an optimal trajectory to
(Z, Sinit 3goa1)~ _
(ii) Let z be an optimal trajectory to (Z, Sinit, Sgoal). Then,
the optimal expansion zp is an optimal trajectory to
(Z7 Sinit Sgoal)-
Theorem 1 suggests that we can search for an optimal trajec-
tory in the possibly much smaller reduced HIMM Z instead
of Z, and then just expand it to get an optimal trajectory
for Z. Here, the reduced trajectory zp of a trajectory z
is intuitively equal to z except that we have removed all
transitions happening inside the removed subtrees, while the
optimal expansion can be seen as the reverse operator: for
a trajectory z of Z, each station-input pair (g,a) of z is
replaced by an optimal a-exit trajectory of the subtree that
q corresponds to in Z, with result zg. See Fig. 8 for an
illustration. We refer to the Appendix for formal definitions
of a reduced trajectory and an optimal expansion.

2) Solve: With the insight of Theorem 1, we now solve
(Z, Sinit Sgoal), sSummarised by Algorithm 3. For a more
streamlined notation, we also include sini; (Sgoal) in the
sequence of U;:s (D;:s) by setting Uy = Sinit (Dy = Sgoal)-
Algorithm 3 is divided into two parts. In the first part, we find
an optimal trajectory from s;y;; to Dg.

Here, Dg is the last D; before the sequences
(Do, Dy, ...,D,,) and (Uy,Uy,...,U,) become identical
(e.g., Dg = C in Fig. 3 for sty = 3 and Sjnie = 6). In
the second part, we find an optimal trajectory from Dg to
Sgoal- Finally, we just patch them together to get an optimal
trajectory for (Z , Sinit; Sgoal ). This decomposition is possible
due to the following elementary observation:

Lemma I: Any optimal trajectory z = (g, a;),
0 (Z, Sinits Sgoal) has a state-input pair (qg,ax) such
that (qx,ar) = start(Dg) (informally, z must pass
through Dp).1°

We now provide the details of the first step. To solve
(Z, Sinit, Dg), we construct a graph G with nodes being a
subset of the states of the U;:s. These nodes are

e From U;: syt and 50,5

o From U; with 7 > 1: s, and all states in U; we get to

by exiting U;_1;

« A node representing Djg.

A key feature of GG is that when we enter or exit an MM
U;, we always end up in a node of G. Therefore, we can
search locally in each U; using Dijkstra’s algorithm to obtain
optimal trajectories and costs from the nodes of G in U; to
the nodes we get to by exiting U; or entering U;_; (loosely
speaking, the adjacent nodes to the nodes in U;).!" These
optimal trajectories and costs form the labelled arcs of G.
Then, we use a bidirectional Dijkstra to find a shortest-path in
G from syt to Dg.'z By concatenating the optimal trajectories
(on the arcs) on this shortest-path, we obtain an optimal
trajectory z; from sini; to D and thus also to start(Dg). The
algorithm is summarised by Algorithm 3, Part 1. We refer to
the Appendix for additional details.

We now continue with the second part solving
(Z,start(Dg), Sgoa1)- In this case, we need to go down
in the hierarchy of D;:s. Here, we note that if we are in
the MM D;, then we can only go down in the hierarchy by
reaching its state D;_1. Therefore, we only need to search for
an optimal trajectory in D; from our current state to D;_1,
and then repeat this procedure (starting at start(Dg)) until

B lOHcreLwe use the natural convention that start(q) = ¢ if ¢ is a state of
Z (e.g., DB = sgoal)-

'n the MM U, that has DB as state, then we also search to DB- Moreover,
we do not search from Dﬁ since we only want to get to DB-

12We could have used Dijkstra’s algorithm here again, but since we only
have one destination node (D[;), bidirectional Dijkstra is generally faster [4].
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Fig. 8. lllustration of a reduced trajectory and optimal expansion.
Here, g has replaced the depicted subtree in Z. For the trajectory
z = ((1,b),(2,b),(3,a)) of Z, the reduced trajectory is therefore
zr = ((1,b),(g,a)). Conversely, the optimal expansion of z =
((1,b),(g,a)) is zg = ((1,b), (2,b), (3, a)). For simplicity, we plot
just the relevant transitions and assume unit costs.

we are down in the MM D;, where we only need to search
t0 Sgoal. Concatenating these optimal trajectories, we get an
optimal trajectory 23 to (Z,start(Dg), Sgoal). The procedure
is summarised by Algorithm 3, Part 2.

Concatenating the optimal trajectory z; from the first part
with the optimal trajectory zo from the second part, gives an
optimal trajectory z t0 (Z, Sinit, Sgoal), done in the final line
of Algorithm 3. The correctness of Algorithm 3 is given by
the following result:

Proposition 5: Algorithm 3 computes an optimal trajectory
z 1o (Z; Sinit Sgoal)~

3) Expand: In the final step, we expand the optimal tra-
jectory z to (Z, Sinit, Sgoal) from the solve step to obtain an
optimal plan u to (Z, Sinit, Sgoa1). EXpanding to an optimal
plan w is identical to the case where one expands to an optimal
trajectory except that one saves just the inputs. We can either
expand z sequentially, obtaining the next optimal input from
u, or obtain the full v at once. The former is more beneficial
for real-time executions having a lower time complexity, as
seen next.

4) Time Complexity: We conclude with the time complexity
of the Optimal Planner:

Proposition 6: The three steps of the Optimal Planner have
time complexities:

o Reduce has time complexity treduce = O(depth(Z)-by).

o Solve has time complexity

tsolve =

O(depth(Z)[S)] - [b,[S| + (by + S]) og (b, + D) ] )+
O( |2 depth(Z) + [Sldepth(Z) log (|S|depth(2)) )+
O(depth(Z)  (bs|S] + bs 1og(bs))).

 Expand has time complexity texpana = O(depth(Z)) for
obtaining the next input « and texpand = O(depth(Z)|u|)
for obtaining the full optimal plan u at once, where |u|
is the length of .

Algorithm 3 Solve
Input: (Z, Sinit Sgoal) and (Cg/[7 Zéw)agz,MeX-
Output: An optimal trajectory z to (Z, Sinit, Sgoal)-
1: Part 1: Solve (Z, sinit, start(Dg))
2: Set G to an empty graph > To be constructed

3: Add nodes to G
4. fori=1,....n do > Consider U;
5: Get states to search from and too, I and D, in U;.
6 for s € I do
7 (¢, za)aep < Dijkstra(s, D, U;)
8 Add arcs corresponding to (¢g, z4)dep in G
9 end for
end for
z1 < Bidirectional Dijkstra(sinit, Dg, Q)
Part 2: Solve (Z,start(Dpg), Sgoal)
Let 2o be an empty trajectory > To be constructed
Let D; be the MM with state start(Dg)
¢ « start(Dpg)
g < state in D; corresponding to D;_
while ¢ # 545, do

z + Bidirectional Dijkstra(c, g, D;)

Z9 < 222 > Concatenate zo with z

c <+ start(D;_1)

if ¢ # Sgoa1 then

Let D, be the MM with state ¢
g < corresponding state in M to D;_;

end if
end while
return z <— z1z9

10:
11:
12:
13:
14:
15:
16:
17:
18:
19:
20:
21:
22:
23:
24:
25:
26:

> End of Part 2
> Concatenate z; with zo

Therefore, the time complexity of the Optimal Planner is

tReduce + tSolve + texpand-

In particular, with bounds on the state set size and input size of
each MM in Z, the Optimal planner obtains the next optimal
input in time O(depth(Z)log(depth(Z))).

Note that the time complexity O(depth(Z) log(depth(Z)))
of the Optimal planner for bounded MMs is near-linear in the
depth of the HIMM Z (as oppose to Dijkstra’s algorithm which
in the worst case can be more than exponential in depth(Z)).
We therefore consider the Optimal Planner to be efficient.

IV. RECONFIGURABLE HIERARCHICAL PLANNING

In this section, we extend the planning algorithm in Section
IIT to be reconfigurable. More precisely, the planning algorithm
in Section III is based on a fixed HIMM Z (X, 7).
Therefore, the more computationally costly Optimal Exit
Computer needs to be executed only once (in time O(]|X])).
The computed optimal exit costs that can then be repeat-
edly used by the faster Optimal Planner to rapidly compute
optimal plans for different initial and goal states (in time
O(depth(Z) - log(depth(Z)))). However, if Z changes, then
the optimal exit costs might not be valid anymore and need
to be recomputed. Naively recomputing all optimal exits costs
every time a change has occurred would require a significant
amount of computations slowing down the planning algorithm,
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undermining the benefit for computing the optimal exit costs in
the first place. Fortunately, there is better way. More precisely,
by keeping track of the changes that have occurred, we also
keep track of the optimal exit costs that might not be valid
anymore, marking every MM M whose optimal exit costs
needs to be recomputed. These MMs are typically only a
fraction of all the MMs, therefore, updating the Optimal Exit
Computer only for these MMs is typically much faster.

In detail, the changes are formalised by the modifications
introduced in Section II-B. These modifications change the
given HIMM Z = (X,T), and the planning algorithm gets
informed of these modifications schematically illustrated by
Fig. 9, with resulting algorithm summarised by Algorithm 1,
where parts handling modifications are coloured red. More
precisely, a change is given as a sequence of modifications
Mgeq, Where each modification m in mgeq modifies Z (line 3),
and the planning algorithm correspondingly marks each MM
that needs to recompute its optimal exit costs due to m (line
4). Here, the marked MMs, due to m, are the MM affected by
m plus all its ancestor MMs upstream in the hierarchy (e.g.,
if D in Fig. 3 is affected by an arc modification, then D, B
and A are all marked), see Appendix for details. Then, the
optimal exit costs gets updated (line 6), while the Optimal
Planner (line 8-10) is as before.

1) Computing Optimal Exit Costs: The optimal exit costs are
computed using Algorithm 4. The difference with Algorithm
2 are the added lines 3 and 16, where line 3 checks if one
needs to compute the optimal exit costs (cM),cx for a given

a

MM M (ie., either (cM),ex needs to be updated due to a
modification, or (cy )acs has never been computed), while
line 16 unmarks M since (¢M),ex are now up-to-date.

Proposition 7: Algorithm 4 correctly updates the optimal
exit costs given a sequence of modifications mgeq (With
Mgeq = () if no change has occurred).

2) Time complexity: The benefit with the marking proce-
dure is the savings in computations when Z changes. More
precisely, given a modification m, the Optimal Exit Computer
needs only O(depth(Z)) time to update the optimal exit costs:

Proposition 8 (Reconfigurability): Let HIMM Z = (X, T)
be given and consider a single modification mgq = m.
Assume Z and all added subtrees (i.e., Znyqq if m is a
state addition or Zgeq = {Z1,...,Z,} if m is composition)
have up-to-date optimal exit costs before the modification
m. Then the time complexity of the Optimal Exit Computer
is O(depth(Z) - [bs|X] + (bs + |X|)log(bs + |X])]) if m is
a state addition, state subtraction or arc modification, and
O(bs|X] + (bs + |X]) log(bs + |X])) if m is a composition.
In particular, with bounded state set size and input set size for
each MM in Z, we get time complexity O(depth(Z)).

The planning algorithm is in this sense reconfigurable.

V. HIERARCHICAL PLANNING WITH
IDENTICAL MACHINES

Finally, we extend the planning algorithm to HIMM with
identical machines to further lower the time complexity. The
overall structure is as in Algorithm 1. The difference lies
instead in the details of the called functions. We go through

___________ it

:Systcm jPlanning Algorithm :
: : (Sim'f/ sgonl) !
1 Modifications ———— :
1 |
1 | :
| | \
1 | |
1 | \
: 7 : Optimal Exit Optimal ! u
: : Computer Planner I
I
| |

The planning algorithm and its interaction with the changing
system Z.

Algorithm 4 Compute_optimal_exits

Input: HIMM Z = (X, T) with markings.

Output: Computed (¢}, 2M),cx for each MM M of Z
1: Optimal_exit(Mp) > Run from root MM Mj in T
2: Optimal_exit(M): > Recursive help function
3: if M is not marked then

4: return (M 2M),en > Since already up-to-date
5: else

6 for each state ¢ in Q(M) do

7: if ¢ € Sz then

8: (cd)aes < Ojx|

9 else

10: Let N, be the MM corresponding to g.
11: (cq,28)4ex + Optimal_exit(N,)

12: end if

13: end for

14: Construct M

150 (M, zM),cx « Dijkstra(s(M), {E, }acs, M)
16: Unmark M

17 return (M, M), ex

18: end if

these details for the Optimal Exit Computer and the Optimal
Planner separately, assuming a given HIMM Z = (X, T') with
identical machines, as in Section II-C.

A. Optimal Exit Computer

Computing the optimal exit costs for a HIMM with identical
machines is done using Algorithm 4 just as in the reconfig-
urable case. Note that 7' is not a tree anymore but a DAG
with a single root. However, Algorithm 4 works nonetheless.
In particular, the marking procedure now serves as a neat way
of only computing the optimal exit costs once for multiple
identical MMs (e.g., computing the optimal exit costs of the
MM House in Fig. 5 once, even though this MM is used
for several of the houses). Furthermore, modifications are
handled in the same way as before. Therefore, the Optimal
Exit Computer is identical to the one in Algorithm 1.

B. Optimal Planner

The Optimal Planner is similar to the case without identical
machines given in Section III-B. A minor technical difference
is in the reduce step (line 8 in Algorithm 1) where the paths of
Sinit and Sgoa1 (see how states are specified for a HIMM with
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Original HIMM Reduced HIMM

Houses

Houses

House

Reduce
—_—

OO

Sgoal: red path

Fig. 10. lllustration how the reduced HiMM is obtained, for the robot
application from Section I-B, from the original HIMM Z with identical
machines. The yellow (red) path in Z denotes sinit (Sgoal), Which
are used as paths directly for the reduced HiMM. The other paths are
replaced with states just as before in Section IlI-B.1.

identical machines in Section II-C) can be used directly to
obtain {Uy,...,U,} and {D,..., Dy}, illustrated by Fig.
10. This difference is needed since an MM M € X may
now have several parent MMs. The reduced HIMM Z is
then constructed analogously to before as in Definition 11.
In particular, Z has a tree structure (as opposed to Z). We
can therefore proceed just as in Section III-B, computing an
optimal trajectory z to (Z , Sinit, Sgoal) and then expand it to an
optimal plan u to (Z, Sinit, Sgoal). The expand step is possible
since it is agnostic to identical machines in the HIMM. We
refer to the Appendix for details.

C. Time Complexity

The time complexity of the Optimal Exit Computer for an
HiMM with identical machines has the same expression as
before given by Proposition 4, but we can still get speed-ups.
The reason is because the number of MMs |X| can now be
significantly smaller due to the more compact representation
a HIMM with identical machines can have. In fact, | X| can
be reduced logarithmically (compared to the case when one
would not use the compact representation given by HIMM
with identical machines). As an example, note that the robot
application given in Fig. 5 needs only 3 MMs using a HIMM
with identical machines, while treating all MMs as different
needs 1 + 10 + 10 - 100 = 1011 MMs (see Section VI for
details). This difference in | X| can lead to a huge difference
in computing time for the Optimal Exit Computer since it
scales linearly with the number of MMs | X| in Z. The Optimal
Planner is not affected by the more compact representation
identical machines may yield, therefore having identical time
complexity.

VI. NUMERICAL EVALUATIONS

In this section, we provide two numerical studies validat-
ing the performance of our planning algorithm (Algorithm
1). More precisely, in the first study (Large-scale System),
we valide how the planning algorithm scales with system
size. In the second study (Robot Warehouse Application),
we showcase our planning algorithm on the robot application

Fig. 11. The MM M (left) and resulting HIMM Z (right) from Study 1
using one recursion.

given in Section I-B and validate the reconfigurability of the
algorithm. In both studies, we also consider how the examples
can be modelled more compactly and solved faster using
HiMMs with identical machines. We compare our algorithm
with Dijkstra’s algorithm [11], [12], Bidirectional Dijkstra [4]
and Contraction Hierarchies [13]. The simulations are run on
a MacBook Pro with 2.9 GHz i7 processor and 16 GB RAM.

A. Study 1: Large-scale System

In the first study, the system is created by recursively
expanding an MM M with itself creating an arbitrarily large
HiMM Z. More precisely, the MM M we consider is given
by Fig. 11 (left). In a recursion, we replace state 0 and 2 in
M by M itself, resulting in an HIMM Z given by Fig. 11
(right). Repeating this procedure, replacing state 0 and 2 of
each leaf MM in the HIMM with M, we construct an HIMM
Z of arbitrary depth (and size). For planning, we consider unit
costs for all transitions with initial state sinj; being the left-
most state (e.g., state 2 in Fig. 11) and goal state sgoa1 being
the right-most state (e.g., state 7 in Fig. 11).

1) Result: The execution time is shown in Fig. 12, where
we vary the depth of the HHIMM Z by varying the number of
recursions. Here, we see that for small depths < 8, both Dijk-
stra and Bidirectional Dijkstra perform better than our Optimal
Planner. However, our planning algorithm scales significantly
better as the system size increases. This is reflected for systems
with depth > 8 where Optimal Planner outperforms Dijkstra,
and at depths > 13 where Optimal Planner outperforms
Bidirectional Dijkstra. In particular, at depth 20 with a system
of about 2 million states, Optimal Planner finds an optimal
plan in 0.0024 s compared to 0.029 s for Bidirectional Dijkstra
and 12 s for Dijkstra. The reason for the speed-up in the
Optimal Planner is the preprocessing step of the Optimal Exit
Computer. This step takes at most 42 s (for the HIMM with
depth 20), that is, around the same order of magnitude as one
Dijkstra, but needs to be done only once and can then be
repeatedly used for several queries, a huge advantage during
repeated planning in the same HiMM.

We continue by comparing our planning algorithm with
Contraction Hierarchies. We see that Contraction Hierarchies
is generally faster than the Optimal Planner, but seems to have
a worse scaling factor as system size grows. In particular,
Contraction Hierarchies is just 2 times faster for the largest
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Computing time

Optimal Planner
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Fig. 12. Computing time for varying depth in Study 1.

system with depth 20.!* This speed-up comes also at the cost
of a more expensive preprocessing step. In particular, for the
HiMM Z with depth 20, the preprocessing step of Contraction
Hierarchies is 20 times slower than the Optimal Exit Computer
(1200 s compared to 42 s).

Finally, we show how we can rapidly speed-up the com-
putation time of the Optimal Exit Computer by compactly
representing the large-scale system Z as an HiMM with
identical machines. More precisely, note that all MMs at a
given depth in Z are actually roots of identical subtrees (of
nested machines). Therefore, we can compactly represent Z
using just depth(Z) number of MMs (one for each depth),
i.e. the number of machines scales linearly with depth (as op-
posed to exponentially when not grouping identical machines
together). Consequentially, the Optimal Exit Computer using
this compact representation preprocesses Z much faster, as
seen in Fig. 12 (Optimal Exit Computer: Identical Machines).
In particular, for Z with depth 20, the Optimal Exit Computer
is done in just 0.00083 s, compared to 42 s not exploiting that
machines are identical, or 1200 s for the preprocessing step
of Contraction Hierarchies. In fact, the compact representation
enables computation of optimal plans for much larger depths.
As an example, for the HHIMM Z with depth 500 and around
10159 states, the Optimal Exit Computer using the compact
representation takes just 0.019 s while the Online Planner finds
an optimal plan in 0.088 s. For all the other methods, this
problem is intractable.

B. Study 2: Robot Warehouse Application

The second study considers the robot application in Section
I-B, here formalised. The HIMM Z is constructed using
three MMs.

31t would be interesting to increase the depth further to see if this
scaling pattern persists. However, manipulating such large systems, such as
flattening them to make them suitable for Dijkstra, Bidirectional Dijkstra and
Contraction Hierarchies, makes computations cumbersome for much larger
depths. However, if using an HiMM with identical machines, our planning
algorithm can handle systems of much larger depths, considered in the
next paragraph.

The first MM M; has 10 states corresponding to the houses,
ordered in a line with the robot can move to neighbouring
houses, at a cost of 100, as in Fig. 1. The start state is sp;, = 1.

The second MM M5 models the robot moving in a house.
The robot can move, in a 10 x 10 grid, to nearby locations at a
cost of 1. The robot can also go outside to an entrance state S
as in Fig. 1, and exit M, by going left or right, transitioning
to the corresponding nearby house. The start state is S.

The third MM M3 specifies what the robot can do at a
location. The robot starts in an idle state S, and can either:
exit M3 and transition to the corresponding nearby location in
Ms; or, interact with a lab desk. In the latter, the robot starts
steering an arm over a 3 X 3 test tube rack (similar to the grid
dynamics in M>), with arm initially at (1,1). The robot can
also scan the tube the arm is currently over (the tube is then
remembered and no other tube can be scanned). The robot can
quit steering the arm at (1,1), going back to S, see Fig. 1. All
costs are (0.5, except scanning which costs 4. Number of states
is 1+ 9 x 10 = 91 states with S as start state.'*

The HIMM Z is constructed by nesting My, Ms, M3 into
a hierarchy as in Fig. 1, with approximately 91000 states.

1) Cases: We consider three different cases to show how
our algorithm handles changes. Case 1 is Z just described. In
Case 2, we change Z by adding another identical house, House
11, with House 10 as neighbour, formally done by applying
the modifications state addition (adding House 11) followed
by an arc modification (connected House 11 with House 10).
In Case 3, we again start from Z in Case 1, but instead block
som locations in House 2 (as depicted in Fig. 2), by applying
state subtractions. In all cases, the robot starts with the arm
over tube (3,3) in the bottom-right corner of House 1, with
goal to scan tube (3,3) in the bottom-right corner of House
10, 11 and 2, in Case 1, 2 and 3 respectively.

2) Result: The computation times are given in Table I.
Here, the Optimal Planner finds an optimal plan in 18-26 ms,
around 2-31 times faster than Dijkstra’s algorithm and Bidi-
rectional Dijkstra. On the other hand, Contraction Hierarchies
is approximately 14-35 times faster than the Optimal Planner.
However, this improvement in speed comes at the expense
of a much more expensive preprocessing step for Contraction
Hierarchies. Indeed, the Optimal Exit Computer (row 2) is
around 102 to 106 times faster than the preprocessing step of
Contraction Hierarchies. Here, we also note the improvement
in preprocessing time for the Optimal Exit Computer due
to reconfigurability: 0.087 s and 0.0010 s (row 2) for just
updating the affected optimal exit costs compared to 0.96 s
and 0.93 s (row 3) for re-computing them all again (Case 1
has the same times since all exit costs needs to be updated due
to initialisation). In fact, the update step (in Case 2 and 3) is so
quick that the total computing time for Optimal Planner plus
Optimal Exit Computer is significantly faster than the com-
puting time of Dijkstra’s algorithm and Bidirectional Dijkstra.

Finally, we consider the HIMM Z in Case 1, but not
modelled as an HiMM with identical machines. More pre-

14The number of states is derived as follows. For each grid position (i.e.,
9 positions), there are 10 different tubes that can have been scanned: any of
the 9 tubes or none. This contributes to 9 x 10 states. With S, we thus have
1+ 9 x 10 (what has been scanned is forgotten at S).
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TABLE |
COMPUTING TIMES FOR THE CASES IN STUDY 2.

Case 1 Case 2 Case 3
Optimal Planner 0.018 s 0.026 s 0.026 s
Optimal Exit Computer: Update  0.80 s 0.087 s 0.0010 s
Optimal Exit Computer: All 0.80 s 0.96 s 093 s
Dijkstra’s Algorithm 0.52 s 0.67 s 0.057 s
Bidirectional Dijkstra 0.56 s 0.69 s 0.057 s
CH - compute optimal plan 0.0013 s 0.00097 s  0.00075 s
CH - preprocessing 820 s 900 s 870 s

cisely, all houses are identical and all locations are identical.
Thus, we can compactly represent Z with just three MMs,
as schematically depicted in Fig. 5. The resulting Optimal
Exit Computer using this compact representation computes
the optimal exit costs in 0.0030 s, compared to 0.80 s for
the Optimal Exit Computer treating all machines as different.

Remark 3: Finally, we stress that an HIMM Z with identi-
cal machines do not need to consist of just identical machines
(as in the example above), but could just as well have distinct
parts too. In this sense, an HIMM Z with identical machines
(Definition 9) is a generalisation of Definition 3. For example,
in Case 2 for the Robot Warehouse Application, House 2
becomes distinct (due to the state subtractions) and is thus
automatically removed from the group of identical houses and
becomes a separate (marked) subtree from M3 that needs to
recompute its optimal exit costs. The examples having HIMMs
with identical machines were merely picked to showcase the
full potential of the theory.

VIlI. CONCLUSION

A. Summary

In this paper, we have considered optimal planning in
modular large-scale systems formalised as HIMMs.

First, we introduced the formalism of an HIMM, given as
a nested hierarchy of MMs, and extended this formalism to
handle changes in the HIMM, given as modifications, as well
as compactly representing identical machines. We also argued
why this formalism is modular in a mathematical sense.

Second, we proposed a planning algorithm computing op-
timal plans between any two states for a given HIMM Z,
consisting of two steps. The first step, the Optimal Exit
Computer, preprocess the HIMM by computing optimal exit
costs for each MM in Z. This step needs to be done only
once for a given HIMM Z with time complexity O(|X|),
where | X| is the number of machines in Z. The second step,
the Optimal Planner, can then repeatedly use the optimal exit
costs to rapidly compute optimal plans between any states, by
first removing irrelevant subtrees of Z, then searching on the
reduced HIMM Z, and finally expanding the found trajectory
of Z to an optimal plan to Z. The resulting time complexity
of the Optimal Planner is O(depth(Z)log(depth(Z))). The
algorithm also handles modifications efficiently in the sense
that the Optimal Exit Computer only needs to recompute
the optimal exit costs for parts of the HiIMM affected by
the modifications, with time complexity O(depth(Z))). The
Optimal Exit Computer also efficiently exploits identical ma-
chines, only needing to compute the optimal exit costs for

one of the identical machines, which in the best case reduces
the time complexity to O(depth(Z))). These time complexity
expressions are simplified for brevity, see the paper for the
full expressions.

Finally, we validated our planning algorithm on two sys-
tems, comparing it with Dijkstra’s algorithm, Bidirectional
Dijkstra and Contraction Hierarchies. We noted that we sig-
nificantly outperform Dijkstra’s algorithm and Bidirectional
Dijkstra on large-scale systems. Moreover, Contraction Hier-
archies generally founds optimal plans faster than our plan-
ning algorithm (2-35 times faster), but at the expense of a
much slower preprocessing step in general (several magnitudes
slower for large scale systems). In particular, our Optimal
Exit Computer handles modifications and exploits identical
machines several magnitudes faster than Contraction Hierar-
chies (with computation time comparable or even faster than a
Dijkstra search), and enables computation of optimal plans for
enormous systems with identical machines (e.g., having 10159
states if one would not group together identical machines),
intractable for the other methods.

B. Future Work

There are a variety of interesting future work. First, every
MM M in an HIMM Z has a unique start state, e.g., the
entrance S of House 2 in Fig. 1. What if there are instead
several possible start states? In such situations, the current
formalism would need to aggregate M into a larger MM
to keep a unique start state. An interesting future research
direction is instead to a modify the formalism to allow several
start states, we aim to obtain a more decomposed hierarchy.

Second, the HIMM Z is given to us, with motivation
that this originates from the design process, see e.g., [14].
However, it may also be the case that we encounter a flat MM
without a hierarchy and desire to decompose this MM into an
equivalent HIMM (to get all the benefits of having it in HHIMM
form such as efficient handling of changes and grouping
together identical machines). Designing such a decomposition
algorithm is an open research question. The decomposition
algoritm found in [5] for FSMs (without costs) could serve as
a start.

Finally, extending the formalism to a broader class of
systems such as stochastic and continuous systems is an
interesting future research direction.
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VIII. APPENDIX
A. HiMMs are Modular

In this section, we provide the details to the modular
analysis of HIMMs described in Section II-A.1. For ease of
reading, we start by restating the definition of a module of
an MM (also given in Section II-A.1), naturally extending the
definition of the FSM case found in [5]. To this end, note first
that there is a natural correspondence between an MM M and
a labelled directed graph with arcs on the form u 22 v, where
w and v are states of M and the arc u —2 v means that there
is a a-transition from u to v with cost 0. We also use the
notation u — v to mean that there is a a-transition to u and
v with some cost.

For simplicity, following [5], we assume throughout this
section that every MM M is reachable in the sense that every
state in M can be reached from the start state of M. This
assumption is quite mild since the potential non-reachable part
of an MM can be removed to make it reachable.

Definition 12 (Entrances and exits [5]): Consider a non-
empty subset S C Q. For any a € X, an a-entrance to
S is a state v € S such that u = v for some u ¢ S, and an
a-exit to S is a state u ¢ S such that v = u for some v € S.
An entrance (exit) is any a-entrance (a-exit).

Definition 13 (MM Modules): A non-empty subset S C
Q) of states of an MM M is a module if it has at most
one entrance and for each a € X, if M has an a-exit then
(i) that a-exit is unique (ii) every state in .S has an a-arc and
(iii) all a-arcs out of S have equal costs.

Remark 4: The definition is identical to that of an FSM
module [5] except that we have imposed the additional re-
quirement that all a-arcs out of S’ should have equal costs.
To motivate Definition 13, we introduce three operations,
contraction, restriction and expansion, and prove that Defini-
tion 13 is equivalent to an independence property capturing the
intuitive notion of a module, formally defined through these
operations (Proposition 9). The analysis closely follows the
FSM case found in [5] with minor modifications to adapt to
the MM case.

Definition 14 (Contraction): Let M be an MM and S C
Qn =: Q. The contraction of S in M, denoted M/S is
defined as

M/S = (Q\SU{8},%,8,7,s)

where
5M(Q7a)7 if qc Q\S and 51\/[((]7 a) € Q\S
S, if g€ Q\S and 0p(q,a) € S
d'(q,a) = on(u,a), if ¢g=S and
Ju s.t. 0 # dar(u,a) € Q\S
0, otherwise,
71\/[((]7 Cl), if qc Q\S
v (q,a) = Yy (u,a), if ¢g=5 and
Ju s.t. 0 # dpr(u,a) € Q\S
and
S/ _ SM, if SM ¢ S
S, otherwise.

Intuitively, a contraction of a set of states S in an MM M
replaces all the states of S with just one state (also called
S) and draw arcs to and from this state S if there exists
corresponding arcs to and from the subset of states S. Just
as in the FSM case [5], this is not always well-defined since
0’ and «' may not be functions (not even partial functions) if
S has multiple a-arcs out of S. However, if every a-exit is
unique, then ¢’ is well-defined. Furthermore, if all a-arcs out
of S has the same cost, then ' is well-defined. This justifies
conditions (ii) and (iii) in Definition 13.

Definition 15 (Restriction): Let M be an MM and S C

@ =: Q. Considering M as a directed graph, the restriction
M]S| is given by the subgraph of M with nodes S. The start
state of M[S] is sps if sps € S, otherwise it is any entrance
of S.
In words, M|S] is created by considering only the states S
cutting away all arcs to and from the remaining MM. Again,
as in the FSM case [5], M[S] is not always well-defined
since there might be multiple entrances. However, with the
restriction of at most one entrance, M[S] is well-defined,
motivating condition (i) in Definition 13.

Definition 16 (Expansion): Let G and H be MMs and let v
be a state of G. Then, the expansion of H at v, written G -, H
is the MM

(Qa\{v}UQH,EqUXgH, 8,75,

where
0c(q,a), if ¢ € Qc\{v} and d¢(q,a) # v
5 (qa) = SH, if ¢ € Qe\{v} and dg(q,a) =v
’ 6u(q,a), if g€ Qp and 6 (q,a) # 0
6G(Ua (1), if qc QH and 5H(q7 CL) = (D’
v6(g,a), if g € Qc\{v}
Y(a,a) = §vu(g,a), if ¢ € Qu and du(q,a) # 0
Vg(’l},a), if qc QH and 5H(Q7 CL) = (Z)
and
o SH, U =S8@g
B sq, U#sqg.

The expansion operator 1s intuitively the opposite of the
contraction operator. That is, we take a state v in an MM
G and replace that state with an MM H. Any previous arc to
v is now going to the start state sy of H instead, and any
input ¢ in H that is unsupported (from some state ¢ € Q)
now transitions according to the a-transition from v (intuitively
speaking, is taken care of by G higher up in the hierarchy).
The costs are constructed similarly.

With these operations, we are in a position to prove
the equivalent independent property characterisation of an
MM module.

Proposition 9: Let M be an MM. A subset S C Qs is a
module of M if and only if M/S s M[S] = M.

Proof: The proof is almost identical to the FSM case
found in [5], with straightforward modifications to account for
costs. We provide a proof where we occasionally refer to [5]
when the derivations are totally analogous to the FSM case.
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Assume first that S is a module. We want to prove that
M/S-s M[S] = M. Note that M /S -s M[S] and M have the
same set of states. Therefore, what remains to show is that
u 2% v is an arc in M/S -g M([S] if and only if u 2% v is
an arc in M. We consider four cases: (i) u,v ¢ S (ii) u ¢ S,
veS(@i)uesS, ve¢ S and (iv) u,v € S. We only provide
the details to (iii) to show how one can adapt the proof from
[5] with minor modifications to account for costs. The other
cases are totally analogous to the FSM proof and we refer to
[5] for details.

To show (iii) assume w € S, v ¢ S. Consider an arc u L%
in M. Then u has no a-arc in M[S] as v € S. Since § =% v is
an arc in Z/S, we have that all states of Z[M] in M /S s M|[S]
without a-arcs now have a-arcs to v with cost o (due to the
definition of an expansion), so u —> v is in M/S -g M[S].
Conversely, consider an arc u —~% v in M/S -g M[S]. Then
S 2% v is an arc in M /S and u cannot have an arc in M[S].
Moreover, S L0% implies that there exists k£ € S such that
k 2% v is in M. Hence S has an a-exit and by definition
of a module, every state in S either has an a-arc inside S or
an a-arc that goes to v with cost o. Since v does not have an
a-arc in M[S], we conclude that u 2% v is in M.

By the four cases, we conclude that 22 v is an arc in
M/S -5 M[S] if and only if u =% v is an arc in M, and
hence, M/S -s M[S] = M. This completes the first part of
the proof.

For the second part of the proof, assume instead that S
is not a module. We want to show that M/S -g M[S] # M.
There are four cases how S can violate being a module: either
(i) S has two distinct entrances, or (ii) S has two distinct a-
exits, or (iii) S has an a-exit but a state u in S has no a-
arc, or (iv) there is a unique a-exit v but two states ui, us €
S such that u; L9 » and Us L9, » with different costs
01 # 09. Cases (i)-(iii) are treated totally analogously to the
FSM case in [5]. We therefore only consider case (iv). In case
(iv), note simply that the cost function 4" of the expansion
M/S s M[S] # M is not even well-defined if (iv) is true and
therefore M /S - M[S] # M. We conclude that if S is not a
module then M/S ¢ M[S] # M.

The first part and the second part of the proof gives the
desired equivalence. The proof is therefore complete.

|

Proposition 9 intuitively formalises a module as an indepen-
dent nested submachine of the considered machine and can
be seen as an alternative definition of a module. Furthermore,
this alternative definition can also be used to define modules
for FSM and graphs (with appropriate contraction, restriction
and expansion), see [5] for details, thereby forming a more
universal characterisation of what a module is. However, from
a practical standpoint, Definition 13 is more suitable.

Finally, we define modules of an HIMM Z to be modules of
the equivalent flat HIMM Z %15 Note that Z¥ is by definition
an MM.

5The flat HIMM ZF of an HIMM Z is the MM given by ZF =
(@Q,%,6,7,s) := (Sz,%,v, x, start(Mp)) (with notation as in Definition
3). Intuitively, ZF" is the MM we get by flattening the whole hierarchy of
machines into one equivalent MM.

Definition 17 (HIMM module): Let Z = (X,T) be an
HiMM. Consider a subset @Q C Q7 of augmented states and
let S C Sz be all states of Z nested within (). Then @ is
a module of Z if S is a module of the flatted HIMM Z*%'.
Furthermore, we say that an MM M € X is a module of Z
if Qs is a module of Z.

Remark 5: In [5], a module of an HFSM Z without costs
is defined as a subset of HFSM states S such that there exists
a module Q C Qs to some FSM M (of Z) whose nested
states in Z equals S. Therefore, in this definition, all FSMs
are trivially modules since the whole state set of an FSM is
always a module. Definition 17 is slightly different since it
says that a subset of HIMM states is a module if it is a module
in the corresponding flat HIMM ZF'. That is, the HIMM states
are not restricted to be the nested states of just one MM. We
adopt this later definition to get a stronger (non-trivial) result
that each MM of an HiMM is modular.

We are now in a position to prove Proposition 2.

Proof: [Proof of Proposition 2] Let Z = (X,T) be an
HiMM and M € X. Let S be the HIMM states recursively
nested within (Q5;. We want to prove that S is a module of
Z¥ . We first note that S can have at most one entrance given
by start(M). Assume v is an a-exit of S. Let u be any state
u € S such that u % v. By definition, ¥(u, a) = v. Moreover,
considering the chain of nested MMs

k kpn— kn,
0 Ky 2 L K, e M.

We have that dx, (u,a) = 0k, (ki,a) = 0pr(kn,a) = 0 since
we exit M. Thus, 1(u,a) = ¥(m,a) where m is such that
M & W for some W € X (note that such m and W must
exist since otherwise v = 1(u,a) = ). We conclude that
v = (m,a) so the a-exit is unique. Similarly, x(u,a) =
Xx(m,a) so all a-arcs out of S (to v = 1(m,a)) have equal
costs. Finally, every state of S has an a-arc by construction.
To see it, consider an arbitrary v € S and its corresponding
chain of nested MMs as above. If dx, (u,a) = 0k, (ki a) =
Ons(knya) = 0, then again ¥(u,a) = ¥(m,a) (where m is
identical to before). Otherwise, there exists some transition
further down in the chain, so we transition to a state in S. In
both cases, u has an a-arc. This completes the proof. [ ]

B. HiMM with Identical Machines

In this section, we complement Definition 9 in Section II-C
with a more complete definition given by Definition 18, filling
out the details of the start function, hierarchical transition
function and cost function.

Definition 18: An HiMM with identical machines is a tuple
Z = (X, T) just as in Definition 3 except that multiple arcs in
T can now go to the same node, i.e., 7" is not a tree anymore
but instead a DAG with a unique root. Furthermore, a state
of Z is a directed path of arcs s = (s1,...,54) from the
root of 7" to a leaf s4, and an augmented state is any subpath
($1,...,8;) of a state s = (s1,...,84) (i < d). Moreover,
the start function, hierarchical transition and cost function are
defined as in Definition 3 with straightforward modifications
to account for the modified state form:
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(i) Start function: Given an auxiliary state (sq,...,sk) of
Z and an MM M such that sj corresponds to M, we
define the start function by

start((s1,...,8.), M) =
Start((slv‘"7Skvs]W)7N)7 (M%N)GT
(S1y-++»SksSM)s otherwise.

(ii) Hierarchical transition function: Let (sq1,...,Sx) be an
auxiliary state of Z with s € @)y, and denote v =
0n1(8k, a). The hierarchical transition function ¢ : Qz X
> — Sz is given by

Y((s1,-..,88),0) =
start((s1,...,85k-1,v),Y), (Z)
( Y)eT,YeX
(8155 8K-1,0), v # Q), otherwise
(81, 8k-1),a), v=0,k>2
0, v = (), otherwise.
(iii) Hierarchical cost function: Let (s1, ..., sg) be an auxil-

iary state of Z with s, € Q s, and denote v = 0y (sk, a).
The hierarchical cost function y : Qz x ¥ — RT is

given by
x((s1,--.,8k),a) =
Y (Sk; @), v#£0
X((Sla-“ask—l)aa)7 ’UZ@,]{}22
0, v = ), otherwise.

C. Optimal Exit Computer: Additional Details

In this section, we provide the proofs of each statement in
Section III-A.

Proof: [Proof of Proposition 3]

We prove the proposition by induction over the tree 7.
Towards this, consider any MM M of Z and assume each
g € Qs has correct optimal exit costs ¢. That is, ¢ = cflv‘l
if ¢ corresponds to an MM N, and ¢ = 0 otherwise. Note
that this assumption is trivially true for all leaf MMs of T
(the base case of the induction). Let éM be the optimal cost
to B, in M computed by Algorithm 2. We want to show that
M = ¢M (the induction step), since then by induction over
T, Algorithm 2 computes the correct optimal exit costs for all
MM. It thus remains to prove that ¢ = ¢M. We divide the
proof into two cases.

In the first case, c,” = oo. In this case no a-exit trajectory
exists. Assume by contradrctlon that ¢M < oo and let zM =
(¢i,a;)N_; be the corresponding trajectory in M. Note that
each cf’ must be finite, hence, there exists an optimal a;-exit
trajectory w; of the subtree g; corresponds to. Then, w =
(w;)Y, is an a-exit trajectory of M, a contradiction since
cM = 00. We conclude that M = 0.

T < 00. Let w be an optimal a-exit tra-

M

In the second case, ¢
jectory of M. Note that w can be partitioned into w = (w;)Y,
such that each w; is an a;-exit trajectory of some ¢; € Q. By
optimality, the exit cost of w is Zi\; e +vn(gis ai)] +cIN
(since each w; must be an optimal a;-exit trajectory). Thus,
M =Nt [cd +vn(is ai)]4-cIN . Consider now trajectory

z=(gi,a;), in M. By construction z has cumulative cost
SN Mg 4 v gy ai)] + ¢4 = ¢M and hence &M < ¢
To prove equality, pick any trajectory z = (ql7az)z=1 from
sy to E, in M with cumulative cost ¢. Note that ¢ =
Zf\;l [cd +va1(qi, ai)]+cZY . This cumulative cost coincides
with the a-exit cost of w = (w;)Y, where w; is an a;-exit
trajectory of g; € Q. Since w is an a-exit trajectory of M,
we have that cM < ¢. Since z was arbitrary, ¢, M < c , and
hence, éM = ¢M. This completes the proof.

|

Proof: [Proof of Proposition 4]

We construct M from M by adding the states {Es}acs
in time O(|X|), constructing & by going through all the
values of the function in time O(b,|X|), and constructing
4 analogously. The total time complexity for line 11 in
Algorithm 2 is therefore O(b,|3|). Furthermore, note that the
maximum number of states of M is b+ |¥] and the maximum
number of transition arcs of M is bs|X| (considering M as a
graph). Searching with Dijkstra’s algorithm [12], line 12 in
Algorithm 2, has therefore complexity O(F + VlogV) =
O(bs|Z| + (bs + 12]) log(bs + |X])) (where E is the number
of arcs and V' is the number of nodes in the graph used in
Dijkstra’s algorithm). Finally, line 3-8 takes time O(b,|3])
excluding the time it takes to compute Optimal exit(M,)
since that time is already accounted for (when considering
the MM M,). We conclude that the total time spent on one
MM M is O(bs|Z| + (bs + |2]) log(bs + |2])). This is done
for all MMs in Z, hence, the time complexity for Algorithm 2
is

O(|XT - [bs[3] + (bs + |2]) log (bs + [%])])- 3)

This completes the proof.

D. Optimal Planner: Additional Details

In this section, we provide additional details concerning
Section III-B, given in chronological order with respect to
Section III-B, including proofs to all statements.

1) Reduce: Algorithm: We start by providing the algorithm
for computing the reduced HIMM Z, mentioned in Remark 2.
This algorithm is given by Algorithm 5, where the subroutine
Compute_paths, given by Algorithm 6, computes the se-
quences Uy, ..., Uy and Dy, ..., Dy, (called Upq¢p and Dpgqp,
respectively) and « and S. Here « is analogous to 3 but for
U,, that is, U, is the last U; before the U; and D; sequences
becomes identical. Algorithm 5 and 6 are important when
proving the time complexity of the Online Planner.

2) Reduced Trajectory and Optimal Expansion: We continue
with the complete definitions of a reduced trajectory zr and
an optimal expansion zg outlined in Section III-B.1. To this
end, consider an HIMM Z and its reduced HIMM Z with
respect to some initial state s;ni; and goal state Sgoa1. The
reduced trajectory zg of a trajectory z of Z is then given by
Algorithm 7. It is easy to check that zp is a trajectory of Z
(except one special case when zg = 0):

Proposition 10: The reduced trajectory zg given by Algo-
rithm 7 is a trajectory of Z, except in one special case. The
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Algorithm 6 Compute_paths

Algorithm 5 Reduce
M

Input: (Z, sinit, Sgoar) and (¢}, 22 )aex mex)
Olltpllt: (Z,Upath,,DpathyoéwB)

1: (Upatn, Dpath, o, B) < Compute_paths(Z, sinit, Sgoal)

2: Let X be an empty set > To be constructed

3. Let T be an empty tree > To be constructed

4: Construct U; from Uy and add to X

5s: Add node U; to T with arcs out as U; in T but no
destination nodes

6: Save g where (Uy & Uy) e T

7. for i = 2,...,length(Upgen) — 1 do

8: Construct U; from U; and add to X

9: Add node U; to T with arcs out as U; in 7' but no

destination nodes
10 Add destination node U;_; to U; % () so that (U; 4,

Uifl) S T
11: if i < length(Upain) — 1 then
12: Save ¢ where U, LU erT
13: end if
14: end for

15: if 8 = 0 then > Then nothing more to do

16: return (Z = (X, T), Upatn)

17: end if

18: Construct Dy from D; and add to X

19: Add node D; to T with arcs out as D; in T but no
destination nodes

20: Save ¢ where (Dy % Dy) e T

21: for i =2,...,8 do

22 Construct D; from D; and add to X

23: Add node D; to T with arcs out as D; in T but no
destination nodes

24: Add destination node D;_; to D; L ) so that (Di N

Difl) eT

25: Save ¢ where (D1 % D;) €T

26: end for

27: Add destination node D[g to Ua+1 2y 0 so that (UQH LN
Dﬁ) c T

28: return (Z = (X, T), Upatn)

special case is when z is always contained in one subtree H
that gets replaced by a state p in Z and z never exits it. In
this case, zp = 0.

Proof-

Let z = (gi,a;))Y., be a given trajectory of Z. Note first
that z can be partitioned into z = z;...z; where each
subtrajectory z; is either a state-input pair (p;, b;) of Z, or z;
is contained in a subtree H,; in Z that gets replaced by a state
p; in Z. We may assume that p; # p;+1 for all ¢ (otherwise,
just concatenate z; and z;+1). We claim that

(pi,bi)l, if 2 exits pr,
zr =< (pi, b))t if 21, does not exit py, and L > 1 (4)
0 otherwise,

IHPUt: (Za Sinit » Sgoal)

OUtPUt: (Upath7 Dpathv B)

¢ Upath < ]

Up < Sinit

Ucurrent < UO

Append Uy to Upgtn

while Ucyprens.parent # () do
Append Ugyrrent-parent to Upaeh
Ucurrent «— churrent-parent

: end while

¢ Dpatn < ]

: DO < Sgoal

: Dcurrent — DO

: Append Dg to Dpaen

: while D, rens.parent # () do

Append Dgyrrent-parent to Dpaen

Dcurrent — D011rrent~parent

: end while

: (i,5) + (length(Upaw,), length(Dyparn))

and 8

18: while Upath[i] = Dpath[j] do

19: (i,j) «+ (i—1,7—1)

20: end while

21: (a, )« (i—1,7—1)

22: return (Upath, Dpath, @, 5)

> Compute Upain

R A A S ol S

> Compute Dpain

[ T T T = S S

> Compute o

where b; is the last input of z;.'® To see the claim, consider z;.
If z; = (p1,by1) is a state-input pair of Z, then by Algorithm 7
(line 4-6), the first state-input pair of zg is (p1, b1 ). Otherwise,
z1 1s contained in a subtree H. If z; never exits H; (hence,
it never exits p;), then Algorithm 7 returns zp = [| (see line
7-13) which corresponds to zr = (). Moreover, there can not
be any further subtrajectories z; since z; would then have to
exit Hp, hence, L = 1. This special case corresponds to the
third row of Equation (4), and is exactly the special case given
by Proposition 10. If this is not the case, then z; exits H,
hence, by Algorithm 7 (line 7-13), z; will be replaced by
(p1,b1). Since Algorithm 7 iterates sequentially, we get that
ZR = (pi, bi)iLzl if zy, exits py, or zg = (pi, b,){;_ll if zp, does
not exit py, (where the last (pr,, by,) is not included in the latter
case due to a similar reasoning as in the special case).

It remains to show that zp is a trajectory of 7, i.e., that
¥(pi, bi) = piy1 for i < L. To see it, consider the last state-
input pair (e;, b;) of z; and the first state s,11 of z;11. Since
z is a trajectory, we have that v(e;,b;) = s;41. Moreover,
’(/)(ei,bi) = ’(/J(p“bl) since z; exits p;, soO '(/)(piabi) = Si+1-
Note now that the recursive evaluation of ¢ (p;, b;) is identical
to v (p;, b;) except that ¥)(p;, b;) terminates earlier at the Z-
state containing ¥ (p;, b;), in this case p;4+1 since ¥(p;, b;) =
si+1. Hence, 1L(pi7 b;) = p;+1 This completes the proof.

|

We now continue with the optimal expansion. The optimal

expansion zz of a trajectory z of Z is given by Algorithm 8.

16Here, we say that z;, exits py, if either z;, = (pr,br) or zp, exits the
subtree H; that gets reduced to pr, in Z.
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Algorithm 7 Reduced_trajectory

Algorithm 8 Optimal_expansion

Input: HiIMM Z, reduced HIMM Z with respect to sinjy and
Sgoal» and trajectory z = (g, a;);, of Z.

Output: A trajectory zg of Z, or zg = [] (corresponding to
ZR = @)
1: zr < H
2: 141
3. while : < N do > Iterate over state-action pairs of z
4. if ¢; is a state of Z then
5: Append (g;, a;) to zr
6: i1+ 1
7: else
8: p + state in Z replacing subtree H containing g
in Z.
9: while i < N and (g, a;) is a state of H do
10: t4—1+1
11: end while
12: if ¥(gi—1,a;—1) is not a state of H then
13: Append (p,a;—1) to zg > Exit H means exit
pin Z
14: end if
15: end if

16: end while
17: return zr

Similarly, zg is a trajectory of Z:

Proposition 11: The optimal expansion zg given by Algo-
rithm 8 is a trajectory of Z. Moreover, an optimal expansion of
a single augmented state-input pair (¢, a) is an optimal a-exit
trajectory of the MM N, corresponding to g.

We need the second fact when proving the planning equiv-
alence.

Proof: To have a more compact terminology in the proof,
we say that a trajectory z is an optimal a-exit trajectory of
g € Qp (in some MM M in Z) if either z = (g,a) if g is a
state of Z, or z is an optimal a-exit trajectory of IN,, where
N, is the MM corresponding to g.

We start by the proving the second statement. Let an
augmented state-input pair (¢, a) be given. We show that (g, a)
is an optimal a-exit trajectory of ¢, using induction. In the base
case, ¢ is a state of Z. In this case, (g, a) is trivially an optimal
a-exit trajectory of ¢. In the induction step, assume ¢ is not a
state. Then, by Algorithm 8§, we have

(qa a)E

where each ¢; is a state of the MM N, corresponding to g.
By induction, each (g;, a;) g is an optimal a;-exit trajectory of
gi- Also, the trajectory (g;,a;)i™, is an optimal trajectory to
E, in N,. With these two facts, it is easy to see that (¢,a)p

is an a-exit trajectory of ¢: (g¢;,a;)r first exits g;, then goes
to dn,(qi, @) = gi+1 and finally follows the start states from
gi+1 arriving at the first state of (g;+1,a;+1)g; and, the last
(gi,a:)p exits N, since (g;,a;) goes to E, in Nq. It is also
easy to deduce that (¢, a)g is an optimal a-exit trajectory. To
see it, assume that z is an a-exit trajectory with strictly less
exit cost ¢ than the exit cost ¢ of (g;,a;)g. Partition z into

= ((%%‘)E)?ir

Input: HIMM Z = (X, T), {z}}}SX
Computer, and trajectory z = (g;, ;)=

Output: A trajectory zp of Z

: for (¢;,a;) in z do

z; + Traj_expand(q;, a;)

: end for

: return zg < (21, ..

from Optimal Exit
L of Z.

o)
: Traj_expand(q, a): > Expand recursively
. if g € Sz then

return (g, a).
else

for (¢;,a;) in 22 do
Computer
11: z; + Traj_expand(q;, a;)
12: end for
13: return (z1, ...
14: end if

._
e

zév ¢ from Optimal Exit

s Zm) > m is the length of Al

z = z1...2, where each z; is an b;-exit trajectory of some
state s; of IN,. We may assume that each z; is an optimal b;-
exit trajectory of s; (otherwise, change to an optimal one with
even less resulting exit cost for z). Consider the trajectory w =
(si,bi)k_, in M. By construction, w reaches E, in N, with
the same cumulated cost ¢ as the exit cost of z. Furthermore,
(gi, a;), reaches E, with same cumulated cost ¢ as the exit
cost of (¢,a)g. Thus, (g;,a;)7, is not an optimal trajectory
to E, in Nq, which is a contradiction. Therefore, (¢,a)g is
an optimal a-exit trajectory.

We now prove the first statement. Let z = (g;,a;)% | be a
trajectory of Z. We want to show that 2 = ((¢;,a;)p)E; is
a trajectory of Z. We already know that each (g;,a;)g is a
trajectory of Z so we only need to show that ¥ (e;, b;) = s;41
for i < L, where (e;, b;) is the last state-input pair of (¢;, a;) g
and s;41 is the first state of (g;y1,a:+1)p. To show it, we
know that (g;, a;) g is an a;-exit trajectory of g;, so b; = a; and
Y(ei, b;) = 1(qi,a;). Moreover, since (g, a;) = gir1, We
have that v (q;,a;) = start(g;+1) where start(gi+1) = ¢i+1
if g;11 is a state of Z, otherwise start(g;41) = start(Ny,, )
where N, ., is the MM corresponding to ¢;11. In both cases
U(qi,a;) = start(giy1) = si+1 since (gi+1,a4+1)E is an
a;41-exit trajectory of ¢;41. We conclude that ¥ (e;, b;) = si41
for ¢ < L. This proves the first statement and thus completes
the proof. [ ]

3) Planning Equivalence: In this section, we prove the
planning equivalence given by Theorem 1. For a more compact
terminology, we say that a trajectory z = (g;,a;)Y, is a
feasible trajectory t0 (Z, Sinit, Sgoa1) if it is a trajectory of
Z such that g1 = Sinit and Y(gn,an) = Sgoal. A feasible
trajectory to (Z, Sinit, Sgoal) 1s analogously defined.

We break up the proof of Theorem 1 by first proving two
lemmas:

Lemma 2: Let z be an optimal trajectory to (Z, Sinit, Sgoal)-
Then zp = (p;,b;)E, is a feasible trajectory to
(Z, Sinit Sgoal) such that C(zg) = C(2).

Proof: From the proof of Proposition 10, we get that z
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can be partitioned as z = z; ...z; where each subtrajectory
z; 1s either a state-input pair (p;, b;) of Z or is contained in a
subtree H; in Z that gets replaced by a state-input pair p; in Z.
By Equation (4), zr = (pi, bi)le. To see this, note that the last
state-action pair (er,, br) of zr, is such that ¢(er,br) = Sgoal.
Hence, 2, exits pr, so zr is given by the first row of Equation
(4). Moreover, p; = sinjt since the first state of z is s, Which
is also a state of Z.

We now show that 9 (pr,br) = Sgoal similarly to the
last part of the proof of Proposition 10. Let (er,, by,) be the
last state-action pair of zr. Since z reaches sgoa1, We have
Y(er,br) = Sgoal. Moreover, 9(er,br) = ¥(pr,br) since
zp, exits pr, so Y(pr,br) = Sgoal. Note that the recursive
evaluation of (pr,br) is identical to ¥(pr,br) except that
Y(pr,by) terminates at the Z-state containing v(pr,,br), in
this case, sgoa1. Hence, Y(pr,br) = Sgoal-

It remains to show that C(zg) = C(z). By optimality, each
z; must exit p; with input b; optimally, that is C(z;) = cf; +
X(pi, b;). By construction, this cost coincides with x(p;, b;).
Hence,

L L
Clzr) = 3 Xpibs) = 3 C(z) = C(z).
i=1 i=1
The proof is complete. ]

Lemma 3: Let z be a feasible trajectory of (Z, Sinit, Sgoal)-
Then zp = (g, a;)Y, is a feasible trajectory of
(Z, Sinit, Sgoa1) such that C(zp) = C(2).

Proof: Let z = (p;, b;)~_, be given. Since p; = siuit, We
have by Algorithm 8 that q; = si,i;. Moreover ) (pr,br) =
Sgoal and since the expansion (pr, by ) of the last state-input
pair (pr,br) of z is by Proposition 11 an optimal by -exit
trajectory (of the MM N,,, corresponding to pr), we have
that ¢(gn, an) = Sgoal. Finally, by construction, x(p;,b;) =
ch: + x(pi, bi) so

L L
C(z) = Z)Z(Pi, bi) = ch + x(pi, bi),
i=1 i=1

and since (p;,b;)g is an optimal b;-exit trajectory (of the
MM N, corresponding to p;) we have that its cumulated
cost is ¢ 4 x(pi, bi), hence C(zp) = C(((pi,bi)E )iz, ) =
ity chl A+ x(pinbi) = O(2). =

Proof: [Proof of Theorem 1] We now provide the proof
of Theorem 1.

(i). Let z be an optimal trajectory to (Z, Sinit, Sgoa1). Con-
sider the reduced trajectory zr. By Lemma 2, zg is a feasible
trajectory 0 (Z, Sinits Sgoal) With C(zg) = C(z). Assume
by contradiction that there exists a feasible trajectory w of
(Z,sinit,sgoal) such that C(w) < C(zg). By Lemma 3, we
have that wg is a feasible trajectory to (Z, Sinit, Sgoa1) With
cumulative cost

C(wg) = C(w) < C(zr) = C(2),

which is a contradiction since z is an optimal trajectory to
(Z, Sinit, Sgoa1). This proves (i). B

(ii). Let z be an optimal trajectory to (Z, Sinit, Sgoal)- BY
Lemma 3, zg is a feasible trajectory to (Z, Sinit, Sgoa1) Such

that C'(zg) = C(z). Assume by contradiction that there exists

a feasible trajectory w such that C'(w) < C(zg). We may
assume w is an optimal trajectory to (Z, Sinit,SgoaO-” By
Lemma 2, wg, is a feasible trajectory to (Z, sinit, Sgoal) SUCh
that C(wg) = C(w). Then

C(wg) = C(w) < C(zx) = O(2),

which is a contradiction since z is an optimal trajectory to

(Z, Sinit, Sgoal)- This proves (ii) and thus completes the proof.

|

4) Proof of Lemma 1: We now provide the proof of
Lemma 1 in Section III-B:

Proof: [Proof of Lemma 1] Let z = (qi,ai)g\]:l be an
optimal trajectory to (Z, sinit, Sgoal). Note that sz, is one of
the nested states within the subtree with root Dg. Thus, the
only way to reach sg, from a state outside this subtree is via
a transition going through Dg ending up at start(DB). Since
Sinit 18 by construction outside this subtree, one transition of z
must go through D and thus end up at start(Dg) (note that
this transition might be the last transition). That is, some state-
input pair (gx,ax) of z is such that ¥(qy, ax) = start(Dpg),
completing the proof. [ ]

5) Solve: Algorithm and Correctness: We continue by prov-
ing Proposition 5, assuring the correctness of Algorithm 3.
To this end, we present a more formal and detailed version
of Algorithm 3, given by Algorithm 9, calling subroutines
given by Algorithm 10 to 13. Before proving Proposition 5,
it is beneficial to give an overview of this detailed version,
complementing the overview given in Section III-B.2. More
precisely, Part 1 of Algorithm 9 first constructs the nodes
of the graph G by calling Add_nodes (line 2). Then, it
precomputes transitions saving which node one goes to in G
if one enters or exits an U;, done by Compute_transitions
and saved as a look-up table ¢ (line 3).'" After this, the
algorithm search locally in each U; given by the for-loop
(lines 4-8). In particular, the algorithm uses the subroutine
Get_search_states (line 5) to find states in U; to search from,
given by I in Algorithm 12 (lines 1-10), and states to search
to, given by D in Algorithm 12 (lines 14-22). Here, exit, in
D is an added state the machine U; transits to whenever an
input a is unsupported, just to book-keep a-exits. Note that [
is indeed the set of all states one can start from in U; (.e.,
Sinit OF Sy, Or any state in U, we get to by exiting U;_1) while
D captures all ways one can escape U; (i.e., entering U;_; or
Dg, or exiting U;). After the subroutine Get_search_states,
the algorithm search in U; from one s € I to each d € D
using Dijkstra’s algorithm, with output being the cost ¢4 to go
to d and the corresponding trajectory z4 (line 7). An arc from
s to the corresponding state of d is then added to G (line 8),
where the corresponding state of d is found using the look-up

"To see it, note that if w is not an optimal trajectory, then there exits a
feasible trajectory w’ such that C(w’) < C(w). Set w’ as our new w and
repeated this process until there is no w’ such that C'(w’) < C(w). Note that
this procedure must indeed eventually terminate since there is a finite number
of states and transitions. When it terminates, we have a feasible trajectory w
such that no feasible trajectory w’ exists with C(w’) < C(w), i.e., w is an
optimal trajectory.

8This step is mainly done to keep the time complexity low since precom-
puting these transitions has a lower time complexity than computing them
when needed.
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Algorithm 9 Solve: Detailed version

Algorithm 10 Add_nodes

and

InPUt: (Zv Sinit» Sgoal)» Dpatha B

(ca', 20 aesn, mex- B
Output: An optimal trajectory z to (Z, Sinit, Sgoal)-
1: Part 1: Solve (Z, sinit, start(Dg))
2 G+ Add nodes(Z, sinis, Sgoal)
3: 1) + Compute_transitions(Z, Upasn)
transitions in G
4: fori=1,...,ndo > Consider U;
5: (I, D) + Get_search states(Z, sinj,1) > States to
search from and to given by I and D respectively
for se I do
: (Cd»2d)deD Dijkstra(s,D,Ui)
8: G + Add_arcs(G, s, Z, 1, (cq, zd)dep,d;) > Add
arcs to G
9: end for
10: end for
11: 2 < Bidirectional Dijkstra(sinit, Dg, G)
12: Part 2: Solve (Z,start(Dpg), Sgoal)
13: Let zo be an empty trajectory > To be constructed
14: Let D; be the MM with state start(Dg)
15: ¢ < start(Dp)
16: g < state in D; corresponding to D;_
17: while ¢ # 54041 do
18: z + Bidirectional Dijkstra(c, g, D;)

Upatha

> Add nodes to G
> Precompute

19: 29 < 22%Z > Concatenate zo with z
20: c < start(D;_1)

21: if ¢ # 5g0a1 then

22: Let D; be the MM with state ¢

23: g < corresponding state in M to D;_;

24: end if

> End of Part 2
> Concatenate z; with zo

25: end while
26: return z <— 2129

table 1). For example, if d = U;_y, then the corresponding
state is start(U;_1), so the arc will go from s to start(U;_;)
in G. Furthermore, the arc is labelled with the trajectory z4
and its corresponding cost in Z.! This procedure is done for
all s € I, given by the for-loop in lines 6-8. After each U;
has been searched in locally (lines 4-8), GG is constructed and
a bidirectional Dijkstra is carried out to find a trajectory from
Sinit tO Dg, which by construction is a trajectory from Sinit
to start(Dpg). Part 2 of Algorithm 9 is identical to Algorithm
3, already explained in detail in Section III-B.2.

With this overview, we are in a position to prove Proposi-
tion 5.

Proof: [Proof of Proposition 5] Consider any optimal
trajectory w to (Z, sinit, Sgoal). We may assume that w does
not contain any loops (due to optimality). Let U be the subtree
given by {U,...,U,} (with all states as leaves), and D
be the subtree given by {Di,...,Dg} (with all states as
leaves). By Lemma 1, we can divide w into w = wjws

9This cost is just cq if d € {U;_1, Dﬁ} If d = exit,, then we need to
also add the transition cost for the transition happening in the machine Uy,
that zg exits to, given by vy, (Up_1,a), see line 7 in Algorithm 13. Finally,
we only add an arc to G if z, is feasible (i.e., Z does not stop), checked by
the if-statements in Algorithm 13 (lines 1, 5 and 10).

Input: Z,Upath, Dpatn, B and empty graph G.
QOutput: Graph G with added nodes.

1: Add nodes siyjt, s, and Dg to G.

2: fori=2,...,n do

3: if sy, # U;—1 then

4: Add node s, to G

5: end if

6: for a € ¥ do

7: if(SU(ll, )#@then

8: Add node 057, (U;—1,a) to G
9: end if

10: end for

11: end for

12: return G

Algorithm 11 Compute_transitions

Input: Z and Uy,

Output: Function 12) prescribing: where one goes if exiting
U; with a € X (treating B as a state), saved as 1[)([71-, a);
or where one goes if entering U; (treating Dg as a state),
saved as ¢ (U;).

1: for a € ¥ do > Compute exit transitions
2: exit, <« 0

3: end for

4 fori=n—-1,...,1do

5: for a € X do

6: if 5UI_+1(U,;,(1) #* O)_then

7: exit, < dg,,, (Ui, a)

8: end if

9: P(U;, a) + exit,

10 end for

11: end for

12: go_here < sinit > Compute enter transitions
13: (Up) <= Sinit

14: fori=1,....n—1do

15: if Su; 7& Ui—l then

16: go-here < sg,

17: end if

18: P(U;) < go_here

19: end for
20: return 1/;

where w; is a trajectory from sins to Dg in U and ws
is a trajectory from start(Dg) to Sgoa in D. Consider the
output trajectory z = 2329 from Algorithm 3. We want to
show that C(z1) < C(w;) and C(z2) < C(ws), since then
C(z) < C(w) and z is an optimal trajectory to (Z, Sinit, Sgoal)-
We prove these two inequalities separately.

Part 1: C(zl) < C(wy). We can further divide w; into
wy = wi...wk where each w] is a trajectory in some
Ui, where we may assume consecutlve w{ and w] *1 are in
different U;. Consider one w¥ and assume it is in U;. Note that

wh must start from some state s in I given by Algorithm 12.

Furthermore, w¥ must end by entering U;_; or Dg, or exiting

U;. All these ways of ending are captured by all the d € D
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Algorithm 12 Get_search_states

Algorithm 13 Add_arcs

Input: 7, Sini, i
Qutput: States to search from [ and states to search too D
in Ul
-1
if S(Ul) 75 Ui,1 then

Append sg, to I.
end if
if - = 1 then

Append sjpit to I
else

for a € X do

if 677, (Ui—1,a) # 0 then

10: Append 05, (Us—1,a) to I
end if
12: end for
13: end if
14: D =]
15: if ¢ > 1 then
16: Append U;_; to D
17: end if
18: if ¢ < n then
19: Append {exit, }qex to D
20: end if
21: if i = o+ 1 then
22: Append Dg to D
23: end if
24: return (I, D)

> States to search from

R AN A R

—
—_

> States to search to

> Add exits as destinations

in Algorithm 12, with optimal trajectories given by (zq)aep-
Hence, there exists an optimal trajectory w¥, computed by the
local searches of Algorithm 9, that goes from the start state of
w¥ to the state it reaches. Due to optimality, C'(¥) < C(wh).
Note that also W corresponds to an arc in G labelled by w¥

and its corresponding cost C(}). Therefore, the trajectory

Wy =Wl ..ok

corresponds to a directed path of G from s;y;; to Dg with cost

K

Q|

K
C(’Jn) = Zé w1 = C wl)
k=1 j=1
Since 21 is by construction an optimal directed path in G from
Sinit, to Dg, we have C(z1) < C'(w1), and thus

This completes the first part of the proof.

Part 2: C(22) < C(ws). Let ¢, g and D; be as in lines 14—
16 in Algorithm 9. Note that wy starts at ¢ and can only reach
Sgoal Dy going to g. Hence, w> must have a sub-trajectory w}
going from ¢ to g in D;. Since z in line 18 is an optimal
trajectory from ¢ to g in D;, we have that C(z) < C(w}).
Thus, the sub-trajectory z of zo going from c to g in D; has
cost < the cost of the sub-trajectory w3 of w,. Note also that
these sub-trajectories reaches the same state further down in
the hierarchy, the new c (line 20) with a corresponding new

Input: G,s,Z,i,(ca, %a)den, ¥

Output: Graph G with added arcs.
1: if i > 1 and c,_, < oo then
2 Add arc s — w( i—1) to G labelled (cg,_,,zp,_,)
3: end if

4: for exit, € D do

5 if o (U;, a) # 0 and cexiz, < 0o then

6 Let U, be the machine with state ¢(T;, a)

7

: Add arc s — Y(U;,a) to G labelled
(Cexita ; Zexitq + YO, (kah (l))
8: end if
9: end for

10: if ¢ = o+ 1 and ¢p, < oo then

11: Add arc s — Dg to G labelled (cp,,2p,)
12: end if

13: return G

g (line 23). Repeating this argument (but now for the while-
loop), we get that the next sub-trajectory of 2z also has a cost
< the cost of the next sub-trajectory of wy. By induction (over
the number of times the while-loop is called until ¢ = 5g0a1),
we get that each sub-trajectory of 25 has cost less than or equal
to the corresponding sub-trajectory of wy, and thus C(zg) <
C (’U)g)

By Part 1 and Part 2 above, we conclude that C(z) < C(w).
Thus, z (line 26) is an optimal trajectory to (Z, sinit, Sgoal)-

|

6) Expand: Algorithm: We now provide the full algorithm
of Expand (line 10 of Algorithm 1), given by Algorithm 14.
The procedure is almost identical to the optimal expansion,
given by Algorithm 8. Indeed, there are only two differences.
The first difference is that line 8 in Algorithm 8 is changed to
return only the input a. In this way, Algorithm 14 outputs just
the input sequence of the optimal expansion, i.e., an optimal
plan u. The other difference is that we construct the optimal
plan using lists (lines 1 and 12) that we sequentially append
to (lines 4 and 15) until we have the full optimal plan (lines
6 and 17). This latter difference is just to get a lower time
complexity. Note also that this version of Expand returns the
whole optimal plan v at once. For a sequential execution of u,
obtaining the next optimal input of u in a sequential manner,
one simply change [return a] in line 10 to [execute a]. In this
way, we will sequentially execute the optimal plan u, which
could be beneficial for time-critical applications where the next
optimal input should be applied as fast as possible. That the
algorithm indeed executes the optimal plan in the correct order
is just a consequence of the order of the expansion.

7) Time Complexity: Finally, we prove the time complexity
of the Online Planner given by Proposition 6. The proof is
rather straightforward: We first compute the time complexities
of all called algorithms of the Online Planner, then we combine
these time complexities to infer the time complexity of the
Online Planner. We start by proving the following lemma.

Lemma 4: We have the following time complexities:

e Algorithm 5 (Reduce) has time complexity
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O(depth(Z)bs).

e Algorithm 6 (Compute_paths) has time complex-
ity O(depth(2)).

e Algorithm 10 (Add-nodes)
ity O(|X|depth(2)).

o Algorithm 11 (Compute_transitions) has time complex-
ity O(|X|depth(Z2)).

o Algorithm 12 (Get_search_states) has time complex-
ity O(|).

o Algorithm 13 (Add_arcs) has time complexity O(|X]).
Proof: [Proof of Lemma 4] We prove the time complex-

ities separately:

has time complex-

o It is easy to see that Algorithm 6 has time complexity
O(depth(Z)) since the while-loops in it can at most
iterate O(depth(Z)) times.

e« We now show the time complexity of Algorithm 5, by
walking through the algorithm. Line 1 has time complex-
ity O(depth(Z)) (due to the time complexity of Algo-
rithm 6), while lines 2-3 has time complexity O(1). Con-
cerning line 4, note first that U, is identical to U; except
from the modified cost function 4 given by Equation 2.
Moreover, given access to the original cost function v, we
can specify the function ¥ in constant time O(1) and also
obtain any specific value J(g,a) in constant time O(1)
by just evaluating Equation (2).2° Thus, we can construct
U, in time O(1) by having a reference to U;. Thus, line 4
has time complexity O(1). Continuing, we get that line 5
can be done in time O(by) (specifying all arcs), and line
6 in time O(1). Analogously, we get that line 8 has time
complexity O(1), line 9 has time complexity O(bs), line
10 has time complexity O(1) and lines 11-12 have time
complexity O(1). Thus, the for-loop in lines 7-12 has
time complexity O(depth(Z)b,) (since the loop has at
most depth(Z) iterations). Finally, lines 15-16 have time
complexity O(1). We conclude that the Upaen-part (lines
4-16) can be done in time O(depth(Z)bs). A similar
analysis shows that the D,¢p,-part (lines 18—27) also has
time complexity O(depth(Z)b;). Hence, Algorithm 5 has
time complexity O(depth(Z)bs).

o Algorithm 10 has time complexity O(|X|depth(Z)) due
to its two for-loops (lines 2 and 6) going through
O(|X|depth(Z)) elements.

o Algorithm 11 has time complexity O(|X|depth(Z)) due
to the two for-loops at lines 4 and 5 going through
O(|X|depth(Z)) elements.

o Algorithm 12 has time complexity O(|X|) since the
computation bottlenecks are given by the for-loop on line
8 and the append operation on line 19, both with time
complexity O(|X]).

20For the curious reader, we here provide the details that Equation (2) can
be evaluated in constant time O(1). To this end, note first that §(g, a) # 0 can
be evaluated in time O(1) (assuming access to the values of §). Moreover,
condition (U; % M) € T,M € M translates into determining if M €
{Ui—1, Dg} such that (U; 2, M) € T, and can therefore also be checked in
time O(1). Thus the conditions in Equation (2) can be checked in time O(1).
Moreover, given access to the values of v and c{, the values in Equation (2)
can be obtained in time O(1). We conclude that Equation (2) can be evaluated
in time O(1) (given access to d, «, U; 11 and Dp).

Algorithm 14 Expand

Input: HIMM Z = (X,T), {z}}}$X from Optimal Exit
Computer, and trajectory z = (g;,a;)¥.; of Z.

Qutput: An optimal plan optimal_plan

optimal_plan <+ [].

: for (g;,a;) in z do
u; < Input_expand(q;, a;)
Append u; to optimal_plan

end for

: return optimal_plan

: Input_expand(q, a): > Expand recursively
. if ¢ € Sz then
return a.
: else
optimal_exit + ||
for (g;,a;) in z,'* do
Computer
14: u; < Input_expand(g;, a;)
15: Append u; to optimal_exit
16: end for
17: return optimal_exit
18: end if

R A A S ol S

— — =
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> z(]LV ? from Optimal Exit
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o Algorithm 13 has time complexity O(|X|) due to the for-
loop at line 4.
|
Using Lemma 4, we now show the time complexity of
Solve, given by Algorithm 9:
Lemma 5: The time complexity of Solve given by Algo-
rithm 9 equals

O(depth(Z)[S - [b,[S] + (b + [S]) log ((bs +[SD)] )+
O[S depth(Z) + [S|depth(Z) log (|S|depth(2)) )+

O(depth(Z) - (b|=| + by log(b,)))

Proof: We start with Part 1. Line 2-3 has time complexity
O(|X|depth(Z)). Line 5 has time complexity O(|X]|). Line 7
has time complexity O(E+V log(V')), where E is the number
of arcs and V' is the number of nodes in the Dijkstra search
(considering the machine as a graph).?! In our case, V =
|Q| + |2| due to the extra |X| nodes {exit,},cx we add to
U; to represent the different exits (see Section VIII-D.5).?2
Furthermore, £ = |Q||X| since all nodes in U; has |X| arcs
except {exit, }aex which does not have any arcs. Thus, line
7 has time complexity

O(b,[S] + (b + [3)) g (b, +[2D)) )

Moreover, line 8 has time complexity O(|X]). Since the
number of elements of I is bounded by || + 2, we get that

21 We assume the Dijkstra search uses a Fibonacci heap due to optimal time
complexity, see [12] for details.

22Adding the extra nodes {exitq}qex to U; can be done in time
O(|Q||%]) by checking every state q and input a of U; and adding an arc to
exitq if 67, (¢, @) = 0. This is lower than the time complexity of the search
itself, and will therefore not contribute to the time complexity of Line 7.
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the for-loop line 6-8 has time complexity
O(I1%1+ 2] [b |21+ (b, + [S]) log ((bs + 51))])
O(ISI[bslS] + (b + 2] Tog (b + 121)) )
The time complexity for line 4-8 is therefore

o(depth(2)|z|[bs|z\ +(bs+|z|)1og((bs+|2|))]), ®)

which is also the time complexity for line 2—8. Finally, the
time complexity for bidirectional Dijkstra is the same as for
Dijkstra’s algorithm [4]. Thus, line 11 has time complexity
O(E +V'log(V)) where E and V is now the number of arcs
and nodes of G. The number of nodes V' is bounded by (|X|+
2)depth(Z) since we have at most || + 2 nodes of G in U;.
Thus, V' < C|X|depth(Z) for some constant C' > 1 and

Vlog(V) < C|%|depth(Z)log (C|X|depth(Z)) =
C|Z\depth(Z)<log(C’) + log (|Z\depth(Z))> <
C|Z|depth(Z) log (|Z|depth(Z))

for some constant C' > 1 as long as |X| > 1 (which is an
implicit and reasonable assumption in this paper since we are
looking at planning problems and |X| = 1 would imply no
planning since there is then only one input to pick). Thus, we
have that

Vieg(V) = O(|E|depth(Z) log (|E|depth(Z))).

Furthermore, the number of arcs is bounded by |X|V <
S|(|X| + 2)depth(Z). Hence, the time complexity for line
11 is

O(|Z|*depth(Z) + V1og(V)) =
O(|E\2depth(Z) + |X|depth(Z) log (|E|depth(Z))) (6)

The time complexity for Part 1 is given by adding Equation
(5) and (6):

O(depth(Z)[S] - [b,[S] + (b + [S]) log (b, +[SD)] )+

O(|2\2depth(2) + |S|depth(Z) log (|E|depth(Z)))
(7

We continue with the time complexity of Part 2. Line 13 has
time complexity O(1), line 14 O(depth(Z)), line 15 O(1)
and line 16 O(1). Let’s now consider the while-loop line 17—
23. Line 18 has time complexity O(E + V'log(V)) where E
and V are the number of arcs and nodes of D; (seen as a
graph). We have V = |Q| < bs; and E < |Q||Z] < bs]|X).
Thus, line 18 has time complexity O(bs|3| + bslog(bs)).
Since the while-loop can be called at most depth(Z) times,
the total contribution line 18 has to the time complexity is
O(depth(Z) - (ba|Z] + b, log(bs))). Lines 19 and 21-23 all
have O(1) in time complexity, thus having total contribution
O(depth(Z)) over the while-loop. Finally, line 20 calls the
function start, which in turn recursively calls itself until it
settles at a state further down in the hierarchy of machines.
The total number of times start can recursively call itself over
the whole while-loop is bounded by depth(Z), since this is the

maximum number of steps one can go down in the hierarchy.
Thus, line 20 has time complexity contribution O(depth(Z))
over the whole while-loop. We conclude that the while-loop
lines 17-23 has time complexity

O(depth(Z) - (ba|Z] + b log(bs))), ®)

which is also the time complexity of Part 2. The time com-
plexity for Solve is obtained by adding Equation (7) and (8):

O(depth(2)[2] - [bolS] + (b + S])log ((bs + [2D) | )+
O[S depth(Z) + [S|depth(Z) log (|S|depth(2)) )+

O(depth(Z) - (bs|%] + b log(bs))).

This completes the proof. [ ]
We now continue with the the time complexity of Expand:

Lemma 6: The time complexity of Expand given by Algo-
rithm 14 equals O(depth(Z)) for obtaining the next input u
and O(depth(Z)|ul|) for obtaining the whole optimal plan «
at once, where |u/| is the length of w.

Proof: Consider the recursive function Input_expand
that Algorithm 14 uses. This function goes down the tree of
Z by recursively expanding trajectories from the Optimal Exit
Computer in a depth-first manner. This depth-first recursion
can happen at most depth(Z) times before one of the recursive
calls of Input_expand returns an input a (line 10). After
an input a (line 10) has been returned, there is possibly
several returns of Input_expand function calls higher up in
the hierarchy, maximally depth(Z) returns, before one of
the Input_expand function calls considers the next (g;,a;)
in its for-loop (line 13), or the for-loop on line 2 considers
the next (g;,a;). This next (g;,a;) is then considered by
Input_expand, again with a depth-first recursion having at
most depth(Z) function calls. Since going down recursively
and going up consists of just O(1) operations (e.g., appending
u; to optimal_exit at line 15 has time complexity O(1)), the
time complexity for arriving (again) at line 10, is bounded
by the number of returns and calls we maximally can have
before before arriving at line 10. By above, this bound is
O(depth(Z)). Thus, the time complexity for obtaining the
next optimal input is O(depth(Z)). In particular, the time
complexity for obtaining the whole optimal plan u at once is
O(depth(2)|ul). ]
We can now easily deduce Proposition 6: Proof: [Proof
of Proposition 6] Proposition 6 follows by combining Lemma
4 (stating the time complexity of Reduce), with Lemma 5
(stating the time complexity of Solve) and Lemma 6 (stating
the time complexity of Expand). [ ]

E. Reconfigurable Hierarchical Planning: Additional
Details

In this section, we provide details concerning the marking
procedure and prove Proposition 7 and 8 given in Section IV,
starting with the former.
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Algorithm 15 Mark
Input: Modification m and (modified) HIMM Z
Output: Appropriate marking of Z

1: Let M be the MM targeted by m

2: mark_itself (M, Z)

3: mark_ancestors(M, Z)

1) Marking Procedure: The details of the marking procedure
for a modification m is given by Algorithm 15. Here, M is
the MM targeted by m, specified in Definition 5 to 8 for each
type of modification. To understand the marking, note that
when modifying M, the optimal exit costs of M may change
and thus needs to be recomputed (line 2). Moreover, if M
is nested within other MMs, then these ancestor MMs of M
might also need to recompute their optimal exit costs (line 3).
All other MMs are not affected by the change.

Convention 1: We use the convention that an HiMM has all
MMs marked when initialised since no optimal exit costs have
been computed yet. In this way, we can compute the optimal
exit costs in the same way whether we have never computed
them or just need to update some due to a change. Moreover,
we always mark an HIMM correspondingly when modifying
it, thereby always maintaining correctly marked HiMMs.

2) Proofs: We continue with the proofs.

Proof: [Proof of Proposition 7] Let HIMM Z = (X, T)
be given. The key observation for showing Proposition 7 is
to note that the marked MMs of Z will always either form a
subtree of 7' that includes the root of T', or be empty (where the
latter is the case if all MMs in Z have optimal exit costs that
are up-to-date). Therefore, Algorithm 4 (starting at the root of
T) will always reach all MMs that are marked and since the
computation for a specific MM is correct (Proposition 3), we
conclude that Algorithm 4 indeed returns the correct optimal
exit costs and corresponding trajectories. Thus, it remains to
show the key observation (i.e., that the marked MMs of Z will
always either form a subtree of T that includes the root of 7',
or be empty), which is intuitively clear, but needs a technical
proof to account for the HIMMs that one adds to form Z. The
proof is given below, where we for brevity say that a HIMM
Z that fulfils the key observation has the subtree-property.

We prove the key observation by induction. More precisely,
note first that Z is formed by starting with a set Z of initialised
HiMMs that through modifications eventually form Z. Let n
be the number of times we add HIMMs in this procedure using
either state addition or composition. We prove that Z has the
subtree-property by induction over n.

Base Case: Consider first the base case n = 0. In this
case, Z can only contain one element?3, call it Z;. Therefore,
we only start with Z;, which is first initialised and changed
through modifications to eventually form Z, where we possibly
also compute some of the optimal exit costs using Algorithm
4 along the way (see Convention 1). Formally, this procedure

23Since if Z would contain at least two elements, then these HIMMs would
eventually need to be composed or added to one another (to form Z in the
end), which is not possible if n = 0.

is nothing but a sequence of changes on the form

O

Z, 2 7z 22y 7(2) %8, 0 Omy g )

where o; is either a modification, or o; = % specifying that we
call Algorithm 4. More precisely, for a modification o;, Z 2
7' means that we changed Z to Z’ through the modification
0;, while Z 2 7' means that we called Algorithm 4 on Z
with Z’ as a result (in the latter case, note that Z’ only differs
by which MMs are marked). We will prove that all HIMMs in
(9) fulfil the subtree-property, by induction over the sequence
(9). For the base case, note that Z; trivially fulfils the subtree-
property since all MMs are marked (due to initialisation, see
Convention 1). For the induction step, assume that W is an
HiMM in (9) that fulfils the subtree-property, and changed to
W' through o. We prove that W’ then also fulfils the subtree-
property, separating the proof into cases:

(i) Consider first the case when o = . Then we call
Algorithm 4 on W to get W’. Since W has the subtree-
property, Algorithm 4 will reach all marked MMs and
unmark them. Hence, W’ has no marked MMs, and
therefore fulfils the subtree-property.

(i) Consider now the case when o is a modification. If o
is a state subtraction or arc modification, on MM M in
W say, then we mark M and all the ancestors of M in
W’ (due to Convention 1).>* Therefore, W’ fulfils the
subtree-property. If o is a state addition, then o cannot
add any HIMM Z,4q to an MM M (since this would
contract n = 0). Thus, o can only add a state to an MM
M. In this case, M and all ancestors of are marked, so
W' again fulfils the subtree-property. Finally, o cannot
be a composition since n = 0.

Combining the two cases, we conclude that W’ fulfils the
subtree-property. By induction over the sequence (9), all
HiMMs in (9) fulfil the subtree-property. In particular, Z fulfils
the subtree-property. We have therefore proved the base case
n = 0.

Induction Step: We continue with the induction step. To-
wards this, assume n > 1. Let Z; be the last HIMM that is
formed by either adding a HIMM using state addition, or using
composition.?> Thus, from Z;, Z is formed by a sequence of
changes as in (9).2° Therefore, by just following the proof for
the case n = 0, we know that Z fulfils the subtree-property
if Z; fulfils the subtree-property. It remains to prove that
7 fulfils the subtree-property. By assumption, Z; is formed
by adding a HiIMM using state addition or composition. We
consider the two cases separately:

1) Assume first that Z; is formed by state addition, adding
an HIMM Z,44 to an HIMM Z,,. Let naqq (nto) be the
number of times we add HIMMs to form Z,q4 (Z4,) using
either state addition or composition, similar to n. Then,

241n particular, we mark the root MM of W',

25Note that Z; must indeed exist since we start with the HIMMs in Z but
eventually are left with just Z.

26This follows from the fact that we cannot add another HIMM from Z;
to Z, since Z1 was the last HIMM that was formed by adding a HIMM.



26

IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON AUTOMATIC CONTROL

Nadd < n and ng, < n.2’ By induction, Z,qq and Zi,
fulfils the subtree-property. Let Z,qq4 be added to the MM
M in Zi,. Then M and its ancestors are marked?® in Z;
and since both Z,44 and Zi, fulfils the subtree property,
we conclude that Z; fulfils the subtree-property.

2) Assume now that Z; is formed by composition using
an MM M. By induction, analogous to the state addition
case, all the HIMMs in the composition fulfils the subtree-
property, and since M (the root of Z;) is marked, we
conclude that Z; also fulfils the subtree-property.

Combining the two cases, we conclude that Z; fulfils the
subtree-property, hence, Z fulfils the subtree-property.

We have showed both the base case and the induction step.
Therefore, by induction over n, Z always fulfils the subtree-
property, proving the key observation. Therefore, the proof of
Proposition 7 is complete. ]

We continue with the proof of Proposition 8.

Proof: [Proof of Proposition 8] Let HIMM Z = (X, T)
be given. Following the proof of Proposition 4, it is easy to
conclude that if X MMs are marked in Z, then the time
complexity of Algorithm 4 is O(K [bs|Z| + (bs +|2]) log(bs +
|X])]). Since Z has no marked MMs before the modification
m, the number of MMs in Z after the modification is at
most depth(Z) if m is a state addition, state subtraction,
or arc modification, and at most 1 if m is a composition.
Hence, marking takes time O(depth(Z)) for state addition,
state subtraction, or arc modification, and O(1) composition.
Furthermore, using the observation above, running Algorithm
4 therefore takes time O(depth(Z)[bs|Z|+ (bs +|%]) log(bs +
|2])]) for state addition, state subtraction, or arc modification,
and O(1[bs|Z|+ (bs+|X]|) log(bs +|X])]) for composition. We
conclude that the time complexity for executing the Optimal
Exit Computer if m is a state addition, state subtraction, or arc
modification is O(depth(Z)[bs|X|+ (bs +|2|) log(bs + |X])]),
and O([bs|Z|+ (bs+|X]) log(bs+|X])]) if m is a composition.

|

F. Hierarchical Planning with Identical Machines:
Additional Details

We here provide additional details concerning the Online
Planner given an HiMM with identical machines, comple-
menting Section V-B. More precisely, the modified reduce
step for an HIMM with identical machines is given by Al-
gorithm 16, where the procedure for computing {Uy, ..., U,}
and {D1,..., D} is given by Algorithm 17. In particular,
the modifications in Algorithm 16 are coloured red. These
modifications correspond to obtaining the state ¢ that U; (or
D;) corresponds to. For an HIMM without identical machines,
this could be done by checking the parent of U; (D;). For
an HMM with identical machines, this is not possible due
to ambiguity, and we hence get this information from siu;t
(8go0a1) instead. Algorithm 17 has been modified significantly,

2T This is because every time we add an HIMM to form e.g., Z,qq, this also
counts as adding an HiIMM to form Z, and we add at least one more HIMM
to form Z, due to the formation of Z1. Hence, n,qq < n. The argument for
nto < n is analogous.

28Note that this connects the marked subtree of Z,qq with the marked
subtree of Zio.

Algorithm 16 Reduce [for HIMM with identical machines]
Input: (Z, Sinit, Sgoar) and (¢, zM
Output: (Z,Upatn, Dpath, o, )
¢ (Upaths Dpatns @, B) < Compute_paths(Z, Sinit, Sgoal)
: Let X be an empty set > To be constructed
: Let T be an empty tree > To be constructed
. Construct Uy from U; and add to X
: Add node U; to T with arcs out as U; in T but no
destination nodes

: G 4 Sinit|—2] > The second last element of sjpy;t.
: for i =2,... length(Upeen) — 1 do

Construct U; from U; and add to X

Add node U; to T with arcs out as U; in 7' but no
destination nodes

10: Add destination node U;_; to U; % () so that (U; %

aex, Mex)

S S R N

Uifl) S T
11: if i < length(Upgin) — 1 then
12: q < Sinit[f(i + 1)]
13: end if
14: end for

15: if 8 = 0 then > Then nothing more to do

16: return (Z = (X, T), Upan)

17: end if

18: Construct Dy from D; and add to X

19: Add node D; to T with arcs out as D; in T but no
destination nodes

20: ¢ < Sgoal|—2]

21: fori=2,...,3 do

22: Construct D; from D; and add to X

23: Add node D; to T with arcs out as D; in T but no
destination nodes

24: Add destination node D;_; to D; % @ so that (D; %

Di,)eT

25: q < Sgoal|— (i +1)]

26: end for

27: Add destination node Dﬁ to Ua+1 2y 0 so that (Ua+1 4,
DB) S T

28: return (Z = (X, T), Upatn)

> The second last element of sgoal.

hence, we omit colouring. Here, the main difference is that
we instead use Sin;¢ and sgoa1 directly to obtain {Uy, ..., Uy}
and {D,,...,D,,}, starting from the root of the tree and
sequentially proceed downwards.

G. Implementation Details

In this section, we provide some additional details con-
cerning the implementation. All implementations are coded
in Python.

Concerning Dijkstra’s algorithm and Bidirectional Search,
the lowest time complexity is theoretically achieved by having
Fibonacci heaps as priority queues. However, in practice,
simple priority queues are often faster, hence, we use the latter
in our implementation.

To discuss our implementation of Contraction Hierarchies,
we start with a general summary of the algorithm, referring
to [13] for additional details. More precisely, Contraction
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Algorithm 17 Compute_paths [for HIMM with identical ma-  efficient combinations of heuristics.
chines]

Input: (Z, Sinit, Sgoal)

Output: (Upath, Dpath, @, 5)

1: Ucurrent ¢ Z.root > Compute Upatn
2: Upath <~ [Ucurrent]

3: 1 + length(sinit)

4. fori=1,...,1—1do

5: q < Sinit]?] > Sinit[1] is the first entry of Sinit
6: Ucurrent <~ Ucurrent~Chﬂdren[q]

7: Upatn-append_first(Ucurrent) > Append first in Upagn
8: end for

9: Upath-append first(sin;s[!]) > Append Uy
10: Deyrrent < Z.root > Compute Dpain
11: Dpath — [Dcurrent]

12: [  length(sgoal)
13: fori=1,...,1—1 do

14: q < Sgoallt]

15: Deurrent < Dcurrent~Chﬂdren[Q]

16: Dpatn-append first(Deyrrent )

17: end for

18: Dpagn.append first(sgoa(l]) > Append Dy

19: (4,7)  (length(Upatn) — 1,length(Dpatn) — 1) >
Compute « and

20: k<1

21: while Sinit [k} = Sgoal [k} do
2 ()« (i—1,5—1)
23: k—k+1

24: end while

250 (o, B) + (i—1,57—1)

26: return (Upath, Dpath, @, )

Hierarchies is an algorithm consisting of a preprocessing
step and a query step. The preprocessing step removes
(contracts) nodes iteratively adding additional arcs, called
shortcuts, in the graph to compensate for the contracted
nodes (whenever needed). The shortcuts are added in a
way to preserve the shortest-path distances. Then, in the
query step, the whole original graph plus the shortcuts are
searched through using a modified version of Bidirectional
Dijkstra to find a shortest path between any two nodes.
The Bidirectional Dijkstra is modified in a way such that
the backward and forward searches are constrained by
the iterative order of when the nodes were contracted.
Thus, the contraction order plays an important role for
achieving efficient searches. There are several heuristics
how to pick the contraction order. In our case, we based
our implementation on the lecture notes by Hannah Bast,
https://ad-wiki.informatik.uni-freiburg.

de/teaching/EfficientRoutePlanningSS2012,

and the paper [13]. In particular, for the preprocessing step
determining the contraction order, we used lazy evaluations,
selecting the next node nm to contract based on the edge
difference of n plus the number of neighbours to n already
contracted (to account for sparcity). We refer to the lecture
notes for details. We stress that there might exist more
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