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Abstract. Markov decision processes (MDPs) describe sequential decision-
making processes; MDP policies return for every state in that process an
advised action. Classical algorithms can efficiently compute policies that
are optimal with respect to, e.g., reachability probabilities. However, these
policies are then given in a tabular format. A longstanding challenge is
to represent optimal or almost-optimal policies concisely, e.g., as decision
trees. This paper makes two contributions towards this challenge: first,
an SMT-based approach to encode a given (optimal) policy as a small
decision tree, and second, an abstraction-refinement loop that searches for
policies that are optimal within the set of policies that can be represented
with a small tree. Technically, the latter combines the SMT encoding
with verification approaches for families of Markov chains. The empirical
evaluation demonstrates the feasibility of these approaches and shows how
they can outperform the state-of-the-art on various benchmarks, yielding
up to 20-times smaller trees representing (almost) optimal policies for
models with up to 10k states and 19 variables.

1 Introduction

Markov decision processes (MDPs) are the ubiquitous model to describe sequential
decision making under uncertainty: the outcomes of nondeterministic actions
are determined by a probability distribution over the successor states. MDP
policies resolve the nondeterminism and describe for each state which action to
take. A classical synthesis task in MDPs is to compute a policy that maximises
a given objective, such as: Given a set of goal states, find a maximising policy,
i.e. a policy ensuring that the goal is reached with the maximal probability.
These policies are efficiently computed by probabilistic model checkers such
as Storm [22] or Prism [27] or can be approximated using (deep) reinforcement
learning techniques [23, 34]. These techniques apply to huge MDPs that are
concisely represented, e.g. in the PRISM language. The result is a policy which
is represented either in tabular form, mapping states to an action, or as a neural
network. While the tabular form is often prohibitively large for further analysis by
machines or a human, neural networks are hard to analyse despite the tremendous
progress in neural network verification. This observation has motivated the search
for concise representations of policies, in particular in the form of programs [8,36]
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Fig. 1: (a) A simple slippery maze. The goal is to lead the robot placed in the
lower left corner (the red dot) towards the exit cell while minimising the number
of steps. Red arrowheads illustrate the optimal policy that achieves a value of 12.8
(expected steps). Blue arrowheads illustrate a sub-optimal policy that achieves a
value of 13.3. (b) The smallest DT implementing the optimal policy has depth 4.
(c) The smallest DT implementing the sub-optimal policy has only depth 2.

or decision trees (DTs) [7, 35, 37]. The main contribution of this paper is an
approach to synthesise policies which are optimal within a class of small DTs.

Illustrative example. Consider a simple grid-world maze as in Fig. 1. The agent
starts at the bottom left and wants to reach the exit marked E. It can move in the
four cardinal directions, and each action has a small probability of transitioning
into an unintended neighbouring cell. Consequently, every state is reachable
under every policy. Storm computes an optimal (in this example, unique) policy
that ensures reaching the exit in an expected 12.8 steps (the policy visualised
by the red arrowheads). To represent this policy as a DT (using predicates that
compare variables to constants) requires a tree of depth at least 4 (see Fig. 1b).
Alternatively, we may ask: What is the optimal expected number of steps to
reach the exit among all policies that can be represented as a DT of depth 2?
The answer is 13.3 realised by the policy visualised by the blue arrowheads. The
corresponding DT is shown in Fig. 1c. This policy aims to avoid the ‘staircase’
in the left upper corner and then takes sub-optimal actions within that staircase.

Problem setup. We call a policy k-(tree-)implementable, if there is a DT of
depth k (and with a particular class of predicates) that represents the policy.
The first problem, the mapping problem, asks whether a given tabular policy is
k-implementable for any fixed k. Solving this problem then allows us to find the
smallest DT, measured by depth, that implements this policy. The second problem,
the synthesis problem, is to find a policy that is optimal with respect to some
objective, such as reaching the goal state, and within the class of k-implementable
policies. We want to highlight that the mapping problem assumes one fixed policy.
Therefore, the mapping problem cannot find the minimal representation of any
optimal policy. In particular, in our experiments, we show that we can find optimal
policies that are 2-implementable, whereas the policy that Storm computes
is not 5-implementable. The construction of optimal DTs is well-known to be
NP-hard for different notions of optimality [20,28].
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State-of-the-art: Policy mapping. Mapping policies into small, but not necessarily
the smallest, DTs is prominently supported by the tools dtControl [4] and
Uppaal Stratego [5,14]. These tools approach the problem by learning small DTs,
by recursively splitting the tree based on ideas like information gain. The result
is an approximation or exact representation of the original policy, and while
the heuristics for splitting are well-developed, they are heuristics that favour
scalability over minimality.

Our approach: An SMT-based encoding. Inspired by encodings of DTs in proposi-
tional formulas [32] or as mixed integer linear programs (MILP) [37], we encode
the set of k-implementable trees in an SMT formula over the bounded integers
and with linear inequalities. Using an SMT solver allows us to find small DTs (up
to depth 8) for MDPs with up to 6k states. In particular, for the same policies,
we find DTs with up to 900 nodes less than the DTs that dtControl finds. On
the other hand, the SMT-based approach scales exponentially in the depth of
the tree, and if it cannot find a small tree, it often times out in an attempt to
find a larger one.

State-of-the-art: The synthesis problem. The tool OMDT builds a monolithic
MILP that encodes both the structural constraints on the policy (being k-
implementable) and the constraint that the policy achieves the optimal value
(using the standard dual formulation of the LP for maximal discounted rewards).
It extends LP-based encodings for MDP model checking and encounters the same
scalability issues in terms of the MDP size that other MILP-based approaches
face, e.g., in [2, 15–17].

Our approach: Abstraction refinement with SMT-based mapping. We present an
abstraction-refinement loop to avoid solving the synthesis problem in one shot.
The approach considers a set of k-implementable policies and abstracts them
to search for an optimal policy in a larger class of policies. If this policy is not
improving over the best k-implementable policy found so far, it abandons the
search here. Otherwise, by solving the mapping problem, it tests whether this
optimal policy is k-implementable. If yes, we can abandon the search here and
store the policy as our best policy so far. Otherwise, the policy is spurious, and
the search is recursively invoked on smaller subsets of k-implementable policies.

Example 1. We present a conceptual version of our routine on the example given
above, see Fig. 1. To find an optimal 2-implementable policy, we would first search
for an optimal memoryless policy σ. This policy is better than the previously
found policy (we can e.g. initialize this policy as a random tree). Using the
mapping problem, σ is spurious. We can now split and independently search for
the best k-implementable policy that goes up in the initial state and for the best
k-implementable policy that goes right in the initial state. We observe that these
sub-classes can be overapproximated by memoryless deterministic policies on two
sub-MDPs of the original MDP.

Effective abstraction refinement. In Sec. 4, we introduce the abstraction-refinement
loop dtPaynt that analyses the spurious policies to split in an informed way. Com-
pared to an abstraction-refinement loop for finite state controllers in POMDPs [2],
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the set of k-implementable policies is highly irregular and a policy can be repre-
sented by many different trees. To overcome this problem, we use an unsatisfiable
core UC witnessing that the given policy is not k-implementable. We introduce
a harmonisation technique that analyses UC and finds two trees that serve as
good approximations of the policy and, most importantly, they differ in one
parameter that provides a good heuristic on how to construct the subsets of
k-implementable policies. The proposed refinement procedure furthermore entails
the ability to first learn a k-tree before learning a k+1-tree.

Relation to partially observable MDPs. Finding optimal k-implementable policies
can be phrased as finding a colouring of states and for every colour an action. This
reformulation clarifies a connection to the synthesis for memoryless observation-
based policies POMDPs [2, 26, 29]. Usually, in POMDPs, one cannot pick the
colouring of the states, such variations have been investigated in [13,25]. However,
contrary to those settings, in DTs, the state colouring cannot be arbitrary but
must be implementable with a DT.

Contributions. We propose dtPaynt, an abstraction-refinement loop to find small
DTs for MDPs. The loop iteratively invokes an SMT-based routine to represent a
given policy as a DT. It can find nontrivial, small DTs on reasonably sized MDPs,
and therefore, in contrast to dtControl, it can provide good trade-offs between
the size and quality of the resulting DTs. Our approach drastically outperforms
the state-of-the-art tool OMDT [37] in finding small decision trees, except on
very small MDPs. It finds small DTs implementing (almost) optimal policies for
models up to 19 variables (with over 10k states), while OMDT sometimes fails
to find a DT outperforming a random policy on those models.

2 Background and Problem Statement

Preliminaries A distribution over a countable set A is a function µ : A→ [0, 1]
s.t.

∑
a µ(a)=1. The set Distr(A) contains all distributions over A.

Definition 1 (MDP). A Markov decision process (MDP) is a tuple M =
(S, s0, Act, P ) with a finite set S of states, an initial state s0 ∈ S, a finite set Act
of actions, and a partial transition function P : S ×Act↛ Distr(S).

For an MDP M , we define the available actions in s ∈ S as ActM (s) :=
{α ∈ Act | P (s, α) ̸= ⊥}. We omit M whenever it is clear from the context.
We assume there are no deadlocks, i.e., Act(s) ̸= ∅ for each s ∈ S. We de-
note P (s, α, s′) := P (s, α)(s′). An MDP with |Act(s)| = 1 for each s ∈ S is
a Markov chain (MC). We denote MCs as a tuple (S, s0, P ). A (deterministic,
memoryless) policy is a function σ : S → Act with σ(s) ∈ Act(s) for all s ∈ S.
The set ΣM denotes the policies for MDP M . A policy σ ∈ ΣM induces the
MC Mσ = (S, s0, P

σ) where Pσ(s) = P (s, σ(s)).

Specifications We consider indefinite-horizon reachability and expected reward
properties as well as discounted (infinite-horizon) total reward objectives [33].
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To simplify the exposition, we formalise our approach only for the maximal
reachability probability3. Formally, let M = (S, s0, P ) be an MC, and let G ⊆ S
be a set of goal states. Let P [s |= ♢G] denote the probability of reaching (some
state in) G from state s ∈ S. Let P[M |= ♢G] denote P [s0 |= ♢G] in M . For
MDPs, specifications are taken over the best and worst possible resolution of the
non-determinism. Assume MDP M = (S, s0, Act, P ). The maximal reachability
probability of G from state s0 in M is Pmax[M |= ♢G] := supσ∈ΣM P[Mσ |= ♢G].
We denote V (σ) := P[Mσ |= ♢G] as the value of policy σ. We denote σ∗

M the
optimal policy maximising the probability. Details are given in [6].

2.1 Representing Policies as Decision Trees

We study the representation of policies as decision trees. This requires some
assumptions on the representation of the MDPs.

Representation of MDPs. In order to symbolically represent policies in MDPs, we
assume that state space has some structure. Inspired by PRISM language [27],
states are identified by a unique valuation of bounded integer variables V =
{vi}mi=1, where each v ∈ V attains a value from a finite domain Dom(v). We
write s[v] to denote the value associated with variable v in state s.

We want to allow the policy to pick an arbitrary action whenever the chosen
action is not crucial to satisfy a specification. This happens if, in some states,
only one action is available or, in MDPs where some nondeterminism is spurious,
i.e. where all actions in a state yield the same value. In both cases, no decision
needs to be synthesised and therefore, to make the action selection unambiguous,
we add a new action αrand to every state. This action uniformly selects one of the
available actions. Formally, we defineM ′ = (S, s0, Act

′, P ′) with P ′(s, αrand, s
′) =

1
|Act(s)|

∑
α∈Act(s) P (s, α, s

′), Act′(s) = Act(s) ∪ {αrand}. We assume that MDP

M ′ =M , i.e., that every MDP contains an action αrand.

Trees. A (binary) tree is a tuple T = (nr, N, L, l, r) with root node nr, the
set N of inner nodes, the set L of leaf nodes, and functions l, r : N → N ∪ L
defining the left and right successors of the inner nodes, respectively. A path
in a tree T is a finite sequence π = n0 . . . nk of nodes where n0 = nr and
∀0 < i ≤ k : ni ∈ {l(ni−1), r(ni−1)}, its length is k. Path π is complete if it ends
in a leaf node. We write L(π) to denote this leaf node. The set Path(T ) contains
the complete paths in T . The depth of a tree T is defined as the length of its
longest path.

Definition 2 (Decision tree). Assume an MDP (S, s0, Act, P ) defined over
the set V of variables with domains Dom. A decision tree (DT) for M is a tuple
T = (T, γ, δ) where (i) T is a binary tree, (ii) γ assigns to every inner node of
T a predicate in the form vi ≤ bi where vi ∈ V and bi ∈ Dom(vi), and (iii) δ
assigns to every leaf node of T an action a ∈ Act.

We lift the notions of leaf nodes, inner nodes, paths and depths of trees to
DTs. DTs of depth k are further denoted as k-DTs.

3 Our implementation supports all the aforementioned specifications.
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Definition 3 (Path formula). In a given DT T , a path π = n0 . . . nk induces

a formula φT (π) :=
∧k

i=1(ni = l(ni−1) ↔ γ(ni−1)). φ
T (π, s) := φT (π)[v ←

s[v]]v∈V denotes the corresponding state-path formula where every variable v ∈ V
is substituted with the state valuation s[v]. A state s ∈ S satisfies path π iff
φT (π, s) holds. Let States(π) denote the set of all states that satisfy π.

Note that the set {States(π) | π ∈ Path(T )} represents a partition of S.

Example 2. Consider the DT of depth 2 from Fig. 1c and let π = nrnT l2 be a
path that takes a true branch followed by a false branch. π is a complete path
of length 2 associated with formula φT (π) ≡ (nT = l(nr) ↔ x ≤ 0) ∧ (l2 =
l(nT )↔ y ≤ 0) ≡ x ≤ 0 ∧ y > 0. For state s with valuation x[s] = y[s] = 1, the
corresponding state-path formula φT (π, s) ≡ 1 ≤ 0 ∧ 1 > 0 does not hold. There
are two states that satisfy π: States(π) = {s ∈ S | x[s] = 0, 1 ≤ y[s] ≤ 2}.

Definition 4 (Induced policy). The DT T = (T, γ, δ) induces the policy
σT : S → Act with σT (s) = δ(L(π)) for path π satisfied by s if δ(L(π)) ∈ Act(s)
and σT (s) = αrand otherwise. The value of the tree is V (T ) := V (σT ).

2.2 Problem Statement

We first consider a classical policy mapping problem: given an unstructured
policy, find a concise and interpretable representation in the form of a DT
enabling an effective deployment of the policy. This problem has been studied in
several domains [19, 30, 35]. We focus on tabular policies for MDPs computed
by modern probabilistic model checkers such as Storm [22] or Prism [27]. In
contrast to [4, 10], we seek the smallest DT presenting the given policy:

Policy mapping: Given MDP M and its policy σ, find a DT T with the
smallest depth k representing σ, i.e. σ = σT .

In many cases, the DTs representing the optimal policy σ∗
M are prohibitively

large, while there exist significantly smaller DTs that achieve values that are
close to the optimal value (recall the example in Fig. 1). Inspired by the recent
work [37], we further consider a problem that trades the size of DTs (namely
their depth) for the value of these trees:

Fixed-depth synthesis problem: Given MDP M , a set G of goal states,
and bound k, find a DT T of the maximal depth k inducing policy σT that
maximises the reachability probability to G.

We are interested in anytime synthesis: the faster we find a decision tree achieving
high probabilities, the better.
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3 Solving the policy mapping problem

We first define a tree template, a DT with parameterised functions γ and δ, that
allows us to symbolically represent a family of trees.

Definition 5 (Tree template). Let MDP M be defined over variables V =
{vi}mi=1. A tree template is a tuple T = (T, Γ,∆) where (1) T is a binary tree
with inner nodes N and leaves L, (2) Γ (n) assigns to every n ∈ N the formula∧m

i=1

(
Dn = i→ vi ≤ Bin

)
over free parameters Dn,Bin with Dom(Dn) = {i : 1 ≤

i ≤ m}, Dom(Bin) = Dom(vi), and (3) ∆(n) assigns to every l ∈ L a parameter
Al with Dom(Al) = Act. Let ParT denote the set of all parameters in T.

A parameter assignment f maps every parameter p ∈ ParT to a value from
its domain: f(p) ∈ Dom(p). A (parameter assignment) family F maps every
parameter in ParT to some sub-domain: F(p) ⊆ Dom(p). Parameter assignment f
belongs to family F , denoted f ∈ F , if f(p) ∈ F(p) for every p ∈ ParT. Family F ′

is a sub-family of F , denoted F ′ ⊆ F , if F ′(p) ⊆ F(p) for every p ∈ ParT. Let FT

denote the largest (by inclusion) family of parameter assignments. The following
lemma clarifies that instantiating all parameters in a parametric expression Γ (n)
yields a simple inner node condition. The proof is presented in Appendix A.1.

Lemma 1. Γ (n)[p← f(p)]p∈ParT is of the form vi ≤ f(Bin) where i = f(Dn).

Definition 6 (Template instantiation). A parameter assignment f ∈ FT

for the tree template T induces DT T(f) = (T, γ, δ) where for all n ∈ N ,
γ(n) = vi ≤ f(Bin), i = f(Dn) and for all l ∈ L, δ(l) = f(Al). The value
of the assignment is V (f) := V (T(f)) = V (σT(f)).

In a tree template T = (T, Γ,∆), a path π = n0 . . . nk induces a formula φT(π) :=∧k
i=1 (ni = l(ni−1)↔ Γ (ni−1)). As before, let φT(π, s) := φT(π)[v ← s[v]]v∈V

denote the corresponding state-path formula. The formula φT(π, s) essentially
describes whether state s can satisfy path π in some decision tree T(f), f ∈ FT.

Example 3. Assume the same path π = nrnT l2 from Example 2 in a tree tem-
plate T over the same binary tree of depth 2. Then

φT(π) ≡ nT = l(nr)↔
[(
Dnr

= 1→ x ≤ B1nr

)
∧
(
Dnr

= 2→ y ≤ B2nr

)]
∧

l2 = l(nT )↔
[(
DnT

= 1→ x ≤ B1nT

)
∧
(
DnT

= 2→ y ≤ B2nT

)]
.

3.1 SMT encoding

We introduce an SMT formula for the policy mapping problem: given policy
σ ∈ ΣM and a tree template T, is there a parameter assignment f ∈ FT that
instantiates tree T(f) inducing this policy σ? The variables of the SMT formula
are precisely the parameters ParT, the theory is quantifier-free linear integer
arithmetic. The encoding is defined for some subfamily F ⊆ FT of parameter
assignments since it will be used later in the abstraction-refinement scheme.
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SMT encoding for the policy mapping problem

polT(F , σ) := dom(F) ∧
∧
s∈S

actT(s, σ(s)), dom(F) :=
∧

p∈ParT

p ∈ F(p),

actT(s, α) :=
∧

π∈Path(T )

pathT(s, α, π), pathT(s, α, π) := φT(π, s)→ AL(π) = α

Essentially, pathT(s, α, π) is a formula describing that, if state s satisfies path π,
then action α must be selected in the leaf node L(π). actT(s, α) is a constraint
that describes that action α must be selected in state s via some path π. Finally,
polT(F , σ) constrains the domains of parameters to F and asserts that in every
state s, an action must be selected according to σ(s). A parameter assignment f
satisfying polT(F , σ) is denoted as f |= polT(F , σ). We drop the subscript T from
the formulas whenever it is clear from the context.

Theorem 1. f |= polT(F , σ) iff f ∈ F∧σT(f) = σ. The proof is in Appendix A.2.

Assume a fixed template T and assume F = FT. If pol(F , σ) is unsatisfiable,
we say that the policy σ is not T-implementable. For further usage, we want to
examine why pol(F , σ) is unsatisfiable. The conjunction pol(F , σ) is essentially a
set {p ∈ F(p) | p ∈ ParT} of domain constraints and a set {path(s, σ(s), π) | s ∈
S, π ∈ Path(T )} of state-path constraints. An unsatisfiable core [9] is a natural
way of distinguishing why pol(F , σ) cannot be satisfied. The computation of
unsatisfiable cores is supported by existing SMT solvers, e.g. by Z3 [31]

Definition 7 (Unsatisfiable core). An unsatisfiable core for pol(F , σ) is a
pair UC = (ParUC,SPUC) with ParUC ⊆ ParT, SPUC ⊆ S×Path(T ) s.t. formula
polUC(F , σ) :=

∧
p∈ParUC p ∈ F(p) ∧

∧
s,π∈SPUC path(s, σ(s), π) is unsatisfiable.

An unsatisfiable core UC is simply a subset of parameters and state-path con-
straints that make pol(F , σ) unsatisfiable. Note that SPUC is typically much
smaller than S × Path(T ) and, in fact, it is not uncommon that SPUC contains
only two state-path pairs. An unsatisfiable core speaks of a few states where
selecting actions according to σ (via enabling the corresponding paths) cannot
be mapped to the tree template T.

3.2 Harmonisation via unsatisfiable cores

Having a precise reason why σ is not T-implementable, harmonisation is a
technique used to find two template instantiations T(f1) and T(f2), differing
in the assignment of a single parameter pH ∈ ParT, that both mimic σ. The
basic idea is inspired by inconsistent parameters from [12]. We wish to determine
whether there exists parameter pH such that assigning two distinct values to pH
at once makes polUC(F , σ) satisfiable. For this purpose, to each p ∈ ParT we
introduce a fresh duplicate parameter p′ with the same domain, introduce a fresh
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parameter h with domain Dom(h) = ParT and solve the following SMT formula

HT(F , σ,SPUC) := dom(F) ∧ dom(FHT) ∧
∧

s,π∈SPUC

HT(path(s, σ(s), π))

dom(FHT) := h ∈ ParT ∧
∧

p∈ParT

p′ ∈ F(p) HT(ψ) := ψ ∨
∨

p∈ParT

(h = p ∧ ψ[p← p′])

where ψ[p← p′] denotes the substitution of parameter p with p′ in ψ. Intuitively,
we seek for one parameter pH such that replacing some instances of pH in
polUC(F , σ) with a fresh copy p′H yields a satisfiable formula. We remark that
the formula HT(F , σ,SPUC) is not guaranteed to be SAT: multiple duplicates
might be necessary to achieve satisfiability. Assume, however, that the formula is
SAT with parameter assignment fH (denoted fH |= polUC(F , σ)). We say that
pH := fH(h), the parameter duplicated to achieve satisfiability, is the harmonising
parameter.

Let f1 ∈ F be an assignment with ∀p ∈ ParT : f1(p) = fH(p). While f1
cannot satisfy polUC(F , σ), replacing some instances of pH with fH(p′H) makes
the formula satisfiable. Let f2 ∈ F be an assignment that differs from f1 in this
parameter: ∀p ∈ ParT\{pH} : f2(p) = fH(p) and f2(pH) = fH(p′H). The solution
to the formula yields two trees, T(f1) and T(f2), that both mimic policy σ on a
subset {s ∈ S | ∃π ∈ Path(T ) : (s, π) ∈ SPUC} of states.

Remark 1. pol(F , σ) can have multiple unsatisfiable cores, each defining a sepa-
rate subset of states that together cannot execute σ within the tree template T.
We will shortly use the harmonising parameter and its two values in the abstrac-
tion refinement scheme, where the choice of a good unsatisfiable core has an
enormous impact on the performance. The basic idea here is to use unsatisfiable
cores that describe states where choosing a correct action has a big impact on
the probability of reaching the set of goal states [10]. To obtain such a core,
assume that the state space S = {si}ni=1 is ordered. Instead of constructing an
unsatisfiable core for pol(F , σ), we construct it for dom(F) ∧

∧m
i=1 act(si, σ(si))

where m is the smallest state index that makes the formula unsatisfiable. In our
preliminary evaluation, various orderings of the state space were tested, and, in
the final implementation, we use a breadth-first search from the initial state.

4 Abstraction Refinement

We now shift our focus to the fixed-tree synthesis problem: given template T, we
wish to find a parameter assignment f ∈ FT with the largest value V (f). The
definition below defines the abstraction that is used in the abstraction-refinement
loop below.

Definition 8 (Family-MDP). Assume an MDP M =
(
S, s0, Act

M , P
)
, a

DT template T and a family F ⊆ FT. An F-MDP is an MDP M(F) =(
S, s0, Act

M(F), P
)
where α ∈ ActM(F)(s) iff ∃f ∈ F : σT(f)(s) = α.
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Algorithm 1: Recursive tree construction

Input :MDP M , goal set G, tree template T
Output :DT T(f) s.t. f ∈ argmaxf∈FTV (f)

1 F← stack(),F.push(FT), fbest = ∅, Vbest = −∞
2 while F ̸= ∅ do
3 F ← F.pop()
4 M(F)← buildFamilyMdp(M,T,F) ▷ applying Def. 8

5 σ, V (σ)← modelCheck(Pmax [M(F) |= ♢G])
6 if V (σ) ≤ Vbest then continue
7 if f |= pol(F , σ) then fbest ← f, Vbest ← V (σ), continue

8 ParUC,SPUC ← unsatCore(pol(F , σ)) ▷ applying Remark 1 and Def. 7

9 if fH |= HT(F , σ,SPUC) then
10 pH , f1, f2 ← harmonise(fH) ▷ according to Sec. 3.2

11 for f ∈ {f1, f2} do
12 if V (f) > Vbest then fbest ← f , Vbest ← V (f)

13 F1,F2 ← splitInformed(F , pH , f1, f2)

14 else F1,F2 ← splitArbitrary(F , ParUC)
15 F.push(F1), F.push(F2)

16 return T(f) ▷ applying Def. 6

An F-MDP M(F) is a sub-MDP of M where some actions are disabled:
action α is enabled in state s iff there exists a parameter assignment f ∈ F that
corresponds to a decision tree T(f) inducing policy σT(f) that picks action α in
that state s. We can create this family-MDP by checking dom(F)∧ path(s, α) for
every state-action pair. We state without proof (that follows directly from Def. 8)
the following proposition asserting that the set of policies for M(F) includes all
policies obtained from T using assignments from F .
Proposition 1. Let F ⊆ FT. Then ∀f ∈ F : σT(f) ∈ ΣM(F).

We propose an abstraction-refinement-based approach to synthesise the best
tree from a given template. The basic idea is borrowed from [12] where, for a
given family F (starting from FT), an abstraction is built (in our case, M(F))
that allows to either prune the family from the search space or to split the
family into smaller subfamilies that are recursively analysed. In order to prune
family F , we compute the maximising policy σ for (sub-)MDP M(F) and either
show that no f ∈ F has a better value than the current optimum or that σ
is T-implementable using SMT encoding from above, updating the optimum.
Otherwise, to partition F , we use harmonisation from Sec. 3.2.

The approach is summarised in Algorithm 1. On l.1 we start with a stack F of
sub-families, initially containing FT, and initialise the running optimum fbest and
its value Vbest. In every iteration, we pop a family F from the stack, build the
corresponding M(F) and compute the policy σ that maximises P [M(F) |= ♢G]
(ll. 3-5). If its value V (σ) is worse than Vbest, then no assignment in F induces a
tree with a better value, and thus this family is pruned from the search space
(l.6). Otherwise, we solve the SMT formula pol(F , σ) to check whether σ is
T-implementable. If f ∈ F is a parameter assignment s.t. σT(f) = σ, we update
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the running optimum and prune the family (l.7). Otherwise, on ll.8-14 we split F
into sub-families F1,F2 and push these onto the stack F (l.15).

Theorem 2. Algorithm 1 is sound and complete. The proof is in Appendix A.3.

Any nontrivial splitting makes Alg. 1 terminate: the number |FT| of possible
parameter assignment is finite and, in the worst case, a nontrivial splitting yields
a family with a single assignment f , in which caseM({f}) is an MC with only one
policy σT(f) and the SMT formula path({f}, σT(f)) is satisfiable with parameter
assignment f . However, even for a tree template of small depth, the number of
template instantiations is insurmountable and thus a proper splitting strategy
should yield sub-families that can be pruned as soon as possible.

To deal with enormous design spaces, the abstraction refinement framework
of [12] successfully used the notion of inconsistent parameters (holes), where a split
was made on a hole for which the optimising policy wanted to pick multiple values.
In our framework, the harmonising parameter pH plays the role of this inconsistent
hole, and therefore, on l.8, we extract the unsatisfiable core (see Remark 1) and
solve the SMT formula HT(F , σ,SPUC), as described in Sec. 3.2. Assume the
formula is SAT with the harmonising parameter pH and f1,f2 is the corresponding
pair of trees that differ in the value of pH . We then split F into subfamilies F1,F2

by splitting the domain F(pH) s.t. f1(pH) ∈ F1(pH) and f2(pH) ∈ F2(pH)4. The
idea here is to build in subsequent iterations sub-MDPs M(F1),M(F2) that
do not contain σ, although this cannot always be guaranteed. Otherwise, if the
harmonising formula is unsatisfiable, we split the family arbitrarily on some
parameter from ParUC. We remark that during our experiments the harmonising
formula was practically always satisfiable. Additionally, on ll.11-12 we update
the value of Vbest based on the values V (f1), V (f2). Empirically, this leads to a
mildly better performance.

Iterative mode. Even for modest values of k, Algorithm 1 cannot explore all
parameter assignments. Finding good assignments early can accelerate abstraction
refinement [1, 12] as it prunes sub-optimal families faster. Thus, when searching
for the optimal k-tree, it can be beneficial to first go through families of 0-,
1-, 2-trees, etc., where good values are easier to find. This idea inspired the
iterative mode of our abstraction refinement approach that proceeds as follows.
We iteratively use Algorithm 1 on templates of trees of depths 0, 1, . . . , kmax; in
each iteration, we keep the current optimum fbest and its value Vbest and use
it in subsequent iterations. To ensure that the algorithm reaches depth kmax,
we run Algorithm 1 on lower depths 0, 1, . . . , kmax−1 with a timeout, that we
empirically choose to be t/(2 · kmax), such that at least 50% of the given time is
dedicated to the search on depth kmax.

Tree hints. Having (partially) explored a family of (k−1)-trees, we can accelerate
the search for the best k-tree even further by first looking at k-trees that mimic a
good (k−1)-tree Tk−1. Our abstraction-refinement approach on families naturally

4 If pH = Bi
n, i.e. it is a parameter for a variable bound, then its domain (initially, an

interval) is split into two sub-intervals.
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supports this idea: before running Algorithm 1 with a stack containing the whole
family FTk for a tree template Tk of depth k, we can first make it look within
the family F ′ of assignments that mimic Tk−1. Intuitively, F ′ ⊂ FTk describes
all k-trees that, in the inner nodes on the first k − 1 levels, behave according
to Tk−1, and behave arbitrarily on the last k-th level as well as in the leaves.
Putting family F ′ on top of the stack prioritises the search for the best k-tree
within this family, increasing the chance of finding good k-trees early.

Tree post-processing. Having finished the search for the best tree, we post-
process this tree to remove redundant nodes. We perform two steps. First, we
remove every node n ∈ N∪L for which States(π(n)) = ∅ where π(n) is the unique
path from the root to n, that is, no state s ∈ S can take a path to n. Second,
if for an inner node n ∈ N it holds that l(n), r(n) ∈ L and δ(l(n)) = δ(r(n)),
i.e. the two children of n are leaves selecting the same action, then both children
are removed and n becomes a leaf associated with this action.

5 Experimental Evaluation

In the experimental evaluation, we investigate the following two synthesis algo-
rithms: (1) dtMap is an algorithm that solves the policy mapping problem by
trying to map σ to templates of increasing depths k using SMT encoding from
Sec. 3.1. (2) dtPaynt is an algorithm that solves the fixed-depth synthesis prob-
lem (with an explicit timeout) using abstraction refinement in an iterative mode
using tree hints from Sec. 4. The proposed synthesis algorithms are implemented
on top of Paynt [3] and Storm [22], utilising Z3 [31] to solve SMT queries. The
implementation and all the considered benchmarks are publicly available5 Our
evaluation focuses on the following three questions:

Q1: Can dtMap find DTs representing the optimal policy that are smaller than
the DTs learned by dtControl [4]?

Q2: Does dtPaynt outperform the OMDT [37] that is based on a MILP formu-
lation? Can dtPaynt scale to more complex MDPs?

Q3: Can dtPaynt find DTs providing a good trade-off between the value and size
with respect to the DTs found by dtControl or OMDT?

Setting. The timeout (TO) for all experiments was 20 minutes6. All the experi-
ments were run on a machine equipped with AMD EPYC 9124 16-core Processor
and 380GB RAM. Each method was run on a single CPU core.

Benchmarks. In order to answer the questions, we consider three types of bench-
marks: (1) The 11 models from OMDT [37]7. These benchmarks use expected
discounted reward. (2) The standard MDP benchmarks from the QComp eval-
uation [11] with 10 models with state variables defined8. We used the original

5 Hidden for the review process.
6 Based on our preliminary experiments as well as the results from [37] that use
5-minute and 2-hour TOs, the 20-minute TO seems to be a good compromise.

7 We excluded 2 models: one uses continuous domains, one has multiple initial states.
8 We excluded 2 benchmarks where action labels overlapped.
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Table 1: Comparison with dtControl for the policy mapping problem. k and n
denote the depth and the number of decision nodes in the resulting tree. Depth
>k indicates that dtMap proved that there is no k-DT representing the given
policy. Bold numbers indicate the DT with the smallest n. The runtimes are in
seconds. The numbers in brackets report the number of choices.

model
dtMap dtControl

model
dtMap dtControl

time k n k n time k n k n

lake-12 (576) 4 7 70 12 73 traffic (722) 10.6 6 34 12 32
sys-2 (2.3k) 43 8 67 8 41 pacman (3k) 6 5 23 14 183

firewire (5.5k) 19 5 23 9 69 pnueli (6.5k) 4 6 59 15 857
tictactoe (22k) TO >5 - 14 1170 maze-7 (8.2k) TO >6 - 14 280
consensus (9.2k) 14 5 22 9 51 resource (11k) <1 3 7 16 248
philos (11k) 12 6 41 16 946 rabin (15k) TO >5 - 21 154

specification for the comparison with dtControl in Q1. Where possible, we con-
sidered a derived discounted-reward specification required by OMDT in Q2 and
Q3. (3) A larger fully observable variant of the classical maze [21] problem with
a discounted-reward specification. In total, we considered 22 models. Information
about the models is reported in Appendix B. We group the benchmarks into two
categories: (1) smaller models with the number of choices (upper bounded by
|S| · |Act|) below 3k and (2) larger models with the number of choices above 3k
(mostly from the QComp benchmark set). For the comparison in Q2 and Q3, we
equipped all models with action αrand executed in states where the corresponding
path in the decision tree does not define a valid action. Since OMDT requires
every action to be enabled in every state, we add to the QComp models (in Q2
and Q3) the missing actions that behave the same as αrand.

Q1: Comparison with dtControl

We consider the policy mapping problem, allowing for a direct comparison between
the proposed SMT encoding used in dtMap (see Sec. 3) and dtControl. Table 1
reports the performance of these methods on 12 selected benchmarks (out of 22)
that demonstrate the key observations from this comparison9. For all experiments,
we used Storm to compute the optimal reference policy.

Runtimes. For 6 out of 22 models, dtMap was not able to find the DT representing
the given (optimal) policy σ∗

M in 20 minutes. In these cases, >k denotes that
dtMap was able to prove that there is no DT of depth k that can represent the
given σ and reached the TO when solving the SMT formula for k+1. We can see
that this happens only for some large models and depths over 4, where solving the
SMT formula becomes the bottleneck. In the remaining cases, dtMap found the
minimal k-DT representing σ∗

M – in almost all cases, it takes less than 20 seconds.
The runtimes for dtControl are less than 2 seconds for all benchmarks.

9 Comparison on the complete benchmark set is reported in Appendix C.1.
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Fig. 2: Comparison on the fix-depth synthesis problem. The scatter plot shows
the relative normalised values of the best k-DTs found by OMDT and dtPaynt
in the 20-minute timeout. One point represents the results of both methods for a
specific model and a specific depth.

Tree sizes. In terms of the tree depth k, dtMap is able to find significantly smaller
trees almost in all cases. In terms of the number of decision nodes (denoted as n),
the situation is slightly different. Recall that dtMap optimises solely for depth
k and the number of nodes is reduced during the post-processing step. We can
see that for the smaller models (the upper part of the table), both methods find
DTs with a similar number of decision nodes with the exception of sys-2. On
the other hand, for the large models (the lower part of the table), dtMap finds
significantly (sometimes more than 20x) smaller DTs (see resource and philos).

Q2: Comparison with OMDT

We consider the fixed-depth synthesis problem and compare dtPaynt with
OMDT. We performed a comparison including all benchmarks and tree depths
up to k = 6. To ensure OMDT is applicable, we now consider discounted rewards
for all models10. This yields 19 models and 114 fixed-depth synthesis problems.

Results. Figure 2 depicts two scatter plots visualising the values of the best DTs
found by dtPaynt and OMDT (within the timeout) for the particular synthesis
problem (one model and one depth)11. The axes describe the relative normalised
value of the best k-DT found by the two methods. The value is normalized such
that 0 corresponds to a uniform random policy and 1 to an optimal MDP policy.
Orange triangles correspond to the smaller models (with the number of choices
below 3k), while green circles correspond to the larger models (with the number
of choices above 3k). The left figure shows the results for the depths k ∈ {1, 2, 3}
and the right figure shows the results for the depths k ∈ {4, 5, 6}.
On the smaller models, OMDT typically outperforms dtPaynt: For smaller k,
the difference is mostly insignificant. For some models (i.e. lake-12 and sys-2 )
and larger k, OMDT achieves significantly better values than dtPaynt.

10 We hence exclude the models that do not admit interesting discounted variants.
11 Detailed statistics for the experiments are reported in Appendix C.2.
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Fig. 3: Trade-off between tree quality and size. The left part contains models
with less than 3k choices. The upper part shows the normalised values of the
synthesised DTs (the same normalisation as in Fig. 2 is used; dtControl always
maps an optimal policy). The lower part shows the number of decision nodes in
the synthesised trees.

On the majority of larger models, dtPaynt significantly outperforms OMDT.
Only for a few models and small values of k, OMDT achieves similar values.
In many cases (especially for large k), the difference in the quality is significant
(e.g. maze-7 for k = 5, but also pnueli and resource for k = 3). We also observe
that, in many cases, OMDT is not able to find any reasonable solution for k ≥ 3.
In fact, in these cases, OMDT finds worse DTs compared to those it found
for smaller k12, and sometimes even finds a DT whose value is worse than the
uniform random policy (tictactoe for k = 4 and resource for k = 6).

Runtimes. In most cases (larger models and/or larger k), both tools reach the
timeout (20 minutes): dtPaynt is not able to completely explore the family
of trees; OMDT is not able to reduce the gap between the lower and upper
bound in the underlying MILP below the given precision. We can observe (see
Appendix) that for larger models, dtPaynt can find better DTs significantly
faster.

Conclusion. These experiments demonstrate that: (1) Monolithic MILP formu-
lation implemented in OMDT provides a better exploration strategy for easier
synthesis problems (in terms of number of choices or depth). In these cases, solv-
ing one harder MILP program is more efficient than solving many simpler SMT
and MDP model-checking queries. (2) For more complicated problems, solving
the MILP is not tractable. In contrast, dtPaynt is able to find high-quality DTs
for larger models and depths beyond 3.
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Q3: Trade-offs between the value and size

Finally, we focus on trade-offs between the value and size of the DTs found
dtPaynt and OMDT with respect to the DTs representing the optimal policy
found by dtControl. Fig. 3 reports DTs that provide (practically) the most
interesting trade-offs. It reports results for 14 models (out of 19 in Q2) representing
the challenging problems including models not solved by dtMap in Q113.

The lower part of Fig. 3 compares the sizes of the DTs (the number of decision
nodes) while the upper part compares the relative values (as in Fig. 2, we plot the
relative normalised values). As expected from Q2, for small models, dtPaynt and
OMDT provide similar trade-offs except for sys-2 and lake-12 where dtPaynt
fails to find DTs with better values. The situation for the larger models is
diametrically opposite. In the majority of the models, OMDT is not able to
find DTs with a reasonable performance. For pnueli and rabin, the OMDT finds
only 0-DT (playing a single action) having the same/similar value as the random
policy. On the other hand, dtPaynt is able to find significantly smaller DTs
with much better values for all models except wlan. We would like to emphasise
that even for models where dtPaynt fails to map the given optimal policy to
a DT, thanks to the abstraction refinement procedure (see Sec. 4), it is able to
find DTs with a very good trade-off – see e.g. csma and rabin.

6 Related Work

The related work in learning [4] and MILP-based synthesis [37] of decision trees
as well as in deductive controller synthesis [2] is discussed in the introduction.

Learning concise representation of neural policies. With the boom of explainable
reinforcement learning, various methods for learning concise representations of
neural policies have been proposed. Imitation learning methods such as VIPER [7]
extract a DT from a more complex teacher policy using a supervised learning
paradigm. As shown in [37], imitating a complex policy using a small DT can
lead to poor performance as the limited capacity of the DT is used ineffectively.
A different approach for overcoming this limitation has been recently proposed
in [35]. The authors introduce a new type of MDP (so-called iterative bounding
MDP) where each policy corresponds to a DT policy for the base MDP. Especially
for small DTs, this approach significantly outperforms VIPER. A different line
of work focuses on learning a programmatic representation of policies using an
oracle in the form of neural policy. In the seminal paper [36], the authors showed
how to search over programmatic policies that minimise the distance from the
oracle. More recently, a fast distillation method that uses regularized oblique
trees to produce tree programs that fits neural oracle has been proposed [24].

Beyond DTs. Recently, alternative representations of policies in MDPs have been
studied. In [8], the authors establish a tight connection between program-level
construction of strategies resolving nondeterminism in probabilistic programs and

12 This can, in principle, also happen to dtPaynt, but it rarely happens.
13 Recall, as in Q2, we consider discounted reward specifications for all models.
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finding good policies in (countably infinite) MDPs. This enables a direct construct
of programmatic policies. A different line of work introduces templates of decision
diagrams using hierarchical control structures with under-specified entities to
encapsulate and reuse common decision-making patterns [18]. In contrast to our
templates used to effectively reason about sets of DTs, the hierarchical decision
diagrams aim at a more concise and explainable representation of the policies.

7 Conclusion

This paper presents dtPaynt, a novel approach to synthesise small DTs providing
good trade-offs between the quality and size. Our experiments demonstrate clear
advantages wrt. the state-of-the-art. In the future, we will investigate how to
exploit counter-examples for DTs and symbiotically combine dtPaynt with
dtControl to handle more complex MDPs.
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A Proofs

In the following, assume an MDP M and a tree template T = (T, Γ,∆).

A.1 Proof of Lemma 1

Assume an arbitrary n ∈ NT and f ∈ FT. Let f(Dn) = i. Then

Γ (n)[p← f(p)]p∈ParT ≡
∧
j

(
f(Dn) = j → vj ≤ f(Bjn)

)
≡

(
f(Dn) = i→ vi ≤ f(Bin)

)
∧
∧
j ̸=i

(
f(Dn) = j → vj ≤ f(Bjn)

)
≡

(
i = i→ vi ≤ f(Bin)

)
∧
∧
j ̸=i

(
i = j → vj ≤ f(Bjn)

)
≡ vi ≤ f(Bin).

A.2 Proof of Theorem 1

Assume a policy σ ∈ ΣM and a sub-family F ⊆ FT of parameter assignments.

Lemma 2. Let π ∈ Path(T ), f ∈ F . Then φT(π)[p← f(p)]p∈ParT ≡ φT(f)(π).

Proof. From Lemma 1 and Definitions 6 and 3 it follows that

φT(π)[p← f(p)]p∈ParT ≡
k∧

i=1

(
ni = l(ni−1)↔ Γ (ni−1)[p← f(p)]p∈ParT

)
≡

k∧
i=1

(
ni = l(ni−1)↔ vf(Dni−1)

≤ B
f(Dni−1)
ni−1

)
≡ φT(f)(π).

Corollary 1. For arbitrary s ∈ S, φT(π, s)[p← f(p)]p∈ParT ≡ φT(f)(π, s).

We now prove Theorem 1. Note that f |= dom(F) iff f ∈ F and thus, to
prove Theorem 1, it is sufficient show that, under assumption f ∈ F , f |=∧

s∈S actT(s, σ(s)) iff σT(f) = σ.
Assume f |=

∧
s∈S actT(s, σ(s)). Let s ∈ S be an arbitrary state. Then

f |=
∧

π∈Path(T ) φ
T(π, s) → AL(π) = σ(s). From Corollary 1 it holds that∧

π∈Path(T ) φ
T(f)(π, s) → f(AL(π)) = σ(s). Observe the left-hand side of the

implication: condition φT(f)(π, s) can hold for exactly one path π since state s
satisfies exactly one path in T(f). Assume π is such a path, then f(AL(π)) = σ(s)
must hold. From Def. 6 it follows that T(f) is a DT (T, γ, δ) with δ(L(π)) =
f(AL(π)) = σ(s) and therefore, by Def. 4, σT(f)(s) = δ(L(π)) = σ(s).

Note that in the proof above we picked an arbitrary state s ∈ S and applied
only equivalences and definitions, therefore, from σT(f) = σ it follows that
f |=

∧
s∈S actT(s, σ(s)).
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A.3 Proof of Theorem 2

We reiterate that any nontrivial splitting makes Algorithm 1 terminate since the
family FT is finite. Let Fmax := argmaxf∈FTV (f) be a set of optimal assignments,
i.e. correct outputs of Algorithm 1. Note that Fmax ≠ ∅ and thus Algorithm 1
is complete iff it is sound. To show the soundness, it is sufficient to inspect
ll.6-7, where a sub-family can be pruned, and show that on these lines we do
not discard some f∗ ∈ Fmax. Assume an arbitrary iteration of the algorithm
where sub-family F ⊆ FT is analysed. Let σ be a maximising policy for M(F)
obtained on l.5. From Proposition. 1 it follows that V (σ) ≥ maxf∈F V (f). If F
is pruned on l.6 because V (σ) ≤ Vbest, then maxf∈F V (f) ≤ Vbest, i.e. no f ∈ F
has better value than fbest. Otherwise, if F is pruned on l.7, fbest is updated
with assignment f for which V (f) = V (σ) ≥ maxf∈FV (f). In both cases, no
f∗ ∈ Fmax is discarded unless fbest ∈ Fmax.

B Benchmarks

This section contains information about all of the 22 considered models. This
information is summarised in Table 2. For the models in the bottom part (these
are the models from the QComp benchmark set), the number of choices changes
for Q2 and Q3 experiments as we consider their discounted variants there. To
compute the choices for these variants, you can use the formula |S| · |Act|.
All the benchmarks are available at https://anonymous.4open.science/r/

dt-synthesis-benchmarks-tacas25.

model vars |S| |Act| choices model vars |S| |Act| choices

maze-7 9 2039 4 8156 3d 3 125 6 750
blackjack 3 533 2 1066 lake-4 2 16 4 64
lake-8 2 64 4 256 lake-12 2 144 4 576
inventory 1 101 100 10100 sys-1 8 256 9 2304
sys-2 8 256 9 2304 sys-tree 7 128 8 1024
tictactoe 27 2424 9 21816 traffic 4 361 2 722

consensus 5 6160 13 9232 csma 11 7958 16 7988
firewire 10 4093 13 5515 ij 10 1023 10 5120
pacman 11 2270 10 2951 philos 4 3192 52 10932
pnueli 3 1949 62 6457 rabin 19 10240 16 15388
resource 7 3291 4 10571 wlan 11 3126 33 4189

Table 2: Model info.

https://anonymous.4open.science/r/dt-synthesis-benchmarks-tacas25
https://anonymous.4open.science/r/dt-synthesis-benchmarks-tacas25
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C Complete experimental results

This section provides the experimental results for all of the models considered in
our benchmark set.

C.1 Comparison with dtControl

Table 3 contains the results of all 22 benchmarks we considered for the policy
mapping problem.

model
dtMap dtControl

choices time depth nodes time depth nodes

lake-4 64 <1 4 8 <1 5 10
lake-8 256 <1 6 38 <1 8 40
lake-12 576 4.1 7 70 <1 12 73
traffic 722 10.6 6 34 <1 12 32
3d 750 <1 3 6 <1 10 68
sys-tree 1024 2.7 7 35 <1 7 12
blackjack 1066 <1 4 10 <1 7 8
sys-1 2304 150.2 8 97 <1 8 76
sys-2 2304 42.6 8 67 <1 8 41
pacman 2951 6.2 5 23 <1 14 183

wlan 4189 TO >5 - <1 11 159
ij 5120 TO >7 - <1 10 645
firewire 5515 19.3 5 23 <1 9 69
pnueli 6457 4.4 6 59 <1 15 857
csma 7988 TO >5 - <1 9 54
maze-7 8156 TO >6 - <1 14 280
consensus 9232 14.0 5 22 <1 9 51
inventory 10100 1.5 4 14 <1 6 14
resource 10571 <1 3 7 <1 16 248
philos 10932 11.8 6 41 <1 16 946
rabin 15388 TO >5 - <1 21 154
tictactoe 21816 TO >5 - 1.4 14 1170

Table 3: Complete comparison of dtMap with dtControl on the full benchmark
set. The upper part includes models with less than 3k choices, and the bottom
part includes models with more than 3k choices. The depth > k indicates that
dtMap proved that there is no k-DT representing the given policy. Bold numbers
indicate the DT with the smallest number of decision nodes found for the given
policy.
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C.2 Comparison with OMDT

The complete comparison with OMDT includes 19 models and 6 fixed depths,
resulting in 114 different evaluations. As such, we present the resulting table here:
https://anonymous.4open.science/r/dt-synthesis-benchmarks-tacas25.

https://anonymous.4open.science/r/dt-synthesis-benchmarks-tacas25
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