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Abstract

Partially Observable Markov Decision Processes
(POMDPs) provide a robust framework for
decision-making under uncertainty in applications
such as autonomous driving and robotic explo-
ration. Their extension, pPOMDPs, introduces
belief-dependent rewards, enabling explicit reason-
ing about uncertainty. Existing online pPOMDP
solvers for continuous spaces rely on fixed be-
lief representations, limiting adaptability and re-
finement - critical for tasks such as information-
gathering. We present pPOMCPOW, an anytime
solver that dynamically refines belief representa-
tions, with formal guarantees of improvement over
time. To mitigate the high computational cost
of updating belief-dependent rewards, we propose
a novel incremental computation approach. We
demonstrate its effectiveness for common entropy
estimators, reducing computational cost by orders
of magnitude. Experimental results show that
pPOMCPOW outperforms state-of-the-art solvers
in both efficiency and solution quality.

1 Introduction

Autonomous agents must make informed decisions in the face
of uncertainty, stemming from both the environment’s dy-
namics and the agent’s perception. Sources of uncertainty
include sensor noise, modeling approximations, and stochas-
tic changes in the environment over time. A common frame-
work for addressing these challenges is the Partially Observ-
able Markov Decision Process (POMDP).

In POMDPs, decision-making relies on the history of past
actions and observations, but storing this history over long
trajectories is impractical. Instead, beliefs—probability dis-
tributions over unobserved states—serve as sufficient statis-
tics, encoding all necessary information for optimal decision-
making [Thrun er al., 2005]. A solution to a POMDP is a
policy that maps each belief to an action that maximizes the
expected sum of future rewards. However, finding exact so-
lutions is computationally infeasible except for trivial cases
[Papadimitriou and Tsitsiklis, 19871, prompting the develop-
ment of approximate algorithms.

Tree search algorithms are a prominent method for approx-
imating solutions to POMDPs and are the focus of this work.
Instead of evaluating all possible belief states—an infeasible
task due to the immense size of the belief space—these algo-
rithms concentrate on the subset of beliefs that can be reached
from the initial belief through a sequence of actions and ob-
servations. In the online paradigm, a planner builds a search
tree at each time-step to determine an approximately optimal
action. Anytime algorithms are particularly valuable in this
setting, as they can provide progressively better solutions as
computation time permits.

A POMDP with state-dependent rewards addresses uncer-
tainty only indirectly, limiting its suitability for tasks like
uncertainty reduction and information gathering. In con-
trast, belief-dependent rewards—defined over the state dis-
tribution—offer a more intuitive and effective framework
for these tasks. For example, in active localization [Bur-
gard et al., 1997], the goal is to minimize uncertainty about
the agent’s state rather than reaching a specific destination.
Belief-dependent rewards have also been applied to problems
with sparse rewards, aiding decision-making through reward-
shaping techniques [Flaspohler et al., 2019; Fischer and Tas,
2020] or as heuristics for guiding tree search [do Carmo Alves
etal., 2023].

When the reward depends on the belief, the problem ex-
tends to a pPPOMDP [Araya et al., 20101, also known as Be-
lief Space Planning (BSP) [Platt et al., 2010; Van Den Berg
et al., 2012; Indelman et al., 2015]. Belief-dependent re-
wards are often derived from information-theoretic measures
such as entropy or information gain. However, calculating
these rewards for general continuous distributions is infea-
sible and relies on costly sample-based methods, including
kernel density estimation and particle filtering [Boers et al.,
2010]. These methods are computationally expensive, with
costs scaling quadratically with the number of samples, and
they provide only asymptotic guarantees—requiring a large
number of samples to achieve sufficient accuracy.

In this paper, we address the challenge of planning in
continuous-spaces pPOMDPs. We introduce pPOMCPOW,
an anytime online solver for pPPOMDPs that incrementally
refines belief representations with formal guarantees of im-
provement over time and efficiently performs incremental
computation of belief-dependent rewards. Before detailing
our contributions, we review the most relevant prior work.
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Figure 1: Illustration of belief tree construction by a state simulator
(left) and a belief simulator (right). New particles and new nodes are
marked in red. The state simulator updates beliefs by adding new
particles along the trajectory, while the belief simulator maintains
fixed beliefs once created.

2 Related Work

‘We will first review the most relevant online POMDP solvers,
followed by those specifically designed for pPPOMDPs.

2.1 State of the art online POMDP solvers

Online POMDP solvers for large or infinite state spaces typi-
cally approximate the belief using a set of state samples, com-
monly referred to as particles. This particle-based represen-
tation is flexible and well-suited for capturing complex, mul-
timodal beliefs [Thrun et al., 2005]. For discussion purposes,
these solvers can be broadly categorized into two groups:
state simulators and belief simulators. See Figure 1 for a sim-
ple illustration.

State Simulators: State simulators focus on simulating
state trajectories directly, incrementally updating visited be-
liefs with new particles at each visitation. Examples of state
simulators include:

POMCP [Silver and Veness, 2010], which extends the
UCT algorithm [Kocsis and Szepesviri, 2006] to the POMDP
framework. DESPOT [Somani et al., 2013] and its successors
[Ye et al., 2017; Garg et al., 2019], which use heuristics to
guide the search process. POMCPOW [Sunberg and Kochen-
derfer, 20181, which extends POMCP to continuous action
and observation spaces by incorporating progressive widen-
ing. LABECOP [Hoerger and Kurniawati, 2021], an algo-
rithm for continuous observation spaces, extracts the belief
from scratch for each sampled observation sequence.

A common trait of these algorithms is that each time a be-
lief node is visited, the belief is updated with additional parti-
cles. Intuitively, this approach improves the belief representa-
tion in frequently visited nodes, aligning with the exploration-
exploitation trade-off.

Belief Simulators: Belief simulators, on the other hand,
treat POMDP belief states as nodes in an equivalent Belief-
MDP. Examples include:

PFT-DPW [Sunberg and Kochenderfer, 2018], which rep-
resents each belief node with a fixed number of particles. This
makes the approach simple to implement and particularly
effective for belief-dependent rewards, as rewards are com-
puted once upon node creation. AdaOPS [Wu et al., 2021],
which dynamically adapts the number of particles per belief
node and aggregates similar beliefs, achieving competitive re-
sults compared to other state-of-the-art solvers.

A key limitation of belief simulators is their fixed belief
representation, which does not improve over time. This in-
efficiency leads to unpromising regions of the search space
receiving the same computational effort as promising ones.
Moreover, these algorithms are less flexible when planning
times vary. Given ample time, belief simulators can construct
dense trees, but belief representations at individual nodes may
remain suboptimal. Under time constraints, however, they
often produce shallow, sparse trees, as significant computa-
tional effort is spent maintaining fixed belief representations
rather than effectively exploring the search space.

2.2 pPOMDP Solvers

Several algorithms have been proposed to address the chal-
lenges of online planning in pPPOMDPs.

PFT-DPW [Sunberg and Kochenderfer, 2018] was in-
troduced to accommodate belief-dependent rewards in
POMDPs, though it was not demonstrated for this applica-
tion. Building on PFT-DPW, IPFT [Fischer and Tas, 2020]
introduced the concept of reward shaping using information-
theoretic rewards. It reinvigorates particles at each traver-
sal of posterior nodes and estimates information-theoretic re-
wards by a kernel density estimator (KDE).

AI-FSSS [Barenboim and Indelman, 2022] reduces the
computational cost of information-theoretic rewards by ag-
gregating observations, providing bounds on the expected re-
ward and value function to guide the search. Despite this
improvement, its approach remains constrained by a fixed ob-
servation branching factor and a fixed number of particles per
belief node. [Zhitnikov er al., 2024] introduce an adaptive
multilevel simplification paradigm for pPPOMDPs, which ac-
celerates planning by computing rewards from a smaller sub-
set of particles while bounding the introduced error. While
their current implementation builds upon PFT-DPW, future
extensions could complement our approach.

All the above algorithms belong to the belief-simulators
family and share the limitation of fixed belief representations.

An exception, closely related to our work, is pPPOMCP
[Thomas et al., 2021], which extends POMCP to handle
belief-dependent rewards by propagating a fixed set of parti-
cles from the root instead of simulating a single particle per it-
eration. Their approach includes variants such as Last-Value-
Update (LVU), which use the most recent reward estimates to
reduce bias, unlike POMCP’s running average.

However, pPOMCP is limited to discrete spaces and re-
computes belief-dependent rewards from scratch whenever a
belief node is updated. This is costly in general and espe-
cially in continuous spaces, where the number of particles in
the belief can grow indefinitely. These limitations highlight
the need for efficient incremental updates to avoid full recom-
putation—an issue directly addressed by our approach.

3 Contributions

To address the limitations of current state-of-the-art
pPOMDP solvers, we introduce pPPOMCPOW, an anytime
solver for pPPOMDPs in continuous spaces. Our contributions
are as follows:



¢ Algorithm Design: We introduce p)POMCPOW, a novel
anytime solver for pPPOMDPs in continuous spaces.
pPOMCPOW uses state simulations to explore the be-
lief space, focusing computational resources on promis-
ing regions. Its design improves belief representations
over time, enabling more accurate and efficient compu-
tation of belief-dependent rewards.

Theoretical Foundations: We provide a general theo-
retical result establishing deterministic lower bounds on
node visitation counts in online tree search algorithms.
This result is applied in pPPOMCPOW to guarantee that
belief representations improve as a function of time,
ensuring progressively refined accuracy with continued
planning.

Algorithmic Innovations: We introduce a novel in-
cremental computation framework for belief-dependent
rewards, integrated directly into pPPOMCPOW. Specif-
ically, we demonstrate how to incrementally compute
Shannon entropy and an entropy estimator proposed by
[Boers et al., 20101, significantly reducing computa-
tional overhead compared to traditional full recomputa-
tion approaches.

Additionally, we present an incremental update mecha-
nism for the Last-Value-Update (LVU) framework, fur-
ther reducing computational costs by updating value es-
timates without full recomputation.

Empirical Validation: We conduct extensive experi-
ments to demonstrate the advantages of pPPOMCPOW.
The results show superior performance compared to
state-of-the-art solvers in terms of computational effi-
ciency, solution quality, and scalability.

4 Background

This section reviews mathematical formulations and nota-
tions used in this work.

4.1 POMDPs

A partially observable Markov decision process (POMDP)
generalizes Markov decision processes (MDPs) to environ-
ments where the agent lacks full observability. Formally, a
POMDP is defined by the tuple (S, A, O, T, Z,R,~), where:
S, A, and O are the state, action, and observation spaces;
T (s|s,a) is the state transition model; Z(ol|a, s’) is the ob-
servation model; R(s,a,s’) is the state-dependent reward
function; and y € (0, 1] is the discount factor.

Since the agent cannot directly observe the state, it main-
tains a belief by, a probability distribution over states, updated
using the history of past actions and observations. We denote
the history at time ¢ as hy = (bg, ag, 01, - - -, az—1, 0¢), and the
belief at time ¢ as b;(s) = P(s|h;). The belief is a sufficient
statistic for optimal decision-making in POMDPs [Thrun et
al., 2005].

The agent’s objective is to find a policy 7 that maps beliefs
to actions and maximizes the expected sum of discounted re-
wards: 7% = argmax_ E D5 o v R(se, 7(be), $141) |bo).-

4.2 pPOMDPs

In this work, we focus on an extension of POMDPs, often
referred to as pPPOMDPs, where the reward function depends
on the belief state. We replace the state-dependent reward R
with the belief-dependent reward p, structured as p(b, a,b’)
The value function under policy 7 is given by:

VT(bo) =E | > A p(be, 7(be), bis1) | (D

t=0

where the expectation is over future beliefs. The correspond-
ing action-value function satisfies:

Q™ (b,a) = Ey [p(b,a,b") + V7 ()] 2

For notational convenience, we may use hao to implicitly en-
code the relevant data of the belief b’ resulting from history h,
action a, and observation o, enabling shorthand expressions
such as p(hao) and V™ (hao).

4.3 Online Tree Search

Solving infinite-horizon POMDPs is computationally in-
tractable. Online tree search approximates the optimal pol-
icy by constructing a search tree in real-time, starting from
the current belief and exploring future actions and observa-
tions up to a predefined depth. However, constructing a full
tree is infeasible due to the exponential growth of the search
space—commonly known as the curse of history.

Monte Carlo Tree Search (MCTS) addresses this by iter-
atively performing four steps: selection, where the tree is
traversed using a strategy like UCB [Kocsis and Szepesvari,
2006] to balance exploration and exploitation; expansion,
which adds new child nodes to the tree; simulation, where tra-
jectories are simulated from the expanded nodes to estimate
values; and backpropagation, which updates statistics along
the path from the leaf to the root. This approach builds an
asymmetric tree focused on promising regions of the search
space and provides anytime solutions.

POMCEP [Silver and Veness, 2010] extends UCT [Kocsis
and Szepesviri, 2006] to POMDPs by representing beliefs as
particle sets and propagating state particles through the tree.
This enables scalable planning for large discrete POMDPs but
struggles in continuous spaces, where each simulation tends
to create a new branch, resulting in sparse and shallow trees.

POMCPOW [Sunberg and Kochenderfer, 2018] extends
POMCP to continuous action and observation spaces us-
ing progressive widening, which limits the creation of new
branches and allows existing branches to accumulate parti-
cles. It also employs a weighted particle filter to mitigate
particle degeneracy, ensuring a robust belief representation.

5 pPOMCPOW

We introduce pPOMCPOW, an online tree search algorithm
for solving pPOMDPs with continuous state, action, and
observation spaces. pPOMCPOW extends POMCPOW by
incorporating belief-dependent rewards and modifying the
backpropagation step to adopt the Last-Value-Update (LVU)
framework [Thomas et al., 20211, ensuring that only the latest
reward estimates are used in value updates.



5.1 Algorithm Overview

Similar to POMCPOW, pPOMCPOW iteratively constructs a
search tree by simulating state trajectories through alternating
layers of action and observation nodes. Each iteration begins
by sampling a state from the initial belief and traversing the
tree using predefined selection strategies, such as progressive
widening for continuous spaces. State particles are updated
along the trajectory by simulating actions, weighting by the
observation model, and resampling to maintain a representa-
tive particle distribution. The process continues until either a
depth limit is reached or a leaf node is encountered, at which
point a rollout is performed to estimate the node’s value.

Unlike POMCPOW, pPOMCPOW supports belief-
dependent rewards, requiring modifications to the back-
propagation step. Instead of using the classical Monte
Carlo running average, which aggregates cumulative state-
dependent rewards, pPPOMCPOW updates node values based
on the most recent estimates from child nodes. While the
LVU framework was introduced in [Thomas et al., 2021],
pPOMCPOW further differs by implementing an incremental
update mechanism for both value and action-value estima-
tors. This mechanism efficiently adjusts estimates without
recalculating them from scratch, significantly reducing com-
putational overhead, particularly in continuous spaces. For
full derivations of this novel incremental update mechanism,
see Appendix A.

A key conceptual difference is that pPPOMCPOW simula-
tion returns explicit value and action-value estimates rather
than cumulative rewards along a trajectory. This adjust-
ment is necessary for handling belief-dependent rewards and
aligns with the LVU framework’s emphasis on using the
most recent reward estimates. To reflect these changes,
pPOMCPOW restructures the simulation process into two
procedures: SimulateV for propagating value estimates
and SimulateQ for updating action-value estimates.

Algorithm 1 details the framework.

The ActionSelection and
ObservationSelection functions are abstracted
for flexibility and can incorporate strategies such as the ones
presented in [Sunberg and Kochenderfer, 2018].

To enhance the accuracy of initial belief-dependent re-
wards and enable rollouts with belief-dependent rewards,
a potential extension involves propagating a “bag of parti-
cles”—a fixed set of particles initialized at the root node and
carried through each tree traversal, as suggested in [Thomas
et al., 2021]. While promising, this extension lies beyond the
scope of this work and is left for future exploration.

5.2 Challenges and Discussion

The pPPOMCPOW algorithm introduces a novel approach for
solving pPPOMDPs, but two critical aspects require deeper ex-
ploration to fully harness its capabilities.

First, belief representation within the search tree is vital for
tasks such as information gathering, where accurately model-
ing uncertainty is essential. While the algorithm accumulates
particles in belief nodes based on visitation counts, this does
not guarantee adequate representation across the belief tree.
Some belief nodes may remain underrepresented, limiting the
algorithm’s effectiveness. In the next section, we formally

Algorithm 1 LVU pPOMCPOW

1: procedure SIMULATEV(s, h, d)
2 if d = 0 then
return 0
end if
a < ActionSelection(. . . )
QPY(ha) + Q(ha)
Q(ha) + SimulateQ(s, ha, d)
N(h)«+ N(h)+1
V(h) = V(h) + 5 [N (ha)Q(ha)—
(N (ha) — 1)QP"*" (ha) — V(1)
10: return V' (h)
11: end procedure
12:
13: procedure SIMULATEQ(s’, ha, d)
14: Sample s’ ~ T (+|s, a)
15: o0 < ObservationSelection(. . . )
16: Append s’ to belief B(hao)
17: Append Z(o|a, ") to weights W (hao)
18: pP e (hao) < p(hao), VP (hao) < V (hao)
19: p(hao) < UpdateReward(. . . )

D AR

20: if o ¢ C(ha) then > new node
21: C(ha) < C(ha) U {o}

22: V(hao) <~ ROLLOUT(s', hao,d — 1)

23: else

24: Select s’ € B(hao) based on weights W (hao)
25: V(hao) < SimulateV(s’, hao,d — 1)

26: end if

27: N(ha) + N(ha) +1
28: Q(ha) + Q(ha) + % [p(hao) + vV (hao)] —
NQaol=L [prrev (hao) + yVP"" (hao)] - 5k Q(ha)

29: return Q(ha)
30: end procedure

analyze this behavior and prove that, under action and obser-
vation selection strategies satisfying a specific property, the
belief representation of each node improves over time, lead-
ing to a more accurate depiction of the belief space.

Second, since pPPOMCPOW updates each visited belief
along the simulated trajectory, belief-dependent rewards must
also be updated, posing a significant computational chal-
lenge. These rewards are typically non-linear functions of
the belief, making efficient updates non-trivial. Recomput-
ing rewards from scratch for every new particle is expen-
sive, particularly in continuous state spaces, where the num-
ber of particles grows unbounded. For instance, both KDE
and [Boers et al., 2010] entropy estimators scale quadrati-
cally with the number of particles. In a subsequent section,
we introduce an incremental belief-dependent reward com-
putation, demonstrating how it enables efficient updates for
various reward functions.

6 Visitation Count and Belief Refinement

Online tree search algorithms must balance broad exploration
of the search space with refining estimates of existing nodes,
a challenge known as the exploration-exploitation trade-off.



Algorithms such as UCT and POMCP address this trade-
off by adopting the principle of optimism in the face of un-
certainty, where actions are assumed to be promising until
sufficient evidence suggests otherwise.

This challenge is amplified in continuous spaces, where
the search tree can grow indefinitely, making it difficult to
ensure adequate visitation across all nodes. In fact, it has
been shown that in POMCP-DPW [Sunberg and Kochender-
fer, 2018], when operating in continuous spaces, posterior
nodes in the belief tree are visited only once, severely limiting
their representation and hindering uncertainty estimation.

POMCPOW mitigates this issue through Progressive
Widening, which controls the expansion rate of new child
nodes. However, its effect on node visitation has not been for-
mally analyzed, leaving open questions about how well belief
representations improve over time.

To address this, we introduce the concept of a consistent se-
lection strategy to ensure sufficient node visitations for each
node and derive a deterministic lower bound on visitation
counts. While broadly applicable to tree search, we demon-
strate its use in pPPOMCPOW, guaranteeing improved belief
representations over time.

6.1 Consistent Selection Strategies

Let N(v;t) denote the visitation count of node v at the
iteration of the algorithm. We define a consistent selection
strategy as follows:

tth

Definition 1 (Consistent Selection Strategy). A selection
strategy is consistent if there exist non-decreasing functions
f and F, where lim,,_, o F(n) = oo, such that for any node
v with N (v;t) > f(i), the visitation count of its i'" child vi
satisfies:

N(vist) > F(N(v;t)). 3)

This definition ensures that once a parent node has been
visited sufficiently often, its child nodes are also visited pro-
portionally. The function F' guarantees that visitation counts
grow over time, enabling all parts of the tree to be explored
adequately. In Example 1, we provide specific instances
of consistent selection strategies, derived from the work of
[Auger et al., 2013].

6.2 Node Visitation Lower Bound
Using consistent selection strategies, we establish a determin-
istic lower bound on the visitation count of each node in the
belief tree.
Theorem 1 (Node Visitation Lower Bound). Assume the ac-
tion and observation selection strategies are consistent with
functions f, F and g, G, respectively. For a belief tree path
h, the visitation counts satisfy:

e For hy = a;,0§,04,0j,...0G; _,0;_,

k(i()ajlv s )iT—lﬂjT)'.
N(hr;t) > K (t) =GoFo---0G(t). @)

T times

with t >

Here, k(ig, . .., j-) ensures sufficient initial visitation counts.
A more detailed version of this theorem, including the explicit
closed-form expression for k and its complete proof, is pro-
vided in Appendix B.

Remark 1. Since F and G are non-decreasing and
lim,, o F(n) = lim,_ G(n) = oo, it follows that:

tliglo N(hz;t) = o0. 5)

This guarantees that visitation counts grow indefinitely over
time, ensuring sufficient exploration of nodes in the belief tree
as the algorithm progresses.

Example 1. Algorithms 2 and 3 from [Auger et al., 2013]
establish a consistent selection strategy for action and obser-
vation nodes. A detailed proof, the algorithm descriptions,
and specific instances of the functions f, F, g, and G are
provided in Appendix C.

6.3 Anytime Belief Refinement in pPOMCPOW

We now demonstrate how Theorem 1 ensures that belief rep-
resentations in pPPOMCPOW improve over time.

Corollary 1 (Anytime Belief Refinement). In pPOMCPOW,
under consistent action and observation selection strategies,
Theorem 1 guarantees that the visitation count of each node
increases over time. Consequently, belief representations im-
prove as planning progresses.

Thus, using selection strategies like those in Example 1,
pPOMCPOW overcomes the limitations of fixed-particles ap-
proaches by guaranteeing progressively refined belief repre-
sentations, leading to more accurate modeling of the belief
space. While this property may or may not hold for other on-
line POMDP solvers in continuous spaces, to the best of our
knowledge, this is the first formal proof of such a property.

7 Incremental Reward Computation

As discussed in previous sections, updating belief-dependent
rewards from scratch each time a belief is updated is pro-
hibitively inefficient, particularly in continuous spaces where
the number of particles grows indefinitely.

Most common belief-dependent rewards are information-
theoretic and rely on entropy. We demonstrate incremental
computation of Shannon entropy and the entropy estimator
proposed by [Boers er al., 2010], referred to as the Boers
entropy estimator, significantly reducing computational over-
head compared to full recomputation.

These principles are general and extend to other belief-
dependent rewards. For example, [He et al., 2020] pro-
poses an incremental KDE update, which could be applied
to KDE-based entropy estimators used in [Fischer and Tas,
2020]. Additionally, they may benefit other algorithms, such
as pPPOMCP.

We represent the belief as a set of particles {s;, w;}¥,
where s; is a state sample and w; is the normalized weight
of the particle. The normalized weight is computed as w; =

Wi

T where w; is the unnormalized weight of particle s;.

7.1 Incremental Computation of Shannon Entropy

While Shannon entropy is traditionally defined for discrete
distributions, which are not the focus of this work, we present
an incremental computation method tailored for particle-
based belief representations to illustrate the broader feasibil-
ity of incremental computation for belief-dependent rewards.



The Shannon entropy of the particle belief is defined as:

H(b) = - 1i;logaiy. (6)
s; €S
Recomputing the entropy from scratch after introducing new
particles incurs a computational cost proportional to the total
number of particles, O(N). As the number of particles grows,
this cost can become prohibitive. To address this, we use the
following factorization:

- 1

H(b) = - > wilogw; +log( Y wy), (7)

ZSJES w] $; €S SjES

When a new particle sy, is introduced, only wy, changes, while
other weights remain unchanged.! By caching the previous
entropy H (b) and the sum of weights Zsj cs

can be incrementally updated in O(1) time, avoiding the need
of recalculating from scratch. For detailed derivations of the
incremental update formula, see Appendix D.

wj, the entropy

7.2 Incremental Computation of Boers Entropy
Estimator

While Shannon entropy provides a simple way to capture un-
certainty, it is not suitable for continuous state spaces, which
are the focus of this work. For a detailed discussion on its lim-
itations in this context, see [Boers et al., 2010]. The Boers en-
tropy estimator is more suitable for this setting and is known
to converge to the true entropy under mild assumptions.

However, the computational cost of the Boers entropy esti-
mator scales quadratically with the number of particles, mak-
ing it impractical to compute from scratch each time the be-
lief is updated. To address this, we present a method to in-
crementally update the Boers entropy estimator, significantly
reducing computational overhead.

The Boers entropy estimator is defined as:

A N N
H(V) =log [Z‘_l Z(o|a, s;)uﬁl] - 24_1 w; log Z(ola, s})

N N
_ Zizl W) log [Zj_l T (sh]s5,a)w; |, (8)

Ci

where (/) denotes quantities associated with the posterior be-
lief, e.g., s} and W} represent the state and normalized weight
of the ¢th particle in the posterior belief, respectively. When
the beliefs b and b’ are updated with a new particle, the af-
fected terms are denoted with a tilde, e.g., w;, 121; and ¢;.

While all terms in Equation 8 can be updated incremen-
tally, we focus on the incremental update of the last, as it is
the computational bottleneck of the Boers entropy estimator.
The updated ¢; fori =1,..., N is:

~ N ~ ~
& = ijl T (silsj,a)w; + T (si|SN+1,0)WN41
N
D1 W N
= %Ci +T(si|sN+1,a)wN+1. ©)]

Zj:l wj

'We assume identical state particles are merged and their weights
added.

Thus, by caching ¢; and the sum of weights and reusing pre-
viously computed terms, Equation 9 can be updated in O(1)
time fori = 1,..., N. For i = N + 1, the term ¢x 1 must
be computed from scratch, incurring O(N) cost. However,
this computation is only required once for each new particle.
Overall, the Boers entropy estimator can be updated incre-
mentally in O(N) significantly reducing computational cost.

8 Experiments

We implemented pPPOMCPOW in Julia via the POMDPs.jl
framework [Egorov et al., 20171, with code on GitHub?.

We evaluate it on two benchmark problems: the Contin-
uous 2D Light-Dark problem and the Active Localization
problem. We compare its performance against IPFT and PFT-
DPW?, two state-of-the-art pPPOMDP solvers, under varying
planning time budgets. Performance is measured as the mean
return with standard error over 1000 trials.

Next, we assess the impact of incremental reward com-
putation by comparing planning time across iterations for
pPOMCPOW with and without incremental updates.

Detailed hardware specifications and solver hyperparame-
ters used in the experiments are provided in Appendix E.

8.1 Benchmark Problems

Both problems share a common structure. The agent oper-
ates in a continuous 2D environment with an uncertain initial
belief. Several beacons are scattered throughout the environ-
ment, and the agent receives noisy relative pose observations
from the nearest beacon, where accuracy improves with prox-
imity. The action space consists of movement in eight direc-
tions on the unit circle, along with a ’stay” action that termi-
nates the episode. State transitions are stochastic, and each
step incurs a movement cost.

The key difference between the two problems lies in their
objectives. In the Light-Dark problem, the agent aims to
reach a goal region, while in Active Localization, the objec-
tive is to minimize uncertainty about its position. For detailed
parameters for both problems, see Appendix F.

Continuous 2D Light-Dark Problem
In the 2D Light-Dark problem, the agent’s task is to navi-
gate toward a goal, starting with a highly uncertain initial
belief. The reward function is sparse, granting a large pos-
itive reward upon termination if the agent reaches the goal
region and a large penalty otherwise. To reach the goal suc-
cessfully, the agent must rely on beacons to improve local-
ization. To encourage this behavior, information gain, de-
fined as IG(b,b') = H(b) — H(V'), is used as reward shap-
ing, benefiting solvers that explicitly handle belief-dependent
rewards. We also evaluate POMCPOW without information
gain to highlight PPOMCPOW’s ability to incorporate belief-
dependent rewards. Results are presented in Table 1.

Results show that pPPOMCPOW finds better solutions sig-
nificantly faster. The comparison with POMCPOW high-
lights pPPOMCPOW’s ability to utilize belief-dependent re-

Zhttps://github.com/ronbenc/Anytime- Incremental-rho- POMDP
-Planning-in-Continuous-Spaces
3We modified PET-DPW to support belief-dependent rewards.
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Continuous 2D Light-Dark POMDP Scenario

Algorithm 0.1 Seconds 0.2 Seconds 1.0 Seconds
pPOMCPOW' 223+12 259+1.1 262+1.1
POMCPOW 172+14 175£14 18509
IPFT! —23+18 64+£17 17.2+£1.2
PFT-DPW 53+£16 134+14 205£1.0

Table 1: Performance comparison for the Continuous 2D Light-Dark
POMDP scenario. Algorithms marked with T use information gain
as reward shaping.

/\ Beacons
Obstacles
[ Initial belief covariance
rhopomcpow
ipft

Figure 2: Simulated trajectories in the Active Localization problem

wards and shows that while these rewards introduce ex-
pensive computations, potentially slowing down simulations,
they can significantly aid in finding better policies.

Active Localization Problem
The Active Localization problem tasks the agent with min-
imizing uncertainty about its position. As in the Light-
Dark problem, the agent starts with a highly uncertain be-
lief and must use beacon observations for localization. How-
ever, unlike Light-Dark, obstacles are scattered throughout
the environment, incurring a penalty upon collision, and dis-
tant beacons provide more informative observations, making
decision-making more challenging. Figure 2 shows simulated
trajectories resulted from each solver in this problem. Unlike
Light-Dark, the reward is pure information gain, directly driv-
ing uncertainty reduction. Results are presented in Table 4.
Initially, pPOMCPOW is outperformed by PFT-DPW but
surpasses it as planning progresses. We attribute this to poor

Active Localization POMDP Scenario

Algorithm 0.1 Seconds 0.2 Seconds 1.0 Seconds
pPOMCPOW 29.0+£0.5 381+0.7 459+0.8
IPFT 27.14+04 277404 27.0+04
PFT-DPW 36,707 37607 387+0.7

Table 2: Performance comparison for the Active Localization
POMDP scenario.
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Figure 3: Planning time comparison for pPPOMCPOW with and
without incremental reward computation as a function of iterations.

initial belief nodes that refine over time. IPFT lags behind;
running the same problem without obstacles suggests they
may be the cause (see Appendix G).

8.2 Effect of Incremental Reward Computation

To evaluate the advantage of incremental reward computa-
tion, we compare the planning time of pPPOMCPOW with
and without incremental updates in the Continuous 2D Light-
Dark problem. Using the same random seed and parameters
for both variants ensures identical search tree expansion, iso-
lating the impact of incremental updates on efficiency. Fig-
ure 4 presents planning time as a function of iterations. The
results reveal a significant performance gap, with full recom-
putation scaling at a higher order, demonstrating that incre-
mental updates are crucial for PPOMCPOW to be scalable.

A complexity analysis and a similar comparison with
POMCPOW, assessing the cost of belief-dependent rewards,
are presented in Appendix H.

9 Conclusions

In this work, we introduced pPOMCPOW, an online tree
search algorithm for solving pPOMDPs in continuous spaces.
Its belief representations are dynamic and guaranteed to im-
prove over time, adressing a key limitation of state-of-the-
art pPOMDP solvers. Additionally, we introduced incre-
mental reward computation and demonstrated its effective-
ness on common entropy estimators, significantly reducing
the computational overhead of belief-dependent rewards and
enhancing scalability to continuous spaces. Experimental re-
sults highlight the necessity of incremental reward computa-
tion and validate pPPOMCPOW’s effectiveness in both solu-
tion quality and computational efficiency.

While the convergence of the algorithm remains an open
question, [Lim et al., 2023] establish a link between particle
count and performance guarantees, emphasizing the impor-
tance of improving belief representations over time. This is
particularly crucial for belief-dependent rewards, where con-
vergence guarantees are typically provided only in the limit.
Theorem 1 takes a key step in this direction by ensuring that
beliefs refine over time, but a full convergence analysis is left
for future work.

Despite efficient incremental updates, belief-dependent re-
wards remain the main computational bottleneck in pPPOMDP
solvers (Appendix H). Addressing this challenge through ap-
proximation, parallelization, or reward function simplifica-
tion is a key direction for future research.
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A Incremental Last Value Update

[Thomas et al., 2021] introduced the concept of Last-Value Update (LVU) for p)POMDPs, which focuses on updating the value
function of belief nodes based on the most recent reward estimates. To the best of our knowledge, [Thomas ef al., 2021] does
not provide an incremental update mechanism for the value and action-value functions within the LVU framework.

In this section, we present an incremental update mechanism for these functions, which is crucial for efficiently handling
belief-dependent rewards in pPPOMCPOW.

A.1 Incremental Update of the Value Function

[Thomas et al., 2021] introduced value estimates for belief nodes, initialized with rollout values when N (k) = 1.* This leads
to the following formula for the value function of a node h:

Rollout(h) + Y N(ha)Q(ha)| (10)

1
"= 5w
acCh(h)

where C'h(h) represents the set of action child nodes of node h.
Assume that at iteration ¢, node h is visited and action o is selected. The updated value function is given by:

~ 1 .
V(h;t) = Rollout(h) + N(ha;t)Q(ha;t 11
(150 = gy [Pttt + 32 (s )Qthast (an
=% ]11 Rollout(h) + Z N (ha; t)Q(ha;t) + N (ha';t)Q(ha'; t) (12)
( 7t) L a€Ch(h;t)\a’
=N 2 Rollout(h) + Z N(ha;t —1)Q(ha;t — 1) + N(ha';t)Q(had’; t) (13)
( 7t) L a€Ch(h;t)\a’
1 R
= — | Rollout(h) + N(ha;t —1)Q(ha;t — 1)
N(h7t) (LECh(Zh;t—l)
— N(ha';t —1)Q(ha';t — 1) + N(ha'; t)Q(hd'; t)} (14)
Nt =1 N(ha'st—1) oo, N(ha'; t) .
= SNy VUt =) = gy Qb= 1)+ QU ) (15)

Thus, the value function is incrementally updated as:

Vih) < V(n)+ ﬁ [N (ha)Q(ha') — (N (ha) ~ 1)@ (ha') — V ()], (16)

where QP¢"(ha') is the previous value of the action-value function for action a/.

This incremental approach allows the value function to be updated in O(1), compared to O(|Ch(h)]|) for recomputing the
entire sum of child nodes. This efficiency is particularly beneficial in large trees with numerous child nodes.

A.2 Incremental Update of the Action-Value Function
Similarly, the action-value function for a node ha is given by

A 1

Z N(hao) {ﬁ(hao) + 4V (hao) (17
o€Ch(ha)

*In practice, POMCP and POMCPOW finitialize visitation counts as N(h) = 0. To ensure consistency in state-dependent rewards,
N (hao) should be replaced with N (hao) + 1.



Where C'h(ha) is the set of observation children nodes of node ha. Assume at iteration ¢ node ha is visited and that observation
o' is selected. The updated action-value function is given by:

R 1 X X
Qs t) = Ny 3" N(hao:t) [p(hao; £) + 4V (hao; t)] (18)
77 oeCh(hast)
_ 1 o [a ] - . N(hao';t) 1. . N .
= Nad) Z N (hao;t) [p(hao, t) + vV (hao; t)} + Nhart) [p(hao ;1) + vV (hao ,t)} (19)
o€Ch(ha;t)\o’
1 .
== Z N(hao;t — 1) | p(haoyt — 1) + vV (hao;t — 1)
N(ha’ t> o€Ch(ha;t—1) |: :|
N(hao';t—1) 1, /. - , N(hao';t) 1. , - ,
N(haid) {p(hao it —1) + vV (hao';t 1)} + N(hait) {p(hao i) + vV (hao J)] (20)
_ N(ha;t—1) o N(hao';t—1) 1, . - .
= “N(haD) Q(ha;t —1) N (i 1) {p(hao it —1) + 9V (hao';t 1)} +
N(hao';t) 1. . 2> ’.
Thus, the action-value function is incrementally updated as:
A A 1 N | A / ¥ /
Q(ha) + Q(ha) + Nha) {N(hao ) {p(hao )+ vV (hao )}
—(N(hao') — 1) [ﬁ’"’”’(hao’) + Wﬂ"ev(hao’)} - Q(ha)]. 22)

Similarly, this incremental update allows the action-value function to be updated in O(1) time, compared to O(|Ch(ha)|) for
recomputing the entire sum of child nodes. This efficiency is particularly beneficial when the number of sampled observations
is large.

B Theorem 1
B.1 Extended Theorem

Assume the action and observation selection strategies are consistent with functions f, F' and g, G, respectively. For belief tree
paths A and h., the visitation counts satisfy: For a belief tree path %, the visitation counts satisfy:

e For h] = a;,04,0;,0j, ... a;,_,, witht > k(ig, j1,...,,—1):
N(h;t)> K- (t)=FoGoFo---0G(t) (23)
~—_—
7—1 times

e For h, = Qjy04, A4, 05y -« . Qi 05, with ¢ > k‘(io,jl, S ,Z'Tfl,jT)Z

N(h:;t) > K, (t)=GoFo---0G(t) (24)
—_—
T times

k(io, ..., jr) = max {Kq ' (f(io)), .., K7 ' (9(jr))} (25)

B.2 Proof of Theorem 1
Proof. We will prove this by induction.
 Base Case: For hy = by, the statement is trivial with K (t) = ¢ and kg = 0.
* Induction Hypothesis: Assume that for some 7 > 0, the following holds:
n(heit) > K, (1) (26)

forallt > kT(i07j1a ey b1, ]T)
* Induction Step: We need to show that the hypothesis holds for 7 + 1.



- Forh | =hra;,:

n(hyst) = F(n(hyit) > F(K,(8) = Ky (8) @7)

Where the first inequality holds when n(h,;t) > f(i;). Which in particular holds when n(h,;t) >
K.(t) > f(i;) which is true for all t > k, and t > K_-'f(i;). The second inequality holds by the in-
duction hypothesis and the monotonicity of F' for all ¢ > k,. Overall, both inequalities hold for all ¢ >
max{k (iovjla "'aiT—lajT)aK'r_l(f(iT))} = k;+1(7:07j17 "'7i7')'

- Forhrp1 =h_ 105 ,,:

nhri1it) 2 Gn(hzy5t) > GIE (1) = Kraa(f) (28)

Where the first inequality holds when n(h_ ;t) > g(jr+1). Which in particular holds when n(h_ ;t) >
K (t) > g(jry1) which is true for all ¢ > &k (io, j1,...,%r) and ¢t > KT+19(JT+1)~ The second inequality
holds by the induction hypothesis and monotonicity of G for all t > k_; (io, j1, ..., ir). Overall, both inequalities

. . . _71 . . . . .
hold for all ¢ > max{k_, | (io, 1,07 ), K711 (9(Gr+1))} = krr1(io; 1y os irs ra1)-
By induction, the hypothesis holds for all 7 > 0. O

C Example of consistent selection strategies

Algorithm 2 Consistent Action Selection Procedure
if [N(h)**| > |N(h) — 1]% then

1:
2: Sample a new action ¢ and add a new child ha
3: else
4: Select the child ha that maximizes the score:
sc(ha) = Q(ha;t) + \/N(h)(d /N (ha).
5: end if

Algorithm 3 Consistent Observation Selection Procedure

if |[N(ha)® | > | N(ha) — 1]% then

Sample o ~ Z(-|s,a, s") and add a new child hao
else

Select the least visited child hao of ha
end if

A

Algorithms 2 and 3 constitute a consistent selection strategies with the functions f, F, g and G respectively:

F(i) = isati—sa), G(n) = Lnrjao (29)
gi) = [+ 1) |, F(n) = ine(d)(l_%)- (30)

The consistency of Algorithm 2 is established by Lemma 3 in [Auger er al., 2013], while the consistency of Algorithm 3
follows from Corollary 2 in [Auger ef al., 2013].
D Incremental Computation of Shannon Entropy

We will demonstrate the incremental update of the Shannon entropy for a particle belief. Assume the belief is updated with a
new particle s;. Denote updated quantities with’, e.g., b, w;, and ;. The updated Shannon entropy is given by:



S$;ES
==Y el (32)
si€S ZSJ'ES wy ZSjES wj
1
== Z w; log w; + log( Z w;) (33)
ZS;‘GS Wi s s;€S
1 Wy log Wy, — wy, log wy, -
== w; log w; — - + log( wy) (34)
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Thus, the Shannon entropy can be incrementally updated as:
. dsesWi By log 10y, — wy, 1 D ees Wi
H(b) =25 L f(py - DRO8 LR T WRO8Wh o =€S ) (37)
ZSj es Wj Zsj es Wy Zsj esWj

By caching the previous entropy H (b) and the sum of weights 5 w, the Shannon entropy can be updated in O(1) time.

s;ES
This approach avoids the need to recompute the entropy from scratch, which would require O(N) time.

E Experimental Details

All experiments were conducted on an 11th Gen Intel® Core™ i9-11900K CPU (3.5,GHz) with 64,GB of RAM.

To ensure a fair comparison with POMCPOW, pPOMCPOW adopts the same action and observation selection strategies as
in [Sunberg and Kochenderfer, 2018]. Building on the proof of Lemma 3 from [Auger er al., 2013], one can show that the
action selection strategy, which relies on the classical UCB algorithm, is a consistent selection strategy. We believe that the
same holds—albeit in a probabilistic sense—for the observation selection strategy, but we leave the formal proof for future
work.

E.1 Continuous 2D Light-Dark Problem

Because this problem has a relatively small action space, we do not use progressive widening for actions, making the parameters
a, and K, unnecessary. We tuned pPPOMCPOW and PFT-DPW by performing a grid search over the exploration bonus
C and the observation widening parameters K, and «,, using a seed different from the main experiment. For PFT-DPW, we
additionally searched over m, the number of particles. Due to the algorithms’ similarity, the parameters found for PPOMCPOW
served as a starting point for POMCPOW, while those identified for PFT-DPW served as a starting point for IPFT.
pPOMCPOW, IPFT and PFT-DPW used information-gain as reward shaping such that the reward is structured as:

p(bya,b’) =Es ¢ [Rs(s,a,s)]+ X IG(b, ) (38)

with R (s, a, s’) being the standard reward function defined by the problem, A = 30.0 and IG(b, b’) being the information gain
between the belief states b and b’
The chosen parameters are reported in table 3.

Algorithm c ko Q, m
pPOMCPOW 120 6 1/30 -
POMCPOW 100 4 1/30 -
IPFT 100 3 1/40 20
PFT-DPW 80 3 1/40 50

Table 3: Parameters for the Continuous 2D Light-Dark POMDP Scenario

pPOMCPOW uses a larger ¢, k,, and «, than PFT-DPW and IPFT. A possible explanation is because p)POMCPOW is a state
simulator, and therefore runs faster simulations, which allows for more exploration.



E.2 Active Localization Problem

Since both problems share common structure, we used the same parameters for the Active Localization problem as for the
Continuous 2D Light-Dark problem with the only exception that now pPOMCPOW uses a belief node initialization of 10
particles instead of a single particle.

F Detailed Problems Description
Both problems share a common structure. The agent can move in 8 directions on the unit circle or choose a ”’stay” action, which
terminates the problem. Each step incurs a cost of —1, and transitions are linear-gaussian and are defined by:

01 0 } (39)

T(-|S,CL) :N(S +a, ZT); Yr= |: 0 0.1

The agent receives noisy relative pose observations from the nearest beacon, with accuracy improving with proximity. The
observation model is defined as:

2
Z(fs.a,8) = Moy - #.52), %z = Ly = o 6 9]+ (40)
where zy, is the position of the nearest beacon, and X, changes between problems. The initial belief is given by:
25 0
bo :N(l‘o,ZO), 20: |: 0 25:| (41)

where x( changes between the problems. Both problem use a discount factor, v = 0.95.

F.1 Continuous 2D Light-Dark Problem

In the Continuous 2D Light-Dark Problem the agent taks is to reach a goal area. The agent receives a large reward of +100
upon termination if it is within a unit circle center around the goal or a large penalty of —100 otherwise. In this problem
Yz, = 0.5 x I for all beacons.

F.2 Active Localization Problem

In the Active Localization Problem the agent’s goal is to minimize uncertainty about its position in a continuous 2D environ-
ment. The reward is structured as:

p(b,a,b") =Es ¢ [Rs(s,a,s)]+ X IG(b, ) (42)

with R (s, a, s’) being the standard reward function defined by the problem, A = 30.0 and IG (b, b’) being the information gain
between the belief states b and b'.

In this problem X,, = ﬁ x I, meaning that beacons that are further from the origin have a lower observation noise,
encouraging the agent to explore the environment. Obstacles are scattered in the environment, and the agent incurs a large

penalty of -50 for collisions.

G Active Localization Without Obstacles

Table 4 shows the results for the Active Localization problem without obstacles. IPFT slightly outperforms pPOMCPOW and
PFT-DPW.

Active Localization POMDP Scenario W/O Obstacles

Algorithm 0.1 Seconds 0.2 Seconds 1.0 Seconds
pPOMCPOW 57.0£0.2 575+£0.2 57.3+£0.1
IPFT 57.8+02 584+02 59.1+0.2
PFT-DPW 52.4+04 53.84+04 55.1+04

Table 4: Performance comparison for the Active Localization POMDP scenario without obstacles. Bold values indicate the best result in each
column.



H Effect of Belief-Dependent rewards

H.1 Complexity Analysis

We analyze the complexity of pPPOMCPOW with and without belief-dependent rewards to assess the advantage of incremental
updates. Additionally, we examine vanilla POMCPOW to evaluate the impact of belief-dependent rewards. Let 7" be the
iteration budget, D the tree depth, and R(NV) the complexity of computing the belief-dependent reward function where N is
the number of particles in the belief.

Ignoring the branching of action and observation nodes, as well as rollouts, the number of particles in each node along the
simulated trajectory is O(t), where ¢ is the current iteration. Since belief-dependent reward computation is the main bottleneck,
the complexity of running pPPOMCPOW with belief-dependent rewards for 1" iterations is:

T
O(D~R(1)+D«R(2)+~~~+D~R(T))—O(DZR(t)). (43)

We now assume that computing the belief-dependent reward from scratch has complexity O(N?), while incremental updates
have complexity O(N), as is the case for the KDE and Boers entropy estimators.
Thus, the complexity of pPPOMCPOW when computing belief-dependent rewards from scratch is:

T
%) <D2i2> ~0 (D i 123(2T+ 1)> —O(D-T%), (44)

Similarly, with incremental belief-dependent rewards, the complexity reduces to:

T
O(D;i) O(D~T<T;1)) =0(D-T?). (45)

For POMCPOW), state-dependent reward computation is O(1), while the main computational bottleneck is particle resam-
pling at each node, which takes O(log N) time.
Thus, the complexity of running POMCPOW for T iterations is:

T
O (DZ@;@) =O(D-TlogT). (46)
=1

Although this is a simplified analysis, it aligns with our empirical results, highlighting the need for efficient incremental
updates for belief-dependent rewards. However, even with such updates, belief-dependent rewards remain the main compu-
tational bottleneck, limiting the scalability of pPPOMCPOW and other pPPOMDP solvers. A more detailed analysis is left for
future work.

H.2 Empirical Runtime Comparison with POMCPOW

We ran both POMCPOW and pPOMCPOW on the Continuous 2D Light-Dark problem. Both algorithms share the same
parameters and random seeds. While pPPOMCPOW incrementally computes belief-dependent rewards, it does not use them.
These factors ensure that both algorithms construct the same search tree.

Results show that even with efficient incremental updates, belief-dependent rewards remain the primary computational bot-
tleneck in pPOMCPOW and other pPOMDP solvers.
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Figure 4: Planning time comparison for POMCPOW and pPOMCPOW with incremental reward computation as a function of iterations.
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