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Abstract

Temporal planning is an extension of classical planning in-
volving concurrent execution of actions and alignment with
temporal constraints. Durative actions along with invariants
allow for modeling domains in which multiple agents operate
in parallel on shared resources. Hence, it is often important to
avoid resource conflicts, where temporal constraints establish
the consistency of concurrent actions and events. Unfortu-
nately, the performance of temporal planning engines tends
to sharply deteriorate when the number of agents and ob-
jects in a domain gets large. A possible remedy is to use
macro-actions that are well-studied in the context of classical
planning. In temporal planning settings, however, introduc-
ing macro-actions is significantly more challenging when the
concurrent execution of actions and shared use of resources,
provided the compliance to temporal constraints, should not
be suppressed entirely. Our work contributes a general con-
cept of sequential temporal macro-actions that guarantees the
applicability of obtained plans, i.e., the sequence of original
actions encapsulated by a macro-action is always executable.
We apply our approach to several temporal planners and do-
mains, stemming from the International Planning Competi-
tion and RoboCup Logistics League. Our experiments yield
improvements in terms of obtained satisficing plans as well as
plan quality for the majority of tested planners and domains.

1 Introduction
Temporal planning is a framework capable of dealing with
concurrent actions and timing requirements, providing an
intuitive syntax for representing planning domains, such as
PDDL 2.1 (Fox and Long 2003), together with off-the-shelf
planners, e.g., Optic (Benton, Coles, and Coles 2012), to
generate plans. As an extension of classical planning, tem-
poral planning offers modeling support for durative actions,
their concurrent execution, and the management of tempo-
ral constraints. Logistics domains are prominent examples
in which such timing information matters, e.g., for planning
on-demand transport and delivery, cargo shipment, shuttle
services, or just-in-time production, to mention some appli-
cation areas. However, with larger numbers of tasks and/or
resources to operate and synchronize, the performance of
(temporal) planning engines tends to sharply deteriorate,
which limits their usability for practical problem solving.

As a possible remedy for the scalability issue, in this
paper, we develop a general approach to introduce macro-

actions that encapsulate sequences of ordinary actions.
Macro-actions are widely studied in classical planning
(Botea et al. 2005; Coles and Smith 2007; Chrpa, Vallati,
and McCluskey 2014), capable of expressing composite be-
haviors, e.g., frequent activities like load-move-unload se-
quences in transport domains, and proved to enable con-
siderable speed-ups of classical planning engines (Chrpa,
Vallati, and McCluskey 2014; Chrpa and Vallati 2022).
In temporal planning settings, however, the conception of
macro-actions is significantly more challenging. Specifi-
cally, PDDL 2.1 limits the points in time to which precon-
ditions and effects of durative actions can be linked to an
action’s start, end, or invariants over the entire duration.
Hence, a macro-action encapsulating a sequence of dura-
tive actions cannot exactly specify the times at which pre-
conditions and effects associated with its constituent actions
take place, which puts either the plan validity or concurrency
into question. To give an example, for a load-move-unload
macro-action, PDDL 2.1 does not permit to accurately cap-
ture when an agent leaves the “loading” location and arrives
at the “unloading” location, so that other agents risk colli-
sions or need to avoid both locations for the entire duration.

In this paper, we provide a general concept of sequential
temporal macro-actions (Section 3), i.e., macros encapsu-
lating sequences of durative actions, where preconditions,
invariants, and effects are assembled in a fine-grained way
to enable concurrent execution when it does not compro-
mise the macro-action applicability. Sequential temporal
macro-actions can be particularly advantageous in logistics
domains, where transport and delivery tasks are often ac-
complished by specific sequences of actions like, e.g., load-
move-unload. We thus apply and evaluate our approach us-
ing three state-of-the-art planners on four domains (three of
which are logistics-related) from the International Planning
Competition as well as the RoboCup Logistics League (Sec-
tion 4), obtaining improvements in terms of coverage and in
some cases also the quality of plans computed in the same
time limit with or without macro-actions, respectively. Fi-
nally, we discuss related work (Section 5) and provide con-
clusions along with directions for future work (Section 6).

2 Background
In temporal planning, states of the environment are repre-
sented by sets of propositions (or atoms). In contrast to
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classical planning, states of the environment are modified by
events that are triggered by application of durative actions.
A durative action a is defined by a duration dur(a) ∈ R+,
the sets pre⊢(a), pre⊢⊣(a), and pre⊣(a) of atoms specifying
preconditions that must hold at the start, as invariants during,
or at the end of the action a, respectively, as well as the sets
eff ⊢(a) and eff ⊣(a) of literals determining effects that ap-
ply at the start or at the end of a. Let add⊢(a) (or add⊣(a))
and del⊢(a) (or del⊣(a)) denote the sets of atoms occurring
as positive or negative literals, respectively, in eff ⊢(a) (or
eff ⊣(a)). W.l.o.g. we assume that del⊢(a) ∩ (add⊢(a) ∪
pre⊢⊣(a)) = ∅ and del⊣(a) ∩ add⊣(a) = ∅, given that the
action a would be inapplicable otherwise. Note that positive
effects add⊢(a) and add⊣(a) enable preconditions required
by actions, while del⊢(a) and del⊣(a) inhibit actions.

A temporal planning task T = (V,A, s0, s∗) consists of
a set V of atoms, a set A of actions such that pre⊢(a) ∪
pre⊢⊣(a) ∪ pre⊣(a) ∪ add⊢(a) ∪ del⊢(a) ∪ add⊣(a) ∪
del⊣(a) ⊆ V for each a ∈ A, a (total) initial state s0 ⊆ V
represented by the atoms that hold, and a (partial) goal
s∗ ⊆ V inducing the goal states {s ⊆ V | s∗ ⊆ s}.
A plan P for T is a finite set of time-stamped actions
(t, a), where t ∈ R+ is a starting time for the action
a ∈ A, such that t1 ̸= t2, t1 + dur(a1) ̸= t2, and
t1 + dur(a1) ̸= t2 + dur(a2) for any distinct time-stamped
actions (t1, a1) ∈ P, (t2, a2) ∈ P . The condition of mutu-
ally disjoint starting and ending times is in line with the “no
moving targets” requirement of PDDL 2.1 and also adopted
by Temporal Fast Downward (Eyerich, Mattmüller, and
Röger 2009) for enabling a sequential processing of action
effects and state updates. That is, a plan P corresponds to a
sequence P with 2|P| + 1 time-stamped states of the form
P [i] = (t[i], s[i], E[i]), where P [0] = (0, s0, ∅) and succes-
sors are inductively defined as follows for 1 ≤ i ≤ 2|P|:
t[i] = min

(
{t | (t, a) ∈ P, t[i− 1] < t}

∪ {t | (t, pre⊢⊣(a), pre⊣(a), eff ⊣(a)) ∈ E[i− 1]}
)
;

s[i] =


add⊢(a) ∪ (s[i− 1] \ del⊢(a))

if (t[i], a) ∈ P , or
add⊣(a) ∪ (s[i− 1] \ del⊣(a))

if (t[i], pre⊢⊣(a), pre⊣(a), eff ⊣(a)) ∈ E[i− 1];

E[i] =



E[i− 1]

∪ {(t[i] + dur(a), pre⊢⊣(a), pre⊣(a), eff ⊣(a))}
if (t[i], a) ∈ P , or

E[i− 1] \ {(t[i], pre⊢⊣(a), pre⊣(a), eff ⊣(a))}
if (t[i], pre⊢⊣(a), pre⊣(a), eff ⊣(a)) ∈ E[i− 1].

The sets E[i] gather scheduled effects for actions that al-
ready started but have not yet ended at time stamp t[i].
We call P [i] a starting or ending event for a, respec-
tively, if (t[i], a) ∈ P or (t[i], pre⊢⊣(a), pre⊣(a), eff ⊣(a)) ∈
E[i − 1], and by ι(t[i]) = i we refer to the sequence po-
sition associated with a time stamp t[i].1 Moreover, the
plan P is consistent if, for each 1 ≤ i ≤ 2|P|, we

1For simplicity of notations and as the considered plan P is al-

have that
⋃

(t,pre⊢⊣(a),pre⊣(a),eff ⊣(a))∈E[i] pre
⊢⊣(a) ⊆ s[i]

and pre⊢(a) ⊆ s[i−1] or pre⊣(a) ⊆ s[i−1] in case P [i] is a
starting or ending event for a, respectively. If P is consistent
and s∗ ⊆ s[2|P|], we call the plan P a solution for T .

3 Sequential Macro-actions
In contrast to classical planning, where actions are viewed
as instantaneous events and modeling their sequential execu-
tion by a macro-action boils down to accumulating precondi-
tions and effects independently of other actions, concurrent
actions must be taken into account for temporal planning,
which makes it non-trivial to guarantee the applicability of
plans with macro-actions. For instance, when the sequence
of a move and a delivery action with the mutually exclusive
invariants that a robot must not deliver while moving, and
vice versa, should be turned into a macro, simply adding up
effects and invariants would render the macro-action inap-
plicable, as the processes of moving and delivering are both
triggered but neither of them should be in progress accord-
ing to the combined invariant. Then, it may appear tempt-
ing to dismiss invariants in favor of additional preconditions
modeling mutex locks, thus ensuring that atoms affected by
a macro-action are not accessed by other concurrent actions.
While this approach rules out any interferences, it is also dis-
ruptive in the sense that plans get partitioned into episodes: a
macro-action takes exclusive control of its mutex atoms, and
only before starting or after ending the macro-action, other
actions may again access the mutex atoms (in parallel). To
see this, consider a macro-action of moving to the sink and
washing plates, requiring some dirty plates to be on hold,
and a second macro-action that consists of collecting dirty
plates from the table and carrying them to the sink. Then, if
the precondition or effect, respectively, on the availability of
dirty plates were mutually exclusive, it would rule out that
one robot brings dirty plates from the table while another is
washing at the sink, which imposes a too severe restriction.

These considerations lead us to the question how a se-
quence of durative actions can be turned into a sequential
macro to be used for temporal planning (in place of its con-
stituent actions), so that the resulting plan guarantees the
sequential applicability of the original actions but does not
suppress other concurrent actions unnecessarily. Adhering
to these design objectives, the principal steps of our con-
struction of macro-actions are outlined in Figure 1:

1. Definition 1 specifies how the sequential execution of
two actions, a1 and a2, is mapped to a macro-action
a = a1 ◦ a2, where the internal structure incorporating
the ending event for a1, the starting event for a2, as well
as the invariants pre⊢⊣(a1) and pre⊢⊣(a2) requires partic-
ular attention. In case some literal ℓ needs to be excluded
from the effects of events taking place within the dura-
tion of the macro-action a, we introduce a mutex atom
xℓ in the set x(a) associated with a, which extends the
corresponding set x(a2) for a2. This inductive accumula-
tion of mutex atoms accommodates the right-associative

ways clear from the context, we skip annotations for P when writ-
ing t[i], s[i], E[i], and ι(t) to refer to time stamps, states, scheduled
effects, or sequence positions of time-stamped states P [i] for P .



action a2

mutex x(a2)

action a1

macro-action a = a1 ◦a2
mutex x(a) ⊇ x(a2)

Composition
(Definition 1)

effect-safe action ax

Augmentation
(Definition 2)

action a1

action a2

Refinement
(Definition 3)

Figure 1: Outline of the composition and refinement of macro-
actions, augmented with mutex atoms for sound temporal planning.

chaining of macro-action composition steps, starting from
x(a2) = ∅ for an ordinary action a2.

2. After composing macro-actions a and gathering their as-
sociated mutex atoms x(a), Definition 2 incorporates mu-
tex atoms into the precondions and effects of effect-safe
(macro-)actions ax. The main idea is that the precondi-
tion of any event is augmented with xℓ for corresponding
effects ℓ that must not apply during some macro-action a.
Such an effect-safe macro-action ax in turn falsifies xℓ at
the start and re-enables it at the end, thus suppressing un-
desired effects of events and also ruling out interferences
with (other) macro-actions whose associated mutex atoms
include xv or x¬v for ℓ ∈ {v,¬v}. The latter restriction
on the concurrent applicability of macro-actions guaran-
tees that mutex atoms are neither manipulated in uncon-
trolled ways nor that unfolding macro-actions into their
constituent actions risks the release of undesired effects.

3. Given a solution for a planning task built from effect-
safe (macro-)actions, Definition 3 formalizes how a time-
stamped macro-action (t, a) with a = a1 ◦ a2 is un-
folded into the sequence of (t1, a1) and (t2, a2) to ob-
tain a refined plan. The introduced time stamps t1 and
t2 are chosen such that t1 < t, t1 + dur(a1) < t2, and
t2+dur(a2) < t+dur(a), where no other starting or end-
ing event takes place in-between t1 and t, t1 + dur(a1)
and t2, or t2+dur(a2) and t+dur(a), respectively. That
is, the starting event for a1 (or ending event for a2) re-
places the starting event for a (or ending event for a), and
the start of a2 directly succeeds the end of a1 in the refined
plan. The property that stepwise refinement preserves so-
lutions is stated by Theorem 1, and Corollary 1 concludes
that all possible orders of refinement steps lead to a simi-
lar solution in terms of ordinary (time-stamped) actions.
Our macro-action concept combines preconditions and ef-

fects at the start and end of composed actions as well as their
invariants in a fine-grained way, based on the idea of incor-
porating invariants if they do not spoil the applicability of a
macro-action, or to gather mutex atoms on literals otherwise.
Definition 1. For two actions a1 and a2, let pre1 =
pre⊢⊣(a1) ∪ pre⊣(a1), pre2 = pre⊢⊣(a2) ∪ pre⊣(a2),

add1 = add⊢(a1)∪add⊣(a1), del1 = del⊢(a1)∪del⊣(a1),
add12 = add⊣(a1) ∪ add⊢(a2), del12 = del⊣(a1) ∪
del⊢(a2), and del2 = del⊢(a2)∪del⊣(a2) abbreviate partic-
ular unions of preconditions or positive and negative effects
of a1 and a2. We define the duration, preconditions, and ef-
fects of the right-associative composition of a1 and a2 into
the macro-action a = a1 ◦ a2 by:

1. dur(a) = dur(a1) + dur(a2) is the sum of the durations
of a1 and a2;

2. the preconditions pre⊢(a) at the start of a are the union of
the following sets of atoms:

(a) the original preconditions pre⊢(a1) at the start of a1,

(b) the set pre1∩del12 \add⊢(a1) of preconditions during
or at the end of a1 that get falsified by effects del12 and
are not readily enabled by the start effects add⊢(a1),
and

(c) the set pre⊢(a2) ∩ del⊢(a2) \ add1 of preconditions
at the start of a2 that get falsified by the start effects
del⊢(a2) and are not enabled by effects add1 of a1;

3. the invariants pre⊢⊣(a) during the macro-action a are the
union of the following sets of atoms:

(a) the set pre1 \ (del12 \ del⊢(a1)) of preconditions dur-
ing or at the end of a1 that do not get falsified by ef-
fects del12 (and also not by del⊢(a1), as del⊢(a) ∩
pre⊢⊣(a) ̸= ∅ leaves a = a1 ◦ a2 undefined otherwise),

(b) the set pre⊢(a2) \ (add⊣(a1) ∪ (del⊢(a2) \ del1)) of
preconditions at the start of a2 that are neither readily
enabled by the end effects add⊣(a1) nor falsified by the
start effects del⊢(a2) (but not by del1 as well, as such a
situation yields del⊢(a) ∩ pre⊢⊣(a) ̸= ∅, in which case
a = a1 ◦ a2 is taken to be undefined), and

(c) the set pre⊢⊣(a2) \ add12 of invariants during a2 that
are not enabled by effects add12;

4. pre⊣(a) = pre⊣(a2) \ add12 contains original precondi-
tions pre⊣(a2) at the end of a2 that are not enabled by
effects add12;

5. the start effects eff ⊢(a) of a are the union of the following
sets of literals:

(a) the set eff ⊢(a1) \ del12 of original start effects of a1
that do not get falsified by effects del12, and

(b) the set {¬v | v ∈ del12} of negative literals anticipat-
ing the falsification of atoms by effects del12;

6. the end effects eff ⊣(a) of a are the union of the following
sets of literals:

(a) the original end effects eff ⊣(a2) of a2, and

(b) the set add12\del2 of atoms that are enabled by effects
add12 and do not get falsified by effects del2;

provided that del⊢(a)∩pre⊢⊣(a) = ∅ and pre⊣(a2)∩del12\
add⊢(a2) = ∅ hold, while a = a1 ◦ a2 is undefined other-
wise.



Figure 2: Description of two actions and the resulting macro. Lit-
erals below each action represent effects, while the literals above
them provide preconditions (at the start, end, or during an action,
as indicated by their positions). The mutex atoms of the macro are
omitted for better readability.

If the macro-action a is defined, by

x(a) = {x¬v | v ∈
(
(add12 \ (add⊣(a2) ∪ del2))

∪ (pre1 ∩ del12)

∪ (pre⊢(a2) ∩ del⊢(a2) \ add⊣(a1))
∪ (pre2 ∩ add12)

)
\ pre⊢⊣(a)}

∪ {xv | v ∈ del12} ∪ x(a2),

we denote a set of mutex atoms xv and x¬v associated with
(the complements of) literals v and ¬v occurring in effects
and preconditions of a1 and a2, where we take x(a2) = ∅
as base case if a2 is not itself a macro-action defined as the
composition of two actions.

Example 1. To illustrate the composition of macro-actions,
Figure 2 visualizes how two actions from a simple temporal
domain are composed into a macro-action. The actions at
the top involve an agent r capable of moving from a loca-
tion l1 to l2 for picking up an object at location l2. (The
syntax used for literals is inspired by PDDL, where not
represents the logical connective ¬.) First observe that the
macro-action displayed at the bottom of Figure 2 pulls the
delete effects applied at the end of the move or at the start of
the get action, i.e., (not (free l2)) and (not (empty r)), to-
gether with the original start effects of the move action. The
positive end effect (at r l2) of the move action, however,
joins (holding r) at the end of the composed macro-action.

Preconditions at the start of the macro-action include the
original (at r l1) atom from move together with (free l2)
and (empty r) required at the end of move or at the start of
get , respectively. The reason for not turning the latter two
atoms into invariants required throughout the macro-action
is that their negative literals occur as new start effects, so
that invariants would render the macro-action inapplicable.
Moreover, the precondition and invariant (at r l2) of get is
not taken as a precondition or invariant of the macro-action
since it is enabled by the end effect of move , which is now
postponed to the end of the macro-action. Hence, it would

be overcautious to insist on the truth of (at r l2) at the start
or during the entire macro-action. In fact, considering that
any other actions in the domain will hardly admit (at r l1),
which is a precondition at the start, and (at r l2) to hold
simultaneously, turning the latter into a precondition or in-
variant would most likely yield an (unnoticed) inapplicable
macro-action.

In general, the idea of Definition 1 is to forward
delete effects del⊣(a1) ∪ del⊢(a2) ((not (free l2)) and
(not (empty r)) in Example 1) from the ending event for
a1 or the starting event for a2 to the start of the composed
macro-action a = a1 ◦ a2. In this way, the preconditions of
other actions can right from the start not build on atoms get-
ting falsified in the course of the macro-action. Similarly, the
add effects add⊣(a1) ∪ add⊢(a2) ((at r l2) in Example 1),
which may enable preconditions of other actions, are post-
poned to the end of the macro-action (unless they get can-
celed by subsequently occurring delete effects del⊢(a2) and
del⊣(a2)). Taken together, the early application of delete
effects and postponement of add effects, which would orig-
inally arise at some point during the macro-action, prevent
that other actions building on the volatile atoms are applied.

Concerning the preconditions of the macro-action a,
pre⊣(a) at the end consists of the atoms in pre⊣(a2) that are
not enabled by the add effects add⊣(a1)∪ add⊢(a2) during
the macro-action. Note that atoms in add⊢(a2) may also
belong to the delete effects del⊣(a1), in which case they
are included in del⊢(a) at the start of a and listing them
among the preconditions pre⊣(a) at the end would render a
inapplicable. For the same reason, atoms of the invariant
pre⊢⊣(a2) that get enabled by add⊣(a1) ∪ add⊢(a2) during
a are not required as invariants in pre⊢⊣(a) for not (unneces-
sarily) compromising the applicability of a. Atoms of the
invariant pre⊢⊣(a1) as well as the preconditions pre⊣(a1)
and pre⊢(a2) during a are taken as invariants in pre⊢⊣(a)
only if they are not falsified by subsequent delete effects
in del⊣(a1) or del⊢(a2). Otherwise, such atoms ((free l2)
and (empty r) in Example 1) augment the original precon-
ditions pre⊢(a1) at the start of a1 in pre⊢(a) (unless they
get readily enabled by add effects add⊢(a1) and add⊣(a1),
as with (at r l2) in Example 1). While the composi-
tion of a1 and a2 into a = a1 ◦ a2 aims at restricting
the preconditions pre⊢(a), pre⊢⊣(a), and pre⊣(a) to nec-
essary parts, it can happen that a1 and a2 are incompati-
ble in the sense that delete effects undo required precondi-
tions, and checking that del⊢(a) ∩ pre⊢⊣(a) = ∅ as well as
pre⊣(a2) ∩ (del⊣(a1) ∪ del⊢(a2)) \ add⊢(a2) = ∅ in Defi-
nition 1 excludes the composition of incompatible actions.

Although the specific delete effects in Example 1 do not
permit taking atoms as invariants of the composed macro-
action a = a1 ◦ a2, it would be the first choice for, e.g.,
(empty r) from pre⊢(a2) if it were not also included in
del⊢(a2). If this choice cannot be made for an atom v
of interest, as in Example 1, a mutex atom x¬v is col-
lected in x(a) to express that any delete effects on v need
to be rejected as long as the macro-action a is in progress.



The respective cases in Definition 1 cover all atoms from
the preconditions pre⊢⊣(a1), pre⊣(a1), and pre⊢(a2) sub-
ject to subsequent delete effects, atoms from pre⊢⊣(a2)
and pre⊣(a2) getting enabled in the course of the macro-
action a, as well as postponed effects from add⊣(a1) and
add⊢(a2) that are not to be canceled before the ending event
for a (unless any of these atoms belongs to the invariants of
a by Definition 1). Additional mutex atoms of the form xv

are included in x(a) for delete effects del⊣(a1) ∪ del⊢(a2)
occurring during a. They signal that add effects on v must
be rejected to prevent concurrent actions building on atoms
that get falsified during a. The mutex atoms associated with
macro-actions are then used to model mutex locks.
Definition 2. For a planning task T = (V,A, s0, s∗), let
X =

⋃
a∈A x(a) such that X ∩ V = ∅ be the set of mutex

atoms for (macro-)actions a ∈ A. We define the effect-safe
task T x = (V x, Ax, sx0 , s∗) for T by:

1. V x = V ∪X;
2. Ax = {ax | a ∈ A} with

(a) dur(ax) = dur(a),
(b) pre⊢(ax) = pre⊢(a) ∪ x(a)

∪ {xv ∈ X | x¬v ∈ x(a)} ∪ {xℓ ∈ X | ℓ ∈ eff ⊢(a)},
(c) pre⊢⊣(ax) = pre⊢⊣(a),
(d) pre⊣(ax) = pre⊣(a)∪{xℓ ∈ X \x(a) | ℓ ∈ eff ⊣(a)},
(e) eff ⊢(ax) = eff ⊢(a) ∪ {¬xℓ | xℓ ∈ x(a)}, and
(f) eff ⊣(ax) = eff ⊣(a) ∪ x(a);

3. sx0 = s0 ∪X .
If Px is a solution for T x, we call P = {(t, a) | (t, ax) ∈
Px} the base plan of Px.
Example 2. Continuing Example 1, the mutex atoms (omit-
ted in Figure 2 for better readability) associated with the
composed move and get macro-action are x(not (free l2)),
x(not (empty r)), x(not (at r l2)), x(free l2), and x(empty r). In
the not cases, they result from preconditions at the end
of move and at the start of or during get that are can-
celed by subsequent delete effects or enabled during the
macro-action, respectively. On the other hand, x(free l2) and
x(empty r) stem from the delete effects at the end of move
and at the start of get .

The effect-safe version of the macro-action includes the
above mutex atoms as well as x(at r l2), x(free l1), and
x(not (at r l1)) as additional preconditions at the start (pro-
vided that the latter show up among the mutex atoms associ-
ated with other macro-actions composed for the domain) to
rule out any interferences with other macro-actions on start
effects or the original atoms v occurring as xv or x¬v among
mutex atoms. When the macro-action composed from move
and get is applied, its associated mutex atoms are set to
false at the start in order to reject undesired effects of other
actions, i.e., effects falsifying some required precondition
or enabling an atom falsified during the macro-action (too
early). These mutex locks get released again at the end of
the macro-action, where x(at r l2) and x(holding r) for the end
effects (at r l2) and (holding r) constitute preconditions (in
case any other macro-actions have them as associated mutex

atoms). Importantly, if either of these atoms were among
the mutex atoms associated with the macro-action itself, it
would not be taken as a precondition for the ending event;
e.g., if (not (holding r)) were an effect at the start of the get
action, x(holding r) would be included in the mutex atoms, so
that x(holding r) is certainly false until the end of the macro-
action due to the modeled mutex lock.

When several actions are to be chained into a compos-
ite macro-action, we suppose that Definition 1 is applied
from right to left, i.e., that the macro-action is successively
composed from the end. The reason is that the internal
structure of a macro is hidden to the outside, and further
precaution would be needed if a macro-action were ex-
tended on to later actions in a sequence. To see this, con-
sider three actions a1, a2, and a3 such that an atom v be-
longs to the delete effects del⊣(a1) as well as the precon-
ditions pre⊣(a3) at the end of a3. Then, checking whether
pre⊣(a3)∩del⊣(a1)\add⊢(a2 ◦a3) = ∅ according to Defi-
nition 1 discards the macro-action composition a1◦(a2◦a3),
while v is forwarded to the delete effects del⊢(a) at the start
of a = a1 ◦ a2 otherwise. In this case, the applicability
conditions in Definition 1 are too simplistic to detect that
v cannot hold at the end of a ◦ a3, considering that effects
enabling v are rejected by falsifying xv at the start of ax.

Since the preconditions and effects on the mutex atoms
x(a) for macro-actions a put additional restrictions on their
concurrent applicability, any solution for an effect-safe task
is also guaranteed to yield a solution for the original plan-
ning task, while the converse does not hold in general.

Proposition 1. Let T = (V,A, s0, s∗) be a planning task,
and Px be a solution for the effect-safe task T x = (V x, Ax,
sx0 , s∗). Then, the base plan P of Px is a solution for T .

Proof. The preservation of plan consistency when turning
Px into P = {(t, a) | (t, ax) ∈ Px} and the corre-
spondence of time-stamped states on the atoms of V di-
rectly follow from Definition 2, given that sx0 ∩ V = s0
and pre⊢(ax) ∩ V = pre⊢(a), pre⊢⊣(ax) = pre⊢⊣(a),
pre⊣(ax) ∩ V = pre⊣(a), eff ⊢(ax) ∩ V = eff ⊢(a), and
eff ⊣(ax) ∩ V = eff ⊣(a) for each action ax ∈ Ax.

Example 3. Consider a macro-action a0 = a1 ◦ a2 such
that v1 ∈ del⊢(a1) ∩ pre⊣(a2), v2 ∈ del⊣(a1), and
v3 ∈ add⊣(a2). Then, the mutex atom xv2 is included
in del⊢(ax0) to reject volatile add effects on v2 during the
effect-safe version of a0. Hence, the starting (or ending)
event for any action a with {v1, v2} ⊆ add⊢(a) and xv2 ∈
pre⊢(ax) (or {v1, v2} ⊆ add⊣(a) and xv2 ∈ pre⊣(ax))
cannot take place in-between the start and end of ax0 . As
a consequence, there is no solution for the effect-safe task
T x = ({v1, v2, v3} ∪ {xv2}, {ax0 , ax}, {xv2}, {v3}), while
T = ({v1, v2, v3}, {a0, a}, ∅, {v3}) admits solutions such
that a starts (or ends) within the duration of a0.

Example 3 shows that the replacement of ordinary actions
by macro-actions, as performed in Section 4 to increase the
scalability of temporal planning, needs to be done with care,



as it depends on the domain at hand whether a stricter effect-
safe task suppresses interactions between concurrent actions
that are crucial for the satisfiability of a planning task. How-
ever, if a solution for an effect-safe task exists, it can be re-
fined by unfolding the contained macro-actions a = a1 ◦ a2
into sequential applications of a1 and a2 such that the end-
ing event for a1 directly precedes the starting event for a2,
thus reproducing the sequence of events anticipated in the
composition of a.
Definition 3. For a solution Px for an effect-safe task
T x = (V x, Ax, sx0 , s∗), we define the base plan P of Px

as a refined plan of Px for the planning task T = (V, {a |
(t, a) ∈ P}, s0, s∗). If P0 with (t0, a0) ∈ P0 for a macro-
action a0 = a1 ◦ a2 is a refined plan of Px for the planning
task T 0 = (V, {a | (t, a) ∈ P0}, s0, s∗), then we define
P = {(t1, a1), (t2, a2)} ∪ P0 \ {(t0, a0)} such that

εP0(t0, a0) = min
(⋃

0≤i<2|P0|({t0 − t[i] | t[i] < t0}
∪ {t0 + dur(a1)− t[i] | t[i] < t0 + dur(a1)}
∪ {t0 + dur(a0)− t[i] | t[i] < t0 + dur(a0)})

)
,

t0 − εP0(t0, a0) < t1 < t0, and t1 + dur(a1) < t2 <
t0 + dur(a1) as a refined plan of Px for the planning task
T = (V, {a | (t, a) ∈ P}, s0, s∗).

Our main result on refined plans, obtained by unfolding
macro-actions into sequences of their constituents, is that
they are guaranteed to be solutions. Hence, an effect-safe
task allows for performing temporal planning at the level of
macro-actions, and then the original actions can be put back
without revising and possibly discarding the resulting plan.
Theorem 1. Let Px be a solution for an effect-safe task
T x = (V x, Ax, sx0 , s∗). Then, any refined plan P of Px for
T = (V, {a | (t, a) ∈ P}, s0, s∗) is a solution for T .

Proof. For any refined plan P of Px for the planning task
T = (V, {a | (t, a) ∈ P}, s0, s∗), an atom v ∈ V , and time
stamps {t1, t2} ⊆ {t[i] | 1 ≤ i ≤ 2|P|} with t1 ≤ t2, let

θvP(t1, t2) = min
(
{t[2|P|]}

∪
{
t+ dur(a) | (t, a) ∈ P, t+ dur(a) < t1,

v ∈ add⊣(a) ∩
⋂

ι(t+dur(a))≤i<ι(t2)
s[i],

{(t0, a0) ∈ P | xv ∈ x(a0), t0 < t2,
t+ dur(a) < t0 + dur(a0)} = ∅

}
∪
{
t | (t, a) ∈ P, t < t1,

v ∈ add⊢(a) ∩
⋂

ι(t)≤i<ι(t2)
s[i],

{(t0, a0) ∈ P | xv ∈ x(a0), t0 < t2,
t < t0 + dur(a0)} = ∅

}
∪
{
0 | v ∈

⋂
0≤i<ι(t2)

s[i],

{(t0, a0) ∈ P | xv ∈ x(a0), t0 < t2} = ∅
})

denote the least time stamp t smaller than t1 such that v re-
mains true from s[ι(t)] until s[ι(t2)−1] and no macro-action
a0 with xv ∈ x(a0) is in progress at any of these states (or
the maximal time stamp at which some time-stamped action
in P ends in case no such time stamp t exists).

By Proposition 1, we have that the base plan P of Px is a
solution for the planning task T = (V,A, s0, s∗). Moreover,
for any time-stamped action (t, a) ∈ P , the condition 5(b)
in Definition 1 as well as 2(b), 2(d), and 2(e) in Definition 2
yield that

1. θvP(t, t) < t for each v ∈ pre⊢(a),
2. θvP(t[ι(t)+1], t+dur(a)) ≤ t for each v ∈ pre⊢⊣(a), and
3. θvP(t + dur(a), t + dur(a)) < t + dur(a) for each v ∈

pre⊣(a).

Let P0 be a refined plan of Px for the planning task T 0 =
(V, {a | (t, a) ∈ P0}, s0, s∗) such that P0 is a solution for
T 0 with (t0, a0) ∈ P0 for a macro-action a0 = a1 ◦ a2.
Assume that, for any time-stamped action (t, a) ∈ P0, we
have that

1. θvP0(t, t) < t for each v ∈ pre⊢(a),
2. θvP0(t[ι(t) + 1], t + dur(a)) ≤ t for each v ∈ pre⊢⊣(a),

and
3. θvP0(t + dur(a), t + dur(a)) < t + dur(a) for each v ∈

pre⊣(a).

Pick some time stamps t1 and t2 such that t0−εP0(t0, a0) <
t1 < t0 and t1+dur(a1) < t2 < t0+dur(a1), and consider
the refined plan P = {(t1, a1), (t2, a2)}∪P0 \{(t0, a0)} of
Px for the planning task T = (V, {a | (t, a) ∈ P}, s0, s∗).

Then, for any time-stamped action (t, a) ∈ P0 \
{(t0, a0)}, x(a0) ⊇ x(a2) by Definition 1 implies that

1. θvP(t, t) ≤ θvP0(t, t) < t for each v ∈ pre⊢(a),
2. θvP(t[ι(t)+1], t+dur(a)) ≤ θvP0(t[ι(t)+1], t+dur(a)) ≤

t for each v ∈ pre⊢⊣(a), and
3. θvP(t + dur(a), t + dur(a)) ≤ θvP0(t + dur(a), t +

dur(a)) < t+ dur(a) for each v ∈ pre⊣(a).

Moreover, the condition 2(a) in Definition 1 guarantees
that

θvP(t1, t1) = θvP0(t0, t0) < t1 (1)

for each v ∈ pre⊢(a1). By the conditions 3(a) and 3(b) in
Definition 1, we have that(

pre⊢⊣(a1) ∪ pre⊣(a1) ∪
(pre⊢(a2) \ add⊣(a1))

)
\ pre⊢⊣(a0) ⊆(

pre⊢(a0) ∪ add⊢(a1)
)
∩ {v ∈ V | x¬v ∈ x(a0)},

so that

θvP(t[ι(t1) + 1], t1 + dur(a1)) ∈
{θvP0(t[ι(t0) + 1], t0 + dur(a0)), θ

v
P0(t0, t0), t1} \

{t[2|P0|]}
(2)

for each v ∈ pre⊢⊣(a1)∪pre⊣(a1)∪ (pre⊢(a2)\add⊣(a1)),
and

θvP(t2, t2) ∈ {θvP0(t, t), t1, t1 + dur(a1)} \ {t[2|P0|]} (3)

for

t = t[min({1 ≤ i ≤ 2|P0| | t0 + dur(a1) ≤ t[i]})] (4)

and each v ∈ pre⊢(a2). Finally, the conditions 3(c) and 4 in
Definition 1 yield that(

pre⊢⊣(a2) ∪ (pre⊣(a2) \ pre⊣(a0))
)
\ pre⊢⊣(a0) ⊆(

add⊢(a2) ∪ add⊣(a1) \ del⊢(a2)
)
∩

{v ∈ V | x¬v ∈ x(a0)},



so that
θvP(t[ι(t2) + 1], t2 + dur(a2)) ∈
{θvP0(t[min({1 ≤ i ≤ 2|P0| | t0 + dur(a1) ≤ t[i]})],

t0 + dur(a0)), t2, t1 + dur(a1)} \ {t[2|P0|]}
(5)

for each v ∈ pre⊢⊣(a2) ∪ (pre⊣(a2) \ pre⊣(a0)), and

θvP(t2 + dur(a2), t2 + dur(a2)) ∈
{θvP0(t0 + dur(a0), t0 + dur(a0)), t2, t1 + dur(a1)} \

{t[2|P0|]}
(6)

for each v ∈ pre⊣(a2).
The conditions (1)–(6) show that P is consistent and es-

tablish that the induction hypothesis holds for the refined
plan P of Px. Moreover, s∗ ⊆ s[ι(max({t + dur(a) |
(t, a) ∈ P}))] holds because s[ι(tx + dur(ax))] ⊆ s[ι(t′ +
dur(a′))] for each (tx, ax) ∈ Px and (t′, a′) ∈ P such that
t′ = max({t | (t, a) ∈ P, t+dur(a) ≤ tx+dur(ax)}).

Corollary 1. Let Px be a solution for an effect-safe task
T x = (V x, Ax, sx0 , s∗). Then, there is some refined plan P
of Px for T = (V, {a | (t, a) ∈ P}, s0, s∗) such that P is
a solution for T and {a | (t, a) ∈ P} does not include any
macro-action. Moreover, for any refined plan P ′ of Px such
that {a | (t, a) ∈ P ′} ⊆ {a | (t, a) ∈ P}, we have that
|P ′| = |P|, and for each 1 ≤ i ≤ 2|P|, P ′[i] is a starting
(or ending) event for a iff P [i] is a starting (or ending) event
for a.

Proof. All refined plans P of Px obtained from the
base plan of Px by iteratively splitting time-stamped
(macro-)actions (t0, a0) with a0 = a1 ◦ a2 into (t1, a1) and
(t2, a2) according to Definition 3 yield up to concrete time
stamps identical sequences of time-stamped states and are
by Theorem 1 solutions for T .

The crucial property guaranteed by solutions for an effect-
safe task is that volatile preconditions and effects signaled by
mutex atoms x¬v or xv , respectively, in x(a) cannot be ma-
nipulated in uncontrolled ways during a macro-action a. In
particular, preconditions of concurrent actions must not rely
on v when xv indicates that the atom v gets falsified at some
point within the duration of a. This does not necessitate v to
stay excluded from add effects applying when macro-actions
are unfolded, yet any such effect is not exploited to build and
refine a baseline solution for the effect-safe task.
Example 4. Let a1 and a2 be macro-actions such that xv ∈
x(a1) and v ∈ add⊣(a2). Then, the ending event for ax2
cannot be placed in-between the start and end of ax1 in order
to prevent that other actions build on the volatile atom v.
However, when a1 and a2 are unfolded into their constituent
actions, v may well be included in add effects falling within
the duration of a1, where temporarily enabling v does not
compromise the preconditions of any concurrent action.

4 Evaluation
We evaluate the impact of sequential macro-actions on plan-
ning performance by applying three state-of-the-art planners
to solve instances from four domains. The first domain con-
sists of a PDDL encoding of the RoboCup Logistics League

(RCLL) along with the instance collection used by De Bor-
toli and Steinbauer-Wagner (2023) for assessing and com-
paring domain models with manually defined macros. In the
RCLL domain, a team of three autonomous mobile robots
cooperatively assembles products by interacting with pro-
duction stations in a real-world environment. A characteris-
tic property of the RCLL is that a robot can only perform
one specific action at its current location before it has to
move on. This makes the domain well-suited for macro-
actions, as move actions can be merged with 17 different
types of interaction actions (to accomplish some produc-
tion subtask at a given location). The other three domains
originate from the International Planning Competition (IPC)
(Vallati, Chrpa, and McCluskey 2018): Road Traffic Acci-
dent Management (RTAM), Driverlog, and Satellite.

The RTAM domain (unlike RCLL and Driverlog) asso-
ciates specific tasks with separate types of agents: ambu-
lances, police cars, and tow trucks. Since some of these
agents may have to perform more than one task at a given lo-
cation, we opted for a different approach to compose macro-
actions than used for RCLL. Instead of creating macro-
actions by merging a move with an interaction action, some
of the latter actions are taken together. More specifically,
first aid and load victim (to an ambulance) form a macro-
action, and a second one is constructed by combining un-
load victim and deliver victim (to a hospital).

In Driverlog, a number of drivers need to walk to the po-
sitions of trucks, get on board, and drive them between dif-
ferent locations in order to load and unload packages. Dif-
ferently from RCLL, in this domain it may not be possible
to reach every target location by performing a single move
action. As a consequence, merging move with interaction
actions and planning with the constructable macro-actions
only risks to discard routes available in the original domain
and may make problem instances infeasible. However, this
issue can be resolved by connecting each pair of locations
by a move action whose duration corresponds to a shortest
path determined in a pre-processing step, so that every tar-
get location becomes reachable by means of a single move.
Note that, for each plan based on this new domain, a corre-
sponding plan for the original domain exists, and vice versa.
For comparability, we perform our Driverlog experiments
with the pre-processed domain incorporating shortest paths,
which is also taken as basis for introducing macro-actions.
The macro-action composition is, however, still more so-
phisticated than for RCLL because the possibility of per-
forming several load and unload actions at the same location
would induce an imbalance when merging them with move
actions. Unlike that, the walk action of a driver can readily
be merged with board as well as disembark, leading to the
two macro-actions walk board and disembark walk, where
the second one may be needed once at the end of a plan in
order to bring drivers to their goal locations.2

The Satellite domain is rather simple by containing 5 ac-
2We encountered the imbalance between move actions for

trucks and possible tasks to perform at a location, arising due to
the specific packages included in instances, in our preliminary in-
vestigations, and did then only make limited use of shortest paths to
build macros from walk actions. However, other ideas to compose



tions only: turn to, calibrate, take image, switch on, and
switch off. The goals consist of taking pictures towards spe-
cific directions, after activating and calibrating the corre-
sponding instruments. We here opt to use turn to calibrate
and turn to take image as two macro-actions, considering
that plans for the original domain frequently include these
action pairs in sequence.

For each domain, the original actions composing the in-
troduced macros are replaced by the macro-actions in or-
der to improve the solving process, at the potential cost of
losing optimality in case applying the ordinary actions off
sequence permits plans to finish earlier. Our comparison in-
cludes three state-of-the-art planners: the popular Optic sys-
tem (Benton, Coles, and Coles 2012), also serving as base-
line planner at the IPC 2018 edition, as well as the Tempo-
ral Fast Downward (TFD) (Eyerich, Mattmüller, and Röger
2009) and YAHSP3 (Vidal 2014) planners, which achieved
the runner-up and winner positions at the IPC 2014 edition
(Vallati, Chrpa, and McCluskey 2018). The benchmark set
consists of 50 instances for RCLL, 20 instances for both
RTAM and Satellite, and 44 instances for Driverlog, where
we run each planner for up to 15 minutes wall-clock time
per instance on a PC equipped with an Intel Core i5 10300h
CPU and 16 GB RAM under Ubuntu 18.04, using either the
original or the macro-action domain. Notably, the composi-
tion of macro-actions as specified in Section 3 is automati-
cally performed at the level of first-order PDDL domains by
a Java tool we developed for this purpose.3

Figure 3 indicates the original domain by “Native” and the
new one replacing some of the ordinary actions by “Macro”.
The displayed metrics are Coverage, i.e., the ratio of in-
stances for which some satisficing plan is obtained to the
number of all instances in a domain, and average Relative
Makespan, comparing the finishing time of best plans found
in 15 minutes between the original domain and the one with
macro-actions. That is, the Relative Makespan considers in-
stances such that a planner found at least one solution for
either version of the domain, where values greater than 1
express better plan quality for the domain with macros, or
worse plan quality otherwise. In addition, we quantify the
Relative Makespan deviance as an indicator of the plan qual-
ity differences due to the version of a domain, and greater
values mean that the plan quality per instance varies signifi-
cantly w.r.t. the (non-)use of macros.

As can be seen by surveying the 12 combinations of do-
mains and planners in Figure 3, we achieve noticeable and
relatively consistent improvements in the Coverage metric,
as anticipated in view of the reduced combinatorics due to
macro-actions. The Coverage improvements are particularly
striking for Optic and TFD on the RCLL domain, where all
ordinary actions of the native domain can be combined into
macros that reduce the level of detail addressed in the plan-
ning process. With the YAHSP3 planner, some satisficing
plan is obtained for each RCLL instance, regardless whether
macros are used, and it is generally geared towards quickly
finding some satisficing plan, which leads to a higher Cov-

macro-actions may also take move actions for trucks into account.
3https://gitlab.com/mbortoli/temporalmacro

erage than achieved by Optic and TFD. In four cases, con-
cerning TFD on RTAM and Satellite as well as YAHSP3
on Satellite and Driverlog, the use of macro-actions yields
lower Coverage. This observation shows that the effective-
ness of introducing macros is relative to the planner as well
as the domain under consideration, as replacing actions af-
fects the planning process, e.g., pre-processing techniques
and search heuristics. While TFD does not seem to benefit
from replacing some but not all of the ordinary actions in a
domain by macros, Optic consistently benefits and obtains
plans for the same number of instances or more.

Although the introduction of macro-actions aims at im-
proving the planning performance without taking the finish-
ing time of (still) feasible plans into account, it can also be
informative to check whether macro-actions allow planners
to find better plans in the given time limit of 15 minutes
per run. When inspecting the average Relative Makespan in
Figure 3, where values greater than 1 indicate shorter finish-
ing times for plans obtained with macro-actions, we observe
that the plan quality improves for 3 combinations of domains
and planners, and deteriorates for 8 of them, although they
are often almost on par. Here it is apparent that all of the
planners compute longer (or no) plans for the macro version
of the RTAM domain, i.e., the average Relative Makespan
lies below 1. Beyond that, TFD yields worse plan quality
with macro-actions for the RCLL, Satellite and Driverlog
domains, and the same applies to Optic on Satellite. We
checked that, for TFD, such deterioration is mainly caused
by the planner’s pre-processing phase, which becomes much
more time-consuming when macro-actions are introduced.
On the other hand, YAHSP3 manages to find plans of sig-
nificantly better quality with macro-actions for two domains
while being considerably worse in Driverlog, as also con-
firmed by the deviances taken over instances for which both
the native and the macro domain lead to at least one solu-
tion. That is, in some cases the reduced combinatorics due to
macro-actions yields not only more satisficing but also bet-
ter quality of plans obtainable in limited solving time, while
such outcomes can hardly be predicted and require experi-
mentation with a specific planner and domain.

Our experiments have shown that enhancing domains
with macro-actions can change the landscape of heuristic
features, having an impact on the quality of solutions and
how fast planners can find them. Summarizing the four
investigated domains, the Coverage on the RTAM domain
drops for TFD only, yet macro-actions deteriorate the Rel-
ative Makespan with YAHSP3 and Optic by a smaller or
greater margin, respectively. We conjecture that the reason
for this resides in a much larger number of ordinary actions
that remain in comparison to those replaced by macros. As a
consequence, performance gains due to reducing the number
of actions may be outweighed by the overhead induced by
the mutex atoms associated with macro-actions. The RCLL
domain represents the opposite characteristic, as all ordinary
actions of the native domain can be combined into macros,
which simplifies the planning process. Hence, all compared
planners benefit in terms of Coverage and find some solution
for every instance, where YAHSP3 that obtains at least one
solution per instance for either domain version also yields a

https://gitlab.com/mbortoli/temporalmacro


Figure 3: For each combination of domain and planner, the chart displays the Coverage and average Relative Makespan over the instance set.

better Relative Makespan. The Satellite and Driverlog do-
mains lie in-between the above two cases, and it depends
on the particular planner and its solving techniques whether
macros pay off (Optic) or the impact varies between domains
(TFD and YAHSP3).

5 Related Work
Macro-actions are well-known in classical planning, starting
with the STRIPS (Fikes and Nilsson 1971) and REFLECT
(Dawson and Siklóssy 1977) systems in the 1970s. Clas-
sical planning systems may generate macro-actions in pre-
processing or on the fly during the planning process. An ex-
ample of the latter is the Marvin planner (Coles and Smith
2005; Coles and Smith 2007), which determines macro-
actions in the course of a plateaux-escaping technique for
the well-known FF planner (Hoffmann and Nebel 2001).
The MACRO-FF planner (Botea et al. 2005) features two
different pre-processing techniques to generate macros in
classical planning, Component Abstraction (CA) and Solu-
tion (SOL): CA searches in the space of potential macros
and identifies promising ones based on specific rules, while
SOL extracts macros from sample plans by analyzing causal
links between actions. Newton et al. (2007) propose a tech-
nique to learn planner-independent macro-actions by means
of genetic algorithms. Hofmann, Niemueller, and Lake-
meyer (2017) use Map Reduce to search through a plan
database for macro-actions. Their work has recently been
extended to support ADL features (Hofmann, Niemueller,
and Lakemeyer 2020). Miura and Fukunaga (2017) present
a technique to derive axioms reducing the number of (ex-
plicit) actions in the planning process. MUM (Chrpa, Val-
lati, and McCluskey 2014) is another system able to learn

macro-actions from sample plans such that the number of
instances of learned macro-actions is minimized. Recent
works (Chrpa and Vallati 2019; Chrpa and Vallati 2022) con-
cern the generation of macro-actions by observing “critical
sections” over “lockable” resources in action sequences.

In contrast to classical planning, very few works con-
sider macro-actions in the context of temporal planning.
Wullinger, Schmid, and Scholz (2008) present a technique
to generate macro-actions out of partially overlapping tem-
poral actions. Their macro-actions are, however, not guar-
anteed to be executable and must be filtered through a sep-
arate consistency check. To our knowledge, the most re-
cent approach to define temporal macro-actions stems from
a master thesis (Hansson 2018), where procedures for the
construction of sequential and parallel macro-actions, with
support for numeric fluents, are provided. The used model
of durative actions deviates from PDDL 2.1 (Fox and Long
2003) by swapping the order of evaluating preconditions and
applying effects at the end of actions. Concerning the (infor-
mally presented) macro-action construction, mutex locks are
introduced in virtually all cases where internal events may
change the values of fluents during a macro-action. This
is different from our, less restrictive macro-action concept,
which permits compatible effects of concurrent actions to
fall within the duration of a macro-action. To illustrate the
diverging ideas, consider the composition of two actions a1
and a2 with v1 ∈ add⊢(a1), v2 ∈ add⊣(a1) ∪ add⊢(a2),
and v3 ∈ pre⊣(a2) into a macro-action a0 = a1 ◦ a2,
along with an ordinary action a such that v1 ∈ pre⊢(a),
v2 ∈ add⊢(a) ∪ add⊣(a), and v3 ∈ add⊣(a). Then, a0
needs to start before a to enable the precondition v1, while
the end event for a in turn enables the precondition v3 re-



quired at the end of a0. Such concurrent execution is ad-
mitted by our macro-action concept, as x¬v2 ∈ x(a0) only
rejects a cancellation of the internal add effect on v2. Unlike
that, locking v2 by a mutex according to Hansson (2018)
rules out that a0 and a are executed in parallel, so that neither
the macro-action a0 nor the ordinary action a is applicable.

Macro-actions and abstractions also find application in
languages and paradigms beyond PDDL. The Modular Ac-
tion Description language (Lifschitz and Ren 2006) aims to
create a database of general-purpose knowledge about ac-
tions, which can be referred to for defining a new specific
action. Fadel (2002) presented a method to use complex
actions as planning operators in the situation calculus, to-
gether with a compiler to generate the corresponding PDDL
code. Gabaldon (2002) introduced the concept of Hierar-
chical Task Networks in the situation calculus by defining
hierarchical complex actions in GonGolog. Moreover, Bani-
hashemi, De Giacomo, and Lespérance (2017) define a gen-
eral framework for agent abstraction, where high-level do-
mains described in the situation calculus are mapped to Con-
Golog programs and low-level formulas.

6 Conclusion and Future Work
Temporal planning, which involves concurrent execution of
actions and sharing of resources, allows for modeling and
solving a variety of planning and scheduling tasks. However,
the high computational complexity of temporal planning re-
mains a notorious obstacle for its successful application to
challenging target domains. A popular approach in classical
planning to reduce combinatorics and boost the performance
of the planning process is the introduction of macro-actions.

In this paper, we propose a general concept of sequen-
tial macro-actions for temporal planning that guarantees the
applicability of plans. Sequential macro-actions are partic-
ularly advantageous in logistics domains, where it is com-
mon that the activities of agents follow specific patterns.
Our experiments investigate the performance of three state-
of-the-art planners on four domains (out of which three are
logistics-related). For the majority of tested planners and
domains, more satisficing plans and in some cases also bet-
ter plan quality are obtained when frequent sequences of or-
dinary actions are encapsulated and replaced by a macro.
In fact, while native domains always admit solutions that
are at least as good as a plan with macro-actions, enhancing
temporal domains by macro-actions can sometimes help to
guide planners to suitable solutions in shorter solving time.
This is particularly the case when the macro-actions sub-
sume and replace a large portion of ordinary actions, which
is not unlikely for logistics domains. However, our macro-
action concept is not exclusive to logistics domains and can
be applied to any temporal planning task, yet the substitution
of ordinary actions by macro-actions needs to be done with
care to preserve satisficing or optimal plans, respectively.

As a part of future work, we want to investigate methods
to automatically detect suitable candidates for macro-actions
in a given domain. Moreover, the formalization of further
kinds of macro-actions in temporal planning, like parallel or,
more generally, overlapping macro-actions and support for
numeric fluents, constitutes an interesting future direction.
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