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Abstract

Reasoning about actions and change (RAC) has historically driven the development
of many early Al challenges, such as the frame problem, and many Al disciplines,
including non-monotonic and commonsense reasoning. The role of RAC remains
important even now, particularly for tasks involving dynamic environments, in-
teractive scenarios, and commonsense reasoning. Despite the progress of Large
Language Models (LLMs) in various Al domains, their performance on RAC is
underexplored. To address this gap, we introduce a new benchmark, ACTIONREA-
SONINGBENCH, encompassing 13 domains and rigorously evaluating LLMs across
eight different areas of RAC. These include - Object Tracking, Fluent Tracking,
State Tracking, Action Executability, Effects of Actions, Numerical RAC, Halluci-
nation Detection, and Composite Questions. Furthermore, we also investigate the
indirect effect of actions due to ramification constraints for every domain. Finally,
we evaluate our benchmark using open-sourced and commercial state-of-the-art
LLMs, including GPT-40, Gemini-1.0-Pro, Llama2-7b-chat, Llama2-13b-chat,
Llama3-8b-instruct, Gemma-2b-instruct, and Gemma-7b-instruct. Our findings
indicate that these models face significant challenges across all categories included
in our benchmark.

1 Introduction

Reasoning about actions and change (RAC) is a cornerstone in artificial intelligence, tracing back to
foundational work in the early 1960s (McCarthy et al.,|1963). In the early days, the primary focus
was on developing logical systems to reason about actions and changes in the world. One of the
significant challenges was to succinctly express the effects of an action on changeable properties of
the world, known as fluents. For instance, consider the statement: “Moving an object from location
X to location Y will result in the object being at location Y. While direct effects on the affected
fluents could be expressed, formalizing the impact on unaffected fluents posed a significant challenge,
referred to as the “frame problem”. For example, “moving a block from the table to the chair, does not
affect other objects on the table”. This challenge became even more complex when the descriptions
involved relationships between fluents, leading to indirect effects or ramifications of actions. An
example of this is the constraint “a block can’t be at two places at the same time”, which implies that
moving a block from position X to position Y will result in the block no longer being at X.
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It took multiple decades of research to create a comprehensive logical formalization that adequately
addressed these issues. This resulted in the labor-intensive development of numerous handcrafted
rules and logics that detail the effects and preconditions of actions (Reiter}, 2001). Considering the
importance of RAC in several reasoning tasks, it is no surprise that in recent years, the natural language
processing (NLP) community has shown an interest in this area (He et al.| |2023)) (Spiliopoulou et al.|
2022)) (Banerjee et al.,[2020). Moreover, LLM-based agents that perform complex decision tasks also
involve actions (Kohli and Sun, [2024)) (Zhou et al., 2024) (Zhao et al., [2024).

Translating rules into natural language reduces the manual effort of writing every rule in logic
programming. Despite the benefits, the inherent complexities of language and the requirement
to follow long reasoning chains pose substantial challenges for LLMs (Wang et al., |2024) (Mu
et al.| 2023)). LLMs have been tested extensively on several reasoning domains, including planning
(Valmeekam et al.| 2024a) (Valmeekam et al., 2024b), commonsense reasoning (Sakaguchi et al.,
2021) (Talmor et al., 2019) (Zhang et al.| 2018]), mathematical reasoning (Imani et al., 2023 (Ahn
et al.| [2024)), temporal reasoning (Tan et al., 2023) (Aghzal et al., [2023), and logical reasoning
(Parmar et al.l |2024a) (Luo et al., 2024). However, despite their crucial role, LLMs on RAC
are heavily under-explored. This study seeks to fill this gap by introducing a new benchmark,
ACTIONREASONINGBENCH, that pinpoints where LLMs struggle in RAC.

In our work, we utilize 13 domains from |International Conference on Automated Planning and
Scheduling| (1998)) (IPC) in creating ACTIONREASONINGBENCH with the action-sequences varying
from length 1 to 19. ACTIONREASONINGBENCH is categorized into 8 distinct categories - Objects
Tracking, Fluent Tracking, State Tracking, Action Executability, Effects of Actions, Numerical
RAC, Hallucination Detection, and Composite Questions (Category details in Section @ Each
category evaluates a specific aspect of RAC. Additionally, we formulate ramification constraints
for each domain, which introduces indirect effects of actions, thereby increasing the complexity
(Mcllraith, [2000) and enhancing the evaluation of LLMs reasoning capabilities. Lastly, we create an
obfuscated variant of ACTIONREASONINGBENCH that replaces the English names of objects and
properties with a string of randomly generated characters. This obfuscated variant assesses whether
the LLMs understand the rules described in the context or simply rely on their pre-training parametric
knowledge.

Highlights of our benchmark, ACTIONREASONINGBENCH, along with the comparison to previous
benchmarks on RAC, are presented in table[I] We evaluate five open-source LLMs, encompassing
three different LLM families, as well as two leading proprietary LLMs, GPT-40 (Achiam et al., [2023)
and Gemini-1.0-Pro (Team et al., |2023)). We conduct a comprehensive analysis of different categories
in RAC along with the impact of increasing model size and various few-shot settings to observe the
variations in the performance. This multifaceted approach not only highlights the capacities and
limitations of LLMs in handling complex RAC tasks but also sheds light on their potential utility
(Sharmal 2019) (Sap et al.,[2019) and applicability in practical LLM-based agents (Yao et al., 2022)
(Aksitov et al} [2023)). Our evaluation reveals that LLMs struggle to comprehend State Tracking,
Effects of Actions, Numerical RAC, and Composite Questions, with their performance decreasing
even further as the length of action sequence increases. Furthermore, LLMs exhibit difficulty in
reasoning when queried about negative fluents. We also investigate the effect of ramification on these
categories, analyzing the varied responses to ramification within each category. The detailed results
of our findings are discussed in Section 3] PlanBench | TRAC | (Ours)

# of domains 2 1 13
Obfuscation of domains v X v
# of queries 26k 15k 123k

Binary Questions (T/F) x v v

2 Related Works pinary Quest ” M v

Max Action Sequence Length 48 3 19

Max # of objects 24 5 28

Reasoning about Actions and Change Our  Plan Verification v v v

. . L. . Executability of Actions v v v

work builds on an existing body of RAC liter-  Effects Checking (on state) v v v

ature. Works by |[He et al.| (2023) and |Banerjee gamiﬁce}tiogs (all 8 question types) | x x 5
. omposite estions X X

et al] (2020) focus on creating RAC datasets  giuers Checking (on Fluents) " x v

from IPC and evaluating LLMs. [Spiliopoulou Iliffect _Ch?cll;ing (on Objects) x x 5
: : umerical €asoning X X

et al.| (2022) explores RAC w1§h1n the s‘cope.of Hallucination Identification 9 9 v

real-world physical attributes, intersecting with ~ Subcategories of Fluents x x v

commonsense reasoning. RAC has also been in-
vestigated using multi-modal systems (Sampat
et al.,[2022a)), (Sampat et al.,|2022b)).

Table 1: Differences between ACTIONREASON-
INGBENCH (Ours) and previous benchmarks on
reasoning about actions and change. PlanBench
(Valmeekam et al., [20244a) ; TRAC (He et al., 2023)
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Planning Our study is inspired by several benchmarks developed using IPC to evaluate LLM in
planning (Valmeekam et al., 2024a), (Valmeekam et al., 2024b).

Data Creation from Logic Programs To create a robust dataset, we use deterministic logical
solvers, following approaches similar to those used by |Stein and Koller| (2023)) and [Valmeekam et al.
(2024a). For additional related literature on reasoning adjacent to RAC in Appendix [A|

3 About ACTIONREASONINGBENCH

3.1 Question Categories

The questions are classified into five different categories as follows. Refer to Appendix [[| for examples
of questions and prompts for each question category.

1. Object Tracking - This category contains questions on the status of a particular object that is
present in the domain. For example, in the Blocksworld domain, an objects-tracking question
might be Is block b3 on the table and not clear?

2. Effects of Actions - This category contains questions that inquire about the effect of taking a
given action. For example, in the Mystery domain, an effects-of-action question can be From
the current state, the vehicle vO moves from location 1 to 10, and has fuel-level f6 and f5, which
properties of the state will be true now?

3. Fluent Tracking - This category contains questions about the fluents, i.e. properties of the domain,
that are true or false for a given object. For instance, in the NPuzzle domain, a fluent-tracking
question might be List all the neighbors of tile t_3.

4. State Tracking - This category encompasses and extends the Fluent Tracking category. It involves
querying about all the fluents present in the domain that are true or false at a given moment.
For instance, in the Goldminer domain, a state-tracking question can be What are all the valid
properties in this state?

5. Action Executability - This category contains questions regarding the executability of a particular
action in the given state. For instance, in the Miconic domain, an action-executability question can
be List all executable actions present in the current state.

6. Numerical RAC - Questions requiring a numerical response fall under this category. The
questions can be from any of the 5 categories listed above. For example, in the Spanner domain, a
Numerical-RAC question can be What are the number of executable actions in the current state?

7. Hallucination Detection - This category includes identifying questions about objects, actions,
or fluents (i.e. properties of the state) that are not mentioned in the domain description and are
entirely fabricated. For example, in the Depots domain, a hallucination-detection question can be
Given the following properties of the state, which one is not defined. Write None if all are defined.
Crate2 is not on palletd, cratel is in truck2, crate3 is next to truck3.

8. Composite Question - This category contains questions combining the above-mentioned cat-
egories. These questions require multiple reasoning steps as they combine up to 3 different
categories. For example, in the Satellite domain, a composite question can be What are the derived
properties of the state for satelliteO before the first infeasible action in the sequence? Write None
if there are none

3.2 Questions Subcategories: Fluents and Static Properties

We further divide the question categories, Object Tracking, Effects of Actions, and Fluent Tracking into
4 subcategories depending on the fluent type as these categories fundamentally pertain to questions
regarding fluents.

1. Base Fluents - Fluents that are not dependent on any other fluent and can change due to an action
are known as base fluents. For instance, bomb_at is a base fluent in the Goldminer domain, which
defines whether a bomb is at a specific location or not.

2. Base Fluents with Constraints - These fluents are a type of ramification constraint that depends
on themselves rather than other fluents. For example, the fluent at present in the Depot domain
depends only on itself, i.e., if a truck is af location 10, it can’t be at location 11. We include these
constraints in the domain description such as "A truck can be only at one location at a time."



3. Derived Fluents - Fluents that depend on other fluents, reflecting a level of dependency and
interaction, are known as derived fluents. They also constitute a part of ramification constraint.
For example, the fluent free in the Grippers domain is a derived fluent as it directly depends on the
fluent carry. The relationship is a consequence of the following constraint: A robot’s gripper is
said to be free if the robot is not carrying any object with its gripper.

4. Static Properties - properties that do not change throughout, irrespective of any action taken,
are known as static fluents. For example, the fluent connected in the Visitall domain represents
whether two locations are connected or not. The actions can move the robot from one location to
another, but the locations will always be connected regardless of any action.

For examples of questions highlighting the above-mentioned fluents, refer to Appendix [J] Finally,
we create questions with negative fluents for every fluent type, which allows us to evaluate the
understanding of LLMs for negation present in RAC.

3.3 Dataset Structure and Variations

Selected Domains ACTIONREASONINGBENCH [ comprises
13 domains, handpicked from IPC, which offers benchmarks for

test train
.state-of-Fhe-art planning systems 1nt§nd1ng to fa.m.hta.lte resea.rch Action Exccutability 359 4841
in planning. We focused on collecting deterministic domains,  Effects 1065 10085
h ti has det inisti diti d effect Fluent Tracking 1730 21671
where every action has deterministic preconditions and effects.  paycinarion 370 21086
Since IPC contains a lot of domains involving transportation,  Numerical Reasoning 360 19140
I : . : Object Tracking 1718 9876
we d1v1deq the 13 dpmalns into 7 transportation and .6 NON-  §iaic Tracking 254 2996
transportation domains. More details about the domains are ~ Composite Questions 360 15199
resent in Appendix [F.17 Base Fluents 1048 6847
P PP Base Fluents + Const. 1162 12843
Derived Fluents 935 8760
Domain Descriptions with and without Ramification Con- _Static Properties 1140 10160
straints Ramification constraint refers to the indirect effects ~_Total Unique Questions 6216 104894
of an action. Effective reasoning of these constraints is esSen-  acion-sequence Lengths , _1:10:19 (test

1,5,10,15,19 (train)
True/False and Free
With and Without

tial for a robust Al system capable of predicting and reasoning

i X A N Answer Types
about the outcomes of actions. For instance, in the domain

Ramifications

. P : : e s Obfuscations With and Without
Goldmmer, the robot’s arm is said to be empty if itis not hold- ¢ jected Domains 13
ing a laser, stone, or gold. Examples of domains with and . 1yoes Tﬁafslﬁgni;d

without ramification constraints are in appendix and
respectively.

Table 2: Statistics of training and
testing splits of ACTIONREASON-
Action-Sequence Lengths We generate questions with INGBENCH
action-sequences of length 1, 5, 10, 15, and 19 to verify the

action-following capabilities of LLMs.

Obfuscations Since the IPC data is publicly available and talked about on the internet, LLMs
might have an overlap of pre-training data with these domains. To assess the reasoning capabilities
of the models, we obfuscate the objects, fluents, and actions present in the domain with a randomly
generated string. This forces the LLM to rely on the user’s description rather than its parametric
knowledge. Examples of obfuscated prompts are presented in Appendix [K.4}

Answer Types For all the categories mentioned in the previous section, we formulate two different
types of questions based on the nature of the answer. First, a simple binary question, where the answer
is either True or False. Second, we ask a subjective question, where the answer can be multiple
objects, actions, or properties of the state. Examples of answer types are presented in Appendix [I}

3.4 Data Creation

The question creation pipeline comprises four stages, as illustrated in Figure[I] The selected domain
in the IPC is represented in the form of PDDL (refer to Appendix for examples). This PDDL
is used to generate 10 initial and goal conditions. Subsequently, we utilize the PDDL solver and
validator to obtain and validate the action-sequences necessary to reach the goal state. Next, we

!Code and data available at https://github.com/izuminka/reasoning_about_actions
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Figure 1: Question generation pipeline for ACTIONREASONINGBENCH. Stage 1: Computation and
verification of PDDL instances and plans. Stage 2: Conversion of PDDL instances and plans to ASP.
Stage 3: Computation of the action-state space via ASP and Python. Stage 4: Generation of natural
language questions based on state-action space.

convert the PDDL domains and instances into ASP descriptions via templates. In the third stage,
we employ ASP solvers to generate the action-state space and extract fluents for each state and all
executable and inexecutable actions. Finally, the state-action data is converted into questions using a
Python-based template. We introduce up to five natural language variants for every object, action,
and fluent to enhance the linguistic diversity of the dataset. Additionally, we manually translate the
domain descriptions from PDDL to natural language and incorporate ramification constraints to these
domains.

3.5 Data Validation

The question-generation process utilizes traditional deterministic planners to accurately create the state
space, ensuring action-sequences’ correctness and their effects. This state space is then transformed
by a natural language converter, followed by manual validation by three independent annotators on
a small subset of the data from every domain to ensure the data quality. Each question is scored
on a scale from 1 to 5, assessing the soundness and comprehensibility of the natural language,
resulting in an average score of 4.215. Additional details on data validation can be found in Appendix
[B] Furthermore, the domain description is reviewed by two domain experts to verify its accurate
conversion from PDDL.

3.6 Data Splits

We divided the benchmark into two splits, one for training and the other for testing the models. Table
[2] presents the breakdown of categories in the training and testing splits. Since multiple subcategories
defined in section [3.2] are present in categories effects, fluent tracking, and object tracking, these
categories dominate the training split of the dataset. For the test split, we ensured a balance in terms of
action-sequence length, question categories, fluent subcategories, answer type (with equal proportions
of true, false, and free-answer), and across all domains.

4 Experiments and Evaluation

We evaluate our benchmark, ACTIONREASONINGBENCH, using 7 different LLMs with 4 different
prompt settings. These evaluations encompass all combinations of varying action-sequence lengths,
with and without ramification constraints and with and without obfuscation. Our evaluation uses 2
proprietary state-of-the-art LLMs, GPT-40 (Achiam et al.} 2023 and Gemini-1.0-Pro (Team et al.,
2023)), alongside 5 open-source LLMs, Gemma-2b-instruct, Gemma-7b-instruct (Team et al., 2024),
Llama2-7b-chat, Llama2-13b-chat (Touvron et al.,[2023)), and Llama3-8b-instruct (Al [2024). Each
LLM is tested with zero-shot, few-shot-1, few-shot-3, and few-shot-5 prompting techniques. The
results are presented for binary (true/false) questions and free-form answers. We further fine-tuned



Llama3-8b-instruct using the training data split described in Section[3.6] Given the limited context
length of the open-source LLMs, we excluded examples exceeding the context length of 4096 tokens.
Fine-tuning was performed separately for free-answer and binary questions. Refer to appendix [D]to
see the fine-tuning details.

The evaluation of binary and free-form answers is conducted independently. We extracted "true"
and "false" keywords from the response and compared them against the ground truth for binary
answers. Since free-form answer evaluation can’t rely on exact string matching, human evaluation
was employed for GPT-40 and Gemini-1.0-Pro. We further fine-tune RoOBERTa (Liu et al., |2019) to
evaluate all models. Further details regarding the evaluation process are provided in appendix C.2]
and We additionally report the standard error of the mean (SEM)E]for all conducted experiments.
All the experiments are done on 8 A100 GPUs.

5 Results and Discussion

In this section we highlight all the results and analysis performed using our benchmark, ACTION-
REASONINGBENCH, using the experimental setup defined in Section d Table [3] summarizes the
performance of all LLMs on the binary questions. [’| Table 4| summarizes the results of free-answer
human-evaluation. Zero-shot, Free Answer evaluation on the Roberta Classifier, and results for
obfuscations-ramifications combinations are presented in Appendix [C| We present additional obser-
vations in Appendix[C.J]

Act. | Question GPT-40 Gemini Pro

LLaMa2 13b LLaMa3 8b LLaMa27b Gemma 7b H LLaMa3 8b

Seq. | Categories few shot 1  few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1 fine-tuned
Object Trk. 79.621.76 69.33201 55‘152.17 43.62216 47~142.18 49‘142.18 6133213
Fluent Trk. 83.391.5 68.751_99 45.672,14 40.812,11 42.912,12 55.512‘13 58.642,11
State Trk. 70.916_12 65.456_41 52.73&73 50-916.74 47.276_73 614826‘55 49-096.74
Action Exec. 79.754_52 70-895_11 55-05.56 55-05.56 61.255_45 50405_59 62.55_41

1 | Effects 59.752.75  59.692.74 49.062.79 41.562.7¢ 54.372.78 46.529 g1 45.622.78
Num. Reas. 55~135.63 5255,58 48‘755,59 43.755,55 48.755,59 45‘05.56 43.755,55
Hallucination 93.672.74 82.5425 56.255,55 70.05(12 58755’, 58.235‘55 56.255,55
Composite 76.714_95 68.495_44 52.54&5 56-945.84 54246./19 544175,87 —

| AVG | 76.331.00  67.14112 || 50.661.9 4487119 486515 5151119 || 56.061.21
ObjCCt Trk. 77.261_3 66.792_02 55.62213 47.892_14 47.882_14 504092‘14 64.042_06
Fluent Trk. 81.781_66 62.362_08 46.492_14 38.192_09 39.482_1 504752.16 58.492_12
State Trk. 5741@73 6296657 481568 61116@5 481568 6296@57 50068
Action Exec. 55»135.63 53.755,57 52‘55.58 48.755,59 55.05,55 60.05,48 350533
10 Effects 56.962.79 61.562_72 48.122.79 43.752.77 50.942.79 45.622‘78 48.122.79
Num. Reas. 57.695.59 47.55 58 47.55 58 48.755.59 56.255 55 44.875 63 50.05.59
Hallucination 83.334_22 75-04.84 50.05_59 62-55_41 57.55_53 57455_53 50.05_59
Composite 70.135_22 57145@4 474665 36.05_54 61.026_35 54.055.79 —
| AVG | 725106  62.88115 | 50.17119 4482115 4744109 5059119 || 56.1410
Object Trk. 74.291_91 6742204 55~492.16 50~572.18 48.482_17 47.162.17 66.292_06
Fluent Trk. 73.631.95 58.752,17 45‘332,2 43.392,19 42»022.18 50.882,21 60.122,16
State Trk. 59.097,41 59.097_41 47.737,53 50.07(54 54.557,51 59.097‘41 52.277,53
Action Exec. 55.135_(’,3 52-55_58 50.05_59 53.755_57 46.255_57 514285.6(‘, 42.55_53
19 Effects 53.972_81 54.892_79 51-12.81 40.062_75 53~312.8 46432_83 51.422_31
Num. Reas. 51.285_6(5 48.755_59 50.05'59 52~55.58 5125559 3875545 53.755_57
Hallucination 88.613.57 78.754,57 58‘755,5 67.55,24 61.255,45 56.965,57 4755,58
Composite 62.825.47 57.695_59 51.616,35 35.065_44 59.686,23 44~165,66 —
| AVG | 6817115  60.84118 | 50.911.01 46.81.2 48.62101 4854101 || 58.43190

Table 3: Performance of LLMs on the binary questions (T/F) without obfuscations and ramifications.
The results are split up by action-sequence lengths and question categories.

Performance of Smaller Open-Source LLMs Approaches Random Table [3|reveals that smaller
models, specifically Gemma-2b and Lamma-7b, consistently exhibit poor performance across all
action-sequence lengths, with results often approaching random chance levels. This trend highlights
the challenges these LLMs encounter in comprehending and responding to the complexities of the
tasks. Additionally, further analysis reveals that Lamma-13b’s performance is similarly close to
random (50%) in the few-shot-1 setting. There is a slight improvement with few-shot-5, as seen in

2SEM:\%, where o is the standard deviation, and 7 is the number of samples

*AVG denotes the average calculated across all categories for a given action-sequence length and model



| Human Annotated || Evaluated With Tuned RoBERTa Classifier

Plan | Question GPT-40 Gemini Pro || GPT-40 Gemini Pro LLaMa2 13b LLaMa3 8b LLaMa27b Gemma 7b
Len. | Categories few shot 1  few shot 1 few shot I few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1
Object Trk. 85.07.08 80.08.94 79.496.47  43.597.94 52.57.9 57.57.82 40.07.75 37.57.65
Fluent Trk. 30.010.25  20.0g.94 9.094.33 11.114.68 4.262.94 4.262.94 10.644 5 12.774 87
State Trk. 45.011.12 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0
Action Exec. | 45.011.12  50.011.18 54.29542  59.38g.68 7.694.27 33.337.55 17.956.15 17.956.15
19 | Effects 30.010.25 10.06.71 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0
Num. Reas. 15.07.98 10.06.71 13.51562  7.54.16 2.52.47 5.03.45 2.52.47 12.55 23
Hallucination 40.0103)5 45.011_12 40-437.16 46.81728 12,77437 21.2853)7 17-025.48 17.395_59
Composite 50.011.18  45.011.12 47.375.1 45.715.42 43.597.94 12.55.23 43.597.94 47.57.9
| AVG | 42.53.01 32.537 || 34.363.15  30.413.12 12.181 99 18.455 36 13.652.09 15.195.18

Table 4: Performance of LLMs on Free Answers questions. Human annotation is performed for
proprietary LLMs and RoBERTa evaluation on every LLM.

Table [5} however, it remains only marginally above random. This incremental improvement indicates
some level of adaptation or learning within specific frameworks, but overall, Lamma-13b struggles to
achieve meaningful accuracy. These findings suggest that smaller open-source models are incapable
of effectively performing RAC.

Fine-Tuning Improves Some Categories but Deteriorates Others After fine-tuning Llama3-8b,
we observed improvements in categories object tracking and fluent tracking. Conversely, there was a
decline in performance in the categories effects of actions and hallucination detection. These results
indicate that merely fine-tuning LLMs with more data might not address all the challenges in RAC.

Obfuscations Lowers the Performance Across All Dimensions Our analysis, as displayed in
Table |3| (without obfuscations) compared to Table |10 (with obfuscations), reveals that introducing
obfuscations leads to a decrease in performance for all the model across all question categories,
action-sequence lengths, fluent types, and domain types. This decrease highlights the model’s reliance
on the knowledge acquired through pre-training data and not comprehending the rules given in the
context while prompting.

Numerical Reasoning is Near Random for All Action-sequence Lengths An analysis of Figure[2]
reveals that numerical reasoning tasks consistently gets around 50% accuracy across both transporta-
tion and non-transportation domains. This level of accuracy indicates a fundamental limitation in the
models’ ability to numerically reason about actions. This inability to perform numerical reasoning is
not confined to RAC but is also reflected in broader contexts (Ahn et al., 2024).

5.0.1 Increase in Few shots, Helps in Domain Understanding, But not in Reasoning

Question Gemini Pro LLaMa2 13b Gemma 7b
Category zero shot  few shot 1  few shot5 | zero shot few shot1 few shot5 | zeroshot few shot1 few shot 5

Objecl Trk. 69.512,0 67.42204 67.4722 56.062,16 55.492,15 60.144,17 56.062,10 474162,17 524232.56
Fluent Trk. 58.562_17 58.752_17 6104231 39‘882_16 453322 55.435_18 39.882_16 50.882_21 53.642_69

State Trk. 47.73753 59.09741  56.17.75 47.73753 47.73753 — 47.73753  59.097.41  57.8911.33
Action Exec. 51.255,59 52.55,53 51~526.15 50.0559 50.05_59 61.5413,49 50.05_59 51-285,66 54.07,05
Effects 53.6325 54.80579 64.8Togs | 51.7dogi  5llog 5172536 | 51.740s1  46.3253  63.933.04

Num. Reas. 53.755.57 48.75559  50.05.98 51.255.59  50.05.59 46.15978 | 51.25559 38.755.45  48.336.45
Hallucination 80.04_47 78.754_57 94~122.85 73.754_92 58.755,5 70.5911_05 73.754,92 56.965_57 81.635_53

AVG | 60.821.15 60.84118 64.3127 | 48.012 50.911.21  56.57257 | 49.812 48.54101  56.21.48

Table 5: Performance of LLMs on binary questions (T/F) on non-obfuscated data and without
ramification, for action-sequence length of 19. The performance is split up across prompting
techniques. Note that due to the limited context length of Llama-13b, state-tracking analysis is
missing

An analysis of Gemini-1.0-Pro, presented in Table [5] reveals specific performance trends across
different evaluation categories. Notably, performance improvements surpassing the SEM are primarily
observed within the effects and hallucination detection categories. The accuracy in these categories
heavily relies on the model’s ability to understand the consequences of actions and accurately
identify hallucinated fluents, objects, and actions. With additional examples, Gemini exhibits
performance gains in these categories. Specifically, there is an increase of 10 percentage points in the
effects category and 16 percentage points in hallucination detection. This indicates that the model’s
understanding of domain-specific dynamics and its ability to detect non-existent entities improves
considerably with increased exposure to relevant examples. Conversely, introducing additional



examples does not yield similar benefits across all categories. This stagnation suggests a limitation in
the model’s current architecture or training regimen, which fails to enhance its reasoning capabilities
despite additional examples.

5.1 GPT-40 and Gemini-1.0-Pro Case Study

Due to the poor performance of open-source models, we focus on the two best-performing proprietary
LLMs, GPT-40 and Gemini-1.0-Pro.

5.1.1 Observations on Action-Sequence Lengths
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(a) GPT-40, Few shot 1 (b) Gemini-1.0-Pro, Few shot 1

Figure 2: Performance of proprietary LLMs on binary questions (true/false) without ramification
across all question categories averaged over all domains for various action-sequence length

Performance Degrades with Increasing Action-Sequence Length (with and without obfusca-
tions). The data presented in Tables [3] [} [I0] and [IT]reveal a consistent trend across all LLMs:
performance degrades as action-sequence length increases, with the variations falling within SEM.
This trend is consistent throughout obfuscations and ramifications.

Action-Executability is Affected Most Drastically by Increasing Action-Sequences Length. As
shown in Fig[2] for proprietary LLMs, the action executability category exhibits the most significant
decrease in performance, followed by the state-tracking category. Conversely, categories such as
object tracking and effects of actions show minimal degradation as action-sequence length increases.

5.1.2 Observations on Fluent Types

Fluent T GPT-40 Gemini-1.0-Pro
uent Lype Baseline  Baseline + R.  O.Baseline O. Baseline + R. || Baseline  Baseline + R.  O.Baseline O. Baseline + R.

Base Fl 68.22951 68.925 61.052.63 58.432 66 61.34263 63.952.59 58.432.66 61.052.63

Base Fl + Cnstr. | 72.51335 76.145.9; 64.08 48 68.825.4 64.885.47 64.259 48 56.845.56 59.525 54
Derived Fl 62.372.80  63.642.79 53.22.9 56.272.89 60.942.83 62.462.83 58.592 86 62.962

Static Props 72.895.4  71.593.43 67.83252  66.672.55 57.392.66 56.529.67 55.94567 5594967
Positive Fluents | 80.7216  83.7415 70.941 84 73.0718 729118 74.921.76 65.191 .93 68.471 88
Negative Fluents | 68.175,05 66.282.09 59.84 16 59.652.17 54.02.2 54.99 5 54.785.2 56.342.19

Table 6: Performance of GPT-40 and Gemini-1.0-Pro on few shot 1 data with action-sequence length
19. Note that "O." stands for Obfuscated data, "+R" stands for data with ramifications.

Base Fluents with Constraints Outperform Other Fluents Among all the subcategories defined
in section [3.2] base fluents with constraints consistently exhibit the best performance across all the
categories and LLMs. This suggests that the models excel at understanding self-dependent properties
rather than those that rely on other properties.



Performance Degradation with Increasing Action-Sequence Lengths Figure[7illustrates the
performance trends across different fluent types as action-sequence length increases. While base
fluents show the highest initial performance at length 1, this performance sharply declines as action-
sequence length increases. In contrast, questions involving static fluent consistently display the lowest
performance across all action-sequence lengths. Meanwhile, questions with persistent fluents show a
stable performance, with no significant decrease observed as the action-sequence length increases.

Models Struggle with Negative Fluents In Table[f] it is evident that models perform better on
questions involving positive fluents. A consistent performance gap of approximately 25% percentage
points exists between positive and negative fluents across the base, static, and base with constraints
subcategories. Performance on negative fluents is nearly random. For derived fluents, the gap between
negative and positive fluents is negligible, with both achieving roughly 60% accuracy. These findings
indicate that LLMs struggle with negated fluents. This aligns with the literature, which also reports
weaker performance on tasks involving negation (Truong et al., 2023). Effective reasoning about
negated fluents is crucial for accurately understanding state changes and determining the viability of
actions. Failures in these areas, particularly in complex action-sequences, can lead to errors.
Effects of Ac.
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Figure 3: Performance of proprietary LLMs by question category averaged across all domains for
action-sequence length of 19

Models’ Inability to Recognize Null Effects of Actions on Static Properties Figure[3|illustrates
with statistical significance that model performance on static properties is hindered by their inability
to comprehend the effects of actions (or lack thereof) on these properties. Specifically, models fail
to recognize that certain state properties remain unchanged by any action, resulting in performance
slightly below random chance levels. This misunderstanding causes considerable inaccuracies in
tasks involving static properties, highlighting a fundamental limitation in current models’ ability to
accurately interpret and predict states in dynamic contexts.

5.1.3 Observations on Free Answers vs True False

When comparing the performances of LLMs in table [3] (binary questions) with those in table [T3]
(free-answer questions), it is evident that the categories Fluent tracking and Hallucination Detection,
which performed well on binary questions, exhibit poor performance on free-answer questions.
Conversely, the category Composite Questions shows improved performance when evaluated on
free-answer questions. It can also be observed that the ROBERTa model struggles to classify the free
answer questions and is not able to evaluate with human level accuracy.

6 Conclusion

In this work, we introduce ACTIONREASONINGBENCH, the first benchmark for evaluating LL.Ms
across several aspects of RAC, including Object Tracking, Fluent Tracking, State Tracking, Action
Executability, Effects of Actions, Numerical RAC, Hallucination Detection, and Composite Questions.
We also introduce ramification constraints that account for the indirect effects of some actions. Using
ACTIONREASONINGBENCH, we find that only large models like GPT-40 and Gemini-1.0-Pro can
perform some RAC tasks, achieving average performances of 42.5% and 32.5% on Free Answers,
respectively. Furthermore, RAC performance degrades with increasing action-sequence length for the
Action Executability. Numerical reasoning also performs poorly across all LLMs and action-sequence



lengths. Additionally, LLMs struggle with fluents, especially in understanding negative fluents and the
effects of actions on static properties. Although ramification constraints can enhance performance on
base fluents, they do not affect derived fluents. Finally, obfuscations lead to a decrease in performance
across all dataset dimensions for all models. We hope that ACTIONREASONINGBENCH will serve as
a valuable benchmark for the research community, facilitating the assessment of LLMs in various
aspects of RAC.
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Appendix

Limitations

While reasoning about actions is not tied to the English language, ActionReasoningBench is currently
restricted to questions formulated in English. Despite our efforts to evaluate a range of models,
including several open-source LLMs and two state-of-the-art proprietary LLMs, GPT-40, and Gemini-
1.0-Pro, our assessment did not extend to additional models with different architectures or training
methodologies due to resource constraints.

A Additional Literature

A.1 LLMs for Reasoning

Reasoning is a fundamental cognitive process that allows individuals to analyze information, deduce
conclusions, solve problems, and make decisions. It is crucial across various domains, from everyday
decision-making to scientific research and policy formulation. Effective reasoning leads to better
understanding, innovative solutions, and the ability to navigate complex situations, making it an
essential skill for humans. As we continue to explore and enhance our own cognitive abilities, there
has been a growing interest in emulating similar reasoning processes within artificial intelligence
systems. This pursuit has led to significant advancements in the development of LL.Ms. With the
advent of LLMs and their prowess in various natural language tasks, it is speculated that these
models exhibit reasoning capabilities when they are sufficiently large (Huang and Chang| [2022])), (Wei
et al.| 2022). However, to accurately assess the reasoning capabilities of these LLMs, it is crucial to
establish benchmarks and frameworks that can evaluate their ability to reason across diverse contexts.

A.2 Legal Reasoning

Legal reasoning is a complex process essential to the legal profession, involving the application of
legal rules to specific facts to resolve disputes and make decisions. It requires a deep understanding
of laws, statutes, and case precedents and the ability to interpret these in various factual contexts.
Notable benchmarks for legal reasoning include works by Guha et al.|(2023) and [Fei et al.[(2023)

A.3 Logical Reasoning

Logical reasoning is an essential cognitive skill that involves the analysis and evaluation of arguments
based on the principles of logic. It enables the identification of strong and weak arguments, detection
of fallacies, and construction of coherent reasoning. Fundamental across disciplines like mathematics,
science, philosophy, and law, logical reasoning allows for drawing conclusions from premises,
problem-solving, and informed decision-making. Representative benchmarks for logical reasoning
include works by [Luo et al.| (2024)),|Han et al.|(2024), Liu et al.|(2023),Liu et al.| (2020)/Parmar et al.
(2024b), and Tafjord et al.| (2021)

A.4 Arithmetic Reasoning

Arithmetic reasoning is the process of using mathematical principles to analyze and solve numerical
problems. This skill extends beyond simple calculation to involve understanding numerical relation-
ships, patterns, and sequences. Essential in fields such as finance, engineering, and everyday activities
like budgeting, arithmetic reasoning allows individuals to interpret data, forecast outcomes, and make
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informed decisions. Representative benchmarks include works by |Amini et al.| (2019)), (Chen et al.
(2022), (Cobbe et al.|(2021), |[Koncel-Kedziorski et al.| (2016)), Ling et al.| (2017), Liu et al.| (2022),
Miao et al.|(2021)), and |Patel et al.|(2021)

A.5 Commonsense Reasoning

Commonsense reasoning involves using practical knowledge gained from daily life to make intuitive
judgments and decisions. It encompasses understanding societal norms and basic physical principles,
allowing individuals to efficiently navigate social and practical tasks. This type of reasoning is
essential for adapting to new environments, predicting outcomes, and managing everyday activities,
forming a fundamental part of human cognition. Representative benchmarks include works by 210,
Bisk et al.|(2019), (Clark et al.|(2019), |Clark et al.| (2018), IDif} |Geva et al.[(2021)), |Huang et al.|(2019),
Lin et al.|(2021)), Lourie et al.| (2021),[Mihaylov et al.| (2018), [Talmor et al.|(2019), and |Yang et al.
(2018)

A.6 Reasoning about Actions and Change

Reasoning about actions and its effects is essential for both humans and Al systems. For humans,
this capability enables us to plan, make decisions, and navigate complex relationships within our
environment. Similarly, in the field of Al, reasoning about actions is crucial for enabling intelligent
systems to effectively achieve goals, manage uncertainty, and adapt to the dynamic, ever-changing
world. This ability is foundational for both humans and Al to interact safely and efficiently with
their surroundings. Relevant works by |Valmeekam et al.[(2024a), [Valmeekam et al.| (2024b)), and
Guan et al.|(2023) explore reasoning about actions but focus more on the planning capabilities of
Large Language Models. Work by |Banerjee et al.[(2020) investigates the ability of Large Language
Models to reason about actions only over four domains, and the synthetic data generated in their work
only addresses three question types. While He et al.[(2023)) tests the ability of LLMS on RAC only
on a variant of Blocksworld with four question types, out of which only two types focus more on
reasoning about actions and their effects while the other two focus on planning.

Through our work, we provide an in-depth analysis of LLMs’ capability to reason about actions and
their effects with and without ramification constraints, which the relevant works mentioned fall short
of.

B Data Verification

Three annotators were given the task of giving a score from 1 to 5 based on how natural they feel the
sentences present in the dataset. The annotators were given the following instructions along with the
dataset

Rate the Prompts from 1 to 5, based on how natural they appear in English.

Table[7]shows the scores given by three annotators across all the domains present in ACTIONREA-
SONINGBENCH.

C Additional Results

In this section, we provide more discussions and results performed on our benchmark.

C.1 Performance on Binary (True/False) Questions
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Domain \ Annotator 1 Score  Annotator 2 Score  Annotator 3 Score \ Average

Blocksworld | 3.8 5.0 3.8 4.2
Depots 4.6 3.6 4.0 4.1
Driverlog 4.8 3.6 4.4 4.3
Goldminer | 5.0 4.0 4.6 4.5
Grippers 4.6 4.0 4.6 4.4
Logistics 5.0 34 44 43
Miconic 5.0 4.4 4.0 4.5
Mystery 4.0 4.0 3.6 39
NPuzzle 3.0 3.6 4.6 3.7
Satellite 44 4.6 44 4.5
Spanner 5.0 5.0 3.8 4.6
Visitall 3.6 3.8 4.0 3.8
Zenotravel | 4.6 4.0 3.8 4.1
Average | 4.4 4.1 4.2 | 4.2

Table 7: Naturalness scores across all domains out of 5

Act.  Question GPT-40 Gemini Pro || LLaMa2 13b LLaMa3 8b LLaMa27b Gemma 7b
Seq. Categories zero shot  zero shot zero shot zero shot zero shot zero shot
1 Object Trk. 74.481“() 70861(;8 60.192.14 41‘522,15 45.712,17 60.192(14
1 Fluent Trk. 69.851_97 62.52_08 50.552_14 3382203 43.932_13 50.552_14
1 State Trk. 89.09442 52~736.73 50~916.74 43~646.69 50~916.74 50-916,74
1 Action Exec. 80.04_47 63-29542 500559 46.255‘57 48.755_59 50.05_59
1 Effects 63.442'69 54-372.78 51.882_79 41‘882.76 54-372.78 51.882479
1 Num. Reas. 550556 53.755,57 53.755,57 48‘755,59 50.05‘59 53.755(57
1 Hallucination 8875353 83.754_12 67-55_24 57.55_53 50.05_59 67.55_24
1 Composite 71.255.06 57.55.53 3.752.12 38.755.45 0.00.0 46.255 57
1 AVG | 71.371.08 63.581.15 || 52.441.19 40.42; 17 45.351 19 54.371.19
10 Object Trk. 71.191_94 70-091.96 57.062_12 42.022,11 53.032_14 57.062_12
10 Fluent Trk. 68.631499 60.152,1 45.942,14 37'272.08 42.072.12 45.942414
10  State Trk. 90.743.94 53.76.79 48.15¢.8 37.04¢.57 50.06.8 48.15¢.8
10 Action Exec. 55-05.56 550556 50.05,59 53475557 50.05_59 50.05_59
10  Effects 62.19271  55.02.78 50.622.79 47.815.79 56.562.77 50.622.79
10 Num. Reas. 52-55.58 47-55.58 48.755_59 50.05_59 50.05_59 48.755_59
10  Hallucination 76.254476 76.254'76 67.55.24 43‘755.55 50.05.59 67.55_24
10 COI’I’IpOSite 67~55,24 52~55.58 1.251‘24 35.05(33 0.00([) 43.755(55
10 AVG ‘ 67.881.11 61.651.15 H 49.521 13 42.114.17 47.451 18 51.431 18
19 ObjCCt Trk. 68.942,01 69.512,0 56.062,16 40‘722.14 47.542_17 56.062416
19  Fluent Trk. 70.042.02  58.562 17 39.882.16 33.462.08 36.382.12 39.882.16
19 State Trk. 931838 47.737_53 4773753 40.917_41 47.737_53 47.737_53
19  Action Exec. 52.55.53 51.255.59 50.05'59 53.755,57 50.05,59 50.05,59
19  Effects 5678278 536328 51.742_31 47-322,8 50.162_81 51-74281
19  Num. Reas. 52~55.58 53.755'57 51.255,59 47‘55.58 50.05.59 51.255459
19 Hallucination | 87.537 80.04.47 73.754.92 55.05.56 50.05.59 73.754.92
19 Composite 68.755_18 51.255_59 1.251_24 33.755_29 2.51_75 40-05.48
19 AVG | 66.981.13 60.821.18 || 48.01.2 41.031.19 42.951 19 49.81 .2

Table 8: Zero Shot performance without obfuscations and ramifications across all question categories
and action-sequence lengths
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Act.  Question GPT-40 Gemini Pro || LLaMa2 13b LLaMa3 8b LLaMa27b Gemma 7b

Seq. Categories few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1
1 Object Trk. 8057175 71‘151.99 57.92,15 45.92‘17 46.672,18 48.952,18
1 Fluent Trk. 85.481.51 66.982.()3 45.512(15 41.02(12 42.512‘14 53.142‘14
1 State Trk. 70.916.12 67.27¢.33 52.736.73 4727673 54.556.71 58.186.65
1 Action Exec. 80.0447 73.754_92 5125559 51.255,59 50-0&66 52-55.58
1 Effects 60.02_74 59.692_74 47.192_79 38.712_77 50-322.85 49.692,8
1 Num. Reas. 587555 51.255_59 55405.56 46.255_57 5897557 45-05.56
1 Hallucination 95.02_44 85.03_99 53.755_57 63.645_48 62.675_59 66.255_29
1 Composite — — — — — —

1 AVG | 77.55102  67.321.15 || 51.081.22 44.121 29 47.731.23 51.551.22
10 Object Trk. 78.721_75 67.532_01 55.452(14 51.562,14 51.392‘15 49.362‘14
10 Fluent Trk. 7952173 61.442_09 43.942_16 42.512_14 41-572.16 52.692'15
10  State Trk. 64.816.5 62.966.57 46.15¢6.91 50.06.8 40.386.8 72.226.1
10 Action Exec. 57.55_53 51.255_59 48.755_59 50.635_62 49-375.62 55-05.56
10  Effects 57.59.76 57.815.76 45.945 79 40.845.79 54.052 84 44.385 78
10 Num. Reas. 52~55.58 48.755_59 53.755457 48.15462 51.285.65 55'05,56
10  Hallucination 86.253,85 7754.67 43.755455 57.695_59 59'725.78 55.75459
10 Composite — — — — — —

10 AVG | 72.66108 6243115 || 48.781.22 46.731.22 48.71.23 51.031.21
19 Object Trk. 75-01.88 68.382_03 564742_16 51.892_17 50.092_13 47.542_17
19 Fluent Trk. 74.711_92 59.572_17 42.242_23 42.512_21 38.972,26 50.02_21
19  State Trk. 65.917 .15 59.097 41 45.457 51 38.647.34 43.187 47 68.187 02
19  Action Exec. 55~05.56 53.755,57 52.55_53 48'725.66 48.15462 56.255.55
19 Effects 55.842.79 54-572.8 48.92.81 42.392.31 52.272.35 44.482.79
19 Num. Reas. 51‘255.59 52‘55.58 53.755457 41.895,74 51285,66 46.255,57
19 Hallucination 87557 8875555 55~05.56 70-515.16 506557 5769559
19 Composite — — — — — —

19 AVG | 69.45114 622159 || 50.061.24 47.081.24 47.031.26 49.121 23

Table 9: Few-shot-1 performance with ramifications and without obfuscations across all question
categories and action-sequence lengths

Act.  Question GPT-40 Gemini Pro || LLaMa2 13b LLaMa3 8 LLaMa27b Gemma 7b
Seq. Categories few shot 1  few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1

1 Object Trk. 72.761_94 67.242_05 59-22.31 48-192.18 48.122,35 42'532.16

1 Fluent Trk. 75.741_84 61.032_09 50.982447 41.932_13 39.712.42 54.632.14

1 State Trk. 70.916.12 50.91¢.74 50.025.0 51.027 14 50.025.0 49.09¢.74

1 Action Exec. 76.254.76 650533 51395,89 66.185,74 56.945,34 53.755,57

1 Effects 60‘622.73 54‘692,73 51~42.96 45.083,()6 53.52‘95 44~512.78

1 Num. Reas. 57‘55.53 51.255.59 52.05.77 522461 49.335,77 48.725‘65

1 Hallucination 85.03‘99 7625476 48.05,77 60.05(32 54.675‘75 5875r,s

1 Composite — — — — — —

1 AVG | 71.381.1 61.881.18 || 53.681.35 47.011.96 47.631.35 48.631.22
10 Object Trk. 71.011.94 66.792.02 54.912441 50.642.14 41.822.38 47.512.14
10 Fluent Trk. 70‘851.95 57‘012.13 47~42.61 41.422,19 40.822,57 50.562,16
10  State Trk. 55.56¢.76 55.56¢.76 — 47.927 .91 — 57.416.73
10 Action Exec. 57.55‘53 52-55,58 4697(,14 4857597 5758608 600543
10 Effects 5531278 5312279 51.353(11 46.383‘0 51.743‘1 465428
10 Num. Reas. 55-0566 48.755_59 50.06_45 42.656_0 46-676»44 50.05_59
10  Hallucination 81.254_36 73.754_92 47.766_1 66-25_61 58.216,03 55.75_59
10 Composite — — — — — —

10 AVG ‘ 66.611.14  59.551.19 H 50.921 42 47.131 .25 45.541 41 49.71 .22
19 Object Trk. 66.12‘(]5 65.912.()6 566268 49-242,18 4047266 45.632‘17
19 Fluent Trk. 63.232.13 53.112.2 47.563‘33 39.392,27 36.03‘2 50.692‘22
19  State Trk. 56.827_47 47.737_53 — 67.658,02 — 52.277‘53
19 Action Exec. 56.255_55 52-55.58 62.56_99 43.286_05 43.757,15 50-05.66
19  Effects 52.682_8 50.162_81 554213_59 43.853_08 536536 50-792.82
19  Num. Reas. 47-55.58 51.255_59 45.766_49 45-316_22 54-246.49 46.255_57
19  Hallucination 81.254_3(} 71-255.06 52.177_37 53-736.09 50.07_37 58.755,5
19 Composite — — — — — —

19 AVG | 61.721 9 57.27122 || 53.461.65 45.411 .99 43.691 .64 49.261 .24

Table 10: Few-shot-1 performance with obfuscation and without ramification across all question
categories and action-sequence lengths
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Plan  Question GPT-4o0 Gemini Pro

‘ LLaMa2 13b LLaMa3 8b LLaMa27b Gemma 7b

Len. Categories few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1
1 Object Trk. 74.861.89 68.02404 59.382.32 49-332,18 44.642435 45.142.17
1 Fluent Trk. 77.391'79 61.42409 47.682.54 42-32.18 409825 55.582,14
1 State Trk. 74.075.96 50.916.74 25.021.65 54.357 34 50.025.0 54.55¢.71
1 Action Exec. 77~54467 67.55.24 50.05,93 55‘936446 62.865,78 53.755,57
1 Effects 60.632'75 55-02.78 507296 4737551 5175195 40.942,75
1 Num. Reas. 6053561 4875559 52.05,77 4706599 56.05,73 4875559
1 Hallucination 76.624‘82 78.754,57 50.675‘77 61.54(5‘75 533357@ 600548
1 Composite — — — — — —

1 AVG | 7253109 6241118 || 52.671.36 47.351 5 4718136  49.28; 20
10 Object Trk. 70.641_95 66.422_02 55.452'39 45‘872413 42.692,38 48.812'14
10 Fluent Trk. 74'171.88 57.012_13 45~712.66 44‘542,26 40~02.62 50~372.16
10  State Trk. 55.776.89 53.76.79 — 28.856.28 — 53.7¢.79
10 Action Exec. 59.745.59 50.05459 43~946.11 47.46645 53036,14 48.755.59
10 Effects 55-522.83 54.692.73 49.813.11 4626341 540531 49.382,79
10 Num. Reas. 56.415'61 48.755.59 55~06.42 42-06.98 41676,36 57.55,53
10 Hallucination 79224.62 76.254.76 53~736.09 6981@31 53~736.09 57.55,53
10 Composite — — — — — —

10 AVG | 67.78114  59.67110 || 50.771.42 45.681.3 45.421 42 50.381.21
19 ObjCCt Trk. 66.292_06 68.942_01 54.842_69 50-572.18 434992.69 45.082_17
19 Fluent Trk. 66.152_09 56.032_19 47.033_25 434842_42 3305306 50.02_22
19  State Trk. 60.477 46 47.737 53 — 34.629 33 — 59.097 41
19 Action Exec. 56.765_76 51.255_59 49-066.87 43‘146_94 49-066.87 51.255_59
19  Effects 51'772.83 50~472.81 49.493,55 49‘773441 50.03_55 48.582,31
19  Num. Reas. 50.655.7 50.05'59 52~546.5 59‘65645 49~156.51 41.255,5
19  Hallucination 76.254.76 67.55'24 65~316.8 61-226,96 57.147407 57.5553
19 Composite — — — — — —

19 AVG | 62.631.2 58.92121 || 51.821.63 48.521 36 43.81.62 48.381.24

Table 11: Few-shot-1 performance with obfuscation and ramification across all question categories
and action-sequence lengths
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C.2 Performance on Free-Answer questions evaluated using Fine-tuned RoBERTa Classifier

Plan | Question GPT-40 Gemini Pro || LLaMa2 13b LLaMa3 8b LLaMa27b Gemma 7b
Len. | Categories zero shot  zero shot zero shot zero shot zero shot zero shot
1 | Object Trk. 50.07.91 32.57.41 0.00.0 27.57.06 17.56.01 0.00.0

1 Fluent Trk. 31258419 0.00'0 3-123,08 3.123403 0.00.0 3-123.08

1 | State Trk. 16.136.61 21.62¢.77 0.00.0 2.569 53 0.00.0 0.09.0

1 Action Exec. 57.57.82 38.467.79 0.00.0 22.56.6 17.56.01 0.09.0

1 Effects 6.064.15 13.165.48 0.00.0 5.03.45 0.00.0 0.0040

1 | Num. Reas. 25.06.85  17.56.01 0.00.0 7.54.16 0.00.0 0.00.0

1 Hallucination 57.787_36 26.676_59 4.443_07 8.894.24 28-896.76 4.443_07

1 Composite 55.07.37 17~956.15 0.00_0 37~57,65 7~54.16 22~56.6

1 | AVG | 39.2551 2161234 || 0.950.55 11231 9.49, 65 3.81.0s
10 Object Trk. 5507,87 4757g 2.52.47 4007(75 17-56.()1 252(47
10 Fluent Trk. 17.655_34 9.84_16 1.961_94 9.84_16 3.922_72 1.961,94
10 | State Trk. 714487 19.357 1 0.00.0 0.00.0 2.945 9 0.090.0
10 Action Exec. 47.57'9 42-428,6‘ 0.0(),() 37‘571)'5 17-56.()1 0‘0[)1)
10 Effects 3-123.08 7-144.87 0.00_0 2.632_6 0.00_0 0.00_0
10 | Num. Reas. 22~56.6 17~56,01 5.03_45 10.04,74 2.52.47 5.03445
10 Hallucination 63.167‘83 236869 0.0(),() 13‘165,48 289573@ 0‘0()‘0
10 CompOSite 65.07,54 22-226,93 0.00_0 15-0565 12.55_23 12,55'23
10 | AVG | 36.250.73 23.57246 || 1.250.62 16.37001 1059172 2.80.92
19 ObjCCt Trk. 55~07,87 40.07_75 0.00_0 45.07_87 17-56_01 0.00_0
19 | Fluent Trk. 8.514.07 21321 0.00.0 21321 12.774 87 0.090.0
19 | State Trk. 19.058.57 27.7810.56 0.00.0 714487 3.573.51 0.09.0
19 Action Exec. 51.358_22 48.488_7 0.00_0 38.467_79 15.385_78 0.00_0
19 Effects 8.75483 8.75'38 0.00,0 6.674,55 3.333,23 0.00,0
19 Num. Reas. 12,55‘23 7'54,16 2.52‘47 7.54‘1(5 2.52‘47 2.52(47
19 Hallucination 48.947_29 27.666_52 2.132_1 17-025.48 19.155_74 2.132»1
19 Composite 60.07.75 19~446.6 2.52.47 20-06,32 17'56.01 15~05.65
19 | AVG | 34.92075 2218247 || 0.960.55 18.085.34 1222186 2.570.0

Table 12: Zero-shot performance without obfuscations and ramification across all question categories
and action-sequence lengths
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Plan | Question GPT-40 Gemini Pro || LLaMa2 13b LLaMa3 8b LLaMa27b Gemma 7b
Len. | Categories few shot 1  few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1
1 ObjCCt Trk. 800632 48‘723‘0 30.07,25 5507,87 30‘07,25 32.57,41
1 Fluent Trk. 1296,02 6.254.28 0.00.() 9‘385‘15 9.385,15 3.123,()3

1| State Trk. 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0

1 | Action Exec. 65.07.54 45.07.87 22.56.6 35.07.54 25.06.85 20.06.32

1 | Effects 5.04.87 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0

1 Num. Reas. 17.5(5‘()1 10‘04‘74 10.04,74 2‘52,47 5.03,45 7.54,15

1 Hallucination 61.367.34 48‘897‘45 37.787.23 311169 31‘11649 31.827,[]2

1 Composite 473781 4706356 28.217,21 10.04(74 30777;9 47579

1 | AVG | 41.28301  28.382095 || 1522216 19.57530  14.865.14  14.185;
10 ObjCCt Trk. 74.366_99 42.57.82 35.07.54 50.07_91 30.07_25 22~56.6
10 | Fluent Trk. 26.06.2 24.49¢.14 9.84.16 17.655.34 13.734.82 10.24.32
10 | State Trk. 12.5g 97 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0
10 Action Exec. 45-07.87 51-438.45 22-56.6 45-07.87 25-06.85 17-56.01
10 Effects 0400_0 0.00_0 0400_0 0.00_0 2.632_6 0.00_0
10 | Num. Reas. 15-05.65 10.04_74 0400_0 5403_45 0.00_0 12.55_23
10 Hallucination 45-958.19 50-08.11 21-056.61 21-056.61 42-118.01 43-248.14
10 Composite 46.157_98 36.368_37 28-217_21 17-956.15 43.597_94 53.857_98
10 | AVG | 3571311 30.43303 || 12.811.99 20.28 4 16.37221  15.1195
19 | Object Trk. 79.496.47  43.597.94 52.57.9 57.57.82 40.07.75 37.57.65
19 Fluent Trk. 909433 11‘114468 4.262.94 4‘262‘94 10‘644‘5 12~774.87
19 | State Trk. 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0
19 Action Exec. 54.293.42 59‘383‘63 7‘694,27 33.337,55 17‘956415 17~956.15
19 | Effects 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.00.0
19 Num. Reas. 13~515.62 7~54.16 2‘52.47 5‘03'45 2.52.47 125525
19 Hallucination 40~437.16 46‘817‘28 12-774.87 21.285,97 17‘025448 1739559
19 Composite 47.37&1 45‘718442 4359794 12.55(23 43‘597‘94 47579
19 ‘ AVG ‘ 34.363.15  30.41312 H 12.181.99 18.452 36 13.652.09 15.192.18

Table 13: Few-shot-1 performance without obfuscations and ramifications across all question cate-
gories and action-sequence lengths

Plan | Question GPT-40 Gemini Pro || LLaMa2 13b LLaMa3 8b LLaMa27b Gemma 7b
Len. | Categories few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1

1 ObjCCt Trk. 75-06.85 47-378.1 25-06.85 47.57_9 27-57.06 27-57.06

1 Fluent Trk. 21.887_31 9~685_31 34123.08 64254_28 0.00_0 0.00_0

1 | State Trk. 0.00.0 0.09.0 0.00.0 0.00.0 0.09.0 0.09.0

1 Action Exec. 48.728_0 34.488_83 18.756_9 32-268_4 29.038_15 15.626_42

1 Effects 0‘0(),0 0.00_0 0400_0 0‘0(),0 0.00_0 0.00_0

1 Num. Reas. 27'57.06 10264.86 7454.16 10'534.98 5.413_72 17-56.01

1 Hallucination 60.07_3 48.897_45 17.785_7 27'276.71 15.385_78 28.896_76

1 | Composite — — — — — —

1 | AVG | 40.0s2  27.01306 || 104587 17.85.35 1116199  13.4350s
10 Object Trk. 67.5741 50‘08,11 37-57.65 50.07(91 45‘07,87 22566
10 Fluent Trk. 26052 12046 7.84375 13.734,32 14.585‘()9 13-734.82
10 State Trk. 11.767.81 0.00.() 3032‘98 2‘942“() 0.00,() 0.0[]([]

10 Action Exec. 39.477.93 4839898 9.095([] 424286 12-55,85 27.277,75
10 | Effects 8.75.88 0.00.0 5.263.62 0.00.0 2.72.67 0.00.0

10 Num. Reas. 20.0&32 12.55‘23 2.52,47 7.694(27 0.0(),() 150565
10 Hallucination 44-748.07 55.26&()7 1622606 31.587.54 352932 3514785
10 | Composite — — — — — —

10 | AVG | 3415302 2845595 || 11.761.05 20.885.45 16.155.95 16.125 93
19 ObjCCt Trk. 82.56_01 48.728_0 42-57_82 65.07_54 40.07_75 42-57.82
19 Fluent Trk. 24-446.41 17.785_7 12-774.87 64383_57 19-575.85 21.285_97
19 | State Trk. 0.00.0 0.09.0 0.00.0 0.00.0 3.73.63 0.09.0

19 Action Exec. 44-748.07 57.588_6 25.07.22 38.898_12 34298.02 19-446.6
19 Effects 0‘0(),0 0.00_0 0400_0 0‘0(),0 0.00_0 0.00_0

19 Num. Reas. 22~56.6 12.55_23 54133_53 12.825_35 2.72_57 15-05.65
19 Hallucination 44.687_25 48.947_29 19-155.74 20'05.96 22.226_2 21.285_97
19 | Composite — — — — — —

19 | AVG | 3824315 32463, || 16.172. 21.51y5 1885243  18.662.35

Table 14: Few-shot-1 performance with ramification and without obfuscations across all question
categories and action-sequence lengths
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Plan | Question GPT-40 Gemini Pro || LLaMa2 13b LLaMa3 8b LLaMa27b Gemma 7b
Len. | Categories few shot 1  few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1

1 ObjCCt Trk. 47.5749 35‘07.54 17.656.54 32.57441 26‘477‘57 28.217,21

1 Fluent Trk. 24.147.95 166768 3333.28 357351 6.674,55 3.233,17

1 | State Trk. 100.09.9 100.0¢.9 6.676.44 20.012.65 6.676.44 10.537.04

1 Action Exec. 4722352 52‘948456 16-136.61 25.817.36 21‘21712 28.957,3(5

1 Effects 0‘0()'() 0.0().0 0‘0(),0 0‘0(),() 769759 4.764,65

1 Num. Reas. 12.55‘23 15‘05,65 13.895.76 13.165.43 2.782‘74 125525

1 Hallucination 52.277.53 4773755 23.086,75 45.713,42 3077759 33.337,[]3

1 | Composite — — — — — —

1 | AVG | 37.24345 34.383.43 || 13.7la4s 2332301 16.59.60 19.745.61
10 | Object Trk. 60.07.75 42.57.82 30.35.0 47.57 9 24.247 46 15.05.65
10 Fluent Trk. 26-536.31 1667538 125523 21-746.08 125523 18.375_53
10 | State Trk. 100.09.9 50.035.36 9.095 .67 8.337.98 7.697 39 16.67¢.8
10 | Action Exec. 46-679.11 53.579_42 22-738.93 46.159_78 39-1310.18 14-716.07
10 Effects — 0.00_0 769739 8.337_98 0.00_0 6.674_55
10 | Num. Reas. 23.086.75 17.56.01 0.00.0 10.05.48 2.945 9 12.825 35
10 | Hallucination | 38.24g33  52.63g.1 24.08.54 40.08.94 32.09.33 42.118.01
10 | Composite — — — — — —

10 | AVG | 38.3435  34.52339 || 15.732.73 2059306  17.58250  18.462.41
19 ObjCCt Trk. 5507,87 33‘337‘55 25.933,43 5507,87 14‘816484 20~516.47
19 Fluent Trk. 8‘514407 7.143.97 769523 48833@ 11‘546427 13.044,97
19 | State Trk. —_ 0.00.0 20.017.89 12.511.69 0.00.0 18.18g.99
19 Action Exec. 17~146.37 50‘08.84 16.07,33 22.587,51 16‘07,33 13.895,76
19 | Effects 0.00.0 100.09.9 0.00.0 9.09s .67 0.00.0 10.537.04
19 Num. Reas. 18.926.44 15‘05,65 0‘0(),0 3‘032498 3.573‘51 15.05,55
19 | Hallucination | 35.567.14  39.1372 14.297 64 10.534.098 23.819.29 21.285.97
19 | Composite — — — — — —

19 | AVG | 26.83300 28.7131s || 125084 18.81s75  12.554 16.475.35

Table 15: Few-shot-1 performance with obfuscation and without ramification across all question
categories and action-sequence lengths

Plan | Question GPT-40 Gemini Pro || LLaMa2 13b LLaMa3 8b LLaMa27b Gemma 7b
Len. | Categories few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1 few shot 1

1 ObjCCt Trk. 55-07.87 27-57.06 17-656_54 30.07_25 14-716.07 17-56.01

1 Fluent Trk. 16.676_8 10-345.66 0400_0 34333.28 0.00_0 3.233_17

1 | State Trk. 100.09.9 100.0¢.9 14.299 35 10.09.49 25.010.83 3.853.77

1 Action Exec. 54.298_42 45-168.94 29.638_79 31.829_93 18.527_48 32.268_4

1 Effects 40.021_91 75~021.65 14.299_35 0‘0(),0 6~676_44 8'335.64

1 Num. Reas. 18.426_29 15~05.65 14-716.07 10'05.48 5.884_04 20-06.32

1 Hallucination 46.677_44 44.447.4] 13-895.76 33'338.61 22.226_93 28.896_76

1 | Composite — — — — — —

1 | AVG | 39.69351  30.53334 || 14.8125 19.65500  13.02543  1T.72.s
10 Object Trk. 62.5755 42‘57,82 30.3&(] 47.57“() 3333321 12.55,23
10 Fluent Trk. 24.051)4 833;99 1707588 16.675,38 12.25‘11 16.05,13
10 | State Trk. 100.00.0 50.035.36 20.012.65 16.6710.76 16.6710.76  17.247.01
10 Action Exec. 3103859 5556956 217486 2381929 12-56,75 1667(,8
10 Effects 57-1418,7 66.6719.25 0.0(),() 25.012(5 0.00,() 10-715,85
10 Num. Reas. 1053498 12.55‘23 2.942“() 3.573(51 0.0(),() 12.55,23
10 Hallucination 4545867 5135822 2273895 2808q8 272795 3514785
10 | Composite — — — — — —

10 | AVG | 35.685.4 325331 | 16.952. 2419314 150266 17.32.37
19 ObjCCt Trk. 52.57_9 37-57.65 25-08.18 42-57_82 17.867_24 17-56.01
19 Fluent Trk. 27-276.71 20-06_32 74144.87 15.626_42 7.144_87 21.285_97
19 | State Trk. 50.035.36 50.035.36 20.017.89 33.3315.71 16.6715.01 18.18g.92
19 Action Exec. 40-08_94 56.679_05 30.439_59 33.3310,29 30.439_59 21.217_12
19 Effects 0‘0(),0 66.6727_22 0400_0 1l~1110,48 0.00_0 15-798.37
19 Num. Reas. 20.06_76 15~05.65 74415.04 3‘333.28 0.00_0 20-06.32
19 Hallucination 31.827_02 4]“37,26 22.229_8 17.656_54 27.78]0_56 27.666_52
19 | Composite — — — — — —

19 | AVG | 3384336 33.83334 || 17.163.26 22.8635.17 1481305  20.9725

Table 16: Few-shot-1 performance with obfuscations and ramifications across all question categories
and action-sequence lengths
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C.3 Additional Observations

C.3.1 Observations on Domains Variation
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Figure 4: Performance of proprietary LLMs without obfuscations by ramifications averaged across
all domains and action-sequence length 19
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Figure 5: Performance of proprietary LLMs without obfuscations by ramifications averaged across
all domains and action-sequence length 19

State Tracking and Action Executability is better on the Transporation Domains Analysis
of Figure ] reveals statistically significant trends concerning the performance of state tracking and
action executability questions within transportation domains. These types of questions consistently
show enhanced performance when situated in transportation-related contexts, as indicated by results
falling outside the SEM.

While other tendencies are also observable, such as improved performance in object tracking, fluent
tracking, and numerical reasoning within transportation domains, these trends remain within the SEM.
This suggests that the differences are not statistically significant although there is a slight preference
for transportation settings in these categories. Thus, while transportation domains specifically enhance
model capabilities in state tracking and action executability, the influence on other categories of
questions is less pronounced and should be interpreted cautiously.

Hallucination Detection is better on the Non-Transporation Domains Figure [4] highlights a
statistically significant trend wherein hallucination detection tasks exhibit better performance in
non-transportation domains. This notable improvement suggests that models may be better tuned or
more responsive to the complexities and nuances in scenarios outside of transportation contexts when
it comes to recognizing and correcting hallucinations in the data.

Conversely, while there is a slight indication that the effects of actions are also better understood
in non-transportation domains, this performance difference remains within the SEM. Therefore,
although there is a tendency for improved action effect recognition in non-transportation settings, this
finding is not statistically robust and cannot be conclusively affirmed. This underscores the variability
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Figure 6: Performance of proprietary LLMs without obfuscations and ramifications across domain
types and action-sequence lengths

in model performance across different domains and highlights the need for cautious interpretation
and further validation.

Little statistical differences for Ramifications and Domain Types Analysis of Figure[§]shows
that the performance on questions involving ramifications versus those without ramifications falls
statistically within the standard error of the mean (SEM). This indicates that the presence or absence
of ramifications does not significantly impact overall model performance. Although there is a slight
tendency for base and derived fluents to perform better in scenarios involving ramifications, this
difference also remains within the SEM boundaries.

In our examination of behavior by domains as depicted in Figure [} a similar pattern emerges. Base
and derived fluents tend towards better performance in transportation-related scenarios, whereas static
fluents tend to perform better in non-transportation contexts. However, all these observations remain
statistically within the standard error of the mean (SEM), indicating that these trends do not represent
significant deviations. For persistent fluents, there is a noticeable, albeit slight, inclination towards
better performance in transportation scenarios. Nonetheless, given the proximity of these results to
the SEM threshold, these findings should be approached cautiously.

C.3.2 Fluents
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Figure 7: Performance of proprietary LLMs without obfuscations and ramifications across fluent
subcategories and action-sequence lengths

23



== with_ramifications == ith_ramifications
== without_ramifications == without_ramifications

S & X& 3 e 3 3 3
et @ o o Qe e o o
e 62(\*&/ 2‘5\9‘6\‘/ 5 o7 éa‘*eé/ 92@\9‘20‘/ P
(a) Gemini, few shot 1 (b) GPT4, few shot 1

Figure 8: Performance of proprietary LLMs without obfuscations on both with and without ramifica-
tions constraints

C.4 Ramifications

D Fine-tuning Results and Plots

In this section, we describe the fine-tuning performed on the training split of ACTIONREASONING-
BENCH described in section We finetune Llama3-8b for 2 epochs with AdamW optimizer and
a batch size of 4. Fig[9)and [I0] shows the loss over time for binary and free-answer fine-tuning
respectively.

eval/loss train/loss
5 s |
4 6
3
4
2
2
1
) train/global_step ) train/globat
50 100 150 200 250 300 50 100 150 200 250 300
(a) Validation Loss over time (b) Training Loss over time

Figure 9: Loss function over time for Llama3-8b on Binary Questions (True/False)

eval/loss

— [data/data/shrifreasoning_about_actions/llama-3-8b.it.saved-models/iree_answer_saved_models

train/loss

train/global_step train/global step
500 1k 15k 500 1k 15k

(a) Validation Loss over time (b) Training Loss over time

Figure 10: Loss function over time for Llama3-8b on Free-answer Questions
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E Free Answers Evaluation Details

E.1 Maetrics Tests

Despite the widespread use of Rouge (Lin}, 2004)) in natural language generation tasks, there are
several inherent limitations that undermine its effectiveness as a reliable metric for our task. We
highlight some examples below to support our claim.

Test Case 1: Fails on simple paraphrasing

block bl is on b2

block bl is on top of b2

ROUGE-1: {’r’>: 0.7142857142857143, ’p’: 1.0, ’f’: 0.8333333284722222}
ROUGE-2: {’r’: 0.5, ’p’: 0.75, ’f’: 0.5999999952}

ROUGE-L: {’r’>: 0.7142857142857143, °’p’: 1.0, ’f’: 0.8333333284722222}

block bl is on block b2

bl is on b2

ROUGE-1: {’r’: 1.0, ’p’: 0.8, ’f’: 0.8888888839506174}

ROUGE-2: {’r’: 0.6666666666666666, ’p’: 0.4, ’f’: 0.49999999531250006}
ROUGE-L: {’r’: 1.0, ’p’: 0.8, ’f’: 0.8888888839506174}

Test Case 2: Fails when object names interchanged

block bl is on block b2
block b2 is on block bl
ROUGE-1: {’r’: 1.0, ’p’:
ROUGE-2: {’r’: 0.8, ’p’:
ROUGE-L: {’r’: 0.6, ’p’:

.0, ’f£?: 0.999999995}
.8, £?: 0.7999999950000002}
.6, ’f’: 0.5999999950000001}

O O

Test Case 3: Fails when asked about multiple object type names

Question: What is the object type of block bl, block b2, block b3 and block b4
label: block

response: block, block, block and block

ROUGE-1: {’r’: 0.3333333333333333, ’p’: 1.0, ’f’: 0.4999999962500001}

ROUGE-2: {’r’: 0.0, ’p’: 0.0, ’f’: 0.0}

ROUGE-L: {’r’: 0.3333333333333333, ’p’: 1.0, ’f’: 0.4999999962500001}

Even though the response is not as exact as label, the repsonse is correct.

Test Case 4: Fails when object type changed with same object name

block bl is under block b2

ball bl is under ball b2

ROUGE-1: {’r’: 0.8, ’p’: 0.8, ’f’: 0.7999999950000002}
ROUGE-2: {’r’: 0.4, ’p’: 0.4, ’f’: 0.3999999950000001}
ROUGE-L: {’r’: 0.8, ’p’: 0.8, ’f’: 0.7999999950000002}

Test Case 5: Fails on simple negation

block bl is not on block b2

block bl is on top of block b2

ROUGE-1: {’r’: 0.7142857142857143, ’p’: 0.8333333333333334, ’f’: 0.7692307642603551}
ROUGE-2: {’r’: 0.42857142857142855, ’p’: 0.5, ’f’: 0.4615384565680473}

ROUGE-L: {’r’: 0.7142857142857143, ’p’: 0.8333333333333334, ’f’: 0.7692307642603551}

Test Case 6: Fails on simple negation with paraphrasing

block bl is on block b2

block b2 is not under block bl, but on top

ROUGE-1: {’r’: 0.4444444444444444, °’p’: 0.8, ’f’: 0.5714285668367348}
ROUGE-2: {’r’: 0.1111111111111111, °p’: 0.2, >£’: 0.14285713826530627}
ROUGE-L: {’r’: 0.3333333333333333, ’p’: 0.6, ’f’: 0.4285714239795918}
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F Dataset Creation

F.1 Domain, grid-visit-all example

(define (domain grid-visit-all)

(:requirements :typing)

(:types place - object)

(:predicates (connected 7x 7y - place)
(at-robot ?x - place)
(visited 7x - place))

(:action move
:parameters (7curpos 7nextpos - place)
:precondition (and
(at-robot ?curpos)
(connected 7curpos ?7nextpos))
:effect (and
(at-robot ?nextpos)
(not (at-robot ?7curpos))
(visited ?7nextpos))))

Going line by line: (: requirements : typing) indicates that objects involved in the domain are of
different types. (: typesplace — object) defines what types of objects we are working with; in this
case, it is just a place. (: predicates... define predicates in the problem that take in objects. Predicates
can only be true or false. And finally, we have actions; in this example, there is a single action, but
there can be many in general. Each action has : parameters that define variables of various types,
: precondition, which defines a set of predicates that need to be true in order to execute the action,
and ef fect, which is a set of predicates that will be true after the action is executed.

F.2 Instance, grid-visit-all example

An instance is composed of objects, initial and final conditions. This is a trivial problem instance, as
initial and goal conditions are the same.

(define (problem grid-1)

(:domain grid-visit-all)

(:objects loc-x1-yO - place )

(:init (at-robot loc-x1-yO0)
(visited loc-x1-y0))

(:goal (and (visited loc-x1-y0))))

F.3 Blocksworld

The Blocksworld involves a set of blocks, a hand that can manipulate blocks one at a time, and a table
where the blocks stay. The objective is to re-stack an initial set of blocks to a desired configuration
using a hand.

F.4 Logistics

The Logistics is a transportation domain that involves of transport of packages using 2 types of
mobiles: trucks and airplanes. Package locations are located within cities. Each city has a unique
airport. The objective is to move packages using mobiles from initial to goal locations. Those
locations can be in various cities.

F.5 Depots
The Depots is a transportation domain that is a combination of Blocksworld and Logistics. The

transportation aspects are the same as in the Logistics domain, but one can stack packages like in
Blocksworld.
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F.6 Driverlog

The Driverlog is a transportation domain that involves the transportation of packages using trucks. It
involves packages, trucks, locations and drivers.

F.7 Goldminer
The Goldminer involves an agent, bombs, a laser, gold, and a mine organized as a grid. Each cell in

the grid represents soft or hard rock. An agent can use bombs or a laser to penetrate the soft rock to
uncover gold. The bomb cannot destroy gold, but the laser can. The objective is to collect gold.

F.8 Gripper

The Gripper is a transportation domain that involves a single agent with 2 "grippers" to pick up and
put down objects. The objective is to move objects from initial locations to goal locations.

F.9 Miconic

Miconic is a transportation domain that involves an elevator, floors, and passengers. The objective is
to transport passengers from the initial to goal floors using an elevator.

F.10 Mystery

The Mystery is a transportation domain with fuel restrictions. It involves locations, mobiles, fuel and
fuel constraints, and cargo. The objective is to organize proper logistics.

F.11 N-puzzle
A common variation of this domain is a familiar "15 puzzle", a slide square puzzle with 15 tiles

numbered 1-15 and one open slot. The objective is to rearrange the tiles in numerical order. N-puzzle
is a generalization to N tiles.

F.12 Satellite
This domain involves the scheduling of satellites to gather information about space phenomena. It

involves satellites, instruments, image modes, pointing directions, locations, instrument capabilities,
calibration target functions, initial goal pointing directions, and image objectives.

F.13 Spanner
This domain involves an agent, a location, spanners (tools) and nuts to be tightened. The objective is

to pick up spanners and tighten the nuts. The caveat is that only one spanner can be used to tighten
one nut.

F.14 Visit-All

This very simple domain involves an agent that has to visit all cells in an NV x N grid.

F.15 Zenotravel

Zenotravel is a transportation domain that involves airplanes, locations, fuel levels, and passengers.
The objective is to transport passengers from initial to goal locations and not run out of fuel.
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test-true_false_answer test-free_answer train-true_false_answer train-free_answer

action_executability 240 119 2360 2481
effects 957 108 8243 1842
fluent_tracking 1600 130 15801 5870
hallucination 240 130 7660 13426
numerical_reasoning 240 120 12760 6380
object_tracking 1598 120 8696 1180
state_tracking 153 101 1147 1849

Table 17: dataset split

| Domains Info | Tnstances Info | Other

Dz’;:‘;::;:' o | #iuents #actions <exeess <effects-woram>,,  <effects-wiram>.; t‘;‘;’::' <objects>,.;  <actions from a state>,.; <log(state space size)>., | Domain type IPC Year Cu:ll:lt:xily
[Blocksworld]| 5 4 225083 4505 1 8.1+0.83 132.6 +26.67 92.46 +3.96 2000 0N 2N)
6 5 34%136 4167 6 255225 43618+ 1052.02 158.68 +4.57 2002 O(21V7H2N)
5 6 233047 233%047 4 19.1£2.02 11208 +503.46 131.37£9.19 2002
12 7 34053 286+083 1 153£429 772845106 123,57+ 10.11 pois| ! )
4 3 2+082  2.67+047 4 158+ 147 2458+ 161.38 101.14 + 10.99 1998 0NV
3 6 25058 230 s 18+2.57 623.0+312.62 119211173 1998 02
8 4 2254043 175+043 2 1712158 2794 +58.04 106.6 +4.08 2000 O(2PNTHIN)
7 3 40 4+0 5 242133 413215492 113.05+748 1998 027V 3Ny
3 1 3%0 4%0 2 1720 5760+ 0.0 120.77 £ 0.0 Ppois| 02V
8 5 28+147 18%075 4 247+385  1234.8+490.17 133.48 + 8.65 2002 02PN +3N)
6 3 3141 233047 4 223046 45562383 116,29+ 0.97 2011 02NN
3 1 240 3+0 1 239£301 5564+ 148.19 1195+4.73 2014 02V )
4 5 28£075 28098 4 201+ 1.04  4340.0 + 1282.95 158.03 £7.03 2002 02NNy

Table 18: Description of the dataset. Note: N denotes the number of objects in each object type. Ex
in domain Miconic there are N passengers and N floors

F.16 Additional Statistics
F.17 Domains
F.18 Planning Description

Simple planning involves finding a sequence of actions that will take the world from a given initial
state to a state that satisfies the goal conditions. Predicates (as defined in PDDL,; also referred to
as "fluents” in the reasoning about actions community) are properties of the world, such as on(a, b)
meaning a is on b, and a state of the world describes what fluents are true and what are not true in
that world. A (planning) domain description D describes the fluents in that domain, the actions in
that domain, and how the actions impact the fluents in that domain. In formal planning languages,
often the language PDDL is used to describe domains. Given a domain description D, the semantics
of the description language defines a transition function ®p : states X actions — states, where
®p(s,a) = ¢’ means that execution of the action a in the state s results in the state s’. If (s, a) is
undefined, then a is said to be inexecutable in s. A simple goal is a classical formula whose truth value
can be evaluated with respect to a state. A planning instance consists of the triplet (D, sg, g), where
D is a domain description, s is an initial state, and g is a goal. Given a planning instance (D, s, g),
a plan is any sequence of actions a1, . . . , a, where the state ®p(a,, Pp(an—_1,... ®p(ai, so)-..))
is defined and g evaluates to true with respect to that state. The plan generation task that we are
concerned with is the task where D, s, and g, described in natural language, are together given as
input, and the model has to generate a plan aq, . .., a,.

F.19 PDDL

"The Planning Domain Definition Language (PDDL) is a formal knowledge representation language
designed to express planning models ... a de-facto standard input language for many planning systems,
although it is not the only modeling language for planning. Several variants of PDDL have emerged
that capture planning problem of different natures and complexities, with a focus on deterministic
problems." (Haslum et al.l 2019). One can use PDDL to describe the planning domain and a planning
problem instance (objects, initial, and goal conditions). An example of Visit-All domain and a
problem instance described in PDDL can be seen in Appendix |F| This particular domain example
belongs to PDDL’s subset, a language called "STRIPS" (Stanford Research Institute Problem Solver)
(Fikes and Nilsson,|{1971). In addition to STRIPS, this domain description is "typed": objects involved
in a problem have type and subtype definitions. In this study, we restrict our attention only to typed
"STRIPS" domains and instances. Those include typed objects and predicates that operate on the
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objects and actions with preconditions and effects and a problem instance with typed objects and
initial and goal states.

G Calculating State Space

In the following section, we calculate state-space complexity for the domains present in ACTION-
REASONINGBENCH. A higher state-space complexity refers to a complex domain in traditional
Al (Rintanen, |2004). Therefore, we calculate whether the LLMs also struggle more in the “harder”
domains. Fig[LI|represents the plot between the accuracy and state-space complexity of the domains.
The plot reveals that LLMs function differently than traditional Al solvers.
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Figure 11: Accuracy vs state-space complexity (measured in terms of number of fluents) for GPT-40

G.1 Blocksworld
The number of fluents in a state is defined by predicates:

¢ on(b1,b2)

¢ notable(b)
e clear(b)

* holding(b)
* handempty

The complexity of a state is, where N is the number of objects

O(2N2+2N) (1)

G.2 Depots
* (at 7x - locatable ?y - place)
* (on 7x - crate ?y - surface)
* (in ?x - crate ?y - truck)
o (lifting ?x - hoist ?y - crate)
e (available ?x - hoist)

¢ (clear ?x - surface))

0(24N2+2N) )
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G.3 Driverlog
* (at ?0bj - locatable ?loc - location)
* (in ?0bjl - obj ?obj - truck)
* (driving ?d - driver ?v - truck)
* (link 7x ?y - location)
* (path ?x ?y - location)

e (empty ?v - truck)

0(25N2—N)

G.4 Goldminer
* (connected ?x - LOC ?y - LOC)
¢ (robot-at 7x - LOC)
e (bomb-at 7x - LOC)
¢ (laser-at ?x - LOC)
* (soft-rock-at 7x - LOC)
¢ (hard-rock-at 7x - LOC)
* (gold-at 7x - LOC)
¢ (clear 7x - LOC)
* (arm-empty)
¢ (holds-bomb)
¢ (holds-laser)
* (holds-gold)

O(2N2+6N)

G.5 Grippers
* (carry ?r - robot ?0 - object ?g - gripper)
* (at-robby 7r - robot 7Xx - room)
* (at ?0 - object 7x - room)

* (free 7r - robot ?g - gripper)

O(2N3+3N2)

G.6 Logistics
* (in-city ?loc - place city - city)
* (at ?0obj - physobj ?loc - place)
* (in ?pkg - package ?veh - vehicle)

0(23N2)
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G.7 Miconic
* (origin ?person - passenger ?floor - floor)
* (destin ?person - passenger floor - floor)
 (above Mloorl - floor ?floor2 - floor)
* (boarded ?person - passenger)
* (not-boarded ?person - passenger)
* (served ?person - passenger)
* (not-served 7person - passenger)

* (lift-at ?floor - floor)

O N+ @

G.8 Mystery
 (at ?7v - movable ?1 - location)
¢ (has-fuel 71 - location ?f - fuel)
* (in ?c - cargo ?v - vehicle)
* (has-space ?v - vehicle 7s - space)
e (conn ?11 ?12 - location)
* (fuel-neighbor 7f1 12 - fuel)

* (space-neighbor ?s1 ?s2 - space)

0(271\7273]\7) (8)

G.9 N-Puzzle
* (at tile - tile ?position - position)
* (neighbor ?pl - position ?p2 - position)

* (empty ?position - position)

0(22V%) )

G.10 Satellite
¢ (on-board ?i - instrument ?s - satellite)
* (supports i - instrument ?m - mode)
* (pointing 7?s - satellite ?d - direction)
* (have-image ?7d - direction ?m - mode)
* (calibration-target ?i - instrument ?d - direction)
* (power-avail ?s - satellite)
* (power-on ?i - instrument)

e (calibrated ?i - instrument)
O(25N2+3N) (10)
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G.11 Spanner

e (at ?7m - locatable ?1 - location)

* (carrying ?m - man ?7s - spanner)
(link ?11 - location ?12 - location)

* (useable ?s - spanner)

* (tightened 7n - nut)

* (loose ™ - nut))

0(23N2+2N) (11)
G.12 Visitall
* (connected 7x 7y - place)
* (at-robot ?x - place)
e (visited 7x - place)
02N M) (12)

G.13 Zenotravel
* (at ?x - (either person aircraft) ?c - city)
* (in ?p - person ?a - aircraft)
e (fuel-level ?a - aircraft ?1 - level)
e (next 711 712 - flevel)

02N~ (13)

H Domain Descriptions

H.1 Without Obfuscation Without Ramifications

[DOMAIN DESCRIPTION]

Picking up a block is only possible if that block is clear, on the table, and the
hand is empty. By picking up that block, it makes that block not present on the
table and not clear. It also leads to the block being held and makes the hand not
empty. Putting down the block can only be executed if the block is being held.
Putting down the block causes that block to be clear and on the table. It also
causes the hand to be not holding the block and makes the hand empty. A block can
be stacked on the second block if it is being held and the second block is clear.
By stacking the first block on the second, it causes the first block to clear and
on top of the second block. Meanwhile, the second block is not clear, and the hand
becomes empty as it is not holding the block. The block can also be unstacked from
the top of the second block only if the hand is empty and the first block is clear
and on top of the second block. Unstacking the first block from the second causes
the second block to be clear. The first block is now being held, not clear, and not
on top of the second block. Furthermore, the hand is not empty.

A state is a set of valid properties. Properties may or may not involve negations.
Properties of the state can be of 4 types: base, derived, persistent, and static.
Base properties of the state are properties that don’t depend on other properties.
In this domain, they are: a block is on the table and a block is not on the table.
Derived properties of the state are properties that depend on other properties. In
this domain, they are: a block is clear, hand is empty, a block is not clear and
hand is not empty. Self constraint properties of the state are properties that
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depend on themselves. In this domain, they are: a block is being held, a block is
on another block, a block is not being held and a block is not on another block.
Static properties of the state are properties that don’t change under any action.
There are no static properties of the state in this domain.

H.2 Without Obfuscation With Ramifications

[DOMAIN DESCRIPTION]

Picking up a block is only possible if that block is clear, on the table, and the
hand is empty. Picking up the block leads to the block being held. Putting down the
block can only be executed if the block is being held. Putting down the block
causes the block to be on the table. A block can be stacked on the second block if
it is being held and the second block is clear. By stacking the first block on the
second, it causes the first block to be on top of the second block. The block can
also be unstacked from the top of the second block only if the hand is empty and
the first block is clear and on top of the second block.

Unstacking the first block from the second causes first block to be held A block is
said to be clear if it is not being held and there are no blocks that are on top of
it. The hand is said to be empty if and only if it is not holding any block. The
block can only be at one place at a time.

A state is a set of valid properties. Properties may or may not involve negations.
Properties of the state can be of 4 types: base, derived, persistent, and static.
Base properties of the state are properties that don’t depend on other properties.
In this domain, they are: a block is on the table and a block is not on the table.
Derived properties of the state are properties that depend on other properties. In
this domain, they are: a block is clear, hand is empty, a block is not clear and
hand is not empty. Self constraint properties of the state are properties that
depend on themselves. In this domain, they are: a block is being held, a block is
on another block, a block is not being held and a block is not on another block.
Static properties of the state are properties that don’t change under any action.
There are no static properties of the state in this domain.

H.3 With Obfuscation With Ramifications

[DOMAIN DESCRIPTION]

novyuecllio a gbyyxzqvdh is only possible if that gbyyxzqvdh is clear, wtuwjwbuja
the gcbwvwyvkv, and the egpbpdtalq is empty. ovyuecllio the gbyyxzqvdh leads to the
gbyyxzqvdh being casqqrrojp. xskgihccqt the gbyyxzqvdh can only be executed if the
gbyyxzqvdh is being casqqrrojp. xskgihccqt the gbyyxzqvdh causes the gbyyxzqvdh to
be wtuwjwbuja the gcbwvwyvkv. A gbyyxzqvdh can be oscckwdtoh wtuwjwbuja the second
gbyyxzqvdh if it is being casqqrrojp and the second gbyyxzqvdh is clear. By
oscckwdtoh the first gbyyxzqvdh wtuwjwbuja the second, it causes the first
gbyyxzqvdh to be wtuwjwbuja top of the second gbyyxzqvdh. The gbyyxzqvdh can also
be wxqdwukszo from the top of the second gbyyxzqvdh only if the egpbpdtalq is empty
and the first gbyyxzqvdh is clear and wtuwjwbuja top of the second gbyyxzqvdh.

Wxqdwukszo the first gbyyxzqvdh from the second causes first gbyyxzqvdh to be
casqqrrojp A gbyyxzqvdh is said to be clear if it is not being casqqrrojp and there
are no gbyyxzqvdhs that are wtuwjwbuja top of it. The egpbpdtalq is said to be
empty if and only if it is not casqgrrojp any gbyyxzqvdh. The gbyyxzqvdh can only
be at one place at a time.

A state is a set of valid properties. Properties may or may not involve negations.
Properties of the state can be of 4 types: base, derived, persistent, and static.
Base properties of the state are properties that don’t depend wtuwjwbuja other
properties. In this domain, they are: a gbyyxzqvdh is wtuwjwbuja the gcbwvwyvkv and
a gbyyxzqvdh is not wtuwjwbuja the gcbwvwyvkv. Derived properties of the state are
properties that depend wtuwjwbuja other properties. In this domain, they are: a
qbyyxzqvdh is clear, egpbpdtalq is empty, a gbyyxzqvdh is not clear and egpbpdtalq
is not empty. Self constraint properties of the state are properties that depend
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wtuwjwbuja themselves. In this domain, they are: a gbyyxzqvdh is being casqqrrojp,
a gbyyxzqvdh is wtuwjwbuja another gbyyxzqvdh, a gbyyxzqvdh is not being casqgrrojp
and a gbyyxzqvdh is not wtuwjwbuja another gbyyxzqvdh. Static properties of the
state are properties that don’t change under any action. There are no static
properties of the state in this domain.

H.4 With Obfuscation Without Ramifications

[DOMAIN DESCRIPTION]

novyuecllio a gbyyxzqvdh is only possible if that gbyyxzqvdh is clear, wtuwjwbuja
the gcbwvwyvkv, and the egpbpdtalq is empty. By ovyuecllio that gbyyxzqvdh, it
makes that gbyyxzqvdh not present wtuwjwbuja the gcbwvwyvkv and not clear. It also
leads to the gbyyxzqvdh being casqqrrojp and makes the egpbpdtalq not empty.
xskgihccqt the gbyyxzqvdh can only be executed if the gbyyxzqvdh is being
casqqrrojp. xskgihccqt the gbyyxzqvdh causes that gbyyxzqvdh to be clear and
wtuwjwbuja the gcbwvwyvkv. It also causes the egpbpdtalqg to be not casqqrrojp the
qbyyxzqvdh and makes the egpbpdtalq empty. A gbyyxzqvdh can be oscckwdtoh
wtuwjwbuja the second gbyyxzqvdh if it is being casqqrrojp and the second
qbyyxzqvdh is clear. By oscckwdtoh the first gbyyxzqvdh wtuwjwbuja the second, it
causes the first gbyyxzqvdh to clear and wtuwjwbuja top of the second gbyyxzqvdh.
Meanwhile, the second gbyyxzqvdh is not clear, and the egpbpdtalq becomes empty as
it is not casqgrrojp the gbyyxzqvdh. The gbyyxzqvdh can also be wxqdwukszo from the
top of the second gbyyxzqvdh only if the egpbpdtalq is empty and the first
gbyyxzqvdh is clear and wtuwjwbuja top of the second gbyyxzqvdh. Wxqdwukszo the
first gbyyxzqvdh from the second causes the second gbyyxzqvdh to be clear. The
first gbyyxzqvdh is now being casqqrrojp, not clear, and not wtuwjwbuja top of the
second gbyyxzqvdh. Furthermore, the egpbpdtalq is not empty.

A state is a set of valid properties. Properties may or may not involve negations.
Properties of the state can be of 4 types: base, derived, persistent, and static.
Base properties of the state are properties that don’t depend wtuwjwbuja other
properties. In this domain, they are: a gbyyxzqvdh is wtuwjwbuja the gcbwvwyvkv and
a gbyyxzqvdh is not wtuwjwbuja the gcbwvwyvkv. Derived properties of the state are
properties that depend wtuwjwbuja other properties. In this domain, they are: a
qbyyxzqvdh is clear, egpbpdtalq is empty, a gbyyxzqvdh is not clear and egpbpdtalq
is not empty. Self constraint properties of the state are properties that depend
wtuwjwbuja themselves. In this domain, they are: a gbyyxzqvdh is being casqqrrojp,
a gbyyxzqvdh is wtuwjwbuja another gbyyxzqvdh, a gbyyxzqvdh is not being casqqrrojp
and a gbyyxzqvdh is not wtuwjwbuja another gbyyxzqvdh. Static properties of the
state are properties that don’t change under any action. There are no static
properties of the state in this domain.
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I Examples of Questions

L1 Object Tracking

L1.1 True/False Question, Action-Sequence Length 1

[DOMAIN_DESCRIPTION] :
{domain description}

[INITIAL_CONDITIONS]:

Block bl is on the table, block b2 is clear, block b2 is on the table, block b3 is
clear, block b3 is placed on top of block b7, block b4 is placed on top of block
bl, block b5 is clear, block b5 is placed on top of block b4, block b6 is located
on the table, block b7 is on top of block b6 and hand is empty.

[Question]:

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: from top of block
b7, block b3 is unstacked to reach the current state. In this state, is it True or
False that the following properties of the state are correct for bl: block bl is
located on the table?

[Answer] :
True

L.1.2 Free Answer Question, Action-Sequence Length 1

[DOMAIN_DESCRIPTION]
{domain description}

[INITIAL_CONDITIONS]

Block bl is on block b7, block b2 is clear, block b2 is on top of block b6, block
b3 is placed on top of block b4, block b4 is located on the table, block b5 is
clear, block b5 is located on the table, block b6 is on top of block b3, block b7
is located on the table, block b8 is on block bl, block b9 is clear, block b9 is on
block b8 and hand is empty.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: block b9 is
unstacked from top of block b8 to reach the current state. In this state, what is
the object type for bl, b4, b5, b7 and b8. Write None if there are none.

[ANSWER]
block

1.2 Fluent Tracking

L.2.1 True/False Question, Action-Sequence Length 1

[DOMAIN_DESCRIPTION]
{domain description}

[INITIAL_CONDITIONS]

Block bl is on the table, block b2 is clear, block b2 is on the table, block b3 is
clear, block b3 is on top of block b7, block b4 is placed on top of block bl, block
b5 is clear, block b5 is placed on top of block b4, block b6 is located on the
table, block b7 is on top of block b6 and hand is not holding anything.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: from top of block
b7, block b3 is unstacked to reach the current state. In this state, is it True or
False that block bl is located on the table?
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[ANSWER]
True

L.2.2 Free Answer Question, Action-Sequence Length 1

[DOMAIN_DESCRIPTION]
{domain description}

[INITIAL_CONDITIONS]

Block bl is on the table, block b2 is clear, block b2 is on the table, block b3 is
clear, block b3 is on top of block b7, block b4 is placed on top of block bl, block
b5 is clear, block b5 is placed on top of block b4, block b6 is located on the
table, block b7 is on top of block b6 and hand is not holding anything.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: block b3 is
unstacked from top of block b7 to reach the current state. In this state,. What are
the self constraint properties of the state for b4? Write None if there are none

[ANSWER]

block bl is not on block b4, block b2 is not on block b4, block b3 is not placed on
top of block b4, block b4 is not being held by the hand, block b4 is not on block
b2, block b4 is not on top of block b3, block b4 is not placed on top of block b5,
block b4 is not placed on top of block b6, block b4 is not placed on top of block
b7, block b6 is not placed on top of block b4 and block b7 is not on top of block b4

L3 State Tracking

1.3.1 True/False Question, Action-Sequence Length 1

[DOMAIN_DESCRIPTION]
{domain description}

[INITIAL_CONDITIONS]

Block bl is located on the table, block b2 is clear, block b2 is on the table,
block b3 is clear, block b3 is placed on top of block b7, block b4 is on top of
block bl, block bb is clear, block b5 is on block b4, block b6 is located on the
table, block b7 is placed on top of block b6 and hand is not holding anything.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: block b3 is
unstacked from block b7 to reach the current state. In this state, are all of the
following properties: block bl is not clear, block bl is not on block b3, block bl
is not on block b6, block bl is not on top of block b4, block bl is not on top of
block b7, block bl is not placed on top of block b2, block bl is not placed on top
of block b5, block bl is on the table, block b2 is clear, block b2 is located on
the table, block b2 is not being held, block b2 is not on block b4, block b2 is not
on block b5, block b2 is not on block b6, block b2 is not placed on top of block
bl, block b2 is not placed on top of block b3, block b2 is not placed on top of
block b7, block b3 is not clear, block b3 is not on block bl, block b3 is not on
block b2, block b3 is not on block b5, block b3 is not on block b6, block b3 is not
on block b7, block b3 is not on the table, block b3 is not on top of block b4,
block b4 is not clear, block b4 is not on block b3, block b4 is not on the table,
block b4 is not on top of block b2, block b4 is not on top of block b7, block b4 is
not placed on top of block b5, block b4 is not placed on top of block b6, block b4
is on block bl, block b5 is clear, block b5 is not being held, block b5 is not on
block bl, block b5 is not on block b3, block b5 is not on the table, block bb is
not on top of block b2, block b5 is not on top of block b6, block b5 is not on top
of block b7, block b5 is on top of block b4, block b6 is not being held by the
hand, block b6 is not clear, block b6 is not on block b4, block b6 is not on block
b5, block b6 is not on block b7, block b6 is not on top of block bl, block b6 is
not on top of block b3, block b6 is not placed on top of block b2, block b6 is on
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the table, block b7 is clear, block b7 is not being held, block b7 is not on block
b5, block b7 is not on the table, block b7 is not on top of block bl, block b7 is
not on top of block b2, block b7 is not on top of block b4, block b7 is not placed
on top of block b3, block b7 is on block b6, hand is not empty, the hand is holding
the block b3, the hand is not holding the block bl and the hand is not holding the
block b4, correct? Respond with True or False.

[ANSWER]
True

1.3.2 Free Answer Question, Action-Sequence Length 1

[DOMAIN_DESCRIPTION]
{domain description}

[INITIAL_CONDITIONS]

Block bl is placed on top of block b7, block b2 is clear, block b2 is on top of
block b6, block b3 is placed on top of block b4, block b4 is on the table, block b5
is clear, block b5 is on the table, block b6 is on top of block b3, block b7 is
located on the table, block b8 is placed on top of block bl, block b9 is clear,
block b9 is placed on top of block b8 and hand is not holding anything.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: block b9 is
unstacked from top of block b8 to reach the current state. In this state, list all
valid properties of the state. Write None if there are none.

[ANSWER]

block bl is placed on top of block b7, block b2 is clear, block b2 is on top of
block b6, block b3 is placed on top of block b4, block b4 is located on the table,
block b5 is clear, block b5 is located on the table, block b6 is on block b3, block
b7 is on the table, block b8 is clear, block b8 is on block bl and block b9 is
being held by the hand

L4 Action Executability

1.4.1 True/False Question, Action-Sequence Length 1

[DOMAIN_DESCRIPTION]
{domain description}

[INITIAL_CONDITIONS]

Block bl is placed on top of block b4, block b2 is clear, block b2 is on block b6,
block b3 is clear, block b3 is on top of block b5, block b4 is located on the
table, block b5 is on top of block b7, block b6 is located on the table, block b7
is placed on top of block bl and hand is empty.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are planned to be performed:
block b5 is unstacked from top of block b6. Is it possible to execute it, True or
False?

[ANSWER]
False
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1.4.2 Free Answer Question, Action-Sequence Length 1

[DOMAIN_DESCRIPTION]
{domain description}

[INITIAL_CONDITIONS]

Block bl is placed on top of block b6, block b2 is clear, block b2 is placed on top
of block b5, block b3 is clear, block b3 is on block b8, block b4 is clear, block
b4 is placed on top of block bl, block b5 is located on the table, block b6 is on
block b7, block b7 is located on the table, block b8 is on the table and hand is
empty.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: block b4 is
unstacked from block bl to reach the current state. In this state, list all
executable actions. Write None if there are none.

[ANSWER]
on top of block b3, block b4 is stacked, block b4 is stacked on top of block bl, on
top of block b2, block b4 is stacked and block b4 is put down

1.5 Effects of Actions

L5.1 True/False Question, Action-Sequence Length 1

[DOMAIN_DESCRIPTION]
{domain description}

[INITIAL_CONDITIONS]

Block bl is clear, block bl is on the table, block b2 is on block b8, block b3 is
on the table, block b4 is located on the table, block b5 is on block b6, block b6
is on block b4, block b7 is clear, block b7 is on top of block b3, block b8 is on
top of block b5, block b9 is clear, block b9 is on block b2 and hand is not holding
anything.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: from top of block
b2, block b9 is unstacked to reach the current state. In this state, if the hand
puts down the block b9, is it True or False that block b9 is not clear and hand is
empty?

[ANSWER]
False

L5.2 Free Answer Question, Action-Sequence Length 1

[DOMAIN_DESCRIPTION]
{domain description}

[INITIAL_CONDITIONS]

Block bl is on the table, block b2 is clear, block b2 is located on the table,
block b3 is clear, block b3 is placed on top of block b7, block b4 is placed on top
of block bl, block b5 is clear, block b5 is on top of block b4, block b6 is located
on the table, block b7 is on block b6 and hand is empty.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: from top of block
b7, block b3 is unstacked to reach the current state. In this state, if block b3 is
put down on the table, what would be all of the valid properties of the state?
Write None if there are none.

[ANSWER]
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block bl is on the table, block b2 is clear, block b2 is on the table, block b3 is
clear, block b3 is on the table, block b4 is on block bl, block b5 is clear, block
b5 is on block b4, block b6 is located on the table, block b7 is clear, block b7 is
placed on top of block b6 and hand is not holding anything

1.6 Numerical RAC

1.6.1 True/False Question, Action-Sequence Length 1

[DOMAIN_DESCRIPTION]
{domain description}

[INITIAL_CONDITIONS]

Block bl is on the table, block b2 is clear, block b2 is located on the table,
block b3 is clear, block b3 is on top of block b7, block b4 is on top of block bil,
block b5 is clear, block b5 is on block b4, block b6 is on the table, block b7 is
on block b6 and hand is empty.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: from top of block
b7, block b3 is unstacked to reach the current state. In this state, is the number
of objects equal to 87 True or False

[ANSWER]
False

1.6.2 Free Answer Question, Action-Sequence Length 1

[DOMAIN_DESCRIPTION]
{domain description}

[INITIAL_CONDITIONS]

Block bl is on top of block b4, block b2 is clear, block b2 is on top of block b6,
block b3 is clear, block b3 is on top of block b5, block b4 is located on the
table, block b5 is on top of block b7, block b6 is on the table, block b7 is on top
of block bl and hand is empty.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: from top of block
b5, block b3 is unstacked to reach the current state. In this state, what is the
total number of executable actions? Write as an integer. Write None if there are
none.

[ANSWER]
3

1.7 Hallucinations

LI.7.1 True/False Question, Action-Sequence Length 1

[DOMAIN_DESCRIPTION]
{domain description}

[INITIAL_CONDITIONS]

Block bl is on the table, block b2 is clear, block b2 is located on the table,
block b3 is clear, block b3 is placed on top of block b7, block b4 is placed on top
of block bl, block b5 is clear, block b5 is on top of block b4, block b6 is on the
table, block b7 is on top of block b6 and hand is not holding anything.

[QUESTION]
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Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: block b3 is
unstacked from top of block b7 to reach the current state. In this state, some
properties of the state may or may not be defined. Is block b4 is switched with
block bl part of the state? True or False

[ANSWER]
False

L.7.2 Free Answer Question, Action-Sequence Length 1

[DOMAIN_DESCRIPTION]
{domain description}

[INITIAL_CONDITIONS]

Block bl is on the table, block b2 is clear, block b2 is located on the table,
block b3 is clear, block b3 is placed on top of block b7, block b4 is placed on top
of block bl, block b5 is clear, block b5 is on top of block b4, block b6 is on the
table, block b7 is on top of block b6 and hand is not holding anything.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: block b3 is
unstacked from top of block b7 to reach the current state. In this state, some
valid property of the state may or may not be defined. What valid property of the
state out of, block b4 is on block bl, block b5 is on top of block b4, block b7 is
on block b6 and block b3 is being thrown, is not defined? Write None if all are
defined.

[ANSWER]
block b3 is being thrown

L8 Composite Questions

I.8.1 True/False Question, Action-Sequence Length 1

[DOMAIN_DESCRIPTION]
{domain description}

[INITIAL_CONDITIONS]

Block bl is on the table, block b2 is clear, block b2 is on top of block b4, block
b3 is on block b8, block b4 is on the table, block b5 is on the table, block b6 is
clear, block b6 is placed on top of block b3, block b7 is clear, block b7 is placed
on top of block bl, block b8 is placed on top of block b5 and hand is not holding
anything.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are planned to be performed:
block b2 is unstacked from block b4 to reach the current state. Are the following
properties of the state true for b7 before the first inexecutable action in the
sequence? Block bl is not on top of block b7, block b2 is on block b7, block b3 is
not on top of block b7, block b4 is not placed on top of block b7, block b5 is not
placed on top of block b7, block b6 is not on top of block b7, block b7 is not
being held by the hand, block b7 is not on block b3, block b7 is not on block b8,
block b7 is not on top of block bl, block b7 is not on top of block b2, block b7 is
not on top of block b5, block b7 is not placed on top of block b6, block b7 is
placed on top of block b4 and block b8 is not on top of block b7.

[ANSWER]
True

L.8.2 Free Answer Question, Action-Sequence Length 1
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[DOMAIN DESCRIPTION]
{domain description}

[INITIAL CONDITIONS]

Block bl is on the table, block b2 is clear, block b2 is on top of block b4, block
b3 is on block b8, block b4 is on the table, block b5 is on the table, block b6 is
clear, block b6 is placed on top of block b3, block b7 is clear, block b7 is placed
on top of block bl, block b8 is placed on top of block b5 and hand is not holding
anything.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are planned to be performed:
block b2 is unstacked from block b4 to reach the current state. Some of the actioms
may not be executable. What is the state before the first infeasible action in the
sequence? Write None if there are none.

[ANSWER] :
None

J Fluent Types Questions

All of the below examples are from the goldminer domain. Each of the fluent
types are defined in Below are the fluent types for the goldminer domain.

Base Fluents = {bomb_at,
laser_at,
soft_rock_at,
hard_rock_at,
holds_bomb,
holds_laser,
holds_gold}

Base Fluents with Constraints = {robot_at, gold_at}
Derived Fluents = {arm_empty,

clear}

Static Properties = {connected}

J.1 Base Fluents

J.1.1 Object Tracking

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: robot moves to
location f1_0f from location f0_Of to reach the current state. In this state, is it
True or False that the following properties of the state are correct for fO0_4f:
soft rock is present at location f0_4£f7

J.1.2 Fluent Tracking

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: robot moves to
location f1_0f from location fO_Of to reach the current state. In this state, is it
True or False that hard rock is not at location f3_2f7

J.1.3 Effects of Actions

41




[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: robot moves to
location f1_0f from location fO_Of to reach the current state. In this state, if at
location f1_0f, laser is picked up, is it True or False that laser is present at
location f1_0f7

J.2 Base Fluents with Constraints

J.2.1 Object Tracking

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: robot moves from
locations f1_0f to fO_Of to reach the current state. In this state, is it True or

False that the following properties of the state are correct for f1_4f: gold is at
location f1_4f and robot is present at location f1_4f7

J.2.2 Fluent Tracking

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: robot moves from
location fO_Of to location f1_Of to reach the current state. In this state, are all
of the following properties of the state True or False: gold is present at location
f0_4f and robot is at location f1_0f?

J.2.3 Effects

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: robot moves from
location fO_Of to location f1_Of to reach the current state. In this state, if
robot picks up laser at location f1_0f, is it True or False that no properties of
the state change?

[ANSWER] : TRUE

J.3 Derived Fluents
J.3.1 Object Tracking

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: robot moves from
locations f1_0f to f2_0f to reach the current state. In this state, is it True or
False that the following properties of the state are correct for f£2_3f: location
f2_3f has something?

[ANSWER] : TRUE

J.3.2 Fluent Tracking

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: robot moves from
location fO_0Of to location f1_0f to reach the current state. In this state, is it
True or False that location f2_0f is clear?

[ANSWER] : TRUE
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J.3.3 Effects

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: robot moves to
location f1_0Of from location fO_Of to reach the current state. In this state, if at
location f1_0f, laser is picked up, is it True or False that arm of robot is not
empty?

[ANSWER] : TRUE

J.4 Static Properties
J.4.1 Object Tracking

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: robot moves to
location f1_Of from location fO_Of to reach the current state. In this state, is it
True or False that the following properties of the state are correct for fi_1f:
location f1_1f and location fO_1f are connected, location f1_1f and location f1_2f
are connected, location f1_2f and location f1_1f are connected, locations fO_1f and
f1_1f are connected, locations f1_Of and f1_1f are connected, locations f1_1f and
f2_1f are connected, locations f2_1f and f1_1f are connected and there is a
connection between location f1_1f and location f1_0f?

[ANSWER] : TRUE

J.4.2 Fluent Tracking

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: robot moves from
location fO_0Of to location f1_0Of to reach the current state. In this state, is it
True or False that locations fO0_Of and f1_4f are not connected?

[ANSWER] : TRUE

J.4.3 Effects

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: robot moves from
location fO_Of to location f1_Of to reach the current state. In this state, if
robot picks up laser at location f1_0f, is it True or False that no properties of
the state change?

[ANSWER] : TRUE

K Prompts

K.1 Without Obfuscation With Ramifications

K.1.1 Few Shot 1

[DOMAIN DESCRIPTION]

A surface can be a pallet or a crate. A truck can be driven from one location to
another only if it is present at the first location. Driving the truck makes the
truck to be present at the final destination. A hoist can 1lift a crate from a
surface only when the hoist and the crate are present in the same location, the
hoist is available, the crate is present on the surface, and the crate is
clear.Lifting causes the hoist to lift the crate. Dropping the crate is possible

43




only if the hoist, crate, and surface are present in the same location, the hoist
is lifting the crate, and the surface is clear. Dropping the crate causes it to be
on top of the surface and be present at the location where it was dropped. It also
causes the hoist to not lift the crate. Loading the crate on a truck can be
executed only when the crate and truck are present in the same location and the
hoist is lifting the crate. Loading the crate onto the truck causes the hoist to be
not lifting the crate, and the crate to be in the truck. Unloading the crate from
the truck can be done only if the hoist and truck are in the same place, the hoist
is available, and the crate is present in the truck. Unloading the crate from the
truck causes the crate to be not in the truck, and the hoist to be lifting the
crate. A hoist is available if and only if it does not lift anything (any crate). A
surface is clear if and only if no crates are on top of that surface. A crate is
clear if and only if no hoist is lifting that crate. A truck can be only at one
location. A crate can only be at one location. A crate can only be on top of one
surface.

A state is a set of valid properties. Properties may or may not involve negations.
Properties of the state can be of 4 types: base, derived, persistent, and static.
Base properties of the state are properties that don’t depend on other properties.
There are no base properties of the state in this domain. Derived properties of the
state are properties that depend on other properties. In this domain, they are: a
surface is clear, hoist is available, a surface is not clear and hoist is not
available. Self constraint properties of the state are properties that depend on
themselves. In this domain, they are: at, on, in, a hoist is lifting a crate, not
at, not on, not in and a hoist is not lifting a crate. Static properties of the
state are properties that don’t change under any action. There are no static
properties of the state in this domain.

[EXAMPLE 1]

[INITIAL CONDITIONS]

Initially, Crate0 is located at depotO, crate0 is on palletO, cratel is located at
depotO, cratel is on top of crateO, crate2 can be found located at depotl, crate2
is clear, crate2 is on palletl, crate3 is clear, crate3 is on cratel, crate4 is at
distributor2, crate4 is clear, depotO is where crate3 is located, depotO is where
truckO is located, depotl is where hoistl is located, depotl is where palletl is
located, distributorO is where hoist2 is located, distributorO is where pallet2 is
located, distributorl is where hoist3 is located, distributor2 is where pallet4 is
located, hoistO is at depotO, hoistO is available, hoistl is available for work,
hoist2 is available for work, hoist3 is available for work, hoist4 is available,
hoist4 is located at distributor2, palletO can be found located at depotO, pallet2
is clear of any crates, pallet3 is at distributorl, pallet3 is clear of any crates,
pallet4 has crate4 on it and truckl is located at depotO.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: at depotl, hoistl
lifts crate2 off palletl to reach the current state. In this state, is it True or
False that the following properties of the state are correct for pallet4: pallet4
is not clear?

Just provide your answer as TRUE/FALSE.

[ANSWER] : True

Based on the above examples, answer the below question:

[INITIAL CONDITIONS]

Initially, Cratel is at distributor2, cratel is clear of any crates, cratel is on
crate0, crate2 is at depotO, crate2 is clear, crate2 is on palletO, crate3 can be
found located at depot2, crate3 is clear, crate3 is on pallet2, depotO is where
palletO is located, depot2 is where pallet2 is located, distributorO is where
hoist3 is located, distributorl is where hoist4 is located, distributor2 is where
crate0 is located, distributor3 is where pallet6 is located, hoistO can be found
located at depotO, hoistO is accessible, hoistl is at depotl, hoistl is available
for work, hoist2 can be found located at depot2, hoist2 is available for work,
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hoist3 is available for work, hoist4 is accessible, hoist5 can be found located at
distributor2, hoistb is available, hoist6 can be found located at distributor3,
hoist6 is accessible, palletl can be found located at depotl, palletl is clear of
any crates, pallet3 is clear, pallet3 is located at distributor0O, pallet4 can be
found located at distributorl, pallet4 is clear, palletb5 has crate0 on it, palletb
is at distributor2, pallet6 is clear of any crates, truckO is at distributor2,
truckl is at depotl and truck2 can be found located at depot2.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: from depotl,
truckl is driven to depotO to reach the current state. In this state, is it True or
False that the following properties of the state are correct for pallet4: pallet4d
is clear of any crates?.

Just provide your answer as TRUE/FALSE.

[ANSWER] :

K.1.2 Few Shot 5

[DOMAIN DESCRIPTION]
{domain description}

[EXAMPLE 1]

[INITIAL CONDITIONS]
{initial conditions}

[QUESTION]
{question}

[ANSWER] :
{answer}

[EXAMPLE 5]

[INITIAL CONDITIONS]
{initial conditions}

[QUESTION]
{question}

[ANSWER] :
{answer}

Based on the above examples, answer the below question:

[INITIAL CONDITIONS]

Initially, Cratel is at distributor2, cratel is clear of any crates, cratel is on
crate0, crate2 is at depotO, crate2 is clear, crate2 is on palletO, crate3 can be
found located at depot2, crate3 is clear, crate3 is on pallet2, depotO is where
palletO is located, depot2 is where pallet2 is located, distributor(O is where
hoist3 is located, distributorl is where hoist4 is located, distributor2 is where
crate0 is located, distributor3 is where pallet6 is located, hoistO can be found
located at depotO, hoistO is accessible, hoistl is at depotl, hoistl is available
for work, hoist2 can be found located at depot2, hoist2 is available for work,
hoist3 is available for work, hoist4 is accessible, hoist5 can be found located at
distributor2, hoistb is available, hoist6 can be found located at distributor3,
hoist6 is accessible, palletl can be found located at depotl, palletl is clear of
any crates, pallet3 is clear, pallet3 is located at distributorO, pallet4 can be
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found located at distributorl, pallet4 is clear, palletb5 has crate0 on it, palletb
is at distributor2, pallet6 is clear of any crates, truckO is at distributor2,
truckl is at depotl and truck2 can be found located at depot2.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: from depotl,
truckl is driven to depotO to reach the current state. In this state, is it True or
False that the following properties of the state are correct for pallet4: pallet4d
is clear of any crates?.

Just provide your answer as TRUE/FALSE.

[ANSWER] :

K.2 Without Obfuscations, without ramifications

K.2.1 Few Shot 1

[DOMAIN DESCRIPTION]

A surface can be a pallet or a crate. A truck can be driven from one location to
another only if it is present at the first location. Driving the truck makes the
truck to be present at the final destination and not at the starting location. A
hoist can 1lift a crate from a surface only when the hoist and the crate are present
in the same location, the hoist is available, the crate is present on the surface,
and the crate is clear. Lifting causes the hoist to lift the crate, the crate to be
not in that location, not clear, and not on top of the previous surface, which is
now clear. Moreover, lifting the crate causes the hoist to be not available.
Dropping the crate is possible only if the hoist, crate, and surface are present in
the same location, the hoist is lifting the crate, and the surface is clear.
Dropping the crate causes it to be on top of the surface, be present in the
location where it was dropped, and be clear. It also causes the hoist to become
available, and not lift the crate. The surface on which the crate was dropped
becomes not clear. Loading the crate on a truck can be executed only when the crate
and truck are present in the same location, and the hoist is lifting the crate.
Loading the crate onto the truck causes the hoist to be available and not lifting
the crate, and crate to be in the truck. Unloading the crate from the truck can be
done only if the hoist and truck are in the same place, the hoist is available, and
the crate is present in the truck. Unloading the crate from the truck causes the
crate to be not in the truck, and the hoist to be lifting the crate and not
available.

A state is a set of valid properties. Properties may or may not involve negations.
Properties of the state can be of 4 types: base, derived, persistent, and static.
Base properties of the state are properties that don’t depend on other properties.
There are no base properties of the state in this domain. Derived properties of the
state are properties that depend on other properties. In this domain, they are: a
surface is clear, hoist is available, a surface is not clear and hoist is not
available. Self constraint properties of the state are properties that depend on
themselves. In this domain, they are: at, on, in, a hoist is lifting a crate, not
at, not on, not in and a hoist is not lifting a crate. Static properties of the
state are properties that don’t change under any action. There are no static
properties of the state in this domain.

[EXAMPLE 1]

[INITIAL CONDITIONS]

Initially, Crate0 is located at depotO, crate0 is on palletO, cratel is located at
depotO, cratel is on top of crateO, crate2 can be found located at depotl, crate2
is clear, crate2 is on palletl, crate3 is clear, crate3 is on cratel, crate4 is at
distributor2, crate4 is clear, depotO is where crate3 is located, depotO is where
truckO is located, depotl is where hoistl is located, depotl is where palletl is
located, distributorO is where hoist2 is located, distributorO is where pallet2 is
located, distributorl is where hoist3 is located, distributor2 is where pallet4 is
located, hoistO is at depotO, hoistO is available, hoistl is available for work,
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hoist2 is available for work, hoist3 is available for work, hoist4 is available,
hoist4 is located at distributor2, palletO can be found located at depotO, pallet2
is clear of any crates, pallet3 is at distributorl, pallet3 is clear of any crates,
pallet4 has crate4 on it and truckl is located at depotO.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: crate2 is lifted
from palletl at depotl by hoistl to reach the current state. In this state, is it
True or False that the following properties of the state are correct for pallet2:
pallet2 is not clear?

Just provide your answer as TRUE/FALSE.

[ANSWER] : False

Based on the above examples, answer the below question:

[INITIAL CONDITIONS]

Initially, Cratel is at distributor2, cratel is clear of any crates, cratel is on
crate0, crate2 is at depotO, crate2 is clear, crate2 is on palletO, crate3 can be
found located at depot2, crate3 is clear, crate3 is on pallet2, depotO is where
palletO is located, depot2 is where pallet2 is located, distributor0O is where
hoist3 is located, distributorl is where hoist4 is located, distributor2 is where
crate0 is located, distributor3 is where pallet6 is located, hoistO can be found
located at depotO, hoistO is accessible, hoistl is at depotl, hoistl is available
for work, hoist2 can be found located at depot2, hoist2 is available for work,
hoist3 is available for work, hoist4 is accessible, hoist5 can be found located at
distributor2, hoist5 is available, hoist6 can be found located at distributor3,
hoist6 is accessible, palletl can be found located at depotl, palletl is clear of
any crates, pallet3 is clear, pallet3 is located at distributor0O, pallet4 can be
found located at distributorl, pallet4 is clear, palletb has crate0 on it, palletb
is at distributor2, pallet6 is clear of any crates, truckO is at distributor2,
truckl is at depotl and truck2 can be found located at depot2.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: from depotl,
truckl is driven to depotO to reach the current state. In this state, is it True or
False that the following properties of the state are correct for pallet4: pallet4d
is clear of any crates?.

Just provide your answer as TRUE/FALSE.

[ANSWER] :

K.2.2 Few Shot 5

[DOMAIN DESCRIPTION]
{domain description}

[EXAMPLE 1]

[INITIAL CONDITIONS]
{initial conditions}

[QUESTION]
{question}

[ANSWER] :
{answer}

[EXAMPLE 5]
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[INITIAL CONDITIONS]
{initial conditions}

[QUESTION]
{question}

[ANSWER] :
{answer}

Based on the above examples, answer the below question:

[INITIAL CONDITIONS]

Initially, Cratel is at distributor2, cratel is clear of any crates, cratel is on
crate0, crate2 is at depotO, crate2 is clear, crate2 is on palletO, crate3 can be
found located at depot2, crate3 is clear, crate3 is on pallet2, depotO is where
palletO is located, depot2 is where pallet2 is located, distributor0O is where
hoist3 is located, distributorl is where hoist4 is located, distributor2 is where
crate0 is located, distributor3 is where pallet6 is located, hoistO can be found
located at depotO, hoistO is accessible, hoistl is at depotl, hoistl is available
for work, hoist2 can be found located at depot2, hoist2 is available for work,
hoist3 is available for work, hoist4 is accessible, hoist5 can be found located at
distributor2, hoist5 is available, hoist6 can be found located at distributor3,
hoist6 is accessible, palletl can be found located at depotl, palletl is clear of
any crates, pallet3 is clear, pallet3 is located at distributor0O, pallet4 can be
found located at distributorl, pallet4 is clear, palletb5 has crate0 on it, palletb
is at distributor2, pallet6 is clear of any crates, truckO is at distributor2,
truckl is at depotl and truck2 can be found located at depot2.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: from depotl,
truckl is driven to depotO to reach the current state. In this state, is it True or
False that the following properties of the state are correct for pallet4: pallet4d
is clear of any crates?.

Just provide your answer as TRUE/FALSE.

[ANSWER] :

K.3 With Obfuscations, with ramifications

K.3.1 Few Shot 1

[DOMAIN DESCRIPTION]

A fshxjwxean can be a tzrwjuotxz or a pjrluufopq. A nblmdziyqf can be jzmscukkyy
from one location to another only if it is present cmgnglveog the first location.
Jzmscukkyy the nblmdziyqf makes the nblmdziyqf to be present cmgnglveog the final
destination. A suhmddooyi can aeaygzpsjc a pjrluufopq from a fshxjwxean only when
the suhmddooyi and the pjrluufopq are present gxkqlxlezx the same location, the
suhmddooyi is available, the pjrluufopq is present fpqyitbzqq the fshxjwxean, and
the pjrluufopq is clear.Lifting causes the suhmddooyi to aeaygzpsjc the pjrluufopq.
Uckhudtpif the pjrluufopq is possible only if the suhmddooyi, pjrluufopq, and
fshxjwxean are present gxkqlxlezx the same location, the suhmddooyi is aeaygzpsjc
the pjrluufopq, and the fshxjwxean is clear. Uckhudtpif the pjrluufopq causes it to
be fpqyitbzqq top of the fshxjwxean and be present cmgnglveog the location where it
was uckhudtpif. It also causes the suhmddooyi to not aeaygzpsjc the pjrluufopq.
Gjggfjtbnf the pjrluufopq fpqyitbzqq a nblmdziyqf can be executed only when the
pjrluufopq and nblmdziyqf are present gxkqlxlezx the same location and the
suhmddooyi is aeaygzpsjc the pjrluufopq. Gjqgfjtbnf the pjrluufopq onto the
nblmdziyqf causes the suhmddooyi to be not aeaygzpsjc the pjrluufopq, and the
pjrluufopq to be gxkqlxlezx the nblmdziyqf. Gpztfzvsux the pjrluufopq from the
nblmdziyqf can be done only if the suhmddooyi and nblmdziyqf are gxkqglxlezx the
same place, the suhmddooyi is available, and the pjrluufopq is present gxkqlxlezx
the nblmdziyqf. Gpztfzvsux the pjrluufopq from the nblmdziyqf causes the pjrluufopq
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to be not gxkglxlezx the nblmdziyqf, and the suhmddooyi to be aeaygzpsjc the
pjrluufopq. A suhmddooyi is available if and only if it does not aeaygzpsjc
anything (any crate). A fshxjwxean is clear if and only if no pjrluufopq are
fpqyitbzqq top of that fshxjwxean. A pjrluufopq is clear if and only if no
suhmddooyi is aeaygzpsjc that pjrluufopq. A nblmdziyqf can be only cmgnqlveog one
location. A pjrluufopq can only be cmgnglveog one location. A pjrluufopq can only
be fpqyitbzqq top of one fshxjwxean.

A state is a set of valid properties. Properties may or may not involve negations.
Properties of the state can be of 4 types: base, derived, persistent, and static.
Base properties of the state are properties that don’t depend fpqyitbzqq other
properties. There are no base properties of the state gxkqlxlezx this domain.
Derived properties of the state are properties that depend fpqyitbzqq other
properties. Qxkqlxlezx this domain, they are: a fshxjwxean is clear, suhmddooyi is
available, a fshxjwxean is not clear and suhmddooyi is not available. Self
constraint properties of the state are properties that depend fpqyitbzqq
themselves. Qxkqlxlezx this domain, they are: cmgnqlveog, fpqyitbzqq, gxkqlxlezx, a
suhmddooyi is aeaygzpsjc a pjrluufopq, not cmgnglveog, not fpqyitbzqq, not
qxkqlxlezx and a suhmddooyi is not aeaygzpsjc a pjrluufopq. Static properties of
the state are properties that don’t change under any action. There are no static
properties of the state gxkqlxlezx this domain.

[EXAMPLE 1]

[INITIAL CONDITIONS]

Initially, Pjrluufopq0 is located cmgnglveog viwwhelzlgO, pjrluufopq0 is fpqyitbzqq
tzrwjuotxz0, pjrluufopql is located cmgnqlveog viwwhelzlgO, pjrluufopql is
fpqyitbzqq top of pjrluufopqO0, pjrluufopq2 can be found located cmgnglveog
viwwhelzlgl, pjrluufopq2 is clear, pjrluufopq2 is fpqyitbzqq tzrwjuotxzl,
pjrluufopq3 is clear, pjrluufopq3 is fpqyitbzqq pjrluufopql, pjrluufopg4 is
cmgnqlveog vjbtrtgdsx2, pjrluufopg4 is clear, viwwhelzlgO is where pjrluufopqg3 is
located, viwwhelzlgO is where nblmdziyqfO is located, viwwhelzlgl is where
suhmddooyil is located, viwwhelzlgl is where tzrwjuotxzl is located, vjbtrtgdsxO is
where suhmddooyi2 is located, vjbtrtgdsxO is where tzrwjuotxz2 is located,
vjbtrtgdsxl is where suhmddooyi3 is located, vjbtrtgdsx2 is where tzrwjuotxz4 is
located, suhmddooyiO is cmgnqglveog viwwhelzlgO, suhmddooyiO is available,
suhmddooyil is available for work, suhmddooyi2 is available for work, suhmddooyi3
is available for work, suhmddooyi4 is available, suhmddooyi4 is located cmgnglveog
vjbtrtgdsx2, tzrwjuotxz0 can be found located cmgnglveog viwwhelzlgO, tzrwjuotxz2
is clear of any pjrluufopq, tzrwjuotxz3 is cmgnqlveog vjbtrtgdsxl, tzrwjuotxz3 is
clear of any pjrluufopq, tzrwjuotxz4 has pjrluufopq4 fpqyitbzqq it and nblmdziyqfl
is located cmgnglveog viwwhelzlgO.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: cmgnglveog
viwwhelzlgl, suhmddooyil aeaygzpsjc pjrluufopq2 off tzrwjuotxzl to reach the
current state. Qxkqlxlezx this state, is it True or False that the following
properties of the state are correct for tzrwjuotxz4: tzrwjuotxz4 is not clear?
Just provide your answer as TRUE/FALSE.

[ANSWER] : True

Based fpqyitbzqq the above examples, answer the below question:

[INITIAL CONDITIONS]

Initially, Pjrluufopql is cmgnqlveog vjbtrtgdsx2, pjrluufopql is clear of any
pjrluufopq, pjrluufopql is fpqyitbzqq pjrluufopqO, pjrluufopq2 is cmgnqlveog
viwwhelzlgO, pjrluufopq2 is clear, pjrluufopq2 is fpqyitbzqq tzrwjuotxzO,
pjrluufopq3 can be found located cmgnqlveog viwwhelzlg2, pjrluufopq3 is clear,
pjrluufopqld is fpqyitbzqq tzrwjuotxz2, viwwhelzlg0 is where tzrwjuotxzO is located,
viwwhelzlg2 is where tzrwjuotxz2 is located, vjbtrtgdsx0 is where suhmddooyi3 is
located, vjbtrtgdsxl is where suhmddooyi4 is located, vjbtrtgdsx2 is where
pjrluufopq0 is located, vjbtrtgdsx3 is where tzrwjuotxz6 is located, suhmddooyiO
can be found located cmgnqlveog viwwhelzlgO, suhmddooyiO is accessible, suhmddooyil
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is cmgnglveog viwwhelzlgl, suhmddooyil is available for work, suhmddooyi2 can be
found located cmgnqlveog viwwhelzlg2, suhmddooyi2 is available for work,
suhmddooyi3 is available for work, suhmddooyi4 is accessible, suhmddooyib can be
found located cmgnqlveog vjbtrtgdsx2, suhmddooyib5 is available, suhmddooyi6 can be
found located cmgnqlveog vjbtrtgdsx3, suhmddooyi6 is accessible, tzrwjuotxzl can be
found located cmgnqlveog viwwhelzlgl, tzrwjuotxzl is clear of any pjrluufopq,
tzrwjuotxz3 is clear, tzrwjuotxz3 is located cmgnqlveog vjbtrtgdsx0, tzrwjuotxz4
can be found located cmgnglveog vjbtrtgdsxl, tzrwjuotxz4 is clear, tzrwjuotxz5 has
pjrluufopq0 fpqyitbzqq it, tzrwjuotxzb is cmgnqlveog vjbtrtgdsx2, tzrwjuotxz6 is
clear of any pjrluufopq, nblmdziyqfO is cmgnqlveog vjbtrtgdsx2, nblmdziyqfl is
cmgngqlveog viwwhelzlgl and nblmdziyqf2 can be found located cmgnqlveog viwwhelzlg2.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: from viwwhelzlgl,
nblmdziyqfl is jzmscukkyy to viwwhelzlg0 to reach the current state. Qxkqlxlezx
this state, is it True or False that the following properties of the state are
correct for tzrwjuotxz4: tzrwjuotxz4 is clear of any pjrluufopq?.

Just provide your answer as TRUE/FALSE.

[ANSWER] :

K.3.2 Few Shot 5

[DOMAIN DESCRIPTION]
{domain description}

[EXAMPLE 1]

[INITIAL CONDITIONS]
{initial conditions}

[QUESTION]
{question}

[ANSWER] :
{answer}

[EXAMPLE 5]

[INITIAL CONDITIONS]
{initial conditions}

[QUESTION]
{question}

[ANSWER] :
{answer}

Based fpqyitbzqq the above examples, answer the below question:

[INITIAL CONDITIONS]

Initially, Pjrluufopql is cmgnglveog vjbtrtgdsx2, pjrluufopql is clear of any
pjrluufopq, pjrluufopql is fpqyitbzqq pjrluufopqO, pjrluufopq2 is cmgnglveog
viwwhelzlg0O, pjrluufopq2 is clear, pjrluufopq2 is fpqyitbzqq tzrwjuotxzO,
pjrluufopq3 can be found located cmgnqlveog viwwhelzlg2, pjrluufopq3 is clear,
pjrluufopq3 is fpqyitbzqq tzrwjuotxz2, viwwhelzlglO is where tzrwjuotxz0O is located,
viwwhelzlg?2 is where tzrwjuotxz2 is located, vjbtrtgdsx0 is where suhmddooyi3 is
located, vjbtrtgdsxl is where suhmddooyi4 is located, vjbtrtgdsx2 is where
pjrluufopq0 is located, vjbtrtgdsx3 is where tzrwjuotxz6 is located, suhmddooyiO
can be found located cmgnglveog viwwhelzlgO, suhmddooyiO is accessible, suhmddooyil
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is cmgnglveog viwwhelzlgl, suhmddooyil is available for work, suhmddooyi2 can be
found located cmgnqlveog viwwhelzlg2, suhmddooyi2 is available for work,
suhmddooyi3 is available for work, suhmddooyi4 is accessible, suhmddooyib can be
found located cmgnqlveog vjbtrtgdsx2, suhmddooyib5 is available, suhmddooyi6 can be
found located cmgnqlveog vjbtrtgdsx3, suhmddooyi6 is accessible, tzrwjuotxzl can be
found located cmgnqlveog viwwhelzlgl, tzrwjuotxzl is clear of any pjrluufopq,
tzrwjuotxz3 is clear, tzrwjuotxz3 is located cmgnqlveog vjbtrtgdsx0, tzrwjuotxz4
can be found located cmgnglveog vjbtrtgdsxl, tzrwjuotxz4 is clear, tzrwjuotxz5 has
pjrluufopq0 fpqyitbzqq it, tzrwjuotxzb is cmgnqlveog vjbtrtgdsx2, tzrwjuotxz6 is
clear of any pjrluufopq, nblmdziyqfO is cmgnqlveog vjbtrtgdsx2, nblmdziyqfl is
cmgngqlveog viwwhelzlgl and nblmdziyqf2 can be found located cmgnqlveog viwwhelzlg2.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: from viwwhelzlgl,
nblmdziyqfl is jzmscukkyy to viwwhelzlg0 to reach the current state. Qxkqlxlezx
this state, is it True or False that the following properties of the state are
correct for tzrwjuotxz4: tzrwjuotxz4 is clear of any pjrluufopq?.

Just provide your answer as TRUE/FALSE.

[ANSWER] :

K.4 With Obfuscations, Without ramifications

K.4.1 Few Shot 1

[DOMAIN DESCRIPTION]

A fshxjwxean can be a tzrwjuotxz or a pjrluufopq. A nblmdziyqf can be jzmscukkyy
from one location to another only if it is present cmgnglveog the first location.
Jzmscukkyy the nblmdziyqf makes the nblmdziyqf to be present cmgnglveog the final
destination and not cmgnglveog the starting location. A suhmddooyi can aeaygzpsjc a
pjrluufopq from a fshxjwxean only when the suhmddooyi and the pjrluufopq are
present gxkqlxlezx the same location, the suhmddooyi is available, the pjrluufopq
is present fpqyitbzqq the fshxjwxean, and the pjrluufopq is clear. Aeaygzpsjc
causes the suhmddooyi to aeaygzpsjc the pjrluufopq, the pjrluufopg to be not
gxkqlxlezx that location, not clear, and not fpqyitbzqq top of the previous
fshxjwxean, which is now clear. Moreover, aeaygzpsjc the pjrluufopq causes the
suhmddooyi to be not available. Uckhudtpif the pjrluufopq is possible only if the
suhmddooyi, pjrluufopq, and fshxjwxean are present gxkqlxlezx the same location,
the suhmddooyi is aeaygzpsjc the pjrluufopq, and the fshxjwxean is clear.
Uckhudtpif the pjrluufopq causes it to be fpqyitbzqq top of the fshxjwxean, be
present gxkqlxlezx the location where it was uckhudtpif, and be clear. It also
causes the suhmddooyi to become available, and not aeaygzpsjc the pjrluufopq. The
fshxjwxean fpqyitbzqq which the pjrluufopq was uckhudtpif becomes not clear.
Gjggfjtbnf the pjrluufopq fpqyitbzqq a nblmdziyqf can be executed only when the
pjrluufopq and nblmdziyqf are present gxkqlxlezx the same location, and the
suhmddooyi is aeaygzpsjc the pjrluufopq. Gjqgfjtbnf the pjrluufopq onto the
nblmdziyqf causes the suhmddooyi to be available and not aeaygzpsjc the pjrluufopq,
and pjrluufopq to be gxkqlxlezx the nblmdziyqf. Gpztfzvsux the pjrluufopq from the
nblmdziyqf can be done only if the suhmddooyi and nblmdziyqf are gxkqlxlezx the
same place, the suhmddooyi is available, and the pjrluufopq is present qxkqlxlezx
the nblmdziyqf. Gpztfzvsux the pjrluufopq from the nblmdziyqf causes the pjrluufopq
to be not gxkqlxlezx the nblmdziyqf, and the suhmddooyi to be aeaygzpsjc the
pjrluufopq and not available.

A state is a set of valid properties. Properties may or may not involve negations.
Properties of the state can be of 4 types: base, derived, persistent, and static.
Base properties of the state are properties that don’t depend fpqyitbzqq other
properties. There are no base properties of the state gxkqlxlezx this domain.
Derived properties of the state are properties that depend fpqyitbzqq other
properties. Qxkqlxlezx this domain, they are: a fshxjwxean is clear, suhmddooyi is
available, a fshxjwxean is not clear and suhmddooyi is not available. Self
constraint properties of the state are properties that depend fpqyitbzqq
themselves. Qxkqlxlezx this domain, they are: cmgnglveog, fpqyitbzqq, gxkqlxlezx, a
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suhmddooyi is aeaygzpsjc a pjrluufopq, not cmgnglveog, not fpqyitbzqq, not
qxkqlxlezx and a suhmddooyi is not aeaygzpsjc a pjrluufopq. Static properties of
the state are properties that don’t change under any action. There are no static
properties of the state gxkqlxlezx this domain.

[EXAMPLE 1]

[INITIAL CONDITIONS]

Initially, PjrluufopqO is located cmgnqlveog viwwhelzlgO, pjrluufopqO is fpqyitbzqq
tzrwjuotxz0, pjrluufopql is located cmgnglveog viwwhelzlgO, pjrluufopql is
fpqyitbzqq top of pjrluufopq0, pjrluufopq2 can be found located cmgnglveog
viwwhelzlgl, pjrluufopq2 is clear, pjrluufopq2 is fpqyitbzqq tzrwjuotxzl,
pjrluufopq3d is clear, pjrluufopq3 is fpqyitbzqq pjrluufopql, pjrluufopg4 is
cmgnglveog vjbtrtgdsx2, pjrluufopq4 is clear, viwwhelzlg0 is where pjrluufopq3 is
located, viwwhelzlg0 is where nblmdziyqfO is located, viwwhelzlgl is where
suhmddooyil is located, viwwhelzlgl is where tzrwjuotxzl is located, vjbtrtgdsx0 is
where suhmddooyi2 is located, vjbtrtgdsx0O is where tzrwjuotxz2 is located,
vjbtrtgdsxl is where suhmddooyi3 is located, vjbtrtgdsx2 is where tzrwjuotxz4 is
located, suhmddooyiO is cmgnqlveog viwwhelzlg0O, suhmddooyiO is available,
suhmddooyil is available for work, suhmddooyi2 is available for work, suhmddooyi3
is available for work, suhmddooyi4 is available, suhmddooyi4 is located cmgnglveog
vjbtrtgdsx2, tzrwjuotxz0O can be found located cmgngqlveog viwwhelzlg0O, tzrwjuotxz2
is clear of any pjrluufopq, tzrwjuotxz3 is cmgnqlveog vjbtrtgdsxl, tzrwjuotxz3 is
clear of any pjrluufopq, tzrwjuotxz4 has pjrluufopg4 fpqyitbzqq it and nblmdziyqfl
is located cmgnglveog viwwhelzlgO.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: pjrluufopg2 is
aeaygzpsjc from tzrwjuotxzl cmgnglveog viwwhelzlgl by suhmddooyil to reach the
current state. Qxkqlxlezx this state, is it True or False that the following
properties of the state are correct for tzrwjuotxz2: tzrwjuotxz2 is not clear?
Just provide your answer as TRUE/FALSE.

[ANSWER] : False

Based fpqyitbzqq the above examples, answer the below question:

[INITIAL CONDITIONS]

Initially, Pjrluufopql is cmgnglveog vjbtrtgdsx2, pjrluufopql is clear of any
pjrluufopq, pjrluufopql is fpqyitbzqq pjrluufopqO, pjrluufopq2 is cmgnglveog
viwwhelzlgO, pjrluufopq2 is clear, pjrluufopq2 is fpqyitbzqq tzrwjuotxzO,
pjrluufopg3d can be found located cmgnglveog viwwhelzlg2, pjrluufopq3 is clear,
pjrluufopqld is fpqyitbzqq tzrwjuotxz2, viwwhelzlg0 is where tzrwjuotxzO is located,
viwwhelzlg2 is where tzrwjuotxz2 is located, vjbtrtgdsx0 is where suhmddooyi3 is
located, vjbtrtgdsxl is where suhmddooyi4 is located, vjbtrtgdsx2 is where
pjrluufopq0 is located, vjbtrtgdsx3 is where tzrwjuotxz6 is located, suhmddooyiO
can be found located cmgnglveog viwwhelzlg0O, suhmddooyiO is accessible, suhmddooyil
is cmgnglveog viwwhelzlgl, suhmddooyil is available for work, suhmddooyi2 can be
found located cmgnqlveog viwwhelzlg2, suhmddooyi2 is available for work,
suhmddooyi3 is available for work, suhmddooyi4 is accessible, suhmddooyib can be
found located cmgnqlveog vjbtrtgdsx2, suhmddooyib is available, suhmddooyi6 can be
found located cmgnglveog vjbtrtgdsx3, suhmddooyi6 is accessible, tzrwjuotxzl can be
found located cmgnqlveog viwwhelzlgl, tzrwjuotxzl is clear of any pjrluufopq,
tzrwjuotxz3 is clear, tzrwjuotxz3 is located cmgnglveog vjbtrtgdsx0, tzrwjuotxz4
can be found located cmgnqlveog vjbtrtgdsxl, tzrwjuotxz4 is clear, tzrwjuotxzb has
pjrluufopq0 fpqyitbzqq it, tzrwjuotxzb5 is cmgnglveog vjbtrtgdsx2, tzrwjuotxz6 is
clear of any pjrluufopq, nblmdziyqfO is cmgnqlveog vjbtrtgdsx2, nblmdziyqfl is
cmgnglveog viwwhelzlgl and nblmdziyqf2 can be found located cmgnqlveog viwwhelzlg2.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: from viwwhelzlgl,
nblmdziyqfl is jzmscukkyy to viwwhelzlgO to reach the current state. Qxkqglxlezx
this state, is it True or False that the following properties of the state are
correct for tzrwjuotxz4: tzrwjuotxz4 is clear of any pjrluufopq?.
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Just provide your answer as TRUE/FALSE.

[ANSWER]

K.4.2 Few Shot 5

[DOMAIN DESCRIPTION]
{domain description}

[EXAMPLE 1]

[INITIAL CONDITIONS]
{initial conditions}

[QUESTION]
{question}

[ANSWER] :
{answer}

[EXAMPLE 5]

[INITIAL CONDITIONS]
{initial conditions}

[QUESTION]
{question}

[ANSWER] :
{answer}

Based fpqyitbzqq the above examples, answer the below question:

[INITIAL CONDITIONS]

Initially, Pjrluufopql is cmgnqlveog vjbtrtgdsx2, pjrluufopql is clear of any
pjrluufopq, pjrluufopql is fpqyitbzqq pjrluufopqO, pjrluufopq2 is cmgnqlveog
viwwhelzlgO, pjrluufopq2 is clear, pjrluufopq2 is fpqyitbzqq tzrwjuotxzO,
pjrluufopq3 can be found located cmgnqlveog viwwhelzlg2, pjrluufopq3 is clear,
pjrluufopq3 is fpqyitbzqq tzrwjuotxz2, viwwhelzlgl is where tzrwjuotxz0 is located,
viwwhelzlg2 is where tzrwjuotxz2 is located, vjbtrtgdsx0 is where suhmddooyi3 is
located, vjbtrtgdsxl is where suhmddooyi4 is located, vjbtrtgdsx2 is where
pjrluufopq0 is located, vjbtrtgdsx3 is where tzrwjuotxz6 is located, suhmddooyiO
can be found located cmgngqlveog viwwhelzlgO, suhmddooyiO is accessible, suhmddooyil
is cmgnglveog viwwhelzlgl, suhmddooyil is available for work, suhmddooyi2 can be
found located cmgnqlveog viwwhelzlg2, suhmddooyi2 is available for work,
suhmddooyi3 is available for work, suhmddooyi4 is accessible, suhmddooyib can be
found located cmgnqlveog vjbtrtgdsx2, suhmddooyib is available, suhmddooyi6 can be
found located cmgnglveog vjbtrtgdsx3, suhmddooyi6 is accessible, tzrwjuotxzl can be
found located cmgnqlveog viwwhelzlgl, tzrwjuotxzl is clear of any pjrluufopq,
tzrwjuotxz3 is clear, tzrwjuotxz3 is located cmgnqlveog vjbtrtgdsx0, tzrwjuotxz4
can be found located cmgnglveog vjbtrtgdsxl, tzrwjuotxz4 is clear, tzrwjuotxzb5 has
pjrluufopq0 fpqyitbzqq it, tzrwjuotxzb5 is cmgnglveog vjbtrtgdsx2, tzrwjuotxz6 is
clear of any pjrluufopq, nblmdziyqfO is cmgnglveog vjbtrtgdsx2, nblmdziyqfl is
cmgnglveog viwwhelzlgl and nblmdziyqf2 can be found located cmgnglveog viwwhelzlg2.

[QUESTION]

Given the initial condition, the following actions are performed: from viwwhelzlgl,
nblmdziyqfl is jzmscukkyy to viwwhelzlg0 to reach the current state. Qxkqglxlezx
this state, is it True or False that the following properties of the state are
correct for tzrwjuotxz4: tzrwjuotxz4 is clear of any pjrluufopq?.
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Just provide your answer as TRUE/FALSE.

[ANSWER] :
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