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Abstract

In real-life temporal scenarios, uncertainty and prefeesrare often essential and coexisting
aspects. We present a formalism where quantitative terhpomatraints with both preferences and
uncertainty can be defined. We show how three classicalmotibcontrollability (that is, strong,
weak, and dynamic), which have been developed for uncagaiporal problems, can be general-
ized to handle preferences as well. After defining this galrfeamework, we focus on problems
where preferences follow the fuzzy approach, and with ptegsethat assure tractability. For such
problems, we propose algorithms to check the presence aobttiteollability properties. In particu-
lar, we show that in such a setting dealing simultaneoudly prieferences and uncertainty does not
increase the complexity of controllability testing. Weatevelop a dynamic execution algorithm,
of polynomial complexity, that produces temporal plansemahcertainty that are optimal with
respect to fuzzy preferences.

1. Introduction

Current research on temporal constraint reasoning, onmesex to the difficulties of real-life prob-
lems, can be found lacking both expressiveness and fldayibilh rich application domains it is
often necessary to simultaneously handle not only temmmastraints, but also preferences and
uncertainty.

This need can be seen in many scheduling domains. The motiviatr the line of research
described in this paper is the domain of planning and scheglidr NASA space missions. NASA
has tackled many scheduling problems in which temporaltcaings have been used with reason-
able success, while showing their limitations in their latkapability to deal with uncertainty and
preferences. For example, the Remote Agent (Rajan, Berbais, Gamble, Kanefsky, Kurien,
Millar, Muscettola, Nayak, Rouquette, Smith, Taylor, & TJr2000; Muscettola, Morris, Pell, &
Smith, 1998) experiments, which consisted of placing any&tem on-board to plan and execute
spacecraft activities, represents one of the most intageeskamples of this. Remote Agent worked
with high level goals which specified, for example, the dioraand frequency of time windows
within which the spacecraft had to take asteroid images tosed for orbit determination for the
on-board navigator. Remote Agent dealt with both flexilieetintervals and uncontrollable events;
however, it did not deal with preferences: all the temporaistraints are hard. The benefit of
adding preferences to this framework would be to allow tlepér to handle uncontrollable events
while at the same time maximizing the mission manager’sepesices.

(©2006 Al Access Foundation. All rights reserved.


http://arxiv.org/abs/1110.2212v1

Rossl, VENABLE,& Y ORKE-SMITH

A more recent NASA application is in the rovers domain (DeardVieuleau, Ramakrishnan,
Smith, & Washington, 2002; Bresina, Jonsson, Morris, & Raj2005). NASA is interested in
the generation of optimal plans for rovers designed to erpdoplanetary surface (e.g. Spirit and
Opportunity for Mars) (Bresina et al., 2005). Dearden et(aD02) describe the problem of gen-
erating plans for planetary rovers that handle uncertaingr time and resources. The approach
involves first constructing a “seed” plan, and then incret@@nadding contingent branches to this
plan in order to improve its utility. Again, preferences lktbbe used to embed utilities directly in
the temporal model.

A third space application, which will be used several tinrethis paper as a running example,
concerns planning for fleets of Earth Observing Satell&33) (Frank, Jonsson, Morris, & Smith,
2001). This planning problem involves multiple satelljtesndreds of requests, constraints on when
and how to serve each request, and resources such as instsymeeording devices, transmitters
and ground stations. In response to requests placed byistseimage data is acquired by an EOS.
The data can be either downlinked in real time or recordedaardfor playback at a later time.
Ground stations or other satellites are available to recéownlinked images. Different satellites
may be able to communicate only with a subset of these ressuaad transmission rates will differ
from satellite to satellite and from station to station. thar, there may be different financial costs
associated with using different communication resourtegkrank et al., 2001) the EOS schedul-
ing problem is dealt with by using a constraint-based irgtergpresentation. Candidate plans are
represented by variables and constraints, which reflectetim@oral relationship between actions
and the constraints on the parameters of states or actidss, t&tmporal constraints are necessary
to model duration and ordering constraints associatedtivitldata collection, recording, and down-
linking tasks. Solutions are preferred based on objec{isesh as maximizing the number of high
priority requests served, maximizing the expected qualitthe observations, and minimizing the
cost of downlink operations). Uncertainty is present dugeather: specifically due to duration and
persistence of cloud cover, since image quality is obvioaffected by the amount of clouds over
the target. In addition, some of the events that need to beredd may happen at unpredictable
times and have uncertain durations (e.g. fires or volcaniptems).

Some existing frameworks, such@isnple Temporal Problems with Preferen¢83PPs) (Khatib,
Morris, Morris, & Rossi, 2001), address the lack of expremsess of hard temporal constraints by
adding preferences to the temporal framework, but do netitetk account uncertainty. Other mod-
els, such as Simple Temporal Problems with Uncertainty (8)PVidal & Fargier, 1999), account
for contingent events, but have no notion of preferenceghithpaper we introduce a framework
which allows us to handle both preferences and uncertamtimple Temporal Problems. The
proposed model, calleBimple Temporal Problems with Preferences and UncertdiafiPPUs),
merges the two pre-existing models of STPPs and STPUs.

An STPPU instance represents a quantitative temporalgmoblith preferences and uncertainty
via a set of variables, representing the starting or endimgg of events (which can be controllable
by the agent or not), and a set of soft temporal constraings sach variables, each of which in-
cludes an interval containing the allowed durations of treneor the allowed times between events.
A preference function associating each element of thevaltevith a value specifies how much that
value is preferred. Such soft constraints can be defined tndmmtrollable and uncontrollable
events. In order to further clarify what is modeled by an SUPIEt us emphasize that graduality
is only allowed in terms of preferences and not of uncenaiin this sense, the uncertainty rep-
resented by contingent STPPU constraints is the same asftbahtingent STPU constraints: all
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durations are assumed to be equally possible. In additiergressing uncertainty, in STPPUs, con-
tingent constraints can be soft and different preferenaegdecan be associated to different durations
of contingent events.

On these problems, we consider notions of controllabilityilar to those defined for STPUS,
to be used instead of consistency because of the presensea@tftainty, and we adapt them to
handle preferences. These notions, usually caltemhg weak anddynamiccontrollability, refer
to the possibility of “controlling” the problem, that is, tiie executing agent assigning values to
the controllable variables, in a way thatoptimalwith respect to what Nature has decided, or will
decide, for the uncontrollable variables. The womtimal here is crucial, since in STPUs, where
there are no preferences, we just need to care about cabitityf, and not optimality. In fact, the
notions we define in this paper that directly correspond esétfor STPUs are called strong, weak,
and dynamimptimal controllability.

After defining these controllability notions and provingithproperties, we then consider the
same restrictions which have been shown to make temporblgmng with preferences tractable
(Khatib et al., 2001; Rossi, Sperduti, Venable, Khatib, MQr& Morris, 2002), i.e, semi-convex
preference functions and totally ordered preferences swmdbwith an idempotent operator. In
this context, for each of the above controllability notionge give algorithms that check whether
they hold, and we show that adding preferences does not nhakedomplexity of testing such
properties worse than in the case without preferences. ®ergdealing with different levels of
preferences, we also define testing algorithms which reftére possibility of controlling a problem
while maintaining a preference of at least a certain levalléd a-controllability). Finally, in the
context of dynamic controllability, we also consider the@xtion of dynamic optimal plans.

Parts of the content of this paper have appeared in (VenabMerke-Smith, 2003; Rossi, Ven-
able, & Yorke-Smith, 2003; Yorke-Smith, Venable, & Ros€03; Rossi, Venable, & Yorke-Smith,
2004). This paper extends the previous work in at least twectons. First, while in those pa-
pers optimal and controllability (strong or dynamic) were checked sepdyateow we can check
optimal (strong or dynamic) controllability and, if it doest hold, the algorithm will return the
highesta such that the given problem isstrong ora-dynamic controllable. Moreover, results are
presented in a uniform technical environment, by providitigorough theoretical study of the prop-
erties of the algorithms and their computational aspectschwmakes use of several unpublished
proofs.

This paper is structured as follows. In Section 2 we give #ekbround on temporal constraints
with preference and with uncertainty. In Section 3 we defineformalism for Simple Temporal
Problems with both preferences and uncertainty and, indedt we describe our new notions of
controllability. Algorithms to test such notions are désed respectively in Section 5 for Optimal
Strong Controllability, in Section 6 for Optimal Weak Capitability, and in Section 7 for Optimal
Dynamic Controllability. In Section 8 we then give a genestaategy for using such notions. Fi-
nally, in Section 9, we discuss related work, and in Sect@m& summarize the main results and
we point out some directions for future developments. Toerthk paper more readable, the proofs
of all theorems are contained in the Appendix.

2. Background

In this section we give the main notions of temporal constsaDechter, Meiri, & Pearl, 1991) and
the framework of Temporal Constraint Satisfaction Proldemith Preferences (TCSPPs) (Khatib
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etal., 2001; Rossi et al., 2002), which extend quantitagweporal constraints (Dechter et al., 1991)
with semiring-based preferences (Bistarelli, Montan&rRossi, 1997). We also describe Simple
Temporal Problems with Uncertainty (STPUSs) (Vidal & Fargi999; Morris, Muscettola, & Vidal,
2001), which extend a tractable subclass of temporal caingtrto model agent-uncontrollable
contingent events, and we define the corresponding notibosndrollability, introduced in (Vidal

& Fargier, 1999).

2.1 Temporal Constraint Satisfaction Problems

One of the requirements of a temporal reasoning system &mpig and scheduling problems is
an ability to deal with metric information; in other word®, handle quantitative information on
duration of events (such as “It will take from ten to twentynoties to get home”). Quantitative
temporal networks provide a convenient formalism to dedlhwuch information. They consider
instantaneous events as the variables of the problem, wdmsains are the entire timeline. A
variable may represent either the beginning or an endingt wdian event, or a neutral point of
time. An effective representation of quantitative tempartworks, based on constraints, is within
the framework of Temporal Constraint Satisfaction ProldémCSPs) (Dechter et al., 1991).

In this paper we are interested in a particular subclass @HF; known asSimple Temporal
ProblemgSTPs) (Dechter et al., 1991). In such a problem, a constoaiveen time-pointX; and
X is represented in the constraint graph as an edge> X, labeled by a single intervad;;, b;;]
that represents the constraint < X; — X; < b;;. Solving an STP means finding an assignment
of values to variables such that all temporal constrairgssatisfied.

Whereas the complexity of a general TCSP comes from having i@an one interval in a
constraint, STPs can be solved in polynomial time. Despieréstriction to a single interval per
constraint, STPs have been shown to be valuable in manyigakapplications. This is why STPs
have attracted attention in the literature.

An STP can be associated with a directed weighted gtaphk= (V, E;), called thedistance
graph It has the same set of nodes as the constraint graph but tiseceumber of edges: for
each binary constraint over variabl&s and X ;, the distance graph has an edge— X; which is
labeled by weighb; ;, representing the linear inequalily; — X; < b;;, as well as an edg&; — X;
which is labeled by weight-a;;, representing the linear inequalily; — X; < —ay;.

Each path from¥; to X; in the distance grapfy;, say through variable¥; ) = X;, X; , X;,, ...

, X;,, = Xj induces the followingpath constraint X ; — X; < Zi:l bi, 4, The intersection of all
induced path constraints yields the inequality — X; < d;;, whered;; is the length of the shortest
path from.X; to X, if such a length is defined, i.e. if there are no negativeasyah the distance
graph. An STP is consistent if and only if its distance graps o negative cycles (Shostak, 1981;
Leiserson & Saxe, 1988). This means that enforcing pathistemsy, by an algorithm such as
PC-2, is sufficient for solving STPs (Dechter et al., 1991). Itdals that a given STP can be effec-
tively specified by another complete directed graph, callédyraph where each edg&; — X is
labeled by the shortest path length in the distance grap&,.

In (Dechter et al., 1991) it is shown that any consistent STacktrack-free (that is, decom-
posable) relative to the constraints indtgraph Moreover, the set of temporal constraints of the
form [—dj;, d;;] is theminimal STRcorresponding to the original STP and it is possible to fine on
of its solutions using a backtrack-free search that simpbigms to each variable any value that
satisfies the minimal network constraints compatibly witemous assignments. Two specific solu-
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tions (usually called thiatestand theearliestassignments) are given 8, = {do1, ..., do,} and
Sg = {do,...,dno}, which assign to each variable respectively its latest anlibst possible time
(Dechter et al., 1991).

The d-graph (and thus theminimal network of an STP can be found by applying Floyd-
Warshall'sAll Pairs Shortest Patlalgorithm (Floyd, 1962) to the distance graph with a comipjex
of O(n?) wheren is the number of variables. If the graph is sparse, the BeltFardSingle Source
Shortest Pattalgorithm can be used instead, with a complexity equabteE), whereE is the
number of edges. We refer to (Dechter et al., 1991; Xu & Chgu&003) for more details on
efficient STP solving.

2.2 Temporal CSPs with Preferences

Although expressive, TCSPs model only hard temporal caim$r. This means that all constraints
have to be satisfied, and that the solutions of a constramalequally satisfying. However, in
many real-life situations some solutions are preferred otreers and, thus, the global problem is to
find a way to satisfy the constraints optimally, accordinghi preferences specified.

To address this need, the TCSP framework has been gendratiZ&hatib et al., 2001) to
associate each temporal constraint with a preferenceifumethich specifies the preference for
each distance allowed by the constraint. This frameworkgesel CSPs and semiring-based soft
constraints (Bistarelli et al., 1997).

Definition 1 (soft temporal constraint) A soft temporal constrains a 4-tuple({X, Y}, I, A, f)
consisting of

e a set of two variable$ X, Y} over the integers, called the scope of the constraint;

e a set of disjoint intervald = {[a1,b1],..., [an,by]}, Wherea;,b; € Z, anda; < b; for all

1=1,...,n;
e a set of preferences;

e a preference functiorf : I — A, which is a mapping of the elements binto preference
values, taken from the set

Given an assignment of the variablEsandY’, X = v, andY” = v,, we say that this assignment
satisfiesthe constraint{ X, Y}, I, A, f) iff there exists[a;, b;] € I such that; < v, — v, < b;. In
such a case, the preference associated with the assignynévet tonstraint i (v, — v,) = p.O

When the variables and the preference set of an STPP aresappae will omit them and write
a soft temporal constraint just as a péir f).

Following the soft constraint approach (Bistarelli et 4B97), the preference set is the carrier
of an algebraic structure known asaemiring Informally a c-semiringS = (A, +, x,0,1) is
a set equipped with two operators satisfying some prostriveperties (for details, see Bistarelli
et al., 1997)). The additive operateris used to induce the ordering on the preferenceisgiven
two elementsy, b € A, a > biff a + b = a. The multiplicative operatoi is used to combine
preferences.
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Definition 2 (TCSPP) Given a semiringS = (A, +, x,0,1), a Temporal Constraint Satisfaction
Problems with Preferencg3 CSPP) ovelS is a pair(V, C), whereV is a set of variables and is
a set of soft temporal constraint over pairs of variable® iand with preferences id.0

Definition 3 (solution) Given a TCSPRV, C) over a semiringS, asolutionis a complete assign-
ment of the variables ifY’. A solutiont is said to satisfy a constrairtin C' with preferencep if
the projection ot over the pair of variables afs scope satisfieswith preferencep. We will write

pref(t,c) = p.0O

Each solution has global preference valyeobtained by combining, via the operator, the
preference levels at which the solution satisfies the caimssrinC'.

Definition 4 (preference of a solution) Given a TCSPRV, C') over a semiringS, the preference
of a solutiont = (v, ..., v,), denotedval(t), is computed byl .ccpref(s,c).0

The optimal solutions of a TCSPP are those solutions whiesie lize best global preference
value, where “best” is determined by the orderia@f the values in the semiring.

Definition 5 (optimal solutions) Given a TCSPR° = (V, C') over the semiring, a solutiont of
P is optimalif for every other solutiort’ of P, t' #¢ t.0

Choosing a specific semiring means selecting a class ofrprefes. For example, the semiring
Srcsp = ([0, 1], maz, min, 0, 1)

allows one to model the so-callégizzy preferenceRuttkay, 1994; Schiex, 1992), which associate
to each element allowed by a constraint a preference betvaed1 (with 0 being the worst and

1 being the best preferences), and gives to each completgas=nt the minimal among all prefer-
ences selected in the constraints. The optimal solutiomsh&n those solutions with the maximal
preference. Another example is the semirS\gsp = ({false,true},V, A, false,true), which
allows one to model classical TCSPs, without preferencethie more general TCSPP framework.

In this paper we will refer to fuzzy temporal constraints.wdwer, the absence of preferences
in some temporal constraints can always be modelled ussighe two element8 and1 in such
constraints. Thus preferences can always coexists withdwrstraints.

A special case occurs when each constraint of a TCSPP csmtaingle interval. In analogy to
what is done in the case without preferences, such probleensafledSimple Temporal Problems
with Preference¢STPPs). This class of temporal problems is interestinguiss, as noted above,
STPs are polynomially solvable while general TCSPs are aHd;tand the computational effect of
adding preferences to STPs is not immediately obvious.

Example 1 Consider the EOS example given in Section 1. In Figure 1 wevshio STPP that
models the scenario in which there are three events to besleueon a satellite: the start timg)
and ending timefe) of a slewing procedure and the starting tinde)(of an image retrieval. The
slewing activity in this example can take fragro 10 units of time, ideally betweeB to 5 units of
time, and the shortest time possible otherwise. The imdgegaan start any time betwegnand
20 units of time after the slewing has been initiated. The thdstraint, on variabless and Se,
models the fact that it is better for the image taking to starsoon as the slewing has stopped.
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-4-3-2-1 01 2 3 4 5

Figure 1: The STPP for Example 1.

In the following example, instead, we consider an STPP whigs the set-based semiring:
Sset = (p(A),U,N, D, A). Notice that, as in the fuzzy semiring, the multiplicatiyeeaator, i.e.,
intersection, is idempotent, while the order induced byatiditive operator, i.e., union, is partial.

Example 2 Consider a scenario where three friends, Alice, Bob, andlQaant to meet for a drink
and then for dinner and must decide at what time to meet andevtbeeserve dinner depending
on how long it takes to get to the restaurant. The variabkesied in the problem are: the global
start time X, with only the value0 in its domain, the start time of the drinkDfs), the time to
leave for dinner De), and the time of arrival at the restaurafts). They can meet, for the drink,
between 8 and 9:00pm and they will leave for dinner after halhour. Moreover, depending on
the restaurant they choose, it will take from 20 to 40 mindteget to dinner. Alice prefers to
meet early and have dinner early, like Carol. Bob prefers éetnat 8:30 and to go to the best
restaurant which is the farthest. Thus, we have the follgwivo soft temporal constraints. The first
constraint is defined on the variable péaiX,, Ds), the interval is [8:00,9:00] and the preference
function, fs, is such thatfs(8 : 00) = {Alice, Carol}, fs(8 : 30) = {Bob} and f4(9 : 00) = 0.
The second constraint is a binary constraint on p@ir, Rs), with interval [20,40] and preference
function f,., such that,f..(20) = {Alice, Carol} and f,(20) = () and fs.(20) = {Bob}. There

is an additional “hard” constraint on the variable p@ivs, De), which can be modeled by the
interval [30,30] and a single preference equal {dlice, Carol, Bob}. The optimal solution is
(Xo=0,Ds=8:00,De = 8:30,Rs = 8: 50), with preferencg Alice, Carol}. O

Although both TCSPPs and STPPs are NP-hard, in (Khatib,62@01) a tractable subclass of
STPPs is described. The tractability assumptions are:eim-sonvexity of preference functions,
the idempotence of the combination operator of the semiand a totally ordered preference set.
A preference functiorf of a soft temporal constrainf, f) is semi-convex iff for ally € R*, the set
{z €I, f(z) > y} forms an interval. Notice that semi-convex functions inelinear, convex, and
also some step functions. The only aggregation operatortotally ordered set that is idempotent
is min (Dubois & Prade, 1985), i.e. the combination operator of¥he sp semiring.

If such tractability assumptions are met, STPPs can be d¢olv@olynomial time. In (Rossi
et al., 2002) two polynomial solvers for this tractable dabs of STPPs are proposed. One solver is
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based on the extension of path consistency to TCSPPs. Thedsseclver decomposes the problem
into solving a set of hard STPs.

2.3 Simple Temporal Problems with Uncertainty

When reasoning concerns activities that an agent perfantesacting with an external world, un-
certainty is often unavoidable. TCSPs assume that alliietivhave durations under the control of
the agent. Simple Temporal Problems with Uncertainty (S3)RWidal & Fargier, 1999) extend
STPs by distinguishingontingentevents, whose occurrence is controlled by exogenous factor
often referred to as “Nature”.

As in STPs, activity durations in STPUs are modelled by waky. The start times of all activ-
ities are assumed to be controlled by the agent (this bringess of generality). The end times,
however, fall into two classesequirement(free” inVidal & Fargier, 1999) anaontingent The
former, as in STPs, are decided by the agent, but the agenbl@amtrol over the latter: it only can
observe their occurrence after the event; observatiomsaged to be known immediately after the
event. The only information known prior to observation ofrad-point is that nature will respect
the interval on the duration. Durations of contingent liake assumed to be independent.

In an STPU, the variables are thus divided into two sets diipgron the type of time-points
they represent.

Definition 6 (variables) The variables of an STPU are divided into:
e executable time-poirtare those pointsy;, whose time is assigned by the executing agent;
e contingent time-pointsare those points;;, whose time is assigned by the external warld.

The distinction on variables leads to constraints whichadse divided into two sets, require-
ment and contingent, depending on the type of variablesdbegtrain. Note that as in STPs all the
constraints are binary. Formally:

Definition 7 The constraints of an STPU are divided into:

e arequirement constraint (or linky;;, on generic time-pointg; andt; lisan intervall;; =
[lij, uij] such that;; < ~(t;) —~v(t;) < u;; wherey(t;) is a value assigned to varialfie

e acontingent linkgy, on executable poirti, and contingent poing, is an intervally,, =
[lij, u;;] which contains all the possible durations of the contingamint represented by,
ande;.O

The formal definition of an STPU is the following:

Definition 8 (STPU) A Simple Temporal Problem with Uncertain(@TPU) is a 4-tupleN =
{Xe, X¢, R, R.} such that:

o X, ={b1,...,by }: is the set of executable time-points;

o X.={e1,..., ey }: isthe set of contingent time-points;

1. In generat; andt; can be either contingent or executable time-points.
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Start (20,40] B
. n
Cooking Cooking

[0,10]

—= requirement constr.

[30,60]
——® contingent constr.
@ contingent timepoint
O executable timepoint

Figure 2: The STPU for Example 3.

o R, ={c¢ij1s---,Cigjc}- 1S the seC of requirement constraints;

® R.={gij1:---+9icjc}: is the sels of contingent constraints.

Example 3 This is an example taken from (Vidal & Fargier, 1999), whiasdribes a scenario
which can be modeled using an STPU. Consider two activt@skingandHaving dinner Assume
you don’t want to eat your dinner cold. Also, assume you cartrobwhen you start cooking and
when the dinner starts but not when you finish cooking or whendinner will be over. The
STPU modeling this example is depicted in Figure 2. Therewaoeexecutable time-pointsStart-
cooking, Start-dinngr and two contingent time-pointsEEnd-cooking, End-dinnér Moreover, the
contingent constraint on variabl¢Start-cooking, End-cookijgnodels the uncontrollable duration
of fixing dinner which can take anywhere from 20 to 40 minutd® contingent constraint on
variables{Start-dinner, End-dinngrmodels the uncontrollable duration of the dinner that can la
from 30 to 60 minutes. Finally, there is a requirement camstron variable§ End-cooking, Start-
dinner} that simply bounds to 10 minutes the time between when the ®oeady and when the
dinner startsa

Assignments to executable variables and assignments timgent variables are distinguished:

Definition 9 (control sequence)A control sequenceé is an assignment to executable time-points.
Itis said to bepartial if it assigns values to a proper subset of the executablesrwisecompleten

Definition 10 (situation) A situationw is a set of durations on contingent constraints. If not all th
contingent constraints are assigned a duration it is saié partial, otherwisecompletex

Definition 11 (schedule) A schedulds a complete assignment to all the time-pointXinand X..

A schedul€eT identifies a control sequencéy, consisting of all the assignments to the executable
time-points, and a situationy, which is the set of all the durations identified by the assignts

in 7" on the contingent constraint§ol(P) denotes the set of all schedules of an STRU.

It is easy to see that to each situation corresponds an ST&ctnonce the durations of the
contingent constraints are fixed, there is no more uncéytainthe problem, which becomes an
STP, called theinderlying STPThis is formalized by the notion gfrojection

Definition 12 (projection) A projection F,,, corresponding to a situatian, is the STP obtained
leaving all requirement constraints unchanged and regiaeach contingent constraipf, with
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the constraint [wy, wik]), Wwherewy, is the duration of event representedday. in w. Proj(P) is
the set of all projections of an STPR.O

2.4 Controllability

Itis clear that in order to solve a problem with uncertairityassible situations must be considered.
The notion of consistency defined for STPs does not applesimequires the existence of a single
schedule, which is not sufficient in this case since all ibma are equally possibfe.For this
reason, in (Vidal & Fargier, 1999), the notion of controllép has been introducedControllability

of an STPU is, in some sense, the analogue of consistency®tBnControllable means the agent
has a means to execute the time-points under its controjectute all constraints. The notion
of controllability is expressed, in terms of the ability dfetagent to find, given a situation, an
appropriate control sequence. This ability is identifiethwiaving a strategy:

Definition 13 (strategy) A strategy.S is a mapS : Proj(P) — Sol(P), such that for every pro-
jection P,,, S(F,) is a schedule which induces the durationsvin the contingent constraints.
Further, a strategy igable if, for every projectionP,,, S(P,) is a solution ofP,,.0

We will write [S(P,)], to indicate the value assigned to executable time-poiimt schedule
S(P,), and[S(P,)]<. thehistory of z in S(F,), that is, the set of durations of contingent con-
straints which occurred if(P,,) before the execution aof, i.e. the partial solution so far.

In (Vidal & Fargier, 1999), three notions of controllabjliare introduced for STPUSs.

2.4.1 SRONG CONTROLLABILITY

The first notion is, as the name suggests, the most restrictiterms of the requirements that the
control sequence must satisfy.

Definition 14 (Strong Controllability) An STPU P is Strongly Controllable(SC) iff there is an
execution strategy s.t.VP, € Proj(P), S(P,) is a solution ofP,,, and[S(P1)], = [S(P2)]z,
VP, P, projections and for every executable time-patit

In words, an STPU istrongly controllabléf there is a fixed execution strategy that works in all
situations. This means that there is a fixed control sequiatevill be consistent with any possible
scenario of the world. Thus, the notion of strong contrdligbis related to that of conformant
planning. It is clearly a very strong requirement. As Vidatld=argier (1999) suggest, SC may
be relevant in some applications where the situation is hséxvable at all or where the complete
control sequence must be known beforehand (for examplesisaa which other activities depend
on the control sequence, as in the production planning .area)

In (Vidal & Fargier, 1999) a polynomial time algorithm for @tking if an STPU is strongly
controllable is proposed. The main idea is to rewrite the $gRen in input as an equivalent STP
only on the executable variables. What is important to eotfor the contents of this paper, is
that algorithmStronglyControllable takes in input an STPW = {X., X, R,, R.} and returns in
output an STP defined on variabl&s. The STPU in input is strongly controllable iff the derived
STP is consistent. Moreover, every solution of the STP isrdrobsequence which guarantees

2. Tsamardinos (2002) has augmented STPUSs to include glitypalistributions over the possible situations; in this
paper we implicitly assume a uniform, independent distidsuon each link.
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strong controllability for the STPU. When the STP is corgistthe output otronglyControllable
is its minimal form.

In (Vidal & Fargier, 1999) it is shown that the complexity 8fronglyControllable is O(n?),
wheren is the number of variables.

2.4.2 WEAK CONTROLLABILITY

On the other hand, the notion of controllability with the &strestrictions on the control sequences
is Weak Controllability.

Definition 15 (Weak Controllability) An STPU P is said to beWeakly Controllable(WC) iff
VP, € Proj(P) there is a strateg¥,, s.t. S,,(P,,) is a solution ofP,,.0

In words, an STPU isveakly controllablef there is a viable global execution strategy: there
exists at least one schedule for every situation. This ceseba as a minimum requirement since,
if this property does not hold, then there are some situatguch that there is no way to execute
the controllable events in a consistent way. It also lookmetive since, once an STPU is shown
to WC, as soon as one knows the situation, one can pick out@plg the control sequence that
matches that situation. Unfortunately in (Vidal & Fargi&®999) it is shown that this property is not
so useful in classical planning. Nonetheless, WC may beastean specific applications (as large-
scale warehouse scheduling) where the actual situatidrbgvilotally observable before (possibly
just beforg the execution starts, but one wants to know in advanceuilettever the situation, there
will always be at least one feasible control sequence.

In (Vidal & Fargier, 1999) it is conjectured and in (Morris & iMcettola, 1999) it is proven
that the complexity of checking weak controllability is b#?-hard. The algorithm proposed for
testing WC in (Vidal & Fargier, 1999) is based on a classicaireerative process and a lookahead
technique.

Strong Controllability implies Weak Controllability (Vad & Fargier, 1999). Moreover, an
STPU can be seen as an STP if the uncertainty is ignored. df@nfy path consistency removes
some elements from the contingent intervals, then theseegits belong to no solution. If so, itis
possible to conclude that the STPU is not weakly contradiabl

Definition 16 (pseudo-controllability) An STPU ispseudo-controllabléf applying path consis-
tency leaves the intervals on the contingent constrainthamgeda

Unfortunately, if path consistency leaves the contingetgrizals untouched, we cannot con-
clude that the STPU is weakly controllable. That is, WC implpseudo-controllability but the
converse is false. In fact, weak controllability requirkattgiven any possible combination of du-
rations of all contingent constraints the STP correspandinthat projection must be consistent.
Pseudo-controllability, instead, only guarantees thatézh possible duration on a contingent con-
straint there is at least one projection that contains sudiiration and it is a consistent STP.

2.4.3 DrNAMIC CONTROLLABILITY

In dynamic applications domains, such as planning, thetsitu is observed over a time. Thus
decisions have to be made even if the situation remainsapgrtinknown. Indeed the distinction
between Strong and Dynamic Controllability is equivalentiat between conformant and condi-
tional planning. The final notion of controllability definéd (Vidal & Fargier, 1999) address this
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Pseudocode obynamicallyControllable
1. input STPUW;
2. If W is not pseudo-controllablinen write “not DC” andstop;
3. Select all triangles ABC, C uncontrollable, A before C,
such that the upper bound of the BC intervglis non-negative.
4. Introduce any tightenings required by the Precede case
and any waits required by the Unordered case.
5. Do all possible regressions of waits,
while converting unconditional waits to lower bounds.
Also introduce lower bounds as provided by the general raoluc
6. If steps 3 and 4 do not produce any new (or tighter)
constraints, then return true, otherwise go to 2.

Figure 3: AlgorithmDynamicallyControllable proposed in (Morris et al., 2001) for checking DC
of an STPU.

———> requirement constr.

[x.y]
A
——® contingent constr.

@ contingent timepoint [p,al

O executable timepoint

Figure 4: A triangular STPU.

case. Here we give the definition provided in (Morris et alQP) which is equivalent but more
compact.

Definition 17 (Dynamic Controllability) An STPUP is Dynamically Controllablg DC) iff there
is a strategys such that/ Py, P, in Proj(P) and for any executable time-point

1. if [S(P1)]<z = [S(P2)]<z then[S(P1)] = [S(P2)]a;

2. S(P) is a solution ofP, andS(P,) is a solution ofP».0

In words, an STPU is dynamically controllable if there exigtviable strategy that can be built,
step-by-step, depending only the observed events at eegh SC — DC and that DC —
WC. Dynamic Controllability, seen as the most useful cdighility notion in practice, is also the
one that requires the most complicated algorithm. Surgigj Morris et al. (2001) and Morris and
Muscettola (2005) proved DC is polynomial in the size of tHé&8 representation. In Figure 3 the
pseudocode of algorithidynamicallyControllable is shown.

In this paper we will extend the notion of dynamic contrailifp in order to deal with prefer-
ences. The algorithm we will propose to test this extendeggmty will require a good (even if not
complete) understanding of tlizynamicallyControllable algorithm. Thus, we will now give the
necessary details on this algorithm.
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As it can be seen, the algorithm is based on some considesaiiotriangles of constraints. The
triangle shown in Figure 4 is a triangular STPU with one aagent constraint, AC, two executable
time-points, A and B, and a contingent time-point C. Basedhensign ofu andv, three different
cases can occur:

e Follow case { < 0): B will always follow C. If the STPU is path consistent thensitslso DC
since, given the time at which C occurs after A, by definitibpath consistency, it is always
possible to find a consistent value for B.

e Precede caseu( > 0): B will always precede or happen simultaneously with C. THen t
STPU is dynamically controllable i — v < x — u, and the intervalp, q] on AB should be
replaced by intervaly — v, x — u, that is by the sub-interval containing all the elements of
[p, ¢] that are consistent with each elemenfafy].

e Unordered casey < 0 andv > 0): B can either follow or precede C. To ensure dynamic
controllability, B must wait either for C to occur first, orrfé = y — v units of time to go by
after A. In other words, either C occurs and B can be executie dirst value consistent with
C’'s time, or B can safely be executednits of time after A's execution. This can be described
by an additional constraint which is expressed am#on AB and is written< C,t >, where
t =y —v. Of course ifr > y — v then we can raise the lower bound of ARB,toy — v
(Unconditional Unordered Reductiprand in any case we can raise ititdf = > p (General
Unordered reductiop.

It can be shown that waits can be propagated (in Morris e2@01, the term “regressed”is used
) from one constraint to another: a wait on AB induces a waitwather constraint involving A,
e.g. AD, depending on the type of constraint DB. In partigulzere are two possible ways in which
the waits can be regressed.

e Regression l:assume that the AB constraint has a wdit ¢). Then, if there is any DB
constraint (including AB itself) with an upper bound, it is possible to deduce a wait’, ¢ —
w) on AD. Figure 5(a) shows this type of regression.

e Regression 2assume that the AB constraint has a wait¢), wheret > 0. Then, if there
is a contingent constraint DB with a lower boung,and such thaB # C, it is possible to
deduce a waitC,t — z) on AD. Figure 5(b) shows this type of regression.

Assume for simplicity and without loss of generality that #Aexecuted at time 0. Then, B
can be executed before the wait only if C is executed firsterAtie wait expires, B can safely be
executed at any time left in the interval. As Figure 6 showis,possible to consider the Follow and
Precede cases as special cases of the Unordered. In the [Ealle we can put a “dummy” wait
after the end of the interval, meaning that B must wait for @é¢oexecuted in any case (Figure 6
(a))- In the Precede case, we can set a wait that expires fitshelement of the interval meaning
that B will be executed before C and any element in the intewibbe consistent with C (Figure 6
(b)). The Unordered case can thus be seen as a combinatibe wid previous states. The part of
the interval before the wait can be seen as a Follow casedinBamust wait for C until the wait
expires), while the second part including and following weet can be seen as a Precede case (after
the wait has expired, B can be executed and any assignmerthgt Borresponds to an element of
this part of interval AB will be consistent with any possililgure value assigned to C).
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Figure 5: Regressions in algorithioynamicallyControllable.

wait for C to be executed
Follow Case | J

wait

execute regardless C

1
|
1
Precede Case |
-
'wait
1
1
1

wait fo C to be executed: execute regardless C
Unordered Case | 1 |

1
1 wait

Figure 6: The resulting AB interval constraint in the thre@ses considered by the
DynamicallyControllable algorithm.

The DynamicallyControllable algorithm applies these rules to all triangles in the STPY an
regresses all possible waits. If no inconsistency is fodnat, is no requirement interval becomes
empty and no contingent interval is squeezed, the STPU isr2Glee algorithm returns an STPU
where some constraints may have waits to satisfy, and tleevals contain elements that appear
in at least one possible dynamic strategy. This STPU canlikegiven to an execution algorithm
which dynamically assigns values to the executables airaptd the current situation.

The pseudocode of the execution algoritidG-Execute, is shown in Figure 7. The execution
algorithm observes, as the time goes by, the occurrencesafdhtingent events and accordingly
executes the controllables. For any controllable B, itscefien is triggered if it is (1)ive, that
is, if current time is within its bounds, it is (Bnabled that is, all the executables constrained to
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Pseudocode foDC-Execute

1. input STPUP;

2. Perform initial propagation from the start time-point;

3. repeat

4. immediately execute any executable time-points that
have reached their upper bounds;

. arbitrarily pick an executable time-pointhat
is live and enabled and not yet executed, and whose waits,
if any, have all been satisfied;

. executer;

. propagate the effect of the execution;

. iIf network execution is completaen return;

. elseadvance current time,
propagating the effect of any contingent time-points trwao;

10. until false;

o1

© 00N

Figure 7: Algorithm that executes a dynamic strategy for @aR3.

happen before have occurred, and (3) all the waits imposéigebgontingent time-points on B have
expired.

DC-Execute produces dynamically a consistent schedule on every STRPihirh algorithm
DynamicallyControllable reports success (Morris et al., 2001). The complexity oflgerithm is
O(n3r), wheren is the number of variables ands the number of elements in an interval. Since the
polynomial complexity relies on the assumption of a bouneedimum interval size, Morris et al.
(2001) conclude thddynamicallyControllable is pseudopolynomial. A DC algorithm of “strong”
polynomial complexity is presented in (Morris & Muscetto005). The new algorithm differs
from the previous one mainly because it manipulates thamtst graph rather than the constraint
graph of the STPU. It's complexity i©(n’). What is important to notice for our purposes is that,
from the distance graph produced in output by the new alyuritt is possible to directly recover the
intervals and waits of the STPU produced in output by theimaigalgorithm described in (Morris
et al., 2001).

3. Simple Temporal Problems with Preferences and Uncertaty (STPPUS)

Consider a temporal problem that we would model naturalihypreferences in addition to hard
constraints, but one also features uncertainty. Neithe8 PP nor an STPU is adequate to model
such a problem. Therefore we propose what we will &athple Temporal Problems with Prefer-
ences and Uncertaintypr STPPUs for short.

Intuitively, an STPPU is an STPP for which time-points aretipaned into two classes, re-
quirement and contingent, just as in an STPU. Since somepbirgs are not controllable by the
agent, the notion of consistency of an STP(P) is replacechatydf controllability, just as in an
STPU. Every solution to the STPPU has a global preferenaeeyalst as in an STPP, and we seek
a solution which maximizes this value, while satisfying tohability requirements.

More precisely, we can extend some definitions given for STé&l STPUs to fit STPPUs in
the following way.
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Definition 18 In a context with preferences:

e anexecutable time-poins a variable;z;, whose time is assigned by the agent;
e acontingent time-poinis a variableg;, whose time is assigned by the external world;

¢ asoft requirement link;;, on generic time-points; andt; 3isa pair(l;;, fij), wherel;; =
[lij, uij] such that;; < ~(t;) —~(t;) < u;; wherey(t;) is a value assigned to varialilg and
fij « I;; — Alis a preference function mapping each element of the interi@an element
of the preference se#}, of the semiringS = (A, +, x,0,1);

e asoft contingent linkyy, on executable poirit, and contingent pointy, is a pair{Ix, fux)
where intervall,, = [lnk, uni] contains all the possible durations of the contingent event
represented by, ande;, and fy;, : I, — A is a preference function that maps each element
of the interval into an element of the preference A&t

In both types of constraints, the preference function regmts the preference of the agent on
the duration of an event or on the distance between two evidotsever, while for soft requirement
constraints the agent has control and can be guided by tferg@mees in choosing values for the
time-points, for soft contingent constraints the prefeeerepresents merely a desire of the agent
on the possible outcomes of Nature: there is no control omtheomes. It should be noticed that
in STPPUs uncertainty is modeled, just like in STPUs, assgmiomplete ignorance” on when
events are more likely to happen. Thus, all durations ofingeht events are assumed to be equally
possible (or plausible) and different levels of plausibiire not allowed.

We can now state formally the definition of STPPUs, which com preferences from the
definition of an STPP with contingency from the definition of STPU.

Definition 19 (STPPU) A Simple Temporal Problem with Preferences and Uncerta(8ii/PPU)
isatupleP = (N, N, L,, L., S) where:

N, is the set of executable time-points;

N, is the set of contingent time-points;
e S=(A +,x,0,1) is a c-semiring;

L, is the set of soft requirement constraints over S;

L. is the set of soft contingent constraints ovensS.

Note that, as STPPs, also STPPUs can model hard constrgistdtizonstraints in which each
element of the interval is mapped into the maximal elemehefpreference set. Further, without
loss of generality, and following the assumptions made #d®3s (Morris et al., 2001), we assume
that no two contingent constraints end at the same timek:poin

Once we have a complete assignment to all time-points we @aupuate its global preference,
as in STPPs. This is done according to the semiring-baseédaastraint schema: first we project
the assignment on each soft constraint, obtaining an eleofetme interval and the preference

3. Again, in generat; andt; can be either contingent or executable time-points.
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associated to that element; then we combine the preferaftasied on all constraints with the
multiplicative operator of the semiring. Given two assigmits with their preference, the best is
chosen using the additive operator. An assignmeapisnalif there is no other assignment with a
preference which is better in the semiring’s ordering.

In the following we summarize some of the definitions given3@PUs, extending them directly
to STPPUs.

Definition 20 Given an STPPWP:

A scheduldas a complete assignment to all the time-pointsvinand V;

Sched(PJs the set of all schedules @f; while Sol(P)the set of all schedules d@? that are
consistent with all the constraints &f(see Definition 1, Section 2.2);

Given a schedule for P, asituation(usually writtenw,) is the set of durations of all contin-
gent constraints iR;

Given a schedule for P, acontrol sequencéusually writtend, is the set of assignments to
executable time-points is

Ts., is a schedule such théfy ], = [0].% Vo € N, and for every contingent constraint,
gnk € L., defined on executablg, and contingent time-poirdy, [T5w]e, - [T5.wlo, = Whis
wherewy,; is the duration ofy,;, in w;

A projection P,, corresponding to a situatian is the STPP obtained fror? by leaving all
requirement constraints unchanged and replacing eaclngent constraing;;, with the soft
constraint([wpk, wrkl, f(wrk)), Wherewy is the duration of the event representedghy in
w, andf(wpi) is the preference associated to such duration;

Given a projectionP,, we indicate withSol(F,,) the set of solutions of’,, and we define
OptSol(P,) = {s € Sol(P,)| As' € Sol(P,), pref(s') > pref(s)}; if the set of prefer-
ences is totally ordered we indicate witht(P,,) the preference of any optimal solution of
F.;

Proj(P) is the set of all projections of an STPPU P;

A strategys is a maps : Proj(P) — Sched(P) such that for every projectioR,,, s(P,) is
a schedule which includes;,

A strategy isviableif Yw, S(P,) is a solution ofP,,, that is, if it satisfies all its soft temporal
constraints. Thus a viable strategy is a mapp$hg Proj(P) — Sol(P). In this case
we indicate withpref(S(P,)) the global preference associated to schedile,) in STPP
FP,.O0

4. Regarding notation, as in the case with hard constrajiten an executable time-poirt we will write [S(P.)].
to indicate the value assigneddn S(P.,), and[S(P.)]<. to indicate the durations of the contingent events that
finish prior tox in S(F.,).
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————> requirement constr. @
—® contingent constr.
@ contingent timepoint

O executable timepoint

Figure 8: Example STPPU from the Earth Observing Sateltimaain.

Example 4 Consider as an example the following scenario from the E@tikerving Satellites
domain (Frank et al., 2001) described in Section 1. Suppasgwest for observing a region of
interest has been received and accepted. To collect thettatanstrument must be aimed at the
target before images can be taken. It might be, howeverfoha certain period during the time
window allocated for this observation, the region of ingtrie covered by clouds. The earlier the
cloud coverage ends the better, since it will maximise boghquality and the quantity of retrieved
data; but coverage is not controllable.

Suppose the time window reserved for an observation is frdm8 units of time and that we
start counting time when the cloud occlusion on the regiointefest is observable. Also, suppose,
in order for the observation to succeed, the aiming proeedunst start beforé units after the
starting time, ideally befor@ units, and it actually can only begin after at leagime unit after
the weather becomes observable. Ideally the aiming proeeshould start slightly after the cloud
coverage will end. If it starts too early, then, since thérumeent is activated immediately after it is
aimed, clouds might still occlude the region and the imagaityuwill be poor. On the other hand,
if it waits too long after the clouds have disappeared thetipus time during which there is no
occlusion will be wasted aiming the instrument instead kihignimages. The aiming procedure can
be controlled by the mission manager and it can take anywisreeer2 and5 units of time. An
ideal duration is3 or 4 units, since a short time @funits would put the instrument under pressure,
while a long duration, liké units, would waste energy.

This scenario, rather tedious to describe in words, can bpaotly represented by the STPPU
shown in Figure 8 with the following features:

e a set of executable time-poir§€ (Start Clouds)SA (Start Aiming),EA (End Aiming);
e a contingent time-poinEC (End Clouds);
¢ a set of soft requirement constraints {8C — SA, SA — EC, SA — EA};

e a soft contingent constraif6C — EC};
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e the fuzzy semiringSgcsp= ([0, 1], max, min, 0, 1).

A solution of the STPPU in Figure 8 is the schedsle {SC = 0,SA =2, EC =5, EA = T}.
The situation associated withis the projection on the only contingent constrait, — EC,
i.e. ws = 5, while the control sequence is the assignment to the exXgeutiane-points, i.ed; =
{SC = 0,SA = 2,EA = 7}. The global preference is obtained by considering the pates
associated with the projections on all constraints, thaté$(2) = 1 onSC — SA, pref(3) = 0.6
onSA — EC, pref(5) = 0.9 onSA — EA, andpref(5) = 0.8 onSC — EC. The preferences
must then be combined using the multiplicative operatorhef $emiring, which isnin, so the
global preference of is 0.6. Another solutions’ = {SC = 0, SA = 4, EC = 5, EA = 9} has
global preferenc®.8. Thuss’ is a better solution tham according to the semiring ordering since
max(0.6,0.8) = 0.8.0

4. Controllability with Preferences

We now consider how it is possible to extend the notion of dlatbility to accommodate prefer-
ences. In general we are interested in the ability of the taigeexecute the time-points under its
control, not only subject to all constraints but also in tlestipossible way with respect to prefer-
ences.

It transpires that the meaning of ‘best possible way' depem the types of controllability
required. In particular, the concept of optimality must banterpreted due to the presence of un-
controllable events. In fact, the distinction on the namfr¢he events induces a difference on the
meaning of the preferences expressed on them, as mentiorled previous section. Once a sce-
nario is given it will have a certain level of desirabilitigessing how much the agent likes such a
situation. Then, the agent often has several choices fawuiiets he controls that are consistent with
that scenario. Some of these choices might be preferabferaspect to others. This is expressed
by the preferences on the requirement constraints and sfmtmiation should guide the agent in
choosing the best possible actions to take. Thus, the conEgptimality is now ‘relative’ to the
specific scenario. The final preference of a complete assighiman overall value which combines
how much the corresponding scenario is desirable for thetagel how well the agent has reacted
in that scenario.

The concepts of controllability we will propose here araysthbased on the possibility of the
agent to execute the events under her control in the besbpmeasy given the actual situation. Act-
ing in an optimal way can be seen as not lowering further teéepence given by the uncontrollable
events.

4.1 Strong Controllability with Preferences

We start by considering the strongest notion of contrdilgbiWe extend this notion, taking into
account preferences, in two ways, obtain@gtimal Strong Controllabilityand a-Strong Control-
lability, wherea € A is a preference level. As we will see, the first notion coroesjs to a stronger
requirement, since it assumes the existence of a fixed uaisgignment for all the executable time-
points that is optimal in every projection. The second notiequires such a fixed assignment to be
optimal only in those projections that have a maximum pesfee value not greater than and to
yield a preferencel « in all other cases.
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Definition 21 (Optimal Strong Controllability) An STPPUP is Optimally Strongly Controllable
(OSCQ) iff there is a viable execution strate§ys.t.

1. [S(P1)]: = [S(P)]., YP1, Py € Proj(P) and for every executable time-point
2. S(P,) € OptSol(P,),VP, € Proj(P). O

In other words, an STPPU is OSC if there is a fixed control secgi¢hat works in all possible
situations and is optimal in each of them. In the definitimptimal’ means that there is no other
assignment the agent can choose for the executable timéspbat could yield a higher preference
in any situation. Since this is a powerful restriction, astimed before, we can instead look at
just reaching a certain quality threshold:

Definition 22 («-Strong Controllability) An STPPUP is a-Strongly Controllable(a-SC), with
a € A apreference, iff there is a viable strate§s.t.

1. [S(P)]. = [S(P2)]z VP, Py € Proj(P) and for every executable time-point
2. S(P,) € OptSol(P,) VP, € Proj(P) such thatds’ € OptSol(P,,) with pref(s') > a;
3. pref(S(P,)) £ « otherwised

In other words, an STPPU is-SC if there is a fixed control sequence that works in all situa
tions and results in optimal schedules for those situatigmsre the optimal preference level of the
projection is not> « in a schedule with preference not smaller thham all other cases.

4.2 Weak Controllability with Preferences

Secondly, we extend similarly the least restrictive notdnontrollability. Weak Controllability re-
guires the existence of a solution in any possible situapossibly a different one in each situation.
We extend this definition by requiring the existence of anmnogak solution in every situation.

Definition 23 (Optimal Weak Controllability) An STPPUP is Optimally Weakly Controllable
(OWC) iff VP, € Proj(P) there is a strateg¥,, s.t..S,,(P,,) is an optimal solution of,,.00

In other words, an STPPU is OWC if, for every situation, thiera control sequence that results
in an optimal schedule for that situation.

Optimal Weak Controllability of an STPPU is equivalent to akeControllability of the cor-
responding STPU obtained by ignoring preferences, as wdashally prove in Section 6. The
reason is that if a projectio®,, has at least one solution then it must have an optimal solutio
Moreover, any STPPU is such that its underlying STPU is eN€ or not. Hence it does not
make sense to define a notionceiWeak Controllability.

4.3 Dynamic Controllability with Preferences

Dynamic Controllability (DC) addresses the ability of thgeeat to execute a schedule by choosing
incrementally the values to be assigned to executable piongs, looking only at the past. When
preferences are available, it is desirable that the ageéstnat only in a way that is guaranteed to
be consistent with any possible future outcome but also iayathat ensures the absence of regrets
w.r.t. preferences.
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Definition 24 (Optimal Dynamic Controllability) An STPPUP is Optimally Dynamically Con-
trollable (ODC) iff there is a viable strategy such that/P;, P, € Proj(P) and for any executable
time-pointz:

L if [S(P)]<a = [S(P2)]<a then[S(P1)]e = [S(F2)]a;
2. S(Pl) € OptSOl(Pl) andS(Pg) = OptSOl(PQ).D

In other words, an STPPU is ODC if there exists a means of diigrany current partial control
sequence to a complete control sequence in the future insswuely that the resulting schedule will
be optimal. As before, we also soften the optimality requieat to having a preference reaching a
certain threshold.

Definition 25 (a-Dynamic Controllability) An STPPUP is a-Dynamically Controllablg«-DC)
iff there is a viable strategy such thatVP;, P, € Proj(P) and for every executable time-point

1. if [S(P)]<z = [S(P2)l<x then[S(P1)lz = [S(P2)]e;

2. S(Py) € OptSol(Py) andS(P,) € OptSol(Ps) if As; € OptSol(Py) with pref(s1) > «
and Asy € OptSol(P2) with pref(s2) > «;

3. pref(S(P1)) £ o andpref(S(P)) £ o otherwised

In other words, an STPPU is-DC if there is a means of extending any current partial @ntr
sequence to a complete sequence; but optimality is guacuotely for situations with preference
# «a. For all other projections the resulting dynamic scheduléhave preference at not smaller
thana.

4.4 Comparing the Controllability Notions

We will now consider the relation among the different nosiari controllability for STPPUSs.

Recall that for STPUSSC — DC = W (see Section 2). We start by giving a similar
result that holds for the definitions of optimal controlldiiwith preferences. Intuitively, if there
is a single control sequence that will be optimal in all dituas, then clearly it can be executed
dynamically, just assigning the values in the control sagaevhen the current time reaches them.
Moreover if, whatever the final situation will be, we know wancconsistently assign values to
executables, just looking at the past assignments, and haveng to backtrack on preferences,
then it is clear that every situation has at least an optimlatisn.

Theorem 1 If an STPPUP is OSC, then it is ODC; if it is ODC, then it is OWC.

Proofs of theorems are given in the appendix. The opposifidations of Theorem 1 do
not hold in general. It is in fact sufficient to recall that thaonstraints are a special case of soft
constraints and to use the known result for STPUs (Morri$.£2@01).

As examples consider the following two, both defined on ttezyusemiring. Figure 9 shows
an STPPU which is OWC but is not ODC. It is, in fact, easy to be¢ &ny assignment to A and C,
which is a projection of the STPPU can be consistently exddrid an assignment of B. However,
we will show in Section 7 that the STPPU depicted is not ODC.

637



Rossl, VENABLE,& Y ORKE-SMITH

i\ \\i
x=3 4 56 7 8 9 10y

N
contingent

p=3 4 5 6 7=q L

L j
——> requirement constr. u=—4 -3 -2 -1 01 2 3 4 5 ¢
——® contingent constr.

contingent timepoint

O executable timepoint

Figure 9: An STPPU which is OWC but not ODC.
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Figure 10: An STPPU which is ODC but not OSC.
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Figure 10, instead, shows an ODC STPPU which is not OSC. A aare Bvo executable time-
points and C is a contingent time-point. There are only tvajgutions, say”; and P, correspond-
ing respectively to point 1 and point 2 in the AC interval. Tdimal preference level for both is 1.
In fact, (A = 0,C = 1, B = 2) is a solution ofP; with preference 1 an@4d =0,C =2,B = 3) is
a solution of 7, with preference 1. The STPPU is ODC. In fact, there is a dynatmategyS that
assigns to B value 2, if C occurs at 1, and value 3, if C occuBs(assuming A is always assigned
0). However there is no single value for B that will be optirmaboth scenarios.

Similar results apply in the case afcontrollability, as the following formal treatment shaws

Theorem 2 For any given preference leval if an STPPUP is a-SC then it isx-DC.

Again, the converse does not hold in general. As an exampisider again the STPPU shown
in Figure 10 andv = 1. Assuminga = 1, such an STPPU is 1-DC but, as we have shown above, it
is not1-SC.

Another useful result is that if a controllability propehplds at a given preference level, say
then it holds als&/«a < 3, as stated in the following theorem.

Theorem 3 Given an STPPW and a preference levéd, if P is 3-SC (resp,53-DC), then it isa-SC
(resp.a-DC), Va < 3.

Let us now consider case in which the preference set is yotatlered. If we eliminate the
uncertainty in an STPPU, by regarding all contingent tim@#s as executables, we obtain an
STPP. Such an STPP can be solved obtaining its optimal prefewvaluept. This preference level,
opt, will be useful to relate optimal controllability ta-controllability. As stated in the following
theorem, an STPPU is optimally strongly or dynamically coltable if and only if it satisfies the
corresponding notion af-controllability ata. = opt.

Theorem 4 Given an STPPWP defined on a c-semiring with totally ordered preferencesyhe =
mazrresopypref(T). Then, Pis OSC (resp. ODC) iff it igt-SC (resp.opt-DC).

For OWC, we will formally prove in Section 6 that an STPPU is OWf the STPU obtained
by ignoring the preference functions is WC. As for the relatbetweeny,,;,,-controllability and
controllability without preferences, we recall that catesing the elements of the intervals mapped
in a preference> «a,,;, coincides by definition to considering the underlying STHitamed by
ignoring the preference functions of the STPPU. Thys;,-X holds iff X holds, where X is either
SCorDC.

In Figure 11 we summarize the relationships holding amongrérious controllability notions
when preferences are totally ordered. When instead thepatwlly ordered, the relationships
opt — X anda,,;, — X, whereX is a controllability notion, do not make sense. In fact, ia th
partially ordered case, there can be several optimal elenaenl several minimal elements, not just
one.

5. Determining Optimal Strong Controllability and «-Strong Controllability

In the next sections we give methods to determine whichsaesetontrollability hold for an STPPU.
Strong Controllability fits when off-line scheduling is@ied, in the sense that the fixed optimal
control sequence is computed before execution begins.appigoach is reasonable if the planning
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OSC<~— 0pt-SC— -SC— apin-SC<— SC
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ODC<— opt-DC = o-DC = apin,-DC<— DC
¥ ¥
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Figure 11: Comparison of controllability notions for totalders. a.,,;,, is the smallest preference
over any constraintopt > o > ain.

algorithm has no knowledge on the possible outcomes, otiagr the agent’s preferences. Such a
situation requires us to find a fixed way to execute contrtdlalvents that will be consistent with
any possible outcome of the uncontrollables and that wik gihe best possible final preference.

5.1 Algorithm Best-SC

The algorithm described in this section checks whether aRPEXis OSC. If it is not OSC, the
algorithm will detect this and will also return the highestference levety such that the problem
is «-SC.

All the algorithms we will present in this paper rely on thdldwing tractability assumptions,
inherited from STPPs: (1) the underlying semiring is thezfugemiringSrcsp defined in Sec-
tion 2.2, (2) the preference functions are semi-convex, (8hdhe set of preferencds, 1] is dis-
cretized in a finite number of elements according to a givamgjarity.

The algorithmBest-SC is based on a simple idea: for each preference Igydlfinds all the
control sequences that guarantee strong controllabitityafl projections such that their optimal
preference is> 3, and optimality for those with optimal preferen@e Then, it keeps only those
control sequences that do the same for all preference levgls

The pseudocode is shown in Figure 12. The algorithm takesputian STPPWP (line 1). As a
first step, the lowest preferencg,;,, is computed. Notice that, to do this efficiently, the analfti
structure of the preference functions (semi-convexity) loa exploited.

In line 3 the STPU obtained from? by cutting it at preference level,,;, is considered. Such
STPU is obtained by applying functian,,;,-Cut(STPPUG) with G=P °. In general, the result of
B-Cut(P) is the STPUQ? (i.e., a temporal problem with uncertainty but not prefees) defined
as follows:

e (7 has the same variables with the same domains as in P;

o for every soft temporal constraint (requirement or corginty in P on variablesX;, and X,
sayc = (I, f), there is, inQ”, a simple temporal constraint on the same variables defined a

{z € I|f(x) = B}.

Notice that the semi-convexity of the preference functignarantees that the set € 1|f(x) > 8}
forms an interval. The intervals i? contain all the durations of requirement and contingentesve
that have a local preference of at leéist

5. Notice that functiorB-Cut can be applied to both STPPs and STPPUs: in the first case titvet @ian STP, while in
the latter case an STPU. Notice also thaCut is a known concept in fuzzy literature.
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Pseudocode foBest-SC

1. input STPPUP;

2. compute,,in;

3. STPUQY™n < aupin-Cut(P);

. if (StronglyControllable (Q*™i~) inconsistentwvrite “not a;,,;,,-SC” andstop;
. else{

STPP*min < StronglyControllable (Q“mi);
preference < ain + 1;

bool OSG—false, boolx-SC«—false;

do {

10.  STPUQ® « p-Cut(P);

11. if (PC(Q”) inconsistent) OSE&-true;

D

©o N O

12.  else{

13. if (StronglyControllable(PC(Q”)) inconsistenty-SC«— true;
14.  else{

15. STPP#? « PA~1 & StronglyControllable(PC(Q?)) ;

16. if (P? inconsistent) a-SC+ true};

17. else{ B« p+1};

18. }

19. }

20.  }while (OSC=false and-SC=false);

21. if (OSC=truewrite “P is OSC”;

22. if (a-SC=true)write “P is” (5 — 1) "-SC”,

23. s.=Earliest-Solution(P?~1), s;=Latest-Solution(P?~1);
24. return PP1 s, s

25. }

Figure 12: AlgorithmBest-SC: it tests if an STPPU is OSC and finds the highestuch that
STPPUP is a-SC.
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Once STPUWQmi~ is obtained, the algorithm checks if it is strongly contble. If the STP
obtained applying algorithr&tronglyControllable (Vidal & Fargier, 1999) to STPW“mi is not
consistent, then, according to Theorem 3, there is no hapanfphigher preference, and the algo-
rithm can stop (line 4), reporting that the STPPU is aeBCVa > 0 and thus is not OSC as well.

If, instead, no inconsistency is founBest-SC stores the resulting STP (lines 5-6) and proceeds
moving to the next preference leve),;,, + 1 © (line 7).

In the remaining part of the algorithm (lines 9-21), threzpstare performed at each preference

level considered:

e Cut STPPUP and obtain STPW)? (line 10);
o Apply path consistency tQ” considering it as an STIPC(Q?) (line 11);
¢ Apply strong controllability to STPWPC(Q?) (line 13).

Let us now consider the last two steps in detail.

Applying path consistency to STPQ® means considering it as an STP, that is, treating con-
tingent constraints as requirement constraints. We dexsoédgorithmPC any algorithm enforcing
path-consistency on the temporal network (see Sectionr2l Dachter et al., 1991). It returns the
minimal network leaving in the intervals only values that aontained in at least one solution. This
allows us to identify all the situations;, that correspond to contingent durations that locally have
preference> /3 and that are consistent with at least one control sequene&wofents inQ”. In
other words, applying path consistency@8 leaves in the contingent intervals only durations that
belong to situations such that the corresponding projestimve optimal value at least If such
a test gives an inconsistency, it means that the given ST&&h as an STP, has no solution, and
hence that all the projections corresponding to scenafi8FBPUP have optimal preference g
(line 112).

The third and last step appli&tronglyControllable to path-consistent STPBC(Q?), rein-
troducing the information on uncertainty on the contingemistraints. Recall that the algorithm
rewrites all the contingent constraints in terms of comstsaon only executable time-points. If the
STPU is strongly controllableStronglyControllable will leave in the requirement intervals only
elements that identify control sequences that are consigtigh any possible situation. In our case,
applying StronglyControllable to PC(Q?) will find, if any, all the control sequences BIC(Q")
that are consistent with any possible situatio®P®(Q”).

However, if STPUPC(Q”) is strongly controllable, some of the control sequencesdamight
not be optimal for scenarios with optimal preference lowsamt5. In order to keep only those
control sequences that guarantee optimal strong cortiiittjafor all preference levels up t@, the
STP obtained bwtronglyControllable(PC(Q?)) is intersected with the corresponding STP found
in the previous step (at preference legel- 1), that isP?~! (line 15). We recall that given two
two STPs,P; and P, defined on the same set of variables, the $EP= P, ® P, has the same
variables asP; and P, and each temporal constraing; = c;; ® ¢}, is the intersection of the
corresponding intervals dP; and P;. If the intersection becomes empty on some constraint or the
STP obtained is inconsistent, we can conclude that there ¢®ntrol sequence that will guarantee
strong controllability and optimality for preference Iéyeand, at the same time, for all preferences

6. By writing amin + 1 we mean the next preference level higher than, defined in terms of the granularity of the
preferences in the [0,1] interval.
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Table 1: In this table each row corresponds to a preferernves feand represents the intervals of
STPUQ?” obtained by cutting the STPPU in Figure 8 at legel

STPU  (SC—EC) (SC—SA) (SA — EC)

0.5 [1,8] [1,5] [—6, 4]
QO'S [17 7] [15 5] [_65 4]
on [17 6] [1’ 5] [_5’ 2]
QO'S [17 5] [1’ 5] [_4’ 1]
QO.Q [17 4] [15 5] [_35 O]

Ql [172] [153] [_25_1]

Table 2: In this table each row corresponds to a preferernvest feand represents the intervals of
STPUPC(Q?) obtained applying path consistency to the STPUs in Table 1.

STPU (SC - EC) (SC—SA) (SA — EC)
PC(Q"°) [1,8] [1,5] [—4,4]
PC(Q") [1,7] [1,5] [—4,4]
PC(Q"7) [1,6] [1,5] [-4,2]
PC(Q"®) [1,5] [1,5] [—4,1]
PC(Q"?) [1,4] [1,5] (-3, 0]
PC(Q") [1,2] 2,3] [-2,-1]

< f (line 16). If, instead, the STP obtained is consistent, ritlym Best-SC considers the next
preference level; + 1, and performs the three steps again.

The output of the algorithm is the STPS~!, obtained in the iteration previous to the one
causing the execution to stop (lines 23-24) and two of itetgmis, s. ands;. This STP, as we will
show shortly, contains all the control sequences that gieea--SC up toa = 5 — 1. Only if
6 — 1is the highest preference level at which cutting gives aisterst problem, then the STPPU is
OSC. The solutions provided by the algorithm are respdgtihe the earliests., and the latests;,
solutions of P2~1, In fact, as proved in (Dechter et al., 1991) and mentioneSiction 2.1, since
PPA=1is minimal, the earliest (resp. latest) solution corressoto assigning to each variable the
lower (resp. upper) bound of the interval on the constragfingéd onX, and the variable. This is
indicated in the algorithm by procedurgarliest-Solution andLatest-Solution. Let us also recall
that every other solution can be found frd?i—! without backtracking.

Before formally proving the correctness of algoritdast-SC, we give an example.

Example 5 Consider the STPPU described in Example 4, and depictedjiréB. For simplicity
we focus on the triangular sub-problem on varialJl€sSA, andEC. In their exampleg,,;,, = 0.5.
Table 1 shows the STPUZ® obtained cutting the problem at each preference 18vel0.5, ..., 1
Table 2 shows the result of applying path consistency (lihet@ each of the STPUs shown in
Table 1. As can be seen, all of the STPUs are consistent.lf;iable 3 shows the STPs defined
only on executable variableSC andSA, that are obtained applyingtronglyControllable to the
STPUs in Table 2.
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Table 3: In this table each row corresponds to a preferernves feand represents the intervals of
STPStronglyControllable PC(Q?) obtained applying the strong controllability check to
the STPUs in Table 2.

STP (SC — SA)

StronglyControllable(PC(Q°?)) [4
StronglyControllable (PC(Q°-%)) 3
StronglyControllable (PC(Q% ")) [4
StronglyControllable(PC(Q°#)) 4,
[4
[3

StronglyControllable(PC(Q°°))
StronglyControllable(PC(Q'))

By looking at Tables 2 and 3 it is easy to deduce thatBhst-SC will stop at preference level
1. In fact, by looking more carefully at Table 3, we can se¢ 8P P’ consists of interval4, 4]
on the constrainC — SA, while StronglyControllable(PC(Q")) consist of interval3, 3] on the
same constraint. Obviously intersecting the two gives aonsistency, causing the condition in
line 16 of Figure 12 to be satisfied.

The conclusion of executinBest-SC on the example depicted in Figure8 is that iDi8-SC
but not OSC. Let us now see why this is correct. Without losgenferality we can assume ti$(d
is assigned value 0. From the last line of Table 3 observetieatnly value that can be assigned to
SA that is optimal with both scenarios that have optimal pexiee 1 (that is whe&C is assigned
1 or 2) is 3. However, assigning 3 §A is not optimal ifEC happens at 6, since this scenario has
optimal preference value 0.7 (e.g.SA is assigned 5) while in this case it would have a global
preference 0.6 (given in constrasts — EC)’.00

5.2 Properties ofBest-SC

We will now prove that algorithnBest-SC correctly identifies whether an STPRvJis OSC, and,
if not, finds the highest preference level at whiehs o-SC. Let us first consider the events in which
Best-SC stops.

e Event 1. StronglyControllable(Q“™i) is inconsistent (line 4);
e Event 2. PC(Q") returns an inconsistency (line 11);
e Event 3. PC((Q") is consistent but it is not strongly controllable (line 13)

e Event 4. PC(Q") is strongly controllable, however the intersection of HEP obtained
by StronglyControllable(PC(Q")) with the STP obtained at the previous preference level,
P7~! isinconsistent (line 16).

First notice that the algorithm terminates.

Theorem 5 Given any STPPU P with a finite number of preference levetsgiecution of algo-
rithm Best-SC over P terminates.

7. Recall that in the fuzzy semiring context the global prefiee of any assignment is computed taking the minimum
preference assigned to any of its projections.
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Intuitively, either one of the termination events occur brtlae preference levels will be ex-
hausted.

Next, let us show thaBest-DC is a sound and complete algorithm for checking if an STPPU is
OSC and for finding the highest preference level at whichdt-8C.

As we have said before, cutting an STPRPUat a preference leve} gives an STPUY".
Moreover, every situation = {ws,...,w;} of Q7 can be seen as a situation Bf such that
fj(wj) > ~,Yj. This implies that every projectio®, € Proj(Q7), which is an STP, corre-
sponds to a projectioR,, € Proj(P) which is an STPP. For all situationsof )7, in what follows
we will write always P,, which should be interpreted as an STP when seen as a projedti@”
and as an STPP when seen as a projectiaf. dh the following lemmas we state properties which
relate the solutions of such projections in the two contexithout and with preferences.

Theorem 6 Consider an STPPW = (N,, N, L., L., Srcsp) and preference leve}, and con-
sider the STPW)"” = (N,, N, L!., L") obtained by cutting® at v, and STPUPC(Q")=(N,, N,
LI L”). Then:

1. Vw situation of P, P, € Proj(PC(Q")) iff optp(P,) > 7;

2. for every control sequended is a solution ofl "= StronglyControllable(PC(Q"), iff VP, €
Proj(PC (Q")), Ts € Sol(F.) andpref(Ts.) = 7.

The first part of the theorem states that, by applying patlsistency to STPW)?, we remove
those situations that cannot be extended to complete aotuin)”, and thus correspond to pro-
jections having optimal preference strictly less tharThe second part of the lemma considers the
STPT" obtained applyingStronglyControllable after path consistency. In particular it is stated
that all the solutions of 7 result, for all the projections d?C (Q7), in solutions with preference
at leasty. Notice that this implies that they result in optimal sabut$ for those projections d?
having optimal preference exactly They might not be optimal, however, for some projections
with optimal preference strictly greater than

From the above theorem, we get the following corollary, \whitarifies the relation between
the STPU obtained cutting an STPPU at preference tevahd they-SC of the STPPU.

Corollary 1 Consider an STPPW and a preference level and assume that w, situation ofP,
such thabpt(P,,) > v, whereF,, is the corresponding projection. Then, if STPQ(Q"), obtained
by cutting P at ~y, and then applying path consistency, is not SC/te noty-SC.

Now if we consider all preference levels betweep;,, and~y, and compute the corresponding
STPs, say @i~ ... T7, each such STP will identify the assignments to executeadiabies guar-
anteeing strong controllability and optimality at eachele\By intersecting all these STPs we keep
only the common solutions and thus those which guaranteegstrontrollability and optimality for
all the situations ofP with optimal preference smaller than or equatto

Theorem 7 Consider an STPPWP, and all preference levels from,,;,, to v, and assume that the
corresponding STPg“mi~ ... T7 obtained by cuttingP at preference levels,,,;,, - ..,~, and
enforcing strong controllability are consistent. Théne Sol(P?), whereP? = ®i:amm VT",

ifft VP, € Proj(P): T, € Sol(P,), if opt(P,) < =, thenpref(Ts,) = opt(P,), otherwise
pref(Tsw) =7
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We now consider each of the events in whidbst-SC can stop and for each of them we prove
which of the strong controllability properties hold.

Theorem 8 If the execution of algorithnBest-SC on STPPUP stops due to the occurrence of
Event 1 (line 4), ther® is nota-SCVa > 0.

This is the case when the underlying STPU obtained from tHeR&Tby ignoring the preference
functions is not strongly controllable. Since cutting agtier preferences will give even smaller
intervals there is no hope for controllability at any levetlahe execution can halt.

Theorem 9 If the execution of algorithnBest-SC on STPPUP stops due to the occurrence of
Event 2 (line 11) at preference level then

o v —1=opt =mazpegopypref (T);

e PisOSC and a control sequencgis a solution of STRP??! (returned by the algorithm) iff
it is optimal in any scenario oP.

This event occurs when the algorithm cuts the STPPU at a gikefiarence level and the STPU
obtained, seen as an STP, is inconsistent. In particuligrimbans that no projection @troj(P)
has an optimal preference equal to or greater than thisrprefe level. However, if such a level has
been reached, then up to the previous level, assignmentargeaing SC and optimality had been
found. Moreover, this previous level must have been alsdidjigest preference of any solution of
P, opt(P). This means thaipt(P)-SC has been established, which by Theorem 4 is equivalent to
OSscC.

Theorem 10 If the execution of algorithnBest-SC on STPPUP stops due to the occurrence of
Event 3 (line 13) or Event 4 (line 16) at preference leyethen P is not OSC but it igy — 1)-
SC and any solution of STPP?~! (returned by the algorithm) is such that/P,, € Proj(P):
Ts. € Sol(P,), if opt(P,) < v — 1, thenpref(Ts,,) = opt(P,), otherwisepre f (T5s,,) > v — 1.

Intuitively, if the algorithm reaches and stops in line 13, then there are projectiongafith
optimal preference> « but the corresponding set of situations is not SC. Noticettlia is exactly
the situation considered in Corollary 1. If instead it stopkne 16, then this set of situations is SC,
but none of the assignments guaranteeing SC for theseigitsatoes the same and is optimal for
situations at all preference levels upjtoln both cases the problem is ng{SC. However, assuming
that~y is the first level at which the execution is stopped the pmolikey — 1-SC.

We conclude this section considering the complexitBeét-SC.

Theorem 11 Determining the OSC or the highest preference levek-&C of an STPPU witim
variables and/ preference levels can be achieved in tidg:>/).

Notice that we cannot use a binary search over prefereneéslém contrast to algorithms for
STPPs), since the correctness of the procedure is base@ anersection of the result obtained at
a given preference levey, with those obtained atl! preference levels: ~.

The above theorem allows us to conclude that the cost of ggutagferences, and thus a consid-
erable expressive power, is low. In fact, the complexitytils@olynomial and it has grown only of
a factor equal to the number of preference levels.
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6. Determining Optimal Weak Controllability

Optimal Weak Controllability is the least useful propenypractice and also the property in which
adding preferences has the smallest impact in terms of ssipemess. What OWC requires is
the existence of an optimal solution in every possible stendhis is equivalent to requiring the

existence of a solution for every situation, as stated irfahewing theorem.

Theorem 12 STPPUP is OWC iff the STPW), obtained by simply ignoring the preference func-
tions on all the constraints WC.

By ignoring the preference functions we mean mapping eaftlcsnstraint(/, f) into a hard
constraint(I) defined on the same variables. This theorem allows us to wdadhat, to check
OWC, itis enough to apply algorithiweaklyControllable as proposed in (Vidal & Ghallab, 1996)
and described in Section 2. If, instead, we are given a sicenarthen we can find an optimal
solution of its projection, STPProj(w), by using one of the solvers described in (Rossi et al.,
2002).

Let us now consider Example 4 again. Section 5 showed th&TiRJ obtained by cutting the
STPPU of Figure 8 at preference lewg},;,, is strongly controllable. Since SC implies WC, we can
conclude that the STPU is weakly controllable and, thug,tttee STPPU in Figure 8 is Optimally
Weakly Controllable.

7. Determining Optimal Dynamic Controllability and «-Dynamic Controllability

Optimal Dynamic Controllability (ODC) is the most interegf and useful property in practice.
As described in Section 1, many industrial applications @aly be solved in a dynamic fashion,
making decisions in response to occurrences of eventsglthiz execution of the plan. This is
true in the space application domains, where planning foisaion is handled by decomposing the
problem into a set of scheduling subproblems, most of whigghedd on the occurrence of semi-
predictable, contingent events (Frank et al., 2001).

In this section we describe an algorithm that tests wheth&TPPUP is ODC and, if not ODC,
it finds the highestv at which P is o-DC. The algorithm presented bears some similarities with
Best-SC, in the sense it decomposes the problem into STPUs corrdsppto different preference
levels and performs a bottom up search for dynamically cfiatsle problems in this space.

Notice that the algorithm is attractive also in practicacsiits output is the minimal form of the
problem where only assignments belonging to at least orimapsolution are left in the domains
of the executable time-points. This minimal form is to beeginas input to an execution algorithm,
which we also describe, that assigns feasible values tautdde time-points dynamically while
observing the current situation (i.e., the values of theingent time-points that have occurred).

7.1 A Necessary and Sufficient Condition for Testing ODC

We now define a necessary and sufficient condition for ODCc¢lwis defined on the intervals of
the STPPU. We then propose an algorithm which tests suchditioom and we show that it is a
sound and complete algorithm for testing ODC.

The first claim is that, given an STPPU, the dynamic contodlityg of the STPUs obtained
by cutting the STPPU and applyirfgC at every preference level is a necessary but not sufficient
condition for the optimal dynamic controllability of thevgin STPPU.
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Theorem 13 Given an STPPLWP, consider any preference levelsuch that STPW)®*, obtained
cutting P at «, is consistent. If STPBC(Q®) is not DC thenP is not ODC and it is noi3-DC,
V3 > a.

Unfortunately this condition is not sufficient, since an $TPcan still be not ODC even if at
every preference level the STPU obtained afRt€ris DC. An example was shown in Figure 9 and
is described below.

Example 6 Another potential application of STPPUs is scheduling farraft analysis of airborne
particles (Coggiola, Shi, & Young, 2000). As an example aigrsan aircraft which is equipped
with instruments as the Small Ice Detector and a Nevzorolgyriboth of which are used to discrim-
inate between liquid and ice in given types of clouds. Su@ilyais is important for the prediction
of the evolution of precipitatory systems and of the ocauresand severity of aircraft icing (Field,
Hogan, Brown, lllingworth, Choularton, Kaye, Hirst, & Gremvay, 2004). Both instruments need
an uncertain amount of time to determine which is the predanti state, between liquid and ice,
when activated inside a cloud.

In the example shown in Figure 9 we consider the sensing eepnésented by variables
and C and the start time of a maneuver of the aircraft represengedchbiableB. Due to how the
instruments function, an aircraft maneuver can impact tiayais. In the example constraint AC
represents the duration of the sensing event and the pmegefenction models the fact that the
earlier the predominant state is determined the better.siaint AB models instead the fact that
the maneuver should start as soon as possible, for examyadpdime constraints imposed by the
aircraft’s fuel availability. Constraint BC models the falcat the maneuver should ideally start just
before or just after the sensing event has ended.

Let us callP the STPPU depicted in Figure 9. In order to determine thedsgpreference level
of any schedule o we can, for example use algorith@hop-solver (Rossi et al., 2002). The
highest preference level at which cutting the functionggia consistent STP is 1 (interyal 3] on
AB, [3, 5] on AC and interval0, 2] on BC is a consistent STP). The optimal solution®ofegarded
as an STPP, will have global preferenice

Consider all the STPUs obtained by cutting at every preterdevel from the highest, 1, to the
lowest 0.5. The minimum preference on any constrainPiis «.,,;, = 0.5 and, it is easy to see,
that all the STPUs obtained by cuttidgand applyingPC at all preference levels from 0.5 to 1 are
DC. However,P is not ODC. In fact, the only dynamic assignment to B that bg#oto an optimal
solution of projections corresponding to elements 3, 4 aimd[5, y] is 3. But executing B at 3 will
cause an inconsistency if C happens at 10, sliice 3 = 7 doesn’t belong tdu, v].0

We now elaborate on this example to find a sufficient conditter©DC. Consider the intervals
on AB, [p%, ¢*], and the waitsc C,t“ > obtained applying the DC checking algorithm at preference
level a. These are shown in Table 4.

If we look at the first and last intervals, resp.pat 1 anda = 0.5, there is no way to assign a
value to B that at the same time induces a preferérmeconstraints AB and BC, if C occurs at 3, 4
or 5, and that also satisfies the waitC', 4 >, ensuring consistency if C occurs at 10. This depends
on the fact that the intersection pf', ¢'], i.e., [3], and the sub interval dp%5, ¢%5] that satisfies
< C,4 >, thatis,[4, 7], is empty.

We claim that the non-emptiness of such an intersectioretieg with the DC of the STPUs
obtained by cutting the problem at all preference levelsng@essanand sufficientcondition for
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Table 4: In this table each row corresponds to a preferenetdeand represents the corresponding
interval and wait on the AB constraint of the STPPU shown tjue 9.

a  [p%q¢*]  wait

L (3,3

09 [3,4 <C3>
08 [3,5] <C,3>
0.7 [3,6] <C,3>
0.6 [3,7 <C3>
05 [3,7 <C4>

ODC. In the following section we will describe an algorithniigh tests such a condition. Then,
in Section 7.3, we will prove that such an algorithm is sound eomplete w.r.t. testing ODC and
finding the highest level af-DC.

7.2 Algorithm Best-DC

The algorithmBest-DC echoes Section 5’s algorithm for checking Optimal Strongt@ulability.

As done byBest-SC, it considers the STPUs obtained by cutting the STPPU abwanpreference
levels. For each preference level, first it tests whetheStheU obtained considering it as an STP
is path consistent. Then, it checks if the path consisteftlBdbtained is dynamically controllable,
using the algorithm proposed in (Morris et al., 2001). Thts, control sequences that guarantee
DC for scenarios having different optimal preferences atmfl. The next step is to select only
those sequences that satisfy the DC requirement and arsabgti all preference levels.

The pseudocode is given in Figure 13. Algoritiest-DC takes as input an STPPHR (line 1)
and then computes the minimum preferengg;,,, assigned on any constraint (line 2).

Once an,in is known, the STPU obtained by cutting at «a,,;, is computed (line 3). This
STPU can be seen as the STPPWvith the same variables and intervals on the constraint® as
but with no preferences. Such an STPU, which is denote&gas~, is given as input to algorithm
DynamicallyControllable. If Q®mi~ is not dynamically controllable, theR is not ODC nory-
DC (for any~y > aunin, hence for ally), as shown in Theorem 13. The algorithm detects the
inconsistency and halts (line 4). If, instedg; ™ is dynamically controllable, then the STPU that
is returned in output bipynamicallyControllable is saved and denoted wit*i~ (line 6). Notice
that this STPU is minimal, in the sense that in the intendaésd are only elements belonging to
at least one dynamic schedule (Morris et al., 2001). In awditsince we have preferences, the
elements of the requirement intervals, as well as belontgirg least one dynamic schedule, are
part of optimal schedules for scenarios which have a priojeatith optimal preference equal to
Amin -

In line 7 the preference level is updated to the next valu&éénardering to be considered (ac-
cording to the given preference granularity). In line 8 twookan flagsODC and«a-DC are
defined. Setting flag) DC to true will signal that the algorithm has established that the prob
lem is ODC, while setting flag-DC to true will signal that the algorithm has found the highest
preference level at which the STPPWhiDC.

8. In fact, they all have preference at least;, by definition.
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Pseudocode foBest-DC
1. input STPPUP;

2. computex,;n;

3. STPUQ™min <— ot ~CUL(P);

4. if (DynamicallyControllable(Q“mi) inconsistentwrite “not a,,;,-DC” and stop;
5. else{
6
7
8
9

STPPmin «+ DynamicallyControllable(Qmi);
preferenced < oy + 1;
bool ODC« false, boolx-DC « false;
. do{
10.  STPUQ? « p-Cut(P);
11. if (PC(Q”)inconsistent) ODG- true;

12.  else{

13. if (DynamicallyControllable(PC(Q?)) inconsistentyx-DC « true;
14.  else{

15. STPUT? « DynamicallyControllable(PC(Q?));
16. if(Merge(PA~1, 78) FAILS) { a-DC < true}
17. else{

18. STPUP? «+Merge(P5~1, TP);

19. B+ pB+1,

20. h

21. h

22. h

23. }while (ODC=false andv-DC=false);

24. if (ODC=true)write “P is ODC";

25. if (a-DC=true)write “P is” (8 — 1) "-DC”;

26. return STPPUFA~1 « resulting_STPPU(P,P?~1);
27. }

Figure 13: Algorithm that tests if an STPPU is ODC and, if fiois the highest such that STPPU
Pis~-DC.
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Pseudocode foMerge

1. input (STPUT?, STPUTATD);

2. STPUPAHL 15,

3. for each constraint AB, A and B executables, inPf+1!

define intervalp’, ¢'] and waitt’,

given{ interval [p?, ¢°], waitt? in 77 }

and{ interval [p?*1, ¢®+1], waitt?*+1 in T5+1 }, as follows:;

4. if (t° = pf andtP*! = pf*1) (Precede - Precede)

5. p' + maz(p®,pPh), ¢ < min(¢®,¢*t), t' < maz(t?, 1),
6. if (¢ <p')return FAILED;

7.if (0° < 18 < ¢% andpft! < t8F1 < ¢#*1) (Unordered - Unordered or Precede)
8. t' < max(t? t°TY), ¢ «— min(¢®,¢*t);
9. if (¢ <t')return FAILED;

10. output PA+L,

Figure 14: AlgorithmMerge.

Lines 9-25 contain the main loop of the algorithm. In shoagtetime the loop is executed, it
cuts P at the current preference level and looks if the cutting iadyced a path consistent STPU
(seen as an STP). If so, it checks if the path consistentorersi the STPU is also dynamically
controllable and, if also this test is passed, then a new SiERItkated by ‘merging’ the current
results with those of previous levels.

We now describe each step in detail. Line 10 datat the current preference level In line 11
the consistency of the STP” is tested applying algorithr®C. If PC returns an inconsistency,
then we can conclude that P has no schedule with preferg(megreater).

The next step is to check if STPRC(Q”?) is DC. Notice that this is required for all preference
levels up to the optimal level in order fd? to be ODC, and up te in order for P to be~-DC
(Theorem 13). If applying algorithynamicallyControllable detects thaPC(Q”) is not dynam-
ically controllable, then the algorithm sets flagDC' to true. If, insteadPC(Q”) is dynamically
controllable the resulting minimal STPU is saved and deh@té (line 15).

In line 16, the output of procedurglerge is tested. This procedure is used to combine the
results up to preferencg@ — 1 with those at preferencg, by applying it to the STPU obtained
at the end of the previoushile iteration, P!, and STPUI'®. The pseudocode fdvlerge is
shown in Figure 14, and we will describe it in detail shortino inconsistency is found, the new
STPU obtained by the merging procedure is denoted Witi{line 18) and a new preference level
is considered (line 19).

Lines 24-27 take care of the output. Lines 24 and 25 will winteutput if P is ODC or, if not,
the highesty at which it is+-DC. In line 27 the final STPPU, to be given in output, is obtained
from STPUPA1, that is, the STPU obtained by the last iteration of teile cycle which was
completed with success (i.e., it had reached line 20). kam&esulting_STPPU restores all the
preferences on all the intervals 87! by setting them as they are iA. We will show that the
requirement constraints df will contain only elements corresponding to dynamic scheslthat
are always optimal, if the result is th&t is ODC, or are optimal for scenarios corresponding to
projections with optimal preferencé v and guarantee a global preference level of at leastall
others, if the result is that P i{5DC.
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The pseudocode of proceduxgerge is given in Figure 14. The input consists of two STPUs
defined on the same set of variables. In describing Masge works, we will assume it is given in
input two STPUsT? andT#*!, obtained by cutting two STPPUs at preference legedsnd 5 + 1
and applying, by hypothesis with succeB§; andDynamicallyControllable (line 1 Figure 14).

In line 2, Merge initializes the STPU which will be given in output B°. As will be for-
mally proven in Theorem 14, due to the semi-convexity of trefgrence functions we have that
Proj(T?*') C Proj(T?). Notice thatMerge leaves all contingent constraints unaltered. Thus,
all the projection with optimal preferengeor 3+ 1 are contained in the set of projections/f*!.

Merge considers every requirement constraint defined on any twowtables, say A and B,
respectively inl’® and7”+1. Since we are assuming that algoritiignamicallyControllable has
been applied to both STPUs, there can be some waits on thealsteFigure 6 illustrates the three
cases in which the interval on AB can be. If the wait expirgsrahe upper bound of the interval
(Figure 6 (a)), then the execution of B must follow the exepubf every contingent time-point
(Follow case. If the wait coincides with the lower bound of the interv&iqure 6 (b)), then the
execution of B must precede that of any contingent timetptnecede cage Finally, as shown
in Figure 6 (c), if the wait is within the interval, then B is the Unordered casawith at least a
contingent time-point, say C.

Merge considers in which case the corresponding intervals atEfirand in 771! (line 3).
Such intervals are respectively indicated;a ¢°], with wait ¢, and[p®*!, ¢°+1], with wait t5+1,
Merge obtains a new intervaly’, ¢’] and new waitt’, which will replace the old wait irf*+1.
Interval [p'¢’] will contain all and only the values which are projectionstba AB constraint of
some optimal solution of some STPP corresponding to a gituat 77 or 791, Wait¢' is the wait
that should be respected during a dynamic execution in dodgwarantee that the solution obtained
is optimal, if the projection corresponding to the final saémhas preferenceé or 5 + 1.

Due to the semi-convexity of the preference functions incdbe the case that:

e ABis a Follow or a Precede caseli¥ and an Unordered casedrf+!;

e ABis a Follow case if"? and a Precede caseTi™!;

e ABis a Precede case i’ and a Follow case if**1;

This means that the cases which should be considered are:

e AB s a Follow case in boti™® and7/+1;

e ABis a Precede case i’ and inT#+1;

e ABis a Unordered case ifi’ and a Precede or an Unordered cas&in!;

In the first two cases the AB interval is left as it is7iW*!. A formal motivation of this is
contained in the proof of Theorem 14. However, informallg van say that the AB interval in
TA+1 already satisfies the desired property.

In lines 4 and 5 the case in which AB is irPaecede case in botl5TPUs is examined. Here, B
will always occur before any contingent time-point. Theues in thelp®, ¢°] (resp. [p°*+1, ¢°*1))
are assignments for B that will be consistent with any futbreurrence of C mapped into a pref-
erence> [ (resp. > § + 1). Clearly the intersection should be taken in order not teelothe
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preference if C occurs with preferengef + 1. Line 6 considers the event in which such intersec-
tion is empty. This means that there is no common assignmeBt given that of A, that will be
optimal both in scenarios with optimal preferengand in scenarios with optimal preferenge- 1.

In lines 7 and 8 two scenarios are considered: when AB is irUtherdered case inT® and
in the Precedecase inT?*! and when AB is in théJnordered case in bothSTPUs. Figure 15
shows the second casklerge takes the union of the parts of the intervals preceding the amal
the intersection of the parts following the wait. The intwit underlying this is that any execution
of B identifying an element of eithdp?, %[ or [p?*1, t7+1[ will be preceded by the execution of
all the contingent time-points for which it has to wait. Thigans that when B is executed, for
any such contingent time-point C, both the time at which C Ibeesn executed, say, and the
associated preference, sAyc(t¢), on constraint AC in STPP® will be known. The propagation
of this information will allow us to identify those elemertt[p?, t°[ (resp.[p’*, t?+1]) that have
a preference> fac(tc) and thus an optimal assignment for B. This means that allléraents in
both interval[p®, t?[ and intervalp®+1, t+1[ are eligible to be chosen. For examplefif-(t¢) =
5 there might be values for B with preference equab tinat are optimal in this case but would not
if C occurred at a time such théiy(¢-) > (5. But since in any case we know when and with what
preference C has occurred, it will be the propagation steftiil prune non-optimal choices for B.
In short, leaving all elements allows more flexibility in theopagation step. Moreover, as will be
proven in Theorem 14% < pP+1,

If instead we consider elements of interyaf, ¢°], we know that they identify assignments
for B that can be executed regardless of when C will happewdher we know it will happen
with a preference greater (). This means that we must take the intersection of this pah w
the corresponding onét’*!, ¢®+1], in order to guarantee consistency and optimality also when
C occurs at any time with preferenee 3 + 1. An easy way to see this is that intervaf, ¢
may contain elements that iR are mapped into preferen¢ge These elements can be optimal in
scenarios in which C happens at a time associated with arprefe= (5 in the AC constraint;
however, they cannot be optimal in scenarios with C occgraina time with preferencg + 1.

Line 9 handles the case in which the two parts of the intenfalfowing the waits, have an
empty intersection. In this case, optimality cannot be gntaed neither at level nor 8 + 1, in
particular if the contingent events occur after the waiisirex

7.3 Properties ofBest-DC

We will now show thaBest-DC is a sound and complete algorithm for testing ODC and for figdi
the highest preference level at which the STPPU given intifgpu-DC. We recall, once more,
that all the results that follow rely on the tractability asgptions requiring semi-convex preference
functions and the fuzzy semiringp, 1], max, min, 0, 1) as underlying structure.

Let us consider STPPB and STPUS? andT#+!, as defined in the previous section. Then,
STPUPS*! =Merge (T°, TP+1) will have the same contingent constraints7as® and require-
ment constraints as defined by the merging procedure. Webst@roving thatMerge is a sound
and complete algorithm for testing the existence of a vidgleamic strategy, common to both such
STPUs, which is optimal for projections having optimal preince equal to eithéror 3 + 1.

9. We recall that the projections @f° coincide with the projections of STPPB with optimal preference> § (see
Theorem 6), and that, due to the semi-convexity of the peefae functionsProj(T°+1) C Proj(T°).
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Figure 15: Merging two intervals in thénorderedcase.

Theorem 14 Consider STPPWP and STPUs7? andT#+!, obtained by cutting® respectively at
level 5 and 3 + 1 and applyingPC, without finding inconsistencies, abynamicallyControllable
with success. Consider STRRF*! = Merge(T#? , TA+1).

Then,Merge(T? , T?+1) does not fail if and only if

e PPt+lis dynamically controllable and
e there is a viable dynamic strategysuch that for every projectio®; € Proj(P?+!),

— if opt(P;) = B oropt(P;) = B+ 1in P, pref(S(P;)) = opt(F;);
— otherwisepref(S(F;)) > 5+ 1.

The following theorem extends the result for the mergingpdure to more than two preference
levels, in particular to all preference levels smaller anado a given threshold.

Theorem 15 Consider STPPW and for every preference level, defin€l’* as the STPU obtained
by cutting P at «, then applyind®?C and thenDynamicallyControllable. Assume thata < g, T¢
is DC. Consider STPWP#:

PP = Merge(Merge(. .. Merge(Merge(T®min  TOmint1) Tomint2) ) TF)

with ai,,;, the minimum preference on any constraint in P. Assume thiagnvapplied,Merge
always returned a consistent STPU. Then, there is a viabtamyc strategyS, such thatvP; €
Proj(P), if opt(P;) < g thenS(P;) is an optimal solution of’;, otherwisepref(S(F;)) > 3+ 1.

Theorem 15 allows us to prove the main result. Informdlgst-DC appliesMerge from the
lowest preference to the highest threshgJdibove which the returned problem becomes inconsis-
tent. If there is no projection of the STPPU with an optimduson higher thany, then, by using
Theorem 15, we can conclude that the STPPU is ODC; otherwise-DC.

Let us start by enumerating the conditions at whsest-DC terminates:
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e Event 1. Best-DC stops because the STPU obtained at leyg),, is not DC (line 4);

e Event 2. Best-DC exits because it has reached a preference [eatwhich the STPU (seen
as an STP) is not path consistent (line 11);

e Event 3. Best-DC stops because it has reached a preference feaelwhich the path con-
sistent STPU is not dynamically controllable (line 13);

e Event 4. Best-DC stops because proceduvierge has found an inconsistency (line 16).

The following theorem shows that the executiorBefst-DC always terminates.

Theorem 16 Given an STPPU P, the execution of algoritBast-DC on P terminates.

Best-DC considers each preference level, starting from the lows$taoving up each time of
one level according to the granularity of the preferencelsstops either when an inconsistency is
found or when all levels, which are assumed to be finite, haen Iprecessed.

We are now ready to prove the soundness and completen&sstDC. We split the proof
into three theorems, each considering a different ternmigatondition. The first theorem considers
the case in which the underlying STPU obtained frBrrby ignoring the preferences, is not DC. In
such a case the output is that the STPPU isonBtC at any level and thus is not ODC.

Theorem 17 Given an STPPLWP as input,Best-DC terminates in line 4 iffAa. > 0 such that P is
a-DC.

The next theorem considers the case in which the highesrprefe level reached with success
by the merging procedure is also the highest optimal preteref any projection of’. In such a
case, the problem is ODC.

Theorem 18 Given an STPPLP as input,Best-DC terminates in line 11 iff P is ODC.

The last result considers the case in which there is at leasijection with an optimal prefer-
ence strictly higher than the highest reached with succogskebmerging procedure. In such case
the problem is not ODC anBest-DC has found the highest level at which the STP2DC.

Theorem 19 Given STPPUWP in input, Best-DC stops at lines 13 or 16 at preference leyealff P
is (8 —1)-DC and not ODC.

As mentioned in Section 2.3, in (Morris & Muscettola, 2005)s proven that checking DC of
an STPU can be done i(n°), wheren is the number of variables. The revised algorithm pro-
cesses the distance graph of the STPU, rather than its aorigiraph. It also maintains additional
information, in the form of additional labeled edges whidnrespond to waits. The main feature
of the new algorithm, as noted earlier, it is a strongly polymal algorithm for determining the
dynamic controllability of an STPU. What is important in aantext is to stress the fact that the
output of the two algorithms, presented in (Morris et alQP0and (Morris & Muscettola, 2005),
is essentially the same. In fact it is easy to obtain, in poyial time O(n?), the constraint graph
with waits produced b¥pynamicallyControllable starting from the distance graph produced by the
new algorithm, and vice versa.
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Theorem 20 The complexity of determining ODC or the highest preferdecel o of «-DC of an
STPPU withn variables, a bounded number of preference levétstimeO(n’/).

The complexity result given in Theorem 20 is unexpectediydydn fact, it shows that the cost
of adding a considerable expressive power through prefeseto STPUs is a factor equal to the
number of different preference levels. This implies thavieg the optimization problem and, at
the same time, the controllability problem, remains in Bhe@ number of different preference levels
is bounded.

7.4 The Execution Algorithm

The execution algorithm we propose is very similar to thatSoPUs presented in (Morris et al.,
2001), which we described in Section 2 and shown in FigurefoQrse the execution algorithm
for STPPUs will take in input an STPPU to whi&est-DC has been successfully applied. In
line 2 of Figure 7, the algorithm performs the initial propéign from the starting point. The main
difference between our STPPU execution algorithm and tH&&dlgorithm in (Morris et al., 2001)
is that the definition of ‘propagation’ also involves prefieces.

Definition 26 (soft temporal propagation) Consider an STPPW and a variable® € P and a
valuevy € D(Y). Thenpropagatingthe assignment” = vy in P, means:

e for all constraints,cxy involving Y such thatX is already assigned valuey € D(X):
replace the interval onxy with interval ([vy — vx, vy —vx]);

e cut P at preference levehinx{f.,, (vy —vx)}.0

We will call ODC-Execute the algorithmDC-Execute where propagation is defined as in
Definition 26. Assume we app®DC-Execute to an ODC ota-DC STPPUP to whichBest-DC
has been applied. If, up to a given tirfie the preference of the partial schedule wagthen we
know that if P was ODC ora-DC with o > 3, by Theorem 14 and Theorem 15, the execution
algorithm has been assigning valuesZiit!. Assume now that a contingent event occurs and
lowers the preference 16 — 2. This will be propagated and the STPPU will be cut at prefegen
level 3 — 2. From now on, the execution algorithm will assign value§'iit2 and, by Theorem 14
and Theorem 15, the new waits imposed will be such that thigrasents for the executables will
be optimal in any situation where the optimal preferencg i$ — 2. In all other situations such
assignments guarantee a preference of at Jgas®.

8. Using the Algorithms

Section 4.4 described the relations between our notion®mifalability. As a general strategy,
given an STPPU, the first property to consider is OSC. If ilhpthe solution obtained is feasible
and optimal in all possible scenarios. However, OSC is angtgroperty and holds infrequently.
If the STPPU is not OSC, but we still need to have a control segel before execution begins,
Best-SC will find the best solution that is consistent with all pos$sifuture situations.

Most commonly, dynamic controllability will be more usefulf the control sequence needs
not be known before execution begins, ODC is ideal. Notie, thom the results in Section 4.4,
an STPPU may be not OSC and still be ODC. If, however, the STRRwbt even ODC, then
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Best-DC will give a dynamic solution with the highest preference.c&8k as we have shown in
Section 4.4, that for any given preference lewgh-SC impliesa-DC but not vice versa. Thus, it
may be that a given STPPU i5SC andy-DC with v > 3. Being3-SC means that there is a fixed
way to assign values to the executables such that it will lienap only in situations with optimal
preference< g and will give a preference at leastin all other cases. On the other handDC
implies that a solution obtained dynamically, by tB®C-Execute algorithm, will be optimal for
all those situations where the best solution has preferengand will yield a preference> ~ in all
other cases. Thus,f > 3, using the dynamic strategy will guarantee optimality inrensituations
and a higher preference in all others.

The last possibility is to check OWC. This will at least allolne executing agent to know in
advance if there is some situation that has no solution. Mane if the situation is revealed just
before the execution begins, using any of the solvers forlFSTd@scribed in (Rossi et al., 2002) will
allow us to find an optimal assignment for that scenario.

9. Related Work

In this section we survey work which we regard as closelyteeldo ours. Temporal uncertainty
has been studied before, but it has been defined in differays according to the different contexts
where it has been used.

We start considering the work proposed by Vila and Godo (L994ey proposd-uzzy Tem-
poral Constraint Networkswhich are STPs where the interval in each constraint is edpmto a
possibility distribution. In fact, they handle temporalcentainty using possibility theory (Zadeh,
1975), using the term ‘uncertainty’ to describe vaguenasthé temporal information available.
Their aim is to model statements as “He called me more or les®ar ago”, where the uncertainty
is the lack of precise information on a temporal event. Tgeal thus is completely different from
ours. In fact, we are in a scenario where an agent must exsgute activities at certain times, and
such activities are constrained by temporal relations wittertain events. Our goal is to find a way
to execute what is in the agents control in a way that will bestsient whatever nature decides in
the future.

In (Vila & Godo, 1994), instead, they assume to have impest@mporal information on events
happened in the past. Their aim is to check if such informatsoconsistent, that is, if there are
no contradictions implied and to study what is entailed leydbt of constraints. In order to model
such imprecise knowledge, possibilities are again usedryEelement of an interval is mapped into
a value that indicates how possible that event is or how iceittes. Thus, another major difference
with their approach is that they do not consider preferermely possibilities. On the other hand, in
the work presented here we do not allow to express informatiohow possible or probable a value
is for a contingent time-point. This is one of the lines ofe@sh we want to pursue in the future.
Moreover, in (Vila & Godo, 1994), they are concerned with thassical notion of consistency
(consistency level) rather than with controllability.

Another work related to the way we handle uncertainty isth@adaloni and Giacomin (2000).
They introducd-lexible Temporal Constraintshere soft constraints are used to express preferences
among feasible solutions and prioritized constraints aeglio express the degree of necessity of the
constraints’ satisfaction. In particular, they considealgative Allen-style temporal relations and
they associate each such relation to a preference. Thetamtgthey deal with is not on the time
of occurrence of an event but is on whether a constraint slon not to the constraint problem.
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In their model, information coming from plausibility andfammation coming from preferences is
mixed and is not distinguishable by the solver. In other wprtdis not possible to say whether a
solution is bad due to its poor preference on some relati@uerto it violating a constraint with a
high priority. In our approach, instead, uncertainty arefgnences are separated. The compatibility
with an uncertain event does not change the preference ofsignanent to an executable. The
robustness to temporal uncertainty is handled intrinkidsl the different degrees of controllability.

In (Dubois, HadjAli, & Prade, 2003b) the authors considerzfness and uncertainty in tem-
poral reasoning by introducinguzzy Allen RelationsMore precisely, they present an extension
of Allen relational calculus, based on fuzzy comparatongressing linguistic tolerance. Dubois
et al. (2003b) want to handle situations in which the infaioraabout dates and relative positions
of intervals is complete but, for some reason, there is rerést in describing it in a precise man-
ner. For example, when one wants to speak only in terms ofrteqypate equality”, or proximity
rather that in terms of precise equality. Secondly, theytwabe able to deal with available infor-
mation pervaded with imprecision, vagueness or unceytaintthe framework we have presented
we restrict the uncertainty to when an event will occur withirange. On the other hand, we put
ourselves into a “complete ignorance” position, that wdagdequivalent, in the context of (Dubois
et al., 2003b), to setting to 1 all possibilities of all comgent events. Moreover, in (Dubois et al.,
2003b) they do not allow preferences nor address contilitjabnstead, they consider, similarly
to (Vila & Godo, 1994), the notions of consistency and emaiht. The first notion is checked by
computing the transitive closure of the fuzzy temporaltiefes using inference rules appropriately
defined. The second notion is checked by defining severarpatof inference.

Another work which addresses also temporal uncertaintyésgmted in (Dubois, Fargier, &
Prade, 1995) and in (Dubois, Fargier, & Prade, 2003a). bwtlork both preferences and activities
with ill-known durations in the classical job-shop schéulgllproblem are handled using the fuzzy
framework. There are three types of constraints: precedeanstraints, capacity constraints and
due dates, and release time constraints. In order to modelwspredictable events they use possi-
bility theory. As the authors mention in (Dubois et al., 1R ssibility distributions can be viewed
as modeling uncertainty as well as preference (see Dubaigigf, & Prade, 1993). Everything de-
pends on whether the variahlé on which the possibility distribution is defined is contadlle or
not. Thus Dubois et al. (1995) distinguish between corgbdd and uncontrollable variables. How-
ever they do not allow to specify preferences on uncontitdlavents. Our preference functions
over contingent constraints would be interpreted as piisgibistributions in their framework. In
some sense, our work is complementary to theirs. We assuroestraint possibility distribution
on contingent events always equal to 1 and we allow no reptasen of any further information
on more or less possible values; on the other hand, we all@peoify preferences also on uncon-
trollable events. They, on the contrary, allow to put pdigitdistributions on contingent events,
but not preferences.

Finally, Dubois et al. (1995) show that a scheduling probieitth uncertain durations can be
formally expressed by the same kind of constraints as a @molrvolving what they call flexible
durations (i.e. durations with fuzzy preferences). Howekie interpretation is quite different: in
the case of flexible durations, the fuzzy information conresfthe specifications of preferences
and represents the possible values that can be assignedtiable representing a duration. In the
case of imprecisely known durations, the fuzzy informattomes from uncertainty about the real
value of some durations. The formal correspondence betthedmwo constraints is so close that the
authors do not distinguish among them when describing tvenggprocedure. Further, the problem
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they solve is to find the starting times of activities such thase activities take place within the
global feasibility windowwhatever the actual values of the unpredictable duratioiidoe. Clearly
this is equivalent to Optimal Strong Controllability. Theg not address the problem of dynamic or
weak controllability with preferences.

10. Summary and Future Work

We have defined a formalism to model problems with quanté#attmporal constraints with both
preferences and uncertainty, and we have generalizedgdadimalism three classical notions of
controllability (that is, strong, weak and dynamic). We édken focused on a tractable class of
such problems, and we have developed algorithms that chegirésence of these properties.

This work advances the state of the art in temporal reasamdguncertainty since it provides a
way to handle preferences in this context, and to selectdbedwlution (rather than a feasible one)
in the presence of uncontrollable events. Moreover, it shthvat the computational properties of
the controllability checking algorithms do not change bygiad preferences. In particular, dynamic
controllability can still be checked in polynomial time fitlve considered class of problems, produc-
ing dynamically temporal plans under uncertainty that gquteneal with respect to preferences.

Among the future directions we want to pursue within thiglof research, the first is a deeper
study of methods and algorithms for adding preference®rdifit from fuzzy ones. Notice that
the framework that we have proposed here is able to represgnkind on preference within the
soft constraint framework. However, our algorithms apphyato fuzzy preferences and semi-
convex functions. In particular, we would like to considee impact on the design and complexity
of algorithms when there are uncontrollable events and titkenlying preference structures is the
weighted or the probabilistic semiring. Both of these sergs are characterized by non-idempotent
multiplicative operators. This can be a problem when apglyionstraint propagation (Bistarelli
et al., 1997), such as path-consistency, in such congrdihius search and propagation techniques
will have to be adapted to an environment featuring unaastas well. It should be noticed that in
(Peintner & Pollack, 2005) some algorithms for finding ogtireolutions of STPs with preferences
in the weighted semiring have been proposed. Another istiageclass of preferences are utilitarian
ones. In such a context each preference represents a atitityhe goal is to maximize the sum of
the utilities. Such preferences have been used in a temgamtdxt without uncertainty for example
in (Morris, Morris, Khatib, Ramakrishnan, & Bachmann, 2004

Recently, another approach for handling temporal unceytéias been introduced in (Tsamardi-
nos, 2002; Tsamardinos, Pollack, & Ramakrishnan, 200Bajbabilistic Simple Temporal Prob-
lems(PSTPs); similar ideas are presented in (Lau, Ou, & Sim, R00% the PSTP framework,
rather than bounding the occurrence of an uncontrollabdmtewithin an interval, as in STPUs, a
probability distribution describing when the event is migkely to occur is defined on the entire set
of reals. As in STPUs, the way the problem is solved dependheassumptions made regarding
the knowledge about the uncontrollable variables. In paldr they define th&tatic Scheduling
Optimization Problemwhich is the equivalent to finding an execution satisfyirg)i STPUs, and
the Dynamic Scheduling Optimization Probleeguivalent to finding a dynamic execution strategy
in the context of STPUs. In the above framework, optimal rs€avith the highest probability
of satisfying all the constraints”. Preferences are nosim®@red in this framework. We believe it
would be interesting to add preferences also to this approadirst step could consists of keeping,
for each strategy, separately its global preference angrisability of success. In this way we
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could use the existing frameworks for handling the two aipethen, we can order the strategies
by giving priority to preferences, thus taking in some semsisky attitude, or, on the contrary, by
giving priority to probabilities, adopting a more cauticattitude. A step in this direction has been
recently proposed in (Morris, Morris, Khatib, & Yorke-Simji2005), where, however, the authors,
rather than actually extending the notions of consisteridySIPs to handle preferences, consider
inducing preferences from probabilities. In contrast, approach is preliminary advanced in (Pini,
Rossi, & Venable, 2005).

Up to now we have focused our attention on non-disjunctiveptral problems, that is, with
only one interval per constraint. We would like to considédiag uncertainty tdisjunctive Tem-
poral Problems(Stergiou & Koubarakis, 2000), and to consider scenariosralthere are both
preferences and uncertainty. Such problems are not polgh@ven without preferences or un-
certainty but it has been shown that the cost of adding petas is small (Peintner & Pollack,
2004), so we hope that the same will hold in environments witbertainty as well. Surprisingly,
uncertainty in Disjoint Temporal Problems has not been idensd yet, although it is easy to see
how allowing multiple intervals on a constraint is itselfaarh of uncontrollability. We, thus, plan to
start defining DTPUs (preliminary results are in Venable #oike-Smith, 2005) and then to merge
this approach with the existing one for DTPPs.

ExtendingConditional Temporal Problems framework proposed in (Tsamardinos, Vidal, &
Pollack, 2003b), is also a topic of interest for us. In sucldet@ Boolean formula is attached to
each temporal variable. These formulae represent the toomsliwhich must be satisfied in order
for the execution of events to be enabled. In this framewbekuncertainty is on which temporal
variables will be executed. We believe that it would be iesting to extend this approach in order
to allow for conditional preferences: allowing prefereiigactions on constraints to have different
shapes according to the truth values of some formulas, ocodhaerrence of some event at some
time. This would provide an additional gain in expressigmnellowing one to express the dynamic
aspect of preferences that change over time.

Appendix A
Theorem 1 If an STPPUP is OSC, then it is ODC; if it is ODC, then it is OWC.

Proof: Letus assume thdt is OSC. Then there is a viable execution strat€gych thaty P, P, €
Proj(P) and for every executable time-point [S(P1)], = [S(P2)], andS(Py) € OptSol(Py)
andS(P) € OptSol(P,). Thus, in particular[S(Py)], = [S(P2)]. for every pair f projections
such tha{S(P;)]|<. = [S(P)]<z. This allows us to conclude that# is OSC then it is also ODC
and any strategy which is a witness of OSC is also a withes$d.0

Let us now assume th&tis ODC. Then, in particular, there is a viable dynamic st such
thatvVP, € Proj(P), S(Py) is an optimal solution of;. This clearly means that every projection
has at least an optimal solution. ThEds OWC.O

Theorem 2 For any given preference leval if an STPPUP is a-SC then it isx-DC.

Proof: Assume thatP is «-SC. Then there is a viable strate§ysuch that:[S(P1)], = [S(P2)],
VP, P, € Proj(P) and for every executable time-poinf and.S(FP,) is an optimal solution of
projection P,,, if there is no optimal solution of,, with preference> « andpref(S(P,)) £ «,
otherwise.
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Thus,[S(P))]. = [S(P)], also for all pairs of projections, and P, such thaiS(P;)|<, =
[S(P2)]<z. Thisimplies thatP is «-DC. O

Theorem 3 Given an STPPW and a preference levél, if P is 3-SC (resp,3-DC), then it isa-SC
(resp.a-DC), Vo < S.

Proof: If P is 3-SC then there is a viable strategysuch that:[S(Py)]|, = [S(P2)]z, VP, P2 €
Proj(P) and for every executable time-point and.S(P,) is an optimal solution oP,, if there is
no optimal solution off,, with preference> 5 andpref(S(F,)) £ (, otherwise. But, of course,
Ya < [ the set of projections with no optimal solution with prefere > « is included in that of
projections with no optimal solution with preferences. Moreover, for all the other projections,
P, pref(S(Py)) £ B implies thatpref(S(FP;)) £ « sinces > «. Similarly for 3-DC.0

Theorem 4 Given an STPPW’, letopt = maxregqpypref(T). Then, Pis OSC (resp. ODC) iff
it is opt-SC (resp.opt-DC).

Proof: The result comes directly from the fact th&P; € Proj(P), opt(P;) < opt, and there is
always at least a projectiof;, such thabpt(P;) = opt.O

Theorem 5 Given any STPPU P with a finite number of preference levetsgitecution of algo-
rithm Best-SC over P terminates.

Proof: Consider STPPW and its optimal preference valupt = mazpcgopypref (1), thatis,
the highest preference assigned to any of its solutions.efipition, Q°?**! is not consistent. This
means that if the algorithm reaches lewgt + 1 (that is, the next preference level higher thgin

in the granularity of the preferences) then the conditiolinim 11 will be satisfied and the execution
will halt. By looking at lines 9-20 we can see that either ohéhe events that cause the execution
to terminate occurs or the preference level is incrememtdithé 16. Since there is a finite number
of preference levels, this allows us to conclude that therélgm will terminate in a finite number
of steps.O

Theorem 6 Consider an STPPW = (N,, N., L., L., Srcsp) and preference leve}, and con-
sider the STPW)Y = (N,, N, L!., L") obtained by cutting® at v, and STPUPC(Q")=(N,, N,
LI L”). Then:

1. Vw situation of P, P, € Proj(PC(Q")) iff optp(P,) > 7;

2. for every control sequendes is a solution off = StronglyControllable(PC(Q") iff, VP, €
Proj(PC (Q")), Ts. € Sol(F.) andpref(Ts.) = 7.

Proof: We will prove each item of the theorem.

1. (=): Consider any situatiow such thatf,, € Proj(PC(Q")). SincePC(Q") is path consis-
tent, any consistent partial assignment (e.g. that defiged) loan be extended to a complete
consistent assignment, s@y,, of PC(Q"). MoreoverT;,, € Sol(P, ), andpref(Ts,.,) > v,
since the preference functions are semi-convex and evemyal of PC(()”) is a subinterval
of the corresponding one i”. Thus,opt(P,) > «in P. («): Consider a situatiow such
thatopt(P,,) > ~. This implies tha87j,, € Sol(P,,) such thapref(T5,,) > . Since we
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are in the fuzzy semiring, this happensMifz‘ncijeL_Uchij(T&M) icz.j) > ~. Thus it must
be thatf;;(Ts.w Je;;) = 7, Veij € Ly U Le and thus(Ts,) e, € c;j, Wherec;j e Ll UL
This implies thatP,, € Proj(Q"). Moreover, sincd’ , is a consistent solution @, in @,

P, € Proj(PC(Q)).

2. By construction of™, 6 € Sol(1T7) iff, VP, € Proj(PC(Q")), T5. € Sol(P,) N
Sol(PC(Q")). Notice that the fact thak} , € Sol(PC(Q")) implies thatpre f(T5,.,) > v. O

Corollary 1 Consider an STPPW and a preference level and assume that w, situation ofP,
such thabpt(P,,) > v, whereF,, is the corresponding projection. Then, if STPG(Q"), obtained
by cutting P at ~y, and then applying path consistency, is not SC/tie noty-SC.

Proof: From item 1 of Theorem 6 we get th&t, is a projection ofP such thatopt(P,) > ~
iff P, € Proj(PC(Q")). Thus, there are complete assignments to controllabdecantingent
variables ofP with global preference> ~ iff PC(Q") is consistent, i.e., iff)” is path consistent. Let
us now assume th&C((") is not SC. Then by item 2 of Theorem 6, there is no fixed assantto
controllable variables such that it is a solution of evemj@ction in Proj(PC(Q7)) and, for every
such projection, it gives a global prefereneey.

This means that either such set of projections has no comwpiatiah in P or every common
solution gives a preference strictly lower thatThus, P is noty-SC since this requires the existence
of a fixed assignment to controllable variables which musateptimal solution for projections
with preference at most (Definition 22, Item 1 and 2) and give a preferenee~ in all other
projections (Definition 22, Item 3).

Theorem 7 Consider an STPPWP, and all preference levels from,,;, to v, and assume that the
corresponding STPg@min .. T7 obtained by cutting? at preference levels,,;,, - -..,~, and
enforcing strong controllability are consistent. Théne Sol(P7), whereP” = ), T,

ifft VP, € Proj(P): T, € Sol(P,), if opt(P,) < =, thenpref(Ts,,) = opt(P,), otherwise
pref(Tsw) =7

Proof: (=): Let us first recall that given two STPB; and P, defined on the same set of variables,
the STPP; = P, ® P, has the same variables & and P, and each temporal constraiaffg =

c}j ® c?j, that is, the intervals of; are the intersection of the corresponding intervals”pfand
P,. Given this, and the fact that the set of projections of P éssame as the set of projections
of the STPU obtained cutting P at,;,, we can immediately derive from Theorem 6 that any
solution of P7 satisfies the condition<£): Let us now consider a control sequeroaf P such that

§ & Sol(PY). Then,3j € {@min - ..~} such that & Sol(T7). From Theorem 6 we can conclude

that3 P, such thavpt(P,,) = j < ~ such thafl, is not an optimal solution of,,. O

Theorem 8 If the execution of algorithnBest-SC on STPPUP stops due to the occurrence of
Event 1 (line 4), ther® is nota-SCVa > 0.

Proof. For every preference level < a;,;,, Q7=y-Cut(P), =amin-Cut(P)=Q*mi~. The occur-
rence of Event 1 implies thap®mi~ is not strongly controllable. So it must be the same for all
Q7, v < amin- And thusP is nota-SCVa < ay,. Theorem 3 allows us to conclude the same
Vv > Qumin. O
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Theorem 9 If the execution of algorithnBest-SC on STPPUP stops due to the occurrence of
Event 2 (line 11) at preference levelthen

e v —1=opt = mazresopypref(T);

e PisOSC and a control sequencgis a solution of STRP°P! (returned by the algorithm) iff
it is optimal in any scenario of.

Proof: If the condition of line 11 is satisfied by STRY)?, it means that there are no schedules of
P that have preference. However, the same condition was not satisfied at the pre\poeference
level,v — 1, which means that there are schedules with prefergeneg. This allows us to conclude
that~y — 1 is the optimal preference for STPPB seen as an STPP, that ig,— 1 = opt =
mazrresqpypref(T). Since we are assuming that line 11 is executeBést-SC at levelopt + 1,

the conditions in lines 13 and 16 must have not been satisfipceterenceopt. This means that
at levelopt the STPPPt (line 15) is consistent. By looking at line 15, we can see 8SiE® PPt
satisfies the hypothesis of Theorem 7 from preferemgg, to preferencespt. This allows us to
conclude that any solution @°"* is optimal in any scenario a? and vice versa. Thus, Pigt-SC
and, by Theorem 4, itis OSC

Theorem 10 If the execution of algorithnBest-SC on STPPUP stops due to the occurrence of
Event 3 (line 13) or Event 4 (line 16) at preference leyghen P is not OSC but it igy — 1)-
SC and any solutiod of STPPY~! (returned by the algorithm) is such that/P,, € Proj(P):
T5. € Sol(P,), if opt(P,) <~ — 1, thenpref(Ts,) = opt(P,), otherwisepre f(Ts,,) > v — 1.

Proof: If Event 3 or Event 4 occurs the condition in line 11 must hastbeen satisfied at prefer-
ence level. This means that STPBC(Q") is consistent and thus there are scheduleB @fith
preferencey. If Event 3 occurs, then the condition in line 13 must be fiatis The STPU obtained
by cutting P at preference leve} and applying path consistency is not strongly controllahiée
can thus conclude, using Corollary 1, tfats not OSC. However since the algorithm had executed
line 11 at preference level, aty — 1 it must have reached line 18. By looking at line 15 we can
see that STRPY~! satisfies the hypothesis of Theorem 7 from preferengg, to preference level
~ — 1. This allows us to conclude that P+ys— 1-SC.

If instead Event 4 occurs then it 13" to be inconsistent which (by Theorem 7) means that there
is no common assignment to executables that is optimal Feicaharios with preference v and
at the same time for those with preference equal.tiowever since the execution has reached line
16 at preference level, again we can assume it had successfully completed the tquefarence
~ — 1 and conclude as above that Pyis- 1-SCO

Theorem 11 Determining the optimal strong controllability or the higt preference level of-SC
of an STPPU withn variables and/ preference levels can be achievedifn?3?).

Proof:. Notice first that the complexity of proceduseCut (lines 3 and 10) and of intersecting two
STPs (line 15) is linear in the number of constraints and th(is?). Assuming we have at moét
different preference levels, we can conclude that the cexitgl of Best-SC is bounded by that of
applying/ timesStronglyControllable, that isO(n3/) (see Section 2

Theorem 12 STPPUP is OWC iff the STPUW), obtained by simply ignoring the preference func-
tions on all the constraints WC.
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Proof. If P is OWC, then for every situatiow of P there exists a control sequengéesuch that
scheduleT; , is consistent and optimal for projectiai,. For every projection?,, of P there is

a corresponding projection @, say(@,,, which is the STP obtained from the, by ignoring the
preference functions. It is easy to see that Definition 1 ictiSe 2.2 implies that any assignment
which is an optimal solution oF,, is a solution ofQ),,. If STPU(Q is WC then for every projection
Q., there exists a control sequentsuch that schedulé;, is a solution ofQ,,. Again by Defini-
tion 1 in Section 2.2 we can conclude that the correspondiflgPS>,, at least a solution and thus
it must have at least an optimal solution, that is a solutischghat no other solution has a higher
preferencen

Theorem 13 Given an STPPLWP, consider any preference levelsuch that STPW)®*, obtained
cutting P at «, is consistent. If STPBC(Q®) is not DC thenP is not ODC and it is noj3-DC,
V3 > a.

Proof: Assume that there is a preference lemesuch thatPC(Q%) is not DC. This means that
there is no viable execution strate§y : Proj(PC(Q%))— Sol(PC(Q%)) such thatvP;, P, in
Proj(Q*) and for any executable, if [S(P1)]<z = [S(P2)]<z then[S(P1)]z = [S(P2)]s-

Let us recall that, due to the semi-convexity of the prefeeefunctions, cutting the STPPU
at any given preference level can only return smaller irmisron the constraints. Thus, every
projection in Proj(Q®) (which is an STP) corresponds to a projectionfAnoj(P) which is the
STPP obtained from the STP by restoring the preferenceitingcts in P.

Let us now assume, on the contrary, tiais ODC and, thus, that there exists a viable strategy
S’ : Proj(P) — Sol(P) such thatvP, P, € Proj(P), if [S'(P1)]<z = [S'(P2)]<z then
[S"(P1))s = [S'(P2)]s, andpref(S'(P;)) = opt(F;), i = 1,2. Consider, now the restriction of
S’ to the projections inProj(PC(Q%)). Sincepref(S'(FP,) = opt(FP,) for every P,, it must
be thatvP, € Proj((PC(Q%)), S'(P,) € Sol((PC(Q¥)). Thus the restriction of’ satisfies
the requirements of the strategy in the definition of DC. Tiim contradiction with the fact that
PC(Q%) is not DC. ThusP cannot be ODC.

By Theorem 6P, € Proj(P), P, € Proj(PC(Q®)) iff opt(F,) > «. This allows us to
conclude thatP is nota-DC. Finally, Theorem 3 allows to conclude thatis not 5-DC, V3 > «.

O

Lemma 1 (useful for the proof of Theorem 14) Consider an STPWJ) on whichDynamicallyCo
ntrollable has reported success @i Consider any constraint AB, where A and B are executables
and the execution of A always precedes that of B, defined &aitp, ¢] and waitt,,., 1°. Then,
there exists a viable dynamic strate§ysuch thatvQ; € Proj(Q), [S(Qi)]s — [S(Qi)]a < tmaz-

Proof: Such a dynamic strategy is produced by algoritb@-Execute shown in Figure 7, Sec-
tion 2. In fact, in line 5 it is stated that an executable B carekecuted as soon as, at the current
time, the three following conditions are all satisfied: (1sBive, i.e. the current time must lie be-
tween its lower and upper bounds, (2) B:isabled, i.e. all the variables which must precede B have
been executed, and (3) all waits on B have been satisfied.sL@tnote the current time d% and
assume B igive andenabled atT'. Thus,T'— ([S(Q:)]4) € [p, ¢]. The third requirement is satisfied
atT only in one of the two following scenarios: either the lashtiogent time-point for which B
had to wait has just occurred and thus B can be executed inatabgdior the waits for the contingent

10. Notice that ... is the longest wait B must satisfy imposed by any contingemé-{oint C on constraint AB.
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time-points, among those for which B had to wait, which haweyet occurred have expired At
In both cases it must be th@&t< ¢,,,4, + [S(Qi)4]. Thus,([S(Q:)]z =T) — [S(Qi)]a < tmaz. O

Theorem 14 Consider STPPW and STPUs7? andT#+!, obtained by cutting® respectively at
level 5 and 3 + 1 and applyingPC, without finding inconsistencies, abynamicallyControllable
with success. Consider STRRF*! = Merge(T? , TA+1).

Then,Merge(T? , T?+1) does not fail if and only if

e PPt+lis dynamically controllable and
e there is a viable dynamic strategysuch that for every projectio®; € Proj(P5+!),

— if opt(P;) = B oropt(P;) = B+ 1in P, pref(S(P;)) = opt(F;);
— otherwisepref(S(F;)) > 5+ 1.

Proof: = The following is a constructive proof in which, assumivgrge has not failed, a strategy
S, satisfying the requirements of the theorem, is defined.

First notice thatProj(P?+1) = Proj(T?). In fact, in line 2 ofMerge, P+ is initialized to
T#. andMerge changes only requirement intervals leaving all contingetetrvals unaltered.

Furthermore Proj(T?*') C Proj(T?). This can be seen using the first claim of Theorem 6
in Section 5.

Let S and S” be the viable dynamic execution strategies obtained rgnbi@-Execute re-
spectively onll® andT7+1. Now, sinceProj(T?*1) C Proj(T?), the projections of"® will be
mapped into two, possibly different, schedules: oneSbynd one byS”. For every projection
P; € Proj(P?*1) and for every executable B, notice thatdf [P;]- 5 exists then it is equal to
S'[P;]<p. We can thus define the history of B (which we recall is the §elueations of all contin-
gent events which have finished prior to B) in the new strate@gS[P;|- g = S’[P;| < for every
projectionP; € Proj(P?*!) . Notice thatS”[P;]. g is not defined if the history of B i®; contains
a duration which is mapped into a preference exactly equéland thusP; cannot be a projection
of TA+L,

We will now consider how to defing depending on which case the AB constraint i§ihand
in TA+L,

e Constraint AB is a&ollow or Unordered in 7 and Follow in 771, In both casesVerge
does not change interval AB, leaving it as it iSTifi.

Let us first analyze the scenario in which AB is in tRallow case in both STPUs. In such
a case, the execution of B will always follow that of any cogént time point C in both
problems. Thus, for every projectiaR, € Proj(P?*t!), we haveS[P,].p = w. Since
both problems are dynamically controllali}¢’, ¢°] # 0 and[p®*+!, ¢°*1] # 0. Furthermore,
since path consistency has been enforced in both probléms;onstraints are in minimal
form (see Section 2), that is, for every valtigs in [p?, ¢°] (resp. [p°+1, ¢°1]) there is a
situationw of 7% (resp. T°*1) such thats,, € Sol(P,) andd ap = ap. Finally, since
Proj(T#*Y) C Proj(T?), it must be thafp®+1, ¢%*1] C [p?, ¢7].

Next we consider the scenario in which AB is in tbeorderedcase inT?+1. Let us start
by proving that, in such a case, it must be theftt!, ¢°t'] C [p?,t?]. First, we show that
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pP+1 > pP. By definition,p®*1 is such that there is a situatiansuch thatP,, ¢ Proj(T°*")
and there is a scheduls;,, € Sol(P,) such thats, 4z = p°*1. Since Proj(T°*!) C
Proj(T?), thenpft! ¢ [pﬁ ¢”]. Next let us prove that it must b€ > ¢°*!. Notice that
the waitt? induces a partition of the situations Bf into two sets: those such that, for every
contingent point Cw 4 < t°, and those which for some contingent poirt & acr > t°.

In the first case, all the contingent events will have ocaulrefore the expiration of the wait
and B will be executed before; + ¢? (wheret 4 is the execution time of A). In the second
case it will be safe to execute Biat + t°. Given thatProj(T°+1) C Proj(T”), and that B

is constrained to follow the execution of every contingémietpoint in7°+1, it must be that
all the projections of’®*! belong to the first set of the partition and thyfs! < ¢°.

In both cases it is, hence, sufficient to define the new styafegs follows: on all projections,
P;, P; € Proj(PP*1) such that[S(P)]<p = [S(P})l<p then[S(P)]ls = [S(P))p =
[S"(P;)]g if [S"(P;)] s exists, otherwis@S(P;)] g = [S(P;)|s = [S'(P;)] - This assignment
guarantees to identify projections on constraints mapmecdpreferencez 5+1if [S”(P;)]p
exists and thu; € Proj(T°+1), otherwise> j3 for those projections iPro;j(T*) but not
in Proj(T%+1).

Constraint AB is aPrecede case ir7"? and in 7%+, B must precede any contingent time-
point C. This means that any assignment to A and B correspgridia value irfp”, ¢°] (resp.
[p?+1, ¢%1]) can be extended to a complete solution of any projectioRsing(T°) (resp.
Proj(TA*1). Interval]p’, ¢] is, in fact, obtained bilerge, by intersecting the two intervals.
Since we are assuming thiglierge has not failed, such intersection cannot be empty (line 6
of Figure 14). We can, thus, for example, define S as follows:ay pair of projections
Pi, P; € Proj(PP)if [S(P)]<p = [S(P;)]l<s then[S(P)]s(= [S(F)]p) = p'.

Constraint AB isUnordered in 7% and Unordered or Precede inT?*!. First let us recall
that the result of applyinilerge is interval [/, ¢'], wherep’ = p?, ¢ = min(¢?, ¢°') and
wait ' = maz(t?,t7+1). Since, by hypothesiderge has not failed, it must be that < ¢

(line 9, Figure 14.

Notice that, due to the semi-convexity of the preferencetions,p® < p?*+1. In fact, B will
be executed aty + p® (Wheret 4 is the time at which A has been executed) only if all the
contingent time-points for which B has too wait for have aced. Let us indicate Withfnlb

(resp.xf;{bl) the maximum lower bound on any AC constraintZifi (resp. in7°+1), where

B has to wait for C. Then it must be that > xﬁmlb (resp.pftt > meJ{bl). However due to

the semi-convexity of the preference functiorf§lb < meJ{bl.

In this case we will define strategy as follows. For any pair of projections;, P; <
Proj(PPHY), if [S(P)]<p =[S(P)))<p then[S(P)]p = [S(P)]p = ma:c([S”( P)]B,
[S'(P;)|s) whenever[S”(P;)|p is defined. Otherwis¢S(P;)|s =[S(P;)lz = [S'(P)]B.
From Lemma 1 we have thataxz([S” (P;)]s, [S'(F;)]s) < t',hencdS(P;)|g = ([S(P})]|B) €
', .

Let us now consider the preferences induced on the constraynthis assignment. First
let us consider the case whewax([S”(F;)]5, [S'(P;)]s) = [S”(P;)]s. SinceS” is the
dynamic strategy if’?*+! all its assignment identify projections with preferenees + 1. If
insteadmaxz([S”(P;)]B, [S'(P;)]B) = [S'(P;)] B, then it must be thdlS’" ()] > [S"(P;)] 5.
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However we know, from Lemma 1 th&§”(P,)]p < t°*! < ¢ and that[S'(P)]p < t'.
This implies thatS’(P;)|z € [p°*!,#] and thus it is an assignment with preferenees +
1. Finally, if [S”(P;)]p is not defined, as noted above, thBn ¢ Proj(T°+!) and thus
opt(P;) = B (since by Theorem 6 in Section 5 we have tRatc Proj(T") < opt(P;) >
B). Thus,[S(P)]s =[S(P;)]s = [S'(P,)]s, which, being an assignment ¥, identifies
preferences> 5 = opt(F;).

< We have just shown that, Merge does not fail, then there is a dynamic strategy (with the
required additional properties) which certifies ti#tt! is dynamically controllable.

Assume, instead, thatlerge fails on some constraint. There are two cases in which this ca
happen. The first one is when AB i®aecedecase in botti? andT7+! and[p?, ¢®] N[p*+, ¢°+1]
= (). As proven in (Morris et al., 2001), the projection on AB of/amiable dynamic strategy fcF”
is in [p?, ¢°] and the projection on AB of any viable dynamic strategy®dr! is in [p2+1, ¢#+1].
The dynamic viable strategies @f give optimal solutions for projections with optimal preface
equal to3. The dynamic viable strategies of ti&+! give optimal solutions for projections with
optimal preference equal t®+ 1. Since the projections &f?*! are a subset of those iA?, if
[p?, g% N [pP*1, ¢°+1] = () then a strategy either is optimal for projectionZifi but not for those in
TA+1 or vice-versa.

The second case occurs whderge fails on some constraint AB which is either Bimordered
case in boti® and T7+! or is anUnorderedcase inT? and aprecede case inT?*!. In such
cases the failure is due to the fact thét ¢°] N [t71, ¢°T1] = 0. It must be that eitheg®+! < 7
or ¢® < t#*+1. If the upper bound of the interval on AB igt! the there must be at at least a
contingent time-point C such that executing B more thah! after A is either inconsistent with
some assignment of C or it gives a preference lower thanl. On the other side, if the wait on
constraint AB inT? is t” there must be at least a contingent time-poih@h that executing B
beforet” is either inconsistent or not optimal with some future ocences of C’. Again there is no
way to define a viable dynamic strategy that is simultangoogtimal for projections with optimal
value equal t@8 and for those with optimal valug + 1. O

Lemma 2 (Useful for the proof of Theorem 15) Consider strategies’, S” and S as defined in
Theorem 14. Then

1. for any projection ofP?+1, P, pref(S(P;)) > pref(S'(P;)) and for every projectionp,,
of TP+ pref(S(P.)) > B+ 1;

2. for any constraint ABS(P;)|p > t'.
Proof:

1. Obvious, since in all cases eithgf(P,)|z = [S'(P)]s or [S(P)]s = [S"(F;) |p and
pref(S"(P;)) > pref(S'(P;)) since for every executable B” (P;)]p € T7+'. Moreover,
for every projectionP, of T4+, for every executable BS(P.)]s = [S"(P.)]5.

2. Derives directly from the fact that eithg§ (P;)]z = [S'(P;)]s or [S(P;)]s = [S”(P;)] s and
Lemma 10.
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Theorem 15 Consider STPPW and for every preference level, defin€l’* as the STPU obtained
by cutting P at o, then applying®?C and thenDynamicallyControllable. Assume thata < g, T“
is DC. Consider STPWP#:

PP = Merge(Merge(. .. Merge(Merge(Tmin, T%mint1) pamint2y 1y 78)

with a5, the minimum preference on any constraint in P. Assume thiaénvapplied,Merge
always returned a consistent STPU. Then, there is a viabhamjc strategyS, such thatvP; €
Proj(P), if opt(P;) < g thenS(P;) is an optimal solution of’;, otherwisepref(S(F;)) > 3+ 1.

Proof: We will prove the theorem by induction. First, notice thatdonstructionProj (7T%min) =
Proj(P). This allows us to conclude thdtroj(P?) = Proj(P), since, every timéMerge is
applied, the new STPU has the same contingent constraitiie &TPU given as first argument.

Now, sinceT“mi~ is dynamically controllable any of its viable dynamic ségies, says“min
will be such thatS®mi (P;) is optimal if opt(P;) = cunin and, otherwisepref(S(P;)) > amin-
Consider nowP®mint1=Merge (T%min T*mint1) Then by Theorem 14, we know that there is a
strategy,S®min*1, such thats@min+1(P;) is an optimal solution of; if opt(P;) < amin + 1 and
pref(S(Pr)) > amin + 1 otherwise.

Let us assume that STPB*~int* as defined in the hypothesis, satisfies the thesis and that
pominthtl a5 defined in the hypothesis, wherg,, + k + 1 < 3, does not. Notice that this
implies that there is a strategg®=~**, such thatS®~i~+*(P;) is an optimal solution ofP; if
opt(P;) < apmin + k andpref(S(F;)) > amin + k for all other projections. Sincey,:, +
k+ 1 < S, then, by hypothesis we also have it~ *++1 js DC. Moreover, by construction,
pominthtl=Merge (Pmintk Tomintk+1) sinceMerge doesn’t fail. Thus, using Theorem 14
and using strategg®mi»t* for P@mntk in the construction of Theorem 14, by Lemma 2, we will
obtain a dynamic strategg®~+5*1 such that for every projectioR;, pref(S®minT*+1(P)) >
pref(SemintF(P;)) and such thagminT*+1 (P;) is an optimal solution for all projections; such
that opt(P;) = oumin + k + 1 andpref(S(P;)) > amin + k + 1 on all other projections. This
allows us to conclude thai®=*++1(P,) is an optimal solution for all projections), such that
opt(Pr) < aumin + k+ 1. This is contradiction with the assumption thtmint++1 doesn't satisfy
the thesis of the theorenm

Theorem 16 Given an STPPU P, the execution of algoritBast-DC on P terminates.

Proof: We assume that the preference set is discretized and thattieea finite number of different
preferencesBest-DC starts from the lowest preference and cuts at each level&.dfgiven level,
the STPU obtained is not consistent or not dynamically otlatsle or the merging procedure fails,
thenBest-DC stops at that level. Assume, instead, that, as it moves upeiprteference ordering,
none of the events above occur. However at a certain poirdutiieg level will be higher than the
maximum on some preference function (or it will be outsidehaf preference set) in which case
cutting the problem will give an inconsistent STiP.

Theorem 17 Given an STPPLP as input,Best-DC terminates in line 4 iffAa. > 0 such that P is
a-DC.

Proof: =-. AssumeBest-DC terminates in line 4. Then, the STPU obtained by cuttihgt
the minimum preferencey,,;», On any constraint is not DC. However cutting at the minimum
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preference on any constraint or at preference level 0 gheesame STPU. By Theorem 13 we can
conclude that” is nota-DC Va > 0 and, thus, not ODC.

<. AssumeP is nota-DC for all preferencea > 0. Then cuttingP at the minimum preference
amin Cannot give a dynamically controllable problem, otherwiBewould be«,,;,-DC. Hence,
Best-DC will exitin line 4. O

Theorem 18 Given an STPPLP as input,Best-DC terminates in line 11 iff P is ODC.

Proof: =. AssumeBest-DC terminates in line 11 when considering preference I¢gkellThen,
STPUQ? obtained by cutting STPP® at level 3 is not path consistent. From this we can imme-
diately conclude that there is no projecti®h€ Proj(P;) such thavpt(P;) > .

SinceBest-DC did not terminate before, we must assume that up to prefergéne 1, all the
tests (path consistency, dynamic controllability, &herge) were successful.

Now consider the STPW?~! obtained at the end of the iteration corresponding to peefs
level 3 — 1. It is easy to see thaP’~! satisfies the hypothesis of Theorem 15. This allows us
to conclude that there is a viable dynamic stratégguch that for every projectiof;, such that
opt(FP;) < p —1, S(P;) is an optimal solution of’;. However since we know that all projections
of P are such thatpt(P;) < 3, this allows us to conclude thétis ODC.

<. If Pis ODC then there is a viable strategy S such that for everyab@rojections,P;, P; €
Proj(P), and for very executable B, [5(P;)|<p = [S(P;})]<5 then[S(P,)]z = [S(P;)]5 and
S(P;) is an optimal solution of’; and.S(P;) is an optimal solution of’;.

By Theorem 17 we know th&est-DC cannot stop in line 4.

Let us now consider line 13 and show thaB#ést-DC setsa-DC to true in that line thenP
cannot be ODC. In fact the condition of settingDC totrue in line 13 is that the STPU obtained by
cutting P at preference levet is path consistent but not dynamically controllable. Thesams that
there are projections, e.g;, of P such thabpt(P;) = 3. However, there is no dynamic strategy
for the set of those projections. Thu3,cannot be ODC.

Let us now consider line 16, and show thatPiis ODCBest-DC cannot setv-DC to true. If
Best-DC setsa-DC totrue thenMerge failed. Using Theorem 14, we can conclude that there is no
dynamic viable strategy such that for every projection @, P;, (remember thaProj(P%~1) =
Proj(P)) S(F;) is an optimal solution ibpt(P;) < 8. However, we know there are projections of
P with optimal preference equal fo(since we are assumirBest-DC is stopping at line 16 and not
11). Thus,P cannot be ODG

Theorem 19 Given STPPLWP in input, Best-DC stops at lines 13 or 16 at preference leyaff P
is (8 —1)-DC and not ODC.

Proof: =-. Assume thaBest-DC setsa-DC totrue in line 13, when considering preference level
B. Thus, the STPU obtained by cuttidgjat levels is path consistent but not DC. However sirtte
must be the first preference level at which this happensrwibe theBest-DC would have stopped
sooner, we can conclude that the iteration at preferene# fev- 1 was successful. Considering
PB=1 and using Theorem 15 we can conclude that there is a viablendignstrategyS such that,
for every projection ofP, P, if opt(P;) < f — 1 thenS(FP;) is an optimal solution of?; and
pref(S(F;)) > B — 1 otherwise. But this is the definition gf — 1-dynamic controllability.

If Best-DC terminates in line 16, by Theorem 15 and and Theorem 14 we @aciude that,
while there is a viable dynamic strate§ysuch that for every projection @, P;, if opt(P;) < 5—1
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thenS(P;) is an optimal solution of; andpref(S(FP;)) > 3—1 otherwise, there is no such strategy
guaranteeing optimality also for projections with optirpedferences. Again, P is g — 1-DC.

<. If Pis a-DC, for somen > 0 then by Theorem 1Best-DC does not stop in line 4. 1P
is a-DC, but not ODC, for some: > 0 then by Theorem 18est-DC does not stop in line 11. By
Theorem 16Best-DC always terminates, so it must stop at line 13 or16.

Theorem 20 The complexity of determining ODC or the highest preferdecgel o of a-DC of an
STPPU withn variables, a bounded number of preference lev&sO(n5¢).

Proof: Consider the pseudocode of algoritiast-DC in Figure 13.

The complexity ofa,,;,-Cut(P) in line 3 isO(n?), since every constraint must be considered,
an there are up t@®(n?) constraints, and for each constraint the time for findingitterval of
elements mapped into prefereneex,,;, is constant. The complexity of checking if the STPU ob-
tained is DC i) (n®). Thus, lines 3 and 4, which are always performed, have aratheemplexity
of O(n®). Lines 7 and 8, clearly, take constant time.

Let us now consider a fixed preference legednd compute the cost of a completéile itera-
tion ong.

e (line 10) the complexity oB-Cut(P) is O(n?);

e (line 11) the complexity of applyingC for testing path consistency¥(n?) (see Section 2.1,
(Dechter et al., 1991));

e (line 13) the complexity of testing DC usirigynamicallyControllable is O(n%), (see Sec-
tion 2 and Morris and Muscettola, 2005);

e (line 15) constant time;

e (line 16-18) the complexity oMerge is O(n?), since at mos(n?) constraints must be
considered and for each constraint merging the two intetvas constant cost;

e (line 19) constant time.

We can conclude that the complexity of a complete iteraticang given preference level @(n°).

In the worst case, thehile cycle is performed times. We can, thus, conclude that the total
complexity ofBest-DC is O(n°/) since the complexity of the operations performed in line24
is constant
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