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Abstract

In research of manufacturing systems and autonomous
robots, the term capability is used for a machine-interpretable
specification of a system function. Approaches in this re-
search area develop information models that capture all in-
formation relevant to interpret the requirements, effects and
behavior of functions. These approaches are intended to over-
come the heterogeneity resulting from the various types of
processes and from the large number of different vendors.
However, these models and associated methods do not offer
solutions for automated process planning, i.e. finding a se-
quence of individual capabilities required to manufacture a
certain product or to accomplish a mission using autonomous
robots. Instead, this is a typical task for AI planning ap-
proaches, which unfortunately require a high effort to cre-
ate the respective planning problem descriptions. In this pa-
per, we present an approach that combines these two topics:
Starting from a semantic capability model, an AI planning
problem is automatically generated. The planning problem
is encoded using Satisfiability Modulo Theories and uses an
existing solver to find valid capability sequences including
required parameter values. The approach also offers possi-
bilities to integrate existing human expertise and to provide
explanations for human operators in order to help understand
planning decisions.

1 Introduction
Today’s companies operate in a market environment that is
defined by rapidly changing customer demands, resulting in
shorter product life cycles and smaller batch sizes. To suc-
ceed in this environment, companies must be able to adjust
their manufacturing systems quickly to changing require-
ments. Users of autonomous robots trying to accomplish
complex missions with different robots and their functions
face similar challenges. In the context of both manufactur-
ing as well as autonomous systems, the right systems and
functions must be selected and modified if necessary. The
ability of systems to do this is often referred to as change-
ability (Wiendahl et al. 2007). Changeability covers both
changes on a physical as well as on a logical / control level
(ElMaraghy 2007).

*These authors contributed equally.
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When looking at changeability on control level, process
planning and replanning must be performed more frequently
as a consequence of decreasing lot sizes, changing system
configurations and different use cases. Hence, to remain ef-
ficient and avoid delays, process planning can no longer
be done manually. Instead, methods for automated process
planning incorporating all data and knowledge are needed
(Weser et al. 2020). These methods include two aspects: On
the one hand, machine-interpretable models are needed that
can represent all data and knowledge needed for process
planning and control. And on the other hand, an encoding
of a planning problem based on these models needs to be
established in a suitable formalism. While there is a variety
of approaches for either one of these aspects, no approach
properly integrates both aspects (Köcher et al. 2022).

For the first aspect, there are approaches focusing on a
description of relevant knowledge and machine functions as
so-called capability models, but such models and their asso-
ciated methods, e.g., automated reasoning, typically do not
contain methods for robust process planning. Because on-
tologies — typically modeled using the Web Ontology Lan-
guage (OWL) — offer a number of advantages for capturing
relevant knowledge, they are often considered for defining
these models (Weser et al. 2020).

For the second aspect, approaches focusing on planning
require (manual) effort to create the necessary planning
encoding and do not satisfy the requirements of change-
able systems (Rogalla and Niggemann 2017). Modern ap-
proaches to AI planning make use of Satisfiability Mod-
ulo Theories (SMT) and corresponding solvers (Cashmore,
Magazzeni, and Zehtabi 2020).

With this contribution, we aim for a combination of these
two aspects: We present an approach to automatically gen-
erate a planning problem in Satisfiability Modulo Theories
(SMT) starting from an existing semantic capability model.
For this capability model, an engineering method supporting
model development already exists and no additional effort is
required for process planning. The generated SMT problem
can be solved using off-the-shelf SMT solvers. If the prob-
lem is satisfiable, the resulting SMT model is a valid plan
consisting of capabilities. The overall approach is shown in
Figure 1.

The remainder of this paper starts with an overview of
related work in the fields of capability modeling and pro-
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Figure 1: Overview of the proposed planning approach. Re-
quired and provided capabilities in an ontology are trans-
formed into an SMT planning problem. If the problem is
satisfiable, the resulting model is a valid process plan.

cess planning in Section 2. Section 3 explains the fundamen-
tal elements of our existing capability model. Introducing
these fundamentals is necessary in order to understand the
actual planning approach, which is presented in Section 4.
Since this paper presents early results and work that is still
in progress, there is no evaluation yet. Instead, this paper
ends with a conclusion and an outlook on our next steps.

2 Related Work
In this section, existing approaches to both previously men-
tioned aspects of an integrated process planning approach
are discussed. First, related work in the area of capability
modeling is analyzed before looking into existing process
planning methods.

One of the earliest approaches that use the term Capa-
bility in the context of an information model for manufac-
turing functions is (Ameri and Dutta 2006). In this paper,
Ameri and Dutta present Manufacturing Service Description
Language (MSDL), an upper ontology that contains core
concepts and relations to describe manufacturing functions.
MSDL allows to describe constraints of capabilities such as
physical attributes of inputs and outputs. This early approach
was followed by a variety of others, in which ontologies are
often used to describe the complicated relationships under-
lying manufacturing processes in a semantic way.

In (Järvenpää, Siltala, and Lanz 2016), the authors intro-
duce a formal capability ontology that can be used to sup-
port automated reconfiguration of machines. In (Järvenpää,
Siltala, and Lanz 2016), capabilities are modeled as individ-
uals of an extensive ontology that also covers resources and
products. Complex capabilities can be composed of multiple
simple ones.

Another approach also using an ontology is presented in
(Gocev, Grimm, and Runkler 2020). In this approach, capa-
bilities are modeled as classes and OWL class expressions
are used to formulate restriction (e.g., about admissible in-
put parameters).

A disadvantage of all these approaches is that the devel-
oped ontologies are not made available and that they are
hardly reusable, because they were often developed for cer-
tain use cases. In (Köcher et al. 2020a), we present a ca-
pability ontology that is based on standards, modular and
extensible and that is continually maintained and extended.

Details of this ontology are introduced in Section 3, as the
planning approach presented in this paper is based on this
ontology.

The second aspect, automated process planning, has been
studied for decades as a field of symbolic AI. Classical AI
planning is concerned with ”finding a sequence of actions
to accomplish a goal in a discrete, deterministic, static and
fully observable environment” (Russell and Norvig 2021).
To express planning tasks in a standardized way, Planning
Domain Definition Language (PDDL) was introduced by
(Ghallab et al. 1998). In PDDL, domains can be expressed
in a reusable way with all available actions and the precon-
ditions as well as effects that govern applicability of these
actions. Specific problems with a given initial and desired
goal state are modeled separately and refer to a domain def-
inition (Ghallab et al. 1998). While original PDDL allowed
only boolean propositions to be used, multiple extensions to
the language were created to cover, e.g., planning with nu-
meric values and temporal planning (Fox and Long 2003),
or planning with probabilistic effect (Younes and Littman
2004). PDDL is used for various planning tasks in manufac-
turing, e.g., to find plans for a fleet of autonomous robots
(Crosby and Petrick 2015) or in kit-building for assembly
(Kootbally et al. 2015).

There are a few approaches that combine the two as-
pects of system / capability modeling with automated pro-
cess planning. The contribution in (Michniewicz and Rein-
hart 2016) considers how a plan can be automatically gener-
ated from a product to be assembled. This is done by auto-
matically creating a virtual representation of a product from
a CAD file. There is also a virtual representation of the de-
vices in a robotic cell. Finally, the required and offered ca-
pabilities, called functional primitives, are compared. How-
ever, the virtual representation of the functional primitives
is created for this specific use case and there is no reusable
semantic model. Furthermore, the planning approach pre-
sented in (Michniewicz and Reinhart 2016) is tailored to as-
sembly processes and does not use a domain independent
language like PDDL. Instead, a production graph is created
in which devices and their functions are connected if they
can be combined or executed one after the other.

In (Gocev, Grimm, and Runkler 2020), capability descrip-
tions are transferred from their ontological representation
to PDDL. For this purpose, however, the model must have
certain class assignments from a PDDL ontology, which
tightly couples the model and the PDDL planning descrip-
tion. Wally et al. generate PDDL domain and goal files from
system models defined according to ISA 95 (Wally et al.
2019).

While approaches like (Gocev, Grimm, and Runkler
2020) and (Wally et al. 2019) are valuable in reducing the
effort required to manually create the textual PDDL files,
they suffer from one major drawback: PDDL is not expres-
sive enough to cover real-world applications (Rogalla and
Niggemann 2017).

Instead, formalizing planning as a problem of satisfiabil-
ity has emerged as a competitor to PDDL in recent years, in
part because SAT solvers have made significant progress. A



first work to formalize planning as a satisfiability problem
is presented in (Kautz and Selman 1992), in which Kautz
and Selman define a planning encoding as a boolean SAT
problem. More expressive than boolean SAT is the use of
SMT, a formalism that extends SAT with so-called back-
ground theories. With the help of these theories, other data
structures such as reals or arrays can be considered in addi-
tion to boolean propositions (Barrett et al. 2021). Much re-
search has been done in recent years on the use of SMT for
encoding planning problems (Bit-Monnot et al. 2019; Bryce
et al. 2015; Cashmore, Magazzeni, and Zehtabi 2020). One
approach that has received particular attention is (Cashmore,
Magazzeni, and Zehtabi 2020), in which an automatic map-
ping of the entire PDDL+ language into SMT is provided
in order to solve PDDL+ planning problems using powerful
SMT solvers.

Formulating a planning problem directly as a satisfiabil-
ity problem in SMT has a number of advantages compared
to using a dedicated planning language such as PDDL. For
example, plans with parallel actions can be efficiently im-
plemented with a suitable SMT encoding (Cashmore, Mag-
azzeni, and Zehtabi 2020). Furthermore, in addition to ac-
tions, any additional information, such as human expert
knowledge in the form of known or forbidden (partial) solu-
tions, can be integrated. If no plan can be found for a prob-
lem, a counterexample can be generated and the root cause
for non-satisfiability can be found, which helps to make the
planning approach comprehensible for human users. And
when it comes to solving a problem, the performance of
modern SMT solvers far exceeds that of most non-SMT-
based PDDL solvers (Cashmore, Magazzeni, and Zehtabi
2020).

Nevertheless, formulating a planning problem directly as
a satisfiability problem in SMT is challenging and much
more difficult than using a dedicated language such as
PDDL. Therefore, the goal of this contribution is to present
an automated transformation of a capability ontology into
a planning problem encoded as a satisfiability problem in
SMT, so that the time-consuming manual creation of the
planning problem is no longer necessary.

3 Capability Modeling
In (Köcher et al. 2020a), we present an ontology1 to describe
machines, their capabilities and executable skills. This on-
tology is composed of different so-called Ontology Design
Patterns (ODPs). Every ODP is a self-contained ontology
with a defined purpose and based on a standard, e.g., for
representing the structure of a resource. All ODPs can be
individually reused and thus benefit from improvements in
various projects and contexts. In order to obtain a coherent
capability ontology, the ODPs are imported into a new on-
tology and relations between elements of the ODPs are de-
fined. Of this ontology, only the capability aspect is relevant
for this paper. Therefore, an overview of the capability as-
pect is given, while other aspects are not explained here.

A capability is a specification of a function that is directly
related to a (manufacturing) process (Köcher et al. 2023).

1https://github.com/caskade-automation/cask

We model processes according to (Association of German
Engineers 2015). A process consists of process operators
that can have products, information or energy as inputs and
outputs. These inputs and outputs are further characterized
by properties which are modeled using so-called data ele-
ments according to (International Electrotechnical Commis-
sion 2017). A data element consist of a type description and
instance description. While a type description contains type-
related information about a property (e.g., ID, name, unit of
measure), an instance description captures one distinct value
of that property. Instance descriptions can be further subdi-
vided by their expression goal into requirements, assurances
and actual (i.e., measured) values. We assume that type de-
scriptions are unique in our ontology and are ideally taken
from a classification system such as ECLASS2. Data ele-
ments are directly linked to their type and instance descrip-
tions and are also bound to the respective carrier of the prop-
erty (e.g. a product, a resource or other model elements).

With this approach, capabilities can be modeled with
their possible inputs and outputs in a detailed way. In
Figure 2, a simplified excerpt of an ontology including
a transport capability is shown. This capability moves
a product (Input_Product) from its current posi-
tion (CurrentProductPosition) to a target position
(TargetPosition).

For properties of inputs, requirements of permissible val-
ues can be expressed. These requirements can either be
static or dependent on other model elements. For exam-
ple, a drilling capability could only drill holes up to a
fixed maximum diameter of 50 mm. In the example shown
in Figure 2, the current position of the input product is
required to be equal to the position of the transport re-
source (AGVPosition), as otherwise the product cannot
be picked up.

In addition to requirements, unbound parameters can
also be modeled. These parameters are selected by a user
or determined during planning. In Figure 2, for example,
TargetPosition is an unbound parameter for which no
requirements exist.

The properties of outputs are typically modeled as assur-
ances. Here, too, static values as well as values depending on
other elements can be represented. In Figure 2, the Transport
capability guarantees that the assured position after trans-
port is equal to the desired position to be selected (i.e., the
input parameter TargetPosition). Figure 2 only shows
equality relations for simplicity purposes. In our model, ar-
bitrary mathematical relations can be expressed using the
OpenMath ontology presented in (Wenzel 2021).

For real capabilities, the resulting ontology can quickly
become complex. It is therefore important to understand that
this ontology does not have to be modeled in a textual way.
Instead, we previously presented engineering methods that
can be used to generate a capability ontology efficiently and
in a semi-automatic way (Köcher et al. 2020b; Vieira da
Silva et al. 2023).

2https://eclass.eu/en
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Figure 2: Simplified representation of a transport capability and its properties modeled with the CaSk ontology.

4 Capability Planning Approach
This section describes a planning approach for capabilities
encoded using SMT, which strongly builds on and extends
the planning approach presented in (Cashmore, Magazzeni,
and Zehtabi 2020). In (Cashmore, Magazzeni, and Zehtabi
2020), the authors generate an efficient SMT encoding for a
PDDL+ problem and solve the encoding with an SMT solver
in order to find a plan. In our approach, SMT is generated
directly from a capability ontology. Since the concepts of
PDDL and our capability model are similar, the approach in
(Cashmore, Magazzeni, and Zehtabi 2020) can be used as a
basis.

The main elements of PDDL are actions, their precondi-
tions and effects, as well as a description of the initial and
goal state. This is comparable to the capabilities and their in-
puts and outputs within the capability model. Theoretically,
a PDDL encoding could be generated from the capability
model first before the approach in (Cashmore, Magazzeni,
and Zehtabi 2020) could be used to solve the planning prob-
lem. However, the capability ontology contains additional
information such as constraints between properties and ca-
pabilities that are not covered by (Cashmore, Magazzeni,
and Zehtabi 2020). A direct transformation of this informa-
tion is more comprehensive, since PDDL as an additional
level of abstraction is skipped. Furthermore, a direct trans-
formation is more efficient as it omits an unnecessary trans-
formation step.

Figure 1 gives an overview of the procedure. Provided
capabilities, i.e., capabilities provided by resources, can be
compared to PDDL actions and form the planning domain.
Required capabilities and their properties define the problem

to be solved. Provided and required capabilities are used to
generate an SMT planning encoding similar to (Cashmore,
Magazzeni, and Zehtabi 2020). An SMT solver, in our case
the Z3 solver initially presented in (de Moura and Bjørner
2008), is used to solve the generated planning encoding. If
a solution is found, a corresponding plan with a sequence of
capabilities and their properties can be returned.

We first explain the differences between our approach and
that of Cashmore, Magazzeni, and Zehtabi before introduc-
ing the SMT encoding and then presenting the implemen-
tation that generates the SMT planning encoding from the
capability model.

One difference between (Cashmore, Magazzeni, and Ze-
htabi 2020) and our approach is that, for now, we are not
considering processes and events according PDDL+. In this
contribution we only consider capabilities that are similar to
instantaneous actions in PDDL. Processes and events are ul-
timately actions that are executed immediately when their
preconditions are met. A process runs until its condition is
no longer met, while an event is an instantaneous action.
These two concepts are not yet included in the capability
model.

Another difference is that — unlike PDDL and therefore
also unlike (Cashmore, Magazzeni, and Zehtabi 2020) —
capability models do not have a concept of global variables.
Capabilities may be described independently of each other
by different stakeholders, e.g. system vendors. As a conse-
quence, different terms — or IRIs in the case of an ontology
— may be used to describe the same object. As an example,
consider a blank part that can theoretically be used as an
input to multiple capabilities. In the same way, one phys-



ical object referred to with different IRIs may be passed
between successive capabilities, so changes to such an ob-
ject under all its IRIs must be kept consistent. OWL on-
tologies can natively handle such situations as there is no
unique name assumption and instead, multiple terms can re-
fer to one concept. However, in SMT this situation has to
be explicitly taken care of. In this approach, products of dif-
ferent capabilities with different IRIs but the same product
type are referred to as synonymous products. Properties of
a product A and a synonymous product B with the same
property type description are called synonymous properties.
Based on these definitions, two capabilities with properties
synonymous to each other are defined as synonymous capa-
bilities.

Another difference to the contribution of (Cashmore,
Magazzeni, and Zehtabi 2020) is that, in addition to
conventional preconditions and effects with specific val-
ues or simple relations, so-called capability constraints
can be formulated. Capability constraints are mathemati-
cal expressions forming a relation between properties. In
the example of Figure 2, the equals relation between
TargetPosition and ProductPositionAfter is a
simplified depiction of a capability constraint. As described
in Section 3, arbitrary mathematical expressions can be
modeled using OpenMath.

4.1 SMT Encoding
An SMT encoding for capability planning is defined, which
declares variables for capabilities and properties on the one
hand, and formulates constraints based on the capability de-
scription that enforce certain changes of the variables on the
other hand. If all constraints are satisfiable by assigning spe-
cific values to the variables, this solution can be considered
a valid plan of the capability planning problem.

We make use of the notion of happenings as introduced
by (Cashmore, Magazzeni, and Zehtabi 2020). The planning
problem considers different points in time t from a fixed
number of points in time n, so-called happenings, which
are defined as ”a time-stamped moment of discrete change”
(Cashmore, Magazzeni, and Zehtabi 2020). In a happening,
discrete changes can result from the application of capabil-
ities. Thus, for each happening, it is determined whether a
capability can be applied at that moment and what values
the properties have at that moment.

At the beginning, variables are declared that represent the
capabilities and their properties. For this, we consider the
set of provided capabilities C, and the set of properties Q,
which contains all data elements associated with a resource,
product or information related to a capability. Properties are
distinguished into boolean and real properties to define cor-
responding variables in SMT. Accordingly, there is a subset
P for boolean propositions and a subset R for real variables.

P ⊆ Q and R ⊆ Q (1)

In this SMT encoding, a happening consists of only two
layers compared to the approach in (Cashmore, Magazzeni,
and Zehtabi 2020) because events are not yet considered.
In every happening t, layer 0 contains the initial state of all
variables before capabilities are applied. After applying one

or more capabilities in a happening, layer 1 contains the final
state of all variables after the effects of applied capabilities
have been realized.

Therefore, each happening xt is defined as a tuple of prop-
erties q ∈ Q for the two layers 0 and 1 and capabilities
c ∈ C:

xt := {Qt,0, Qt,1, Ct} (2)
Figure 3 demonstrates the encoding of a plan as a bounded

number of happenings. The initial state I is set to happening
0 and layer 0 before any application of a capability. When
capabilities are applied, the effects are set to the variables in
layer 1. Corresponding happenings are sequenced until the
goal G is eventually reached, in which all property variables
have to take the values defined by a required capability and
its desired property values.

I

G

x0x0 x1 xnxn

P1,0 ∪ R1,0 ∪ C1

P1,1 ∪ R1,1

Figure 3: Encoding a capability plan as a sequence of hap-
penings. Adapted from (Cashmore, Magazzeni, and Zehtabi
2020)

In the following, the encoding is explained on the basis
of one happening. For more happenings, variables and con-
straints are declared analogously with an incremented index
corresponding to the number of happenings.

Synonymous Properties and Synonymous Capabili-
ties Properties of resources, products, or information are
changed by the application of capabilities. A property can
not only be changed by a capability its directly related to,
but also by a synonymous capability. Therefore, synony-
mous capabilities must also be included in the following
constraints. For this purpose, first the set Qsyn

q is defined,
which contains all synonymous properties of a property q:

Qsyn
q ⊂ Q (3)

Capabilities are synonymous with respect to a certain prop-
erty if a property of another capability is synonymous to the
property considered. The set Csyn

q contains all synonymous
capabilities with respect to a certain property q, i.e., capabil-
ities that this property is not directly related to, but that have
an influence on this property through one of its synonymous
properties.

Csyn
q ⊂ C (4)

Proposition Continuation across Layers Just like (Cash-
more, Magazzeni, and Zehtabi 2020), the encoding needs to
contain constraints to ensure that variables remain consis-
tent across layers of each happening. First, we consider the
propositions that represent boolean variables. The two pos-
sible values of a proposition, i.e., true or false, can be distin-
guished. A proposition can only change between layers if a



capability is applied that has an effect on this proposition. In
analogy to (Cashmore, Magazzeni, and Zehtabi 2020), we
formulate the set of eff c that contains all directly affected
properties of a capability c. A capability has a direct ef-
fect on a property if this property is part of the output of
the capability, where positive and negative effects need to be
distinguished. To distinguish between a positive and a neg-
ative effect of a capability on a proposition, two further sets
emerge:

eff +
c ⊆ eff c and eff −

c ⊆ eff c (5)

With these definitions, proposition continuation across
layers can be defined as follows.

A proposition is true in layer 1 only if it was already true
in layer 0, or if a capability with a direct or indirect positive
effect on that proposition has been applied.∧

p∈P

pt,1 =⇒ (pt,0 ∨
∨

c∈C+
p

ct ∨
∨

csyn∈Csyn,+
p

csynt ) (6)

In Equation 6, C+
p is the set of capabilities with a direct pos-

itive effect on p.

C+
p ⊂ C | p ∈ eff +

c (7)

And Csyn,+
p is the set of synonymous capabilities of c with

regards to property p that have a positive effect on a synony-
mous property psyn of p:

Csyn,+
p ⊆ Csyn

p | psyn ∈ Qsyn
p ∧ psyn ∈ eff +

Csyn
p

(8)

Similarly, a proposition is false in layer 1 only if it was
already false in layer 0, or if a capability with a negative
effect on that proposition has been applied.∧

p∈P

¬pt,1 =⇒ (¬pt,0∨
∨

c∈C−
p

ct∨
∨

csyn∈Csyn,−
p

csynt ) (9)

Analog to Equation 6, in Equation 9, C−
p is the set of ca-

pabilities with a direct negative effect on p and is defined
analogously to C+

p in Equation 7. And Csyn,−
p is the set of

synonymous capabilities of c with regards to property p that
have a negative effect on a synonymous property psyn of p.
Csyn,−

p is defined analogously to Csyn,+
p in Equation 8.

If the effect of a capability only requires a proposition
to remain the same, there is no change in the proposition
between layers and the capability is not considered for the
constraints defined in Equations 6 and 9.

Real Variable Continuation across Layers In addition to
boolean propositions P , real variables R must also be re-
stricted so that unwanted change between layers is prohib-
ited. Analogous to proposition continuation across layers,
constraints are defined to keep real variables consistent be-
tween the two layers. In all happenings, a real variable must
have the same value in layer 1 as in layer 0 if no capabil-
ity with a numerical effect on this real variable is applied.
For this purpose, the subset of capability effects eff num

c is
defined, which contains all real variables on which the con-
sidered capability has a numerical effect.

eff num
c ⊆ eff c (10)

Also considered for the constraint are all synonymous ca-
pabilities that have a numerical influence on a synonymous
property. This results in the following constraint:∧
r∈R

(
∧

c∈Cnum
r

¬ct ∧
∧

csyn∈Csyn,num
r

¬csynt ) =⇒ (rt,1 = rt,0)

(11)
In Equation 11, Cnum

r is the set of capabilities with a di-
rect numerical effect on r.

Cnum
r ⊂ C | r ∈ eff num

c (12)

And Csyn,num
r is the set of synonymous capabilities of c

with regards to property r that have a numerical effect on a
synonymous property rsyn of r:

Csyn,num
r ⊆ Csyn

r | rsyn ∈ Qsyn
r ∧ rsyn ∈ eff num

Csyn
r

(13)

Capability Preconditions and Effects Next, capabilities
and the constraints governing their applicability must be en-
coded in SMT. A capability can only be applied if all its
preconditions are met. These preconditions are derived from
input properties of capabilities with an expression goal of
requirement. If the preconditions of a capability c are met
for any happening in layer 0, the capability can be applied
so that its effect changes the property values in layer 1. Ap-
plying a capability causes its boolean capability variable to
be set to true. ∧

c∈C

ct =⇒ prec(Qt,0) (14)

The function prec returns all input properties that are a re-
quirement and thus a precondition for the application of a
capability.

If a capability is applied, all effects must be realized, i.e.,
output properties in layer 1 must be set according to their
assured values. ∧

c∈C

ct =⇒ eff c(Qt,1) (15)

The function eff c returns all output properties and their as-
sured values after the application of capabilities.

When a capability is applied, changes to directly related
properties must be propagated to all synonymous properties.
This ensures that all capabilities operate on the same prop-
erty state.∧

c∈C

ct =⇒
∧

q∈eff c

∧
qsyn∈Qsyn

q

(qt,1 = qsynt,1 ) (16)

Together, these constraints ensure that if a capability is ap-
plied, and thus set to true, all of its preconditions must be
met according to its inputs, and all of its effects must be met
according to its outputs. Otherwise, a capability cannot be
applied in that happening.

Capability Constraints In contrast to the contribution in
(Cashmore, Magazzeni, and Zehtabi 2020), expressions be-
tween elements of capabilities can be expressed in the form
of so-called capability constraints using OpenMath. These
constraints form a mathematical relation between differ-
ent properties, e.g. product properties, which are used as



an input or output of a capability. For the SMT encoding,
these constraints are parsed and corresponding constraints
are generated in SMT. If a capability constraint refers only to
inputs, the constraint is transferred as a precondition for vari-
ables of layer 0 comparable to Equation 14. If a constraint
refers to an output, it is defined as an effect for variables
of layer 1 comparable to Equation 15. All other capability
constraints are added as an additional SMT constraint.

Capability Mutexes In one happening, multiple capabil-
ities can be applied in parallel. However, if capabilities are
mutually exclusive, the encoding needs to ensure that such
mutex capabilities cannot be applied in one happening. We
define two capabilities ca and cb as mutex if their sets of
input or output properties intersect. This is in line with the
definition of (Cashmore, Magazzeni, and Zehtabi 2020). For
two mutex capabilities marked with ∦, at least one must be
false for a given happening.∧

c∈C

∧
č∈C|c∦č

(¬ct ∨ ¬čt) (17)

Initial and Goal State Description So far, equations de-
scribing provided capabilities as well as their preconditions
and effects on properties have been formulated. For a com-
plete encoding of a planning problem, the specific descrip-
tion of the initial state and the desired goal state is also
needed.

In this approach, the initial state is made up of two parts:
The first part results from the values of properties with an ex-
pression goal of actual value and associated with provided
capabilities or resources. These properties define the cur-
rent state of the system, for which planning is carried out
(e.g., currently equipped tools, part quantities in stock, po-
sitions of autonomous robots etc.) before planning. The sec-
ond part is formed by the required capability that the cur-
rent planning task is carried out for. All input properties of
the required capability with expression goal requirement de-
fine initial conditions for the planning problem. If these two
parts contradict, i.e., if a required capability requires a cer-
tain initial situation that does not correspond with the actual
situation, there can be no valid plan for any number of hap-
penings n. Initial values are assigned to the properties in the
first happening and in layer 0, i.e. before the first capability
application.

I(Q0,0) (18)

Finally, the goal state is taken from the required capability
and its output properties. These output properties express
requirements against desired properties of, for example, a
good to be transported, and their values are assigned to the
properties in the last happening n and layer 1, i.e. after the
last capability application.

G(Qn,1) (19)

In this way, the properties of required capabilities are en-
coded. However, the properties of the required capability
must be aligned with their synonymous counterparts of pro-
vided capabilities. Therefore, the initial and goal states must
be set for the synonymous properties, too. For this purpose,

the sets prereqC and eff reqC are used for preconditions and
effects of the required capability.∧

q∈prereqC

∧
qsyn∈Qsyn

q

(q0,0 = qsyn0,0 ) (20)

∧
q∈eff reqC

∧
qsyn∈Qsyn

q

(qn,1 = qsynn,1 ) (21)

Proposition Continuation across Happenings Just like
in (Cashmore, Magazzeni, and Zehtabi 2020), the following
constraints are needed to ensure that boolean variables do
not change between happenings. A proposition in layer 0 of
a happening t is true if the same proposition was already true
in layer 1 of the previous happening t− 1.

n∧
t=1

∧
p∈P

pt,0 =⇒ pt−1,1 (22)

Likewise, a proposition must be false if it was false in the
previous happening.

n∧
t=1

∧
p∈P

¬pt,0 =⇒ ¬pt−1,1 (23)

Real Variable Continuation across Happenings Unlike
in (Cashmore, Magazzeni, and Zehtabi 2020), processes and
durative actions are not considered in this paper. Hence,
there is no change to the values of real variables between
happenings. Continuation of real variables thus consists of
ensuring that variable values remain the same across hap-
penings.

n∧
t=1

∧
r∈R

rt,0 = rt−1,1 (24)

In its current form, the continuation of propositions and real
variables across happenings could be treated in the same
way. However, we are currently working on the integration
of events and durative actions. With these elements, the con-
tinuation of propositions and real variables must be handled
separately. For this reason, these two types of continuations
are listed separately here.

4.2 Implementation
We implemented our capability planning approach as a
Python application called CaSkade Planner3 using the
Python libraries rdflib and z3-solver in order to interact with
RDF data and create SMT encodings, respectively. The main
algorithm in a high-level schematic is shown in Algorithm 1.
In order for any planning to take place at all, there must be an
instance of the CaSk ontology O describing both the domain
with the available resources and capabilities, as well as the
actual problem to be solved with the required capabilities. In
addition, the upper bound of happenings to consider n is de-
fined. The algorithm starts by querying all information about
resources, capabilities and properties from the ontology us-
ing SPARQL so that all necessary information is available
for encoding. The queried information is used to generate

3https://github.com/caskade-automation/caskade-planner



Algorithm 1: CaSkade Planner

Require: Capability Ontology O, happening bound n
1: input← sparqlQueries(O);
2: for t = 0 to n do
3: Πt ← encode(input, t);
4: solution← solve(Πt);
5: if solution |= Πt then
6: π ← extractP lan(solution);
7: return π
8: end if
9: end for

10: return No plan found

an encoding as described in Section 4.1. A loop is used to
iterate over the happenings starting at t = 0 up to the upper
bound n. For every iteration, the encoding is solved using
the Z3 solver. If no solution is found for a happening t, the
queried information is reused and the encoding is extended
by the additional happening.

If the problem is satisfiable, the plan is extracted from the
solution. For this purpose, the ontology IRIs of all SMT vari-
ables are retrieved and the flat SMT variable list is converted
into an object structure, in which properties are assigned to
their capabilities. As soon as a solution is found, planning
is stopped. This means that a found solution always corre-
sponds to the smallest possible number of happenings.

5 Conclusion & Outlook
In this contribution, we present an approach that integrates
the two aspects of capability modeling and automated plan-
ning using SMT. The approach eliminates manual efforts for
setting up models for automated planning and instead uses
machine-interpretable information available in the form of a
capability ontology. In addition, it offers a formal solution
for capability planning / capability matching, for which pre-
viously there were mostly approaches specialized for indi-
vidual cases. While most of the previous approaches had to
be maintained for individual capabilities, our approach is in-
dependent of the number of provided capabilities, as it does
not define any fixed combination rules between capabilities.
Instead, capabilities can be automatically combined to form
a sequence if the restrictions of their respective inputs and
outputs allow it.

In Section 3, we presented the main elements to model
capabilities with the CaSk ontology. While the capability as-
pect is the most important one for the actual planning algo-
rithm, the underlying ontology contains additional informa-
tion that can be used to invoke executable machine functions
using so-called skills. For the skill aspect, we presented an
orchestration mechanism based on Business Process Model
and Notation (BPMN) in (Köcher, Vieira da Silva, and Fay
2022). Currently, skill processes must be manually modeled
in BPMN. As a future extension of this planning approach,
we plan to automatically transform plans into BPMN pro-
cesses so that they can be executed.

Furthermore, we investigate different ways of providing
explanations to human users who have no experience in

SMT. When a plan is found, additional information about
this plan, e.g., about the capabilities that and the property
values it contains, can be retrieved from the ontology. With
this information, a planning result can be made more com-
prehensible to human operators. A similar approach is pre-
sented in (Gocev, Grimm, and Runkler 2020).

In cases where no valid plan can be found, human oper-
ators may want understand the reasoning that lead to this
decision. In such cases, we plan to use minimal unsatisfiable
cores, i.e., the smallest unsatisfiable subset of the original
planning clauses, to extract the root cause for unsatisfiabil-
ity. Enriching elements of an unsatisfiable core with the cor-
responding information from the ontology seems promising
to foster understandability of planning decisions.
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