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Abstract
In recent years, there has been growing interest in
utilizing modern machine learning techniques to
learn heuristic functions for forward search algo-
rithms. Despite this, there has been little theoreti-
cal understanding of what they should learn, how
to train them, and why we do so. This lack of un-
derstanding has resulted in the adoption of diverse
training targets (suboptimal vs optimal costs vs ad-
missible heuristics) and loss functions (e.g., square
vs absolute errors) in the literature. In this work, we
focus on how to effectively utilize the information
provided by admissible heuristics in heuristic learn-
ing. We argue that learning from poly-time admis-
sible heuristics by minimizing mean square errors
(MSE) is not the correct approach, since its result is
merely a noisy, inadmissible copy of an efficiently
computable heuristic. Instead, we propose to model
the learned heuristic as a truncated gaussian, where
admissible heuristics are used not as training targets
but as lower bounds of this distribution. This results
in a different loss function from the MSE commonly
employed in the literature, which implicitly models
the learned heuristic as a gaussian distribution. We
conduct experiments where both MSE and our novel
loss function are applied to learning a heuristic from
optimal plan costs. Results show that our proposed
method converges faster during training and yields
better heuristics.

1 Introduction
Motivated by the success of Machine Learning (ML) ap-
proaches in various decision making tasks (Mnih et al., 2015;
Silver et al., 2016), an increasing number of papers are tack-
ling the problem of learning a heuristic function for forward
state space search in recent years. Despite this interest, there
has been little theoretical understanding of what these systems
should learn, how to train them and why we do so. As a result,
heuristic learning literature has adopted many different train-
ing targets (corresponding to either admissible heuristics (Shen
et al., 2020), suboptimal solution costs (Arfaee et al., 2011;
Ferber et al., 2022; Marom and Rosman, 2020) or optimal so-
lution costs (Ernandes and Gori, 2004; Shen et al., 2020)) and
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Figure 1: The probability density functions (PDFs) of Truncated
Gaussian distributions p(x) = T N (µ = 0, σ = 1, l, u) with several
lower/upper bounds (l, u). In the heuristic learning setting, x is the
optimal solution cost h∗ sampled from the dataset and µ = µθ(s)
is the prediction associated with a state s. The (l, u) = (0.2, 1.7)
variant (yellow) shows that the mean Ep(x)[x], which we use as the
search heuristic, respects the bounds (l, u) even when the predicted
µ = 0 lies outside (l, u).

training losses (e.g., square errors (Shen et al., 2020), abso-
lute errors (Ernandes and Gori, 2004) and piecewise absolute
errors (Takahashi et al., 2019)).

In this work, we try to answer these questions from a sta-
tistical lens, focusing on how to effectively utilize admissible
heuristics in the context of heuristic learning. We argue that
learning from poly-time admissible heuristics, such as hLMcut

(Helmert and Domshlak, 2009), by minimizing mean square
errors (MSE) does not provide any practical benefits, since its
result is merely a noisy, inadmissible copy of a heuristic that
is already efficient to compute. Then, if admissible heuristics
should not be used as training targets, how can we leverage
them? In order to answer this question, we first analyze the
statistical implications behind the commonly used loss func-
tion, the MSE, which implicitly models the learned heuristic
as a Gaussian distribution. Nonetheless, we contend that a
better modeling choice for heuristics is given by the Truncated
Gaussian distribution (Fig. 1), due to the existence of bounds
on the values a heuristic can take (e.g., heuristics never take
on negative values).

The main contribution of this paper is a theoretically-
motivated, statistical method for learning an inadmissible
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Figure 2: Comparison of the training curve (x-axis: training step)
for the validation MSE loss (y-axis, logarithmic) between Gaussian
(orange) and Truncated Gaussian (blue) models, independent runs
recorded on 5 random seeds each. The losses converge faster for the
latter due to the additional information provided by the admissible
lower bound l = hLMcut.

heuristic while exploiting an admissible heuristic. We pro-
pose to model the learned heuristic as a Truncated Gaussian,
where an admissible heuristic provides the lower bound of
this distribution, thus constraining heuristic predictions. This
modeling choice results in a loss function to be minimized
that is different from the standard MSE loss. We conduct
extensive experimentation where both loss functions are ap-
plied to learning heuristics from optimal plan costs in several
classical planning domains. Results show that those methods
which model the learned heuristic as a Truncated Gaussian,
i.e., which are trained with our novel loss function, learn faster
and result in better heuristics than those which model it as an
ordinary Gaussian, i.e., which are trained with the standard
MSE loss. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work
that proposes the use of admissible heuristics to constrain
heuristic predictions and improve learning.1

2 Backgrounds
2.1 Classical Planning and Heuristics
We define a propositional STRIPS Planning problem as
a 4-tuple ⟨P,A, I,G⟩ where P is a set of propositional
variables, A is a set of actions, I ⊆ P is the initial
state, and G ⊆ P is a goal condition. Each action a ∈
A is a 4-tuple ⟨PRE(a), ADD(a), DEL(a), COST(a)⟩ where
COST(a) ∈ Z0+ is a cost, PRE(a) ⊆ P is a precondition and
ADD(a), DEL(a) ⊆ P are the add-effects and delete-effects,
respectively. A state s ⊆ P is a set of true propositions (all of
P \ s are false), an action a is applicable when s ⊇ PRE(a)
(read: s satisfies PRE(a)), and applying action a to s yields a
new successor state a(s) = (s \ DEL(a)) ∪ ADD(a).

The task of classical planning is to find a sequence of actions
called a plan (a1, · · · , an) where, for 1 ≤ t ≤ n, s0 = I ,
st ⊇ PRE(at+1), st+1 = at+1(st), and sn ⊇ G. A plan is

1The camera-ready version of this paper has been accepted for
publication at IJCAI 2024. Our full code and data can be found in
github.com/pddl-heuristic-learning/pddlsl.

optimal if there is no plan with lower cost-to-go
∑

t COST(at).
A plan is otherwise called satisficing. In this paper, we assume
unit-cost: ∀a ∈ A; COST(a) = 1.

A domain-independent heuristic function h in classical plan-
ning is a function of a state s and the problem ⟨P,A, I,G⟩. It
returns an estimate of the shortest (optimal) path cost from s to
one of the goal states (states that satisfy G), typically through
a symbolic, non-statistical means such as delete-relaxation,
a technique that ignores the delete-effects of actions in or-
der to efficiently estimate the cost from s to G. The opti-
mal cost-to-go, or a perfect heuristic, is denoted by h∗. A
heuristic is called admissible if it never overestimates it, i.e.,
∀s; 0 ≤ h(s) ≤ h∗(s), and inadmissible otherwise. Notable
admissible heuristics include hLMcut, hmax and h+ (Helmert
and Domshlak, 2009; Bonet and Geffner, 2001; Betz and
Helmert, 2009), whereas hFF, hadd and hGC (Hoffmann and
Nebel, 2001; Bonet and Geffner, 2001; Fikes et al., 1972) are
prominent examples of inadmissible heuristics.

2.2 Task: Supervised Learning for Heuristics
Let p∗(x) be the unknown ground-truth probability distribution
of (an) observable random variable(s) x and let p(x) be our
current estimate of it. Given a dataset X =

{
x(1), . . . , x(N)

}
of N data points, we denote an empirical data distribution as
q(x), which draws samples from X uniformly. While often
q(x) may also be informally called a ground-truth distribution,
q(x) is entirely different from either p(x) or p∗(x) because it is
a distribution over a finite set of points, i.e., a uniform mixture
of dirac’s delta δ distributions (Eq. 1). Our goal is to obtain
an estimate p(x) that resembles p∗(x) as closely as possible.
To do so, under the Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE)
framework, we maximize the expectation of p(x) over q(x). In
other words, MLE tries to maximize the expected probability
p(x) of observing each data point x ∼ q(x):

q(x) =
∑

i

q(x|i)q(i) =
N∑
i=1

δ(x = x(i)) · 1

N
(1)

p∗(x) = argmax
p

Eq(x)p(x)

= argmin
p

Eq(x) − log p(x) (2)

Typically, we assume p∗(x) and p(x) are of the same family of
functions parameterized by θ, such as a set of neural network
weights or the trees in random forests, i.e., p∗(x) = pθ∗(x),
p(x) = pθ(x). This makes MLE a problem of finding the θ
maximizing Eq(x)pθ(x). Also, we typically minimize a loss
such as the negative log likelihood (NLL) − log p(x), since log
is monotonic and preserves the optima θ∗ (Eq. 2). Furthermore,
Eq(x) . . . is often estimated by Monte-Carlo sampling, e.g.,
Eq(x) − log p(x) ≈ 1

N

∑N
i=1 − log p(xi), where each xi is

sampled from q(x).
We further assume p(x) to follow a specific distribution

such as a Gaussian distribution N (µ, σ):

p(x) = N (x | µ, σ) = 1√
2πσ2

e−
(x−µ)2

2σ2 . (3)

We emphasize that the choice of the distribution determines
the loss. When the model designer assumes p(x) = N (µ, σ),



then the NLL is a shifted and scaled squared error:

− log p(x) = (x−µ)2

2σ2 + log
√
2πσ2. (4)

Likewise, a Laplace distribution L(x|µ, b) = 1
2be

− |x−µ|
b repre-

sents the absolute error because its NLL is |x−µ|
b + log 2b.

The NLL loss is thus more fundamental and theoretically
grounded than losses such as the Mean Squared Error, al-
though it is “more complicated” due to the division 1

2σ2 and
the second term. A reader unfamiliar with statistics may right-
fully question why such complications are necessary or why σ
is not commonly used by the existing literature. It is because
many applications happen to require only a single prediction
for a single input (point estimate): When we model the output
distribution as a Gaussian N (µ, σ), we often predict µ, which
is simultaneously the mean and the mode of the distribution
and does not depend on σ.

Moreover, the MSE is a special case of the NLL that can be
derived from it. To derive the MSE, we first simplify the loss
into the squared error (x−µ)2 by setting σ to an arbitrary con-
stant, such as σ = 1√

2
, because the variance/spread of the pre-

diction does not matter in a point estimation of µ. As a result,
we can also ignore the second term which is now a constant.
We then compute the expectation Eq(x)(x − µ)2 with a Monte-
Carlo estimate that samples N data points x1, . . . xN ∼ q(x),
predict µ = µθ(xi) for each xi using a machine learning
model µθ, and compute the average: 1

N

∑N
i=1(xi − µθ(xi))

2.
In other words, the MSE loss is nothing more than the
Monte-Carlo estimate of the NLL loss of a Gaussian with
a fixed σ = 1√

2
. In contrast, distributional estimates repre-

sent the entire p(x); e.g., if p(x) = N (µ, σ), then the model
predicts both µ and σ.

The MLE framework can be applied to the supervised
heuristic learning setting as follows. Let q(s, x) be the empiri-
cal data distribution, where s is a random variable representing
a state-goal pair (from now on, we will implicitly assume that
states s also contain goal information) and x a random variable
representing the cost-to-go (regardless of whether it corre-
sponds to a heuristic estimate, optimal or suboptimal cost).
Then, the goal is to learn p∗(x | s) where:

p∗(x | s) = argmax
θ

Eq(s,x)pθ(x|s), (5)

pθ(x | s) = N (x | µ = µθ(s), σ = 1√
2
), (6)

and µθ(s) is the main body of the learned model, such as a
neural network parameterized by the weights θ. Supervised
heuristic learning with distributional estimates is formalized
similarly, where the only difference is that an additional model
(e.g. a neural network) with parameters θ2 predicts σ:

p(θ1,θ2)(x | s) = N (x | µ = µθ1(s), σ = σθ2(s)). (7)

2.3 The Principle of Maximum Entropy
The discussion above models p(x) as a Gaussian distribution.
While the assumption of normality (i.e., following a Gaussian)
is ubiquitous, one must be able to justify such an assumption.
The principle of maximum entropy (Jaynes, 1957) states that
p(x) should be modeled as the maximum entropy (max-ent)

distribution among all those that satisfy our constraints or as-
sumptions, where the entropy is defined as Ep(x)⟨− log p(x)⟩.
A set of constraints defines its corresponding max-ent distri-
bution which, being the most random among those that satisfy
those constraints, minimizes assumptions other than those as-
sociated with the given constraints. Conversely, a non max-ent
distribution implicitly encodes additional or different assump-
tions that can result in an accidental, potentially harmful bias.
For example, if we believe that our random variable x has a
finite mean, a finite variance and a support/domain/range equal
to R, then it must be modeled as a Gaussian distribution ac-
cording to this principle because it is the max-ent distribution
among all those that satisfy these three constraints.

In other words, a person designing a loss function of a
machine learning model must devise a reasonable set of con-
straints on the target variable x to identify the max-ent distri-
bution p(x) of the constraints, which automatically determines
the correct NLL loss for the model. This paper tries to follow
this principle as faithfully as possible.

3 Utilizing Bounds for Learning
In the previous section, we provided some statistical back-
ground on heuristic learning. We now leverage this background
to analyze many of the decisions taken in the existing litera-
ture, sometimes unknowingly, putting particular focus on how
admissible heuristics are used during training. Based on this
analysis, we argue that the proper way of utilizing the infor-
mation provided by admissible heuristics is using them as the
lower bound of a Truncated Gaussian distribution representing
the learned heuristic.

We previously explained that the heuristic to be learned
is modeled as a probability distribution (e.g., a Gaussian),
instead of a single value: The ML model is unsure about
the true heuristic value h∗ associated with a state s. When it
predicts µ, it believes not only that µ is the most likely value
(the mode) for h∗, but also that other values are still possible.
The uncertainty of this prediction is given by σ: The larger this
parameter is, the more unsure the model is about its prediction.
The commonly used MSE loss is derived from the ad-hoc
assumption that σ is fixed, i.e., independent from s, which
means that the model is equally certain (or uncertain) about
h∗ for every state s. This is unrealistic in most scenarios: it is
generally more difficult to accurately predict h∗ for states that
are further from the goal, for which the uncertainty should be
larger. Therefore, the model should predict σ in addition to µ,
i.e., it should output a distributional estimate of h∗ instead of
a point estimate.

Another crucial decision involves selecting what to learn,
i.e., the target / ground truth to use for the training. It is easy
to see that training a model on a dataset containing a practical
(i.e., computable in polynomial time) heuristic, admissible
or otherwise, such as hLMcut or hFF, does not provide any
practical benefits because, even if the training is successful,
all we get is a noisy, lossy, slow copy of a heuristic that is
already efficient to compute. Worse, trained models always
lose admissibility if the target is admissible. To outperform
existing poly-time heuristics, i.e., achieve a super-symbolic
benefit from learning, it is imperative to train the model on data



of a better quality, such as h+ as proposed in Shen et al. (2020)
or optimal solution costs h∗. Although obtaining these datasets
may prove computationally expensive in practice, e.g., h+ is
NP-hard, we can aspire to learn a heuristic that outperforms
the poly-time heuristics by training on these targets.

If poly-time admissible heuristics are not ideal training tar-
gets, are they completely useless for learning a heuristic? Intu-
itively this should not be the case, given the huge success of
heuristic search where they provide a strong search guidance
toward the goal. Our main question is then how we should
exploit the information they provide. To answer this question,
we must revise the assumption we previously made by using
squared errors: That x = h∗ follows a Gaussian distribution
N (µ, σ). The issue with this assumption is that N (µ, σ) as-
signs a non-zero probability p(x) to every x ∈ R, but we
actually know that h∗ cannot take some values: Given some
admissible heuristic like hLMcut, we know that hLMcut ≤ h∗

holds for every state; therefore p(x) = 0 when x < hLMcut.
Analogously, if for some state s we know the cost hsat of a
satisficing (non-optimal) plan from s to the goal, then hsat

acts as an upper bound of h∗.
According to the principle of maximum entropy, which

serves as our why, if we have a lower l and upper u bound for
h∗, then we should model h∗ using the max-ent distribution
with finite mean, finite variance, and a support equal to (l, u),
which is the Truncated Gaussian distribution T N (x|µ, σ, l, u)
as proven by Dowson and Wragg (1973), formalized as Eq. 8:

T N (x|µ, σ, l, u) =

{
1
σ

ϕ( x−µ
σ )

Φ(u−µ
σ )−Φ( l−µ

σ )
l ≤ x ≤ u

0 otherwise,
(8)

where ϕ(x) = 1√
2π

exp x2
2 , Φ(x) =

1
2 (1 + ERF(x)),

l is the lower bound, u is the upper bound, µ is the pre-
truncation mean, σ is the pre-truncation standard deviation,
and ERF is the error function. T N has the following NLL loss:

− log T N (x|µ, σ, l, u) = (x − µ)2

2σ2
+ log

√
2πσ2 (9)

+ log
(
Φ
(
u−µ
σ

)
− Φ

(
l−µ
σ

))
.

Modeling h∗ as a T N instead of N presents several advan-
tages. Firstly, T N constrains heuristic predictions to lie in the
range (l, u) given by the bounds of the distribution. Secondly,
T N generalizes N as T N (µ, σ,−∞,∞) = N (µ, σ) when
no bounds are provided. Finally, T N opens the possibility
for a variety of training scenarios for heuristic learning, with
a sensible interpretation of each type of data, including the
satisficing solution costs.

In this work, we focus on the scenario where an admissi-
ble heuristic h is provided along with the optimal solution
cost h∗ for each state, leaving other settings for future work.
In this case, h acts as the lower bound l of h∗, which is
modeled as a T N (x = h∗|µ, σ, h,∞), where µ and σ are
predicted by an ML model. Note that we cannot use h∗ as
T N (h∗|µ, σ, h∗, h∗) since, during evaluation/test time, we
do not have access to the optimal cost h∗. Also, this mod-
eling decision is feasible even when no admissible heuris-
tic is available (e.g., when the PDDL description of the en-
vironment is not known, as in Atari games (Bellemare et

al., 2013)) since we can always resort to the blind heuris-
tic hblind(s) or simply do l = 0, which still results in a tighter
bound than the one provided by an untruncated Gaussian
N (µ, σ) = T N (µ, σ,−∞,∞).

Finally, our setting is orthogonal and compatible with resid-
ual learning (Yoon et al., 2008), where the ML model does
not directly predict µ but rather a residual or offset ∆µ over
a heuristic h, where µ = h + ∆µ. Residual learning can be
seen as initializing the model output µ around h which, when
h is a good unbiased estimator of h∗, facilitates learning. This
technique can be used regardless of whether h∗ is modeled
as a T N or N because it merely corresponds to a particular
implementation of µ = µθ(s), which is used by both distribu-
tions. Residual learning is analogous to the data normalization
commonly applied in standard regression tasks, where fea-
tures are rescaled and shifted to have mean 0 and variance 1.
However, residual learning is superior in the heuristic learning
setting because target data (e.g., h∗) is skewed above 0 and
because the heuristic used as the basis for the residual can
handle out-of-distribution data due to its symbolic nature.

3.1 Planning with a Truncated Gaussian
At planning time, we must obtain a point estimate of the output
distribution, which will be used as a heuristic to determine the
ordering between search nodes. As a point estimate, we can
use any statistic of central tendency, thus we choose the mean.
It is important to note that the µ parameter of T N (µ, σ, l, u)
is not the mean of this distribution since µ corresponds to
the mean of N (µ, σ) (i.e., the mean of the distribution before
truncation) and does not necessarily lie in the interval (l, u).
The mean of a Truncated Gaussian is obtained according to
Eq. 10. Note that a naive implementation of this formula results
in rounding errors (See the Appendix for a numerically stable
implementation).

E[x] = µ+ σ
ϕ( l−µ

σ )− ϕ(u−µ
σ )

Φ(u−µ
σ )− Φ( l−µ

σ )
(10)

Eq. 10 satisfies l ≤ E[x] ≤ u. This means that, when a
lower bound l is provided (e.g., by an admissible heuristic),
the heuristic prediction returned by the model will never be
smaller than l. Analogously, when an upper bound u is also
provided (e.g., by a satisficing solution cost), the model will
never predict a heuristic value larger than u. With this, we hope
that the use of a T N during planning helps the model make
predictions that are closer to h∗ than the bounds themselves,
potentially helping it achieve a super-symbolic improvement
over admissible heuristics.

In contrast, the mode argmaxx p(x) of T N is uninterest-
ing: While we could use it as another point estimate, it is
the same as the untruncated mean µ when the predicted µ is
within the bounds, and equal to one of the upper/lower bounds
otherwise (see Fig. 1). However, this inspires a naive alterna-
tive that is applicable even to N , which is to clip the heuristic
prediction E[x] (equal to µ for N ) to the interval [l, u]. We
expect only a marginal gain from this trick because it only
improves really bad predictions, i.e., those which would lie
outside [l, u] otherwise, and does not affect predictions that
correctly lie inside [l, u]. In our experiments, we show that this
approach is inferior to our first method.



We re-emphasize that despite the use of admissible heuris-
tics during training the learned heuristic is inadmissible, just
like any learning-based heuristics proposed so far. In case a
distributional estimate is used, i.e., when the ML model also
learns to predict σ, we could discuss likely-admissibility (Er-
nandes and Gori, 2004; Marom and Rosman, 2020). However,
this extension is left for future work.

4 Experimental Evaluation
We evaluate the effectiveness of our new loss function under
the domain-specific generalization setting, where the learned
heuristic function is required to generalize across different
problems of a single domain. Due to space limitations, we
focus on the high-level descriptions and describe the detailed
configurations in the Appendix.
Data Generation. We trained our system on four classi-
cal planning domains: blocksworld-4ops, ferry, gripper, and
visitall. Using PDDL domains as benchmarks for evaluating
planning performance is a standard practice, as exemplified
by the International Planning Competitions (IPCs) (Vallati
et al., 2015). For each domain, we generated three sets of
problem instances (train, validation, test) with parameterized
generators used in the IPCs. We provided between 456 and
1536 instances for training (the variation is due to the differ-
ence in the number of generator parameters in each domain),
between 132 and 384 instances for validation and testing (as
separate sets), and 100 instances sampled from the test set for
planning. The Appendix describes the domains and genera-
tor parameters. Notably, the test instances are generated with
larger parameters in order to assess the generalization capabil-
ity. To generate the dataset from these instances, we optimally
solved each instance with A∗ (Hart et al., 1968) and hLMcut

in Fast Downward (Helmert, 2006) under 5min runtime / 8GB
memory (train,val) and 30min runtime / 8GB memory (test).
Whenever it failed to solve a instance within the limits, we
retried generation with a different random seed for a maximum
of 20 times until success, thus ensuring a specified number of
instances were generated. We also discarded trivial instances
that satisfied the goal conditions at the initial state. For each
state s in the optimal plan, we archived h∗ and the values
of several heuristics (e.g., hLMcut and hFF). Therefore, each
instance was used to obtain several data points.
Model Configurations. We evaluated three different ML
methods to show that our statistical model is implementation-
agnostic. Neural Logic Machine (NLM) (Dong et al., 2019) is
an architecture designed for inductive learning and reasoning
over symbolic data which has been successfully applied to
classical planning domains for learning heuristic functions
(Gehring et al., 2022) with Reinforcement Learning (Sutton
and Barto, 2018). STRIPS-HGN (Shen et al., 2020, HGN
for short) is another architecture based on the notion of hyper-
graphs. Lastly, we used linear regression with the hand-crafted
features proposed by Gomoluch et al. (2017), which comprise
the values of the goal-count (Fikes et al., 1972) and FF (Hoff-
mann and Nebel, 2001) heuristics, along with the total and
mean number of effects ignored by FF’s relaxed plan.

We analyze our learning & planning system from several
orthogonal axes. Gaussian vs. Truncated: Using µ(s) as the

parameter of a Gaussian N (µ(s), σ(s)) or Truncated Gaussian
T N (µ(s), σ(s), l,∞) distribution. Learned vs. fixed sigma:
Predicting σ(s) or using a constant value σ(s) = 1√

2
, as it is

done for the MSE loss. Lower bounds: Computing the lower
bound l with the hLMcut heuristic. When we use a Gaussian
distribution, l is used to clip the heuristic prediction E[x] =
µ(s) to the interval [l,∞). Ablation studies with l = hmax(s)
(Bonet and Geffner, 2001) and l = hblind(s) are included
in the Appendix. Residual learning: Either using the model
to directly predict µ(s) or to predict an offset ∆µ(s) over a
heuristic h(s), so that µ(s) = ∆µ(s)+h(s). We use h = hFF

as our unbiased estimator of h∗, as proposed by Yoon et al.
(2008). In the Appendix, we conduct experiments with hLMcut

as the basis of the residual.
Training We trained each configuration with 5 different
random seeds on a training dataset that consists of 400 problem
instances subsampled from the entire training problem set
(456-1536 instances, depending on the domain). Due to the
nature of the dataset, these 400 problem instances can result
in a different number of data points depending on the length
of the optimal plan of each instance. We performed 4× 104

weight updates (training steps) using AdamW (Loshchilov and
Hutter, 2017) with batch size 256, weight decay 10−2 to avoid
overfitting, gradient clip 0.1, learning rate of 10−2 for the
linear regression and NLM, and 10−3 for HGN. All models
use the NLL loss for training, motivated by the theory, but
note that the NLL of N (µ, σ = 1/

√
2) matches the MSE up

to a constant, as previously noted. For each model, we saved
the weights that resulted in the best validation MSE metric
during the training. On a single NVIDIA Tesla V100, each
NLM training took ≈ 0.5 hrs except in visitall (≈ 2 hrs). HGN
was much slower (≈ 3 hrs except ≈ 15 hrs in blocksworld).
Linear models trained much faster (12-20 minutes).
Evaluation Scheme We first report two different metrics
on the test set: “MSE” and “MSE+clip”. Here, MSE is the
mean square error between h∗(si) and h(si) = E[x], i.e.,
1
N

∑N
i=1(h(si)− h∗(si))

2, for i-th state si of N states in the
test dataset. E[x] of T N is given by Eq. 10 while E[x] of N is
simply µ. “+clip” variants are exclusive to N and they clip µ
to l, i.e., use max(µ, l) in place of µ to compute the MSE. We
also obtained the MSE for h = hFF and h = hLMcut.

We then evaluate the planning performance using the point
estimate provided by each model as a heuristic function to
guide a search algorithm. Since the learned heuristic is inad-
missible, we evaluate our heuristics in an agile search setting,
where Greedy Best-First Search (Bonet and Geffner, 1999,
GBFS) is the standard algorithm. We do not use A∗ because it
does not guarantee finding the optimal (shortest) plan (Russell
and Norvig, 2010) with inadmissible heuristics and it is slower
than GBFS in the agile search as it must explore all nodes
below the current best f = g + h value, which is unnecessary
for finding a satisficing solution. In our experiments, we eval-
uate search performance as the combination of the number
of solved instances and the number of heuristic evaluations
required to solve each instance, with a limit of 10000 evalua-
tions per problem. We do not use runtime as our metric so that
results are independent of the hardware and software configu-
ration. Additionally, we evaluated GBFS with the off-the-shelf



hFF heuristic as a baseline. The planning component is based
on Pyperplan (Alkhazraji et al., 2020).

4.1 Heuristic Accuracy Evaluations
We focus on the results obtained by the NLM models, as our
conclusions from the Linear and the HGN models (See Ap-
pendix) were not substantially different. Table 1 shows the
MSE metric of the heuristics obtained by different configura-
tions evaluated on the test instances (which are significantly
larger than the training instances). Compared to the models
trained with the NLL loss of N , those trained with our pro-
posed T N loss often result in significantly more accurate
heuristics. For example, in ferry and gripper, some N models
completely fail to learn a useful heuristic, as shown by the large
heuristic errors (e.g., the base N /fixed/none model on ferry ob-
tains an MSE of 118.59). In these situations, the clipping trick
often reduces errors significantly (e.g., the N+clip/fixed/none
model on the same domain obtains an MSE of 10.50). How-
ever, this simply indicates that the N models are falling back
to the hLMcut heuristic for those (many) predictions which
are smaller than hLMcut. This is why, even with clipping, N
models fail to match the accuracy of T N models in many
cases: For example, the MSE of N+clip/learn/none on gripper
is 7.7 points larger than the one of T N /learn/none. This con-
firms our hypothesis that admissible heuristics such as hLMcut

should be used as the lower bound of T N , instead of simply
to perform post-hoc clipping of heuristic predictions.

Additional detailed observations follow. First, T N tends
to converge faster during training, as shown in Fig. 2. Second,
residual learning often improves accuracy considerably, thus
proving to be an effective way of utilizing inadmissible heuris-
tics. Third, we observed that the trained heuristics, including
those that use residual learning from hFF, tend to be more
accurate than hFF. This rejects the hypothesis that residual
learning is simply copying hFF values. Fourth, learning σ
helps T N exclusively. For every N and T N model, Table 1
contains 2 comparisons related to σ (learn/none vs. fixed/none
and learn/hFF vs. fixed/hFF) across 4 domains, resulting in a
total of 8 comparisons. Out of 8, learning σ degrades the MSE
of N in 5 cases, while it improves the MSE of T N in 7 cases.
This happens because σ affects the expected value E[x] of T N
used as the heuristic prediction but it does not for N . In other
words, T N models requires both µ and σ in order to achieve
good heuristic accuracy. This explains why T N /fixed/hFF is
not as competitive as N /fixed/hFF: fixed/hFF is an ill-defined
configuration for T N .

4.2 Search Performance Evaluations
We compared the search performance of GBFS using heuris-
tic functions obtained by the different models as well as the
State-of-the-Art off-the-shelf hFF heuristic. We included our
proposed learn/hFF configuration and the baseline fixed/none
configuration. Results for learn/none and fixed/hFF can be
found in the Appendix. Table 2 shows the average±stdev of
the ratio of problem instances solved (i.e., coverage), where
a value of 1 means all instances are solved, and the average
number of node evaluations per problem over 5 seeds. The
second metric is introduced to differentiate between methods
that solve most or all of the instances.

We observed that, with our proposed learn/hFF configura-
tion, the learned heuristics significantly outperform the off-
the-shelf hFF heuristic. Additionally, T N outperforms N and
N+clip in every domain when both the ratio of solved in-
stances and number of node evaluations are considered (the
second metric is used to break ties in the first one).

Conversely, with the traditional but less ideal fixed/none
configuration, several learned heuristics are surpassed by hFF

and, also, T N is outperformed by N or N+clip in some cases.
These results align with those shown in Table 1. Firstly, N
models which do not use clipping sometimes learn dismal
heuristics (e.g., in gripper, N /fixed/none fails to solve any
instance). Secondly, T N models need to predict σ (in addition
to µ) in order to learn heuristics of good quality.

5 Related Work

Using admissible heuristics as lower bounds of a T N dis-
tribution may appear trivial in the hindsight. Existing work
use T N for machine learning most often in the context of
safety-aware planning, where the upper/lower bounds are arbi-
trary constraints imposed by the environment or by a domain
expert. For example, Murray et al. (2023) uses T N to model
a Simple Temporal Network with Uncertainty (STNU) which
can model a distribution of time within a specific start time
/ deadline. Eisen et al. (2019) uses T N to optimize wireless
device allocations, where the truncation encodes the range
of signal power. In robotics, T N is often used to limit the
measurement uncertainty (Kamran et al., 2021).

In contrast, the admissible heuristics used as lower bounds
in our work are formal bounds automatically proved by sym-
bolic algorithms. For example, hLMcut is computed by deriv-
ing a so-called landmark graph, and then reducing the costs on
the edges that constitute a cut of the graph. To our knowledge,
our work is the first to show that such formally derived bounds
for combinatorial tasks can be combined with T N .

For instance, in applications of machine learning to Op-
erations Research problems (e.g., Vehicle Routing Problem,
TSP), existing work often tries to learn to solve them without
the help of heuristics (Nazari et al., 2018). Although Xin et al.
(2021) uses the optimal solution obtained by a traditional opti-
mal method (e.g. Concorde solver) for training and combines
it with existing admissible heuristics (LKH heuristic) during
testing, it does not use the heuristic for training.

In the context of heuristic learning in automated planning,
off-the-shelf heuristics have only been used as a training target
(Shen et al., 2020), or as a residual basis (Yoon et al., 2008).

In Reinforcement Learning (Sutton and Barto, 2018), it is
a common practice to accelerate the training through reward
shaping, which is theoretically equivalent to residual learning
(Ng et al., 1999). An extension of reward shaping (Cheng et al.,
2021) utilizes hand-crafted heuristics. Gehring et al. (2022)
used hFF to shape rewards for classical planning. However,
to our knowledge, none has leveraged admissible heuristics
as lower/upper bounds. Cheng et al. (2021) also discussed
the pessimistic and admissible heuristics as desirable proper-
ties of RL and planning heuristics, but their method does not
explicitly use the upper/lower bound property for training.



learn/hFF learn/none fixed/hFF fixed/none

domain metric hFF hLMcut N T N N T N N T N N T N
blocks MSE 22.8 25.06 .76±.1 .65±.1 3.26±.6 2.71±.4 .83±.1 .66±.1 2.97±.9 2.44±.3

+clip .76±.2 2.91±.4 .83±.2 2.74±.6

ferry MSE 9.77 11.10 3.73±.7 3.45±.8 141.05±29.4 8.63±2.7 2.98±1.4 3.85±.9 118.59±10.4 9.58±1.5
+clip 3.72±.6 10.44±28.4 2.98±1.1 10.50±9.6

gripper MSE 9.93 15.82 3.65±.9 3.70±.9 68.12±16.0 5.65±1.3 3.69±.9 3.72±.9 68.22±16.1 11.97±2.2
+clip 3.65±.7 13.37±15.2 3.69±.8 13.38±14.5

visitall MSE 13.9 36.4 7.67±.4 5.30±.6 25.31±7.9 9.70±1.6 6.49±.6 6.62±.9 21.71±2.6 14.11±1.0
+clip 7.60±.4 18.79±7.3 6.35±.6 16.38±2.3

Table 1: Test metrics for NLM (smaller the better). Each number represents the mean±std of 5 random seeds. For each configuration, we
performed 104 training steps, saving the checkpoints with the best validation MSE metric. We tested several orthogonal configurations: 1)
Learning σ (learn) or fixing it to 1√

2
(fixed) and 2) Using residual learning (hFF) or not (none). For each configuration, we compare the test

MSE metric of the Gaussian (N ) and Truncated Gaussian (T N ) models. Rows labeled as +clip denote a N model where µ is clipped above
hLMcut. For each configuration, the best average MSE among N , N+clip, and T N is highlighted in bold, if the value gap to the second-best
is larger than 0.1. Results for linear regression and STRIPS-HGN models are provided in the Appendix.

learn/hFF (proposed) fixed/none (baseline)
domain hFF N N+clip T N N N+clip T N

Ratio of solved instances under 104 evaluations (higher the better)

blocks .13 .84±.19 .85±.19 .88±.14 .79±.29 .50±.35 .55±.33
ferry .82 .91±.19 .91±.19 .98±.05 .01±.01 .57±.10 .58±.13
gripper .96 1 1 1 0 .92±.12 1
visitall .86 .97±.07 .98±.06 .98±.05 .82±.33 1 1

Average node evaluations (smaller the better)

blocks 9309 2690±2128 2681±2121 2060±1607 4118±2663 6268±2675 5903±2685
ferry 5152 3216±1964 3117±1967 2477±1093 9933±92 6675±582 6475±725
gripper 3918 1642±139 1643±141 1637±492 10000±0 2941±1513 1709±658
visitall 3321 2156±1451 2148±1511 1683±1290 3384±3448 591±216 612±363

Table 2: Planning results on NLM weights saved according to the best validation MSE metric, comparing the average±stdev of the ratio of
solved instances under 104 node evaluations and the average number of evaluated nodes across problems. The number of evaluated nodes is
counted as 104 on instances the planner failed to solve. For each configuration (learn/hFF or fixed/none), we highlight the best results in bold.

6 Conclusion and Future Work

In this paper, we studied the problem of supervised heuristic
learning under a statistical lens, focusing on how to effec-
tively utilize the information provided by admissible heuristics.
Firstly, we provided some statistical background on heuris-
tic learning which was later leveraged to analyze the deci-
sions made (sometimes unknowingly) in the literature. We
explained how the commonly used MSE loss implicitly mod-
els the heuristic to be learned as a Gaussian distribution. Then,
we argued that this heuristic should instead be modeled as a
Truncated Gaussian, where admissible heuristics are used as
the lower bound of the distribution. We conducted extensive
experimentation, comparing the heuristics learned with our
truncated-based statistical model versus those learned by mini-
mizing squared errors. Results show that our proposed method
improves convergence speed during training and yields more
accurate heuristics that result in better planning performance,
thus confirming that it is the correct approach for utilizing
admissible bounds in heuristic learning.

Our findings serve to answer the three important questions
we raised in the introduction: What should the model learn?
To achieve super-symbolic benefits, we should use expensive
metrics such as h∗, not poly-time heuristics or sub-optimal
plan costs. How should we train the model? We maximize
the likelihood of the observed h∗ assuming a Truncated Gaus-
sian distribution lower bounded by an admissible heuristic.
Why so? The principle of maximum entropy: the Truncated
Gaussian distribution encodes our prior knowledge without
any extra assumptions that may cause harmful bias.

In future work, we will extend our proposed method to other
learning settings. One interesting scenario is given by iterative
search algorithms (Richter et al., 2010, 2011), where the cost
of the best solution found so far could be used as the upper
bound of a Truncated Gaussian. Another avenue for future
work is to explore the Reinforcement Learning setting where
a value function is learned instead of a heuristic, extending the
work on residual learning for RL (Gehring et al., 2022).



Acknowledgements
This work has been partially funded by the Grant
PID2022-142976OB-I00, funded by MICIU/AEI/
10.13039/501100011033 and by “ERDF/EU”, as well
as the Andalusian Regional predoctoral grant no. 21-111-
PREDOC-0039 and by “ESF Investing in your future”.

References
Yusra Alkhazraji, Matthias Frorath, Markus Grützner, Malte
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A Truncated Gaussian Max-Ent Proof
The proof for T N being the maximum-entropy (max-ent)
distribution with finite mean, finite variance and a support
equal to (l, u) can be found in (Dowson and Wragg, 1973),
as referenced in Section 3 of our main paper. Its Theorem
1 states that every finite support max-ent distribution with
particular first two moments µ1, µ2 takes a form p(x) =
exp−(λ0 + λ1x+ λ2x

2), where λ0, λ1, λ2 are chosen to sat-
isfy µn =

∫
xn exp−(λ0 + λ1x+ λ2x

2)dx, with µ0 = 1.
The first and the second moment are just synonyms of the
mean µ and the variance σ2 (other moments also have syn-
onyms; µ3 is skewness). Just below its Equation (5), they state
that when λ2 > 0, p(x) corresponds to a TN. We can indeed
transform our Equation (8) (definition of T N ) into p(x) above
by matching − log p(x) = λ0 + λ1x + λ2x

2 and our Equa-
tion (9): λ0 = µ2

2σ2 + log
√
2πσ2 + log(Φ(u−µ

σ ) − Φ( l−µ
σ )),

λ1 = − µ
σ2 , and λ2 = 1

2σ2 .

B Truncated Gaussian Implementation
This Appendix explains several important implementation
details of the Truncated Gaussian distribution used in our
work. The code for our Pytorch implementation can be found
in Github2 and is also provided as a PyPI package3.

B.1 Numerically Stable Formulas for Truncated
Gaussian

The Truncated Gaussian distribution is a four-parameter prob-
ability distribution defined as follows:

N (x|µ, σ, l, u) =

{
1
σ

ϕ( x−µ
σ )

Φ(u−µ
σ )−Φ( l−µ

σ )
l ≤ x ≤ u

0 otherwise.

where ϕ(x) =
1√
2π

exp
x2

2
,

Φ(x) =
1

2
(1 + ERF(x)).

In order to train and use a system that involves a Truncated
Gaussian, we need to compute several properties, such as its
mean and the log-probability of some value x under the dis-
tribution. However, the naive implementation of the formulas
for calculating these quantities is numerically unstable due to
floating-point rounding errors, especially when µ lies outside
the interval (l, u). In this subsection, we briefly explain the
source of instability and provide numerically stable formulas
for calculating these values.

Given a Truncated Gaussian distribution N (x | µ, σ, l, u),
its mean E[x] is given by the following formula:

E[x] = µ+
ϕ(α)− ϕ(β)

Φ(β)− Φ(α)
σ, where

α = l−µ
σ , β = u−µ

σ . (β ≥ α)

The expression ϕ(α)−ϕ(β)
Φ(β)−Φ(α) should not be evaluated directly

because it involves subtractions between values that could be
2https://github.com/TheAeryan/stable-truncated-gaussian
3https://pypi.org/project/stable-trunc-gaussian/

potentially very close to each other, causing floating-point
rounding errors.

We now describe a stable implementation of this formula
introduced by Fernandez-de Cossio-Diaz (2018). Let us define
the following function:

F1(x, y) =
e−x2 − e−y2

ERF(y)− ERF(x)

Then, we reformulate the mean as follows:

E[x] = µ+

√
2

π
F1

(
α√
2
,
β√
2

)
σ.

F1 can be evaluated in a numerically stable manner by using
the formulas below:

F1(x, y)

= F1(y, x), if |x| > |y|
= P1(x, y − x), if |x− y| = |ϵ| < 10−7

=
1−∆

∆ERFCX(−y)− ERFCX(−x)
if x, y ≤ 0

=
1−∆

ERFCX(x)−∆ERFCX(y)
if x, y ≥ 0

=
(1−∆)e−x2

ERF(y)− ERF(x)
otherwise.

where ∆ = ex
2−y2

, ERFCX(x) = ex
2

ERFC(x) is a function
that is commonly available in mathematical packages, and
P1 is a Taylor expansion of F1(x, x + ϵ) = P1(x, ϵ) where
y = x+ ϵ:

P1(x, ϵ) =
√
πx+

1

2

√
πϵ− 1

6

√
πxϵ2 − 1

12

√
πϵ3+

1

90

√
πx(x2 + 1)ϵ4.

Next, we provide a numerically stable method for comput-
ing the log-probability logN (x | µ, σ, l, u). Let us assume
l ≤ x ≤ u, since otherwise the probability is 0 (whose loga-
rithm is −∞). The value is given by the following expression:

logN (x | µ, σ, l, u) = log

(
1

σ

ϕ(ξ)

Φ(β)− Φ(α)

)
=

− log σ − log
√
2π − ξ2

2
− log

(
Φ(β)− Φ(α)

)
,

where ξ =
x− µ

σ
.

Let Z = Φ(β)− Φ(α). We obtain log(Z) from the stable
formula for E[x]. When α, β ≥ 0,

log(Z) = − log
E[x]− µ

σ
− log

√
2π − α2

2
+

log

(
1− e

α2−β2

2

)
.

When α, β ≤ 0,

log(Z) = − log
µ− E[x]

σ
− log

√
2π − β2

2
+



log

(
1− e

β2−α2

2

)
.

Otherwise,

log(Z) = − log 2 + log

[
ERF

(
β√
2

)
− ERF

(
α√
2

)]
.

B.2 Truncated Gaussian with Missing Bounds
A Truncated Gaussian distribution can be defined with either
the lower l or upper bound u missing, as N (µ, σ,−∞, u) or
N (µ, σ, l,∞), respectively. It can also be defined with no
bounds at all as N (µ, σ,−∞,∞), in which case it is equiva-
lent to an untruncated Gaussian N (µ, σ).

In our implementation, we use l = −1e5 and u = 1e5 as
the parameters of a Truncated Gaussian with no lower and/or
upper bound, respectively. We have observed that these values
result indistinguishable from l → −∞ and u → ∞ when
calculating the mean E[x] and log-probability log p(x), as
long as −1e5 ≪ µ ≪ 1e5, σ ≪ 1e5 and −1e5 < x < 1e5
(since p(x) = 0 for any x outside the interval [l, u]).

B.3 Truncated Gaussian with Open Bounds
When defining a Truncated Gaussian distribution N (µ, σ, l, u),
we need to specify whether the bounds l, u are contained in
the support of the distribution or not, i.e., whether the support
is equal to [l, u] (they are contained) or (l, u) (they are not
contained). When the support is [l, u] we say that the Trun-
cated Gaussian has closed bounds and that it has open bounds
otherwise.

Our first Truncated Gaussian implementation used closed
bounds, but we discovered that this decision would sometimes
lead to learning issues since the ML model would tend to
output µ ≪ 0 (e.g., µ = −100). We believe the reason for
that behavior is that a highly accurate lower bound l (e.g.,
hLMcut) can be sometimes equal to h∗ and the ML model is
encouraged to maximize log p(l) = log p(h∗). In order to do
so, it can simply output µ ≪ 0, as the smaller (more negative)
µ gets, the higher log p(l) becomes. Therefore, using closed
bounds would often result in a learned heuristic equivalent to
l = hLMcut, as the mean of N (µ, σ, l, u) is almost equal to l
when µ ≪ l.

For this reason, we switched to open bounds in our im-
plementation. To do so, we simply subtracted a small value
ϵ = 0.1 from l, obtaining a new distribution N (µ, σ, l − ϵ, u).
This made sure that x was never equal to l′ = l − ϵ when
calculating log p(x = h∗), which prevented the ML model
from predicting µ ≪ 0. Finally, in order to obtain a Truncated
Gaussian where the upper bound u is also open, we can add ϵ
to u, which results in a new distribution N (µ, σ, l − ϵ, u+ ϵ).

C Parameter details
C.1 Model Hyperparameters
In this Appendix, we detail the hyperparameter values used
for the different models: NLM, HGN, and linear regression. In
general, we did not perform extensive hyperparameter tuning
for the different models.

For the NLM, we used a model with breadth 3 and depth 5,
where every inner layer outputs 8 predicates for each arity. The

blocksworld

train seed ∈ 1..38, blocks ∈ 5..16
val seed ∈ 1..11, blocks ∈ 5..16
test seed ∈ 1..11, blocks ∈ 11..22

ferry

train seed ∈ 1..16, locations ∈ 2..6, cars ∈ 2..6
val seed ∈ 1..4, locations ∈ 2..6, cars ∈ 2..6
test seed ∈ 1..16, locations ∈ {10, 15, 20, 25, 30},

cars ∈ {10, 15, 20, 25, 30}
gripper

train seed ∈ 1..80, balls ∈ {2, 4, 6, 8, 10}
val seed ∈ 1..20, balls ∈ {2, 4, 6, 8, 10}
test seed ∈ 1..20, balls ∈ {20, 40, 60, 80, 100}

visitall

train seed ∈ 1..70, x ∈ 3..5, x = y, ratio ∈ {0.5, 1.0}
val seed ∈ 1..17, x ∈ 3..5, x = y, ratio ∈ {0.5, 1.0}
test seed ∈ 1..17, x, y ∈ 5..7, ratio ∈ {0.5, 1.0}

Table 3: List of instance generation parameters

multi-layer perceptrons used in the network employed sigmoid
as their activation function and contained no hidden layer.
AdamW (Loshchilov and Hutter, 2017) with weight decay
0.01 helped suppress overfitting. (Weight decay causes an
issue in Adam (Loshchilov and Hutter, 2017), while AdamW
fixes it. Without the weight decay, Adam and AdamW are
identical.)

For the HGN, we employed a hidden size of 32 and 4 re-
cursion steps. We note that using more recursion steps did not
improve the performance significantly while being slower. As
mentioned in the main paper, the learning rate for the HGN
is 1e−3, which corresponds to the value used in Shen et al.
(2020).

Finally, we report that we initially tested an L2 weight decay
penalty for the linear regression model but removed it because
it did not help it.

C.2 Parameters of Instance Generators
We generated the problems used in our experiments with pa-
rameterized generators (Fawcett et al., 2011). Table 3 shows
the range of parameter values used for each generator. Note
that we modified gripper generator to select the initial states
randomly from the entire state space, unlike in the traditional
instances whose initial state specifies that all balls are in the
left room.



D Full Experimental Results for NLMs
In the main paper, we only show the NLM planning results for our proposed configuration (learn/hFF) and the baseline
configuration (fixed/none) due to limited space. Table 5 provides the full planning results for the NLM models, including the
learn/none and fixed/hFF configurations. We also present the test accuracy results for consistency across all appendices.

Regarding the fixed/hFF configuration, we observe that T N only obtains better planning results (when both the number of
solved instances and evaluated nodes are compared) than N and N+clip on visitall and gripper, but not on ferry and blocksworld.
These results are not surprising. After all, as commented in the main paper, this configuration is problematic for T N as σ affects
its heuristic prediction E[x] and, therefore, it needs to learn σ in order to achieve good performance. This is also why it does not
obtain better accuracy than the other approaches (See Table 4).

Regarding the learn/none configuration, T N is the best model overall: It obtains better planning performance than the
alternative approaches on visitall and gripper, comparable performance with N+clip on ferry and is outperformed on blocksworld.
Finally, we note that the best configuration overall is the one we proposed: learn/hFF.

learn/hFF learn/none fixed/hFF fixed/none

domain metric hFF hLMcut N T N N T N N T N N T N
blocks MSE 22.8 25.06 .76±.1 .65±.1 3.26±.6 2.71±.4 .83±.1 .66±.1 2.97±.9 2.44±.3

+clip .76±.2 2.91±.4 .83±.2 2.74±.6

ferry MSE 9.77 11.10 3.73±.7 3.45±.8 141.05±29.4 8.63±2.7 2.98±1.4 3.85±.9 118.59±10.4 9.58±1.5
+clip 3.72±.6 10.44±28.4 2.98±1.1 10.50±9.6

gripper MSE 9.93 15.82 3.65±.9 3.70±.9 68.12±16.0 5.65±1.3 3.69±.9 3.72±.9 68.22±16.1 11.97±2.2
+clip 3.65±.7 13.37±15.2 3.69±.8 13.38±14.5

visitall MSE 13.9 36.4 7.67±.4 5.30±.6 25.31±7.9 9.70±1.6 6.49±.6 6.62±.9 21.71±2.6 14.11±1.0
+clip 7.60±.4 18.79±7.3 6.35±.6 16.38±2.3

Table 4: Same as Table 1 of main paper (with updated std values). Test metrics for NLM (smaller the better). Each number represents the
mean±std of 5 random seeds. For each configuration, we performed 104 training steps, saving the checkpoints with the best validation MSE
metric. We tested several orthogonal configurations: 1) Learning σ (learn) or fixing it to 1√

2
(fixed) and 2) Using residual learning (hFF) or not

(none). For each configuration, we compare the test MSE metric of the Gaussian (N ) and Truncated Gaussian (T N ) models. Rows labeled
as +clip denote a N model where µ is clipped above hLMcut. For each configuration, the best average MSE among N , N+clip, and T N is
highlighted in bold, if the value gap to the second-best is larger than 0.1.

learn/hFF learn/none fixed/hFF fixed/none
domain hFF N N+clip T N N N+clip T N N N+clip T N N N+clip T N

Ratio of solved instances under 104 evaluations (higher the better)

blocks .13 .84±.18 .85±.18 .88±.17 .85±.37 .57±.36 .51±.37 .90±.13 .89±.13 .87±.12 .79±.34 .50±.34 .55±.35
ferry .82 .91±.00 .91±.01 .98±.00 .01±.05 .60±.12 .59±.15 .99±.00 .99±.00 .94±.01 .01±.06 .57±.16 .58±.08
gripper .96 1 1 1 0 .75±.34 1 1 1 1 .00±.00 .92±.26 1
visitall .86 .97±.07 .98±.08 .98±.06 .79±.16 1 1 .98±.03 .99±.03 1 .82±.14 1 1

Average node evaluations (smaller the better)

blocks 9309 2690±2111 2681±2115 2060±1823 3225±3401 5754±2825 6492±2695 1791±1678 1809±1674 2171±1489 4118±3005 6268±2649 5903±2835
ferry 5152 3216±532 3117±557 2477±369 9952±299 6751±610 6780±952 2218±255 2197±255 3471±482 9933±340 6675±1019 6475±593
gripper 3918 1642±198 1643±210 1637±244 10000±0 4313±1685 1480±1484 1631±65 1635±60 1301±48 10000±0 2941±1360 1709±428
visitall 3321 2156±1458 2148±1491 1683±1269 3860±2393 818±353 385±616 1437±1114 1355±1119 1142±929 3384±2035 591±151 612±160

Table 5: Planning results for NLM model. For each model, we use the weights that resulted in the best validation MSE loss during training.
Table columns and rows have the same meaning as in Table 2 of the main paper. For each configuration, the best metric among N , N+clip and
T N is highlighted in bold.



E Full Experimental Results for HGNs
In this Appendix, we provide the results of the experiments conducted on the STRIPS-HGN models. HGN models are trained
with learning rate 1e−3. The accuracy metrics obtained by the HGN model are shown in Table 6, whereas Table 7 shows its
planning results.

The training of HGN models was highly unstable even with a reduced learning rate 1e−3 (compared to 1e−2 in other models)
and the results vary significantly across domains. For example, in ferry, HGN models generally failed to learn effective heuristics,
as shown in Table 6 where the MSE exceeds 107. In contrast, in visitall, it generally achieved better accuracy than NLMs.

One potential reason for the failure in ferry is the limited expressivity of HGN. Unlike NLM, HGN is designed to only receive
the delete-relaxed information about the problem instance, which may harm its ability to learn a heuristic for the original instance.
Another potential reason for its weak performance is the training length: Due to the reduced learning rate, it may need more
training steps in order to converge.

Focusing on the planning results, Table 7 shows improvements of HGN-based heuristics over hFF in blocksworld and visitall.
ferry results are poor due to the converge failure.

Finally, T N tends to improve the accuracy and planning performance over N and N+clip with equivalent configurations.

learn/hFF learn/none fixed/hFF fixed/none

domain metric hFF hLMcut N T N N T N N T N N T N
blocks MSE 22.8 25.06 2.3±2.6 1.5±.4 2.3±.8 3.9±2.4 2.6±2.3 6.5±10.8 5.2±2.6 1.8±.6

+clip 2.3±2.6 2.3±.8 2.6±2.3 3.7±1.8

ferry MSE 9.77 11.10 (8.9±1.8)e8 (2.3±4.9)e7 (4.9±7.4)e7 (5.2±9.2)e7 (3.0±3.8)e5 (1.7±2.1)e7 (4.2±6.0)e6 (2.7±4.8)e7
+clip (8.9±1.8)e8 (4.9±7.4)e7 (2.4±2.8)e5 (4.2±6.0)e6

gripper MSE 9.93 15.82 1.1±.4 1.5±.6 59.2±91.3 7.5±12.6 3.7±2.5 4.4±6.0 9.4±12.8 3.0±2.7
+clip 1.0±.4 58.5±90.4 3.5±2.6 2.5±.8

visitall MSE 13.9 36.4 4.0±.4 3.6±.5 .3±.0 .3±.0 4.3±.5 4.1±.4 .3±.0 .3±.1
+clip 3.8±.4 .3±.0 4.0±.5 .3±.0

Table 6: Test metrics for HGN model. Table columns and rows have the same meaning as in Table 1 of the main paper. For each configuration,
the best metric among N , N + clip, T N is highlighted in bold.

learn/hFF learn/none fixed/hFF fixed/none
domain hFF N N+clip T N N N+clip T N N N+clip T N N N+clip T N

Ratio of solved instances under 104 evaluations (higher the better)

blocks .13 .70±.30 .72±.29 .48±.26 .39±.22 .42±.25 .57±.35 .57±.28 .62±.32 .66±.29 .38±.29 .39±.34 .62±.35
ferry .82 .01±.02 .01±.02 .02±.06 .00±.00 .00±.00 .00±.02 .02±.04 .06±.12 .02±.04 .01±.02 .02±.03 .01±.03
gripper .96 .36±.14 .37±.15 .39±.13 .24±.20 .24±.20 .27±.11 .25±.14 .27±.18 .35±.25 .19±.06 .38±.28 .63±.40
visitall .86 .99±.03 .97±.04 .97±.04 1 1 1 .98±.03 .99±.03 1 1 1 1

Average node evaluations (smaller the better)

blocks 9309 3984±2675 3906±2649 5844±2088 6636±1859 6456±1969 5186±2915 5235±2262 5007±2439 4335±2548 6649±2554 6576±2812 4581±3096
ferry 5152 9916±132 9915±134 9834±424 10000±0 10000±0 9968±105 9897±248 9659±644 9834±258 9924±169 9856±250 9941±175
gripper 3918 7078±971 7008±1058 6949±1020 8050±1490 8048±1492 7952±564 8074±801 7917±1138 7271±1852 8264±474 7300±1633 4997±3206
visitall 3321 1512±1192 1555±1149 1472±1182 204±144 155±24 146±12 1158±955 1063±858 875±761 166±41 152±21 153±15

Table 7: Planning results for HGN model. Table columns and rows have the same meaning as in Table 2 of the main paper. For each
configuration, the best metric among N , N+clip and T N is highlighted in bold.



F Full Experimental Results for Linear Regression (LR)
Table 8 shows both the MSE and the NLL metrics obtained by the LR models on the test problems. To evaluate the NLL, we
used the best validation NLL loss checkpoints. We show the NLL here because it is the holistic way to compare the training and
test results, since all the models (including N ) are trained by minimizing the NLL loss, and not the MSE. We used the MSE as
our accuracy metric, and not the NLL, in the main paper for two main reasons. First, MSE is easier to understand and interpret
than NLL. For example, if a model obtains an MSE of 2 this means that its learned heuristic deviates from h∗ by 2 units on
average, whereas an NLL of 2 has no straightforward interpretation. Second, the MSE and NLL tend to correlate. However,
this latter condition is violated in the LR models, so we decided to show both the NLL and MSE metrics. We observe that T N
outperforms N according to the NLL metric.

We now detail additional observations. The LR models are remarkably accurate in gripper compared to the NLM models
despite their simplicity. Residual learning provided no benefit to LR models because they already receive the hFF heuristic as
one of their inputs, so using hFF again as the basis for the residual does not provide any additional information. We also observe
that learning σ tends to improve the NLL.

Table 9 shows the search performance of the LR models using best validation MSE checkpoints. T N and N models showed
comparable performance, except in fixed σ configurations where T N models suffered. Due to the simple model architecture (a
single linear layer), all models with different random seeds converged to the same search behavior, despite the different weight
initialization. Indeed, the standard deviations in Table 8 also tend to be significantly smaller compared to other models.

learn/hFF learn/none fixed/hFF fixed/none

domain metric hFF hLMcut N T N N T N N T N N T N
blocks MSE 22.8 25.06 6.5±.1 6.7±.4 6.3±.0 6.8±.4 7.0±.1 7.8±.2 6.9±.1 7.8±.1

+clip 6.5±.1 6.3±.0 6.9±.1 6.8±.1
ferry MSE 9.77 11.10 1.3±.1 3.1±.6 1.1±.3 3.0±.6 1.0±.3 8.5±.8 1.0±.2 8.5±.6

+clip 1.2±.1 1.1±.3 1.0±.3 1.0±.2
gripper MSE 9.93 15.82 .5±.2 .7±.3 .6±.2 .7±.3 .5±.2 1.2±.3 .5±.3 1.1±.4

+clip .5±.2 .6±.2 .5±.2 .5±.3
visitall MSE 13.9 36.4 6.6±.1 5.0±.2 2.0±.0 2.9±.0 6.5±.1 6.4±.1 2.0±.0 2.3±.1

+clip 6.6±.1 1.9±.0 6.4±.1 1.9±.0

blocks NLL 22.8 25.06 2.2±.0 1.6±.0 2.1±.0 1.6±.0 3.0±.0 2.8±.0 3.0±.0 2.8±.0
+clip 2.2±.0 2.1±.0 3.0±.0 3.0±.0

ferry NLL 9.77 11.10 1.6±.1 1.4±.1 1.5±.1 1.4±.1 1.5±.1 3.1±.2 1.5±.1 3.1±.2
+clip 1.6±.1 1.5±.1 1.5±.1 1.5±.1

gripper NLL 9.93 15.82 1.0±.1 .9±.2 1.4±.2 .9±.2 1.4±.1 1.2±.1 1.4±.1 1.1±.1
+clip 1.0±.1 1.4±.2 1.4±.1 1.4±.1

visitall NLL 13.9 36.4 2.1±.0 1.8±.0 1.5±.0 1.5±.1 2.9±.0 2.7±.0 1.8±.0 1.6±.0
+clip 2.1±.0 1.5±.0 2.9±.0 1.7±.0

Table 8: Test metrics for Linear Regression (LR) model. Table columns and rows have the same meaning as in Table 1 of the main paper. For
each configuration, the best metric among N , N + clip, T N is highlighted in bold.

learn/hFF learn/none fixed/hFF fixed/none
domain hFF N N+clip T N N N+clip T N N N+clip T N N N+clip T N

Ratio of solved instances under 104 evaluations (higher the better)

blocks .13 .20±.00 .18±.00 .17±.00 .21±.00 .20±.00 .19±.00 .20±.00 .19±.00 .19±.00 .21±.00 .17±.00 .19±.00
ferry .82 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 .45±.00 1 1 .45±.00
gripper .96 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 .76±.00 1 1 .70±.00
visitall .86 .91±.00 .91±.00 .96±.00 .92±.00 .91±.00 .92±.00 .91±.00 .91±.00 .91±.00 .90±.00 .91±.00 .91±.00

Average node evaluations (smaller the better)

blocks 9309 8770±0 8920±0 8989±0 8658±0 8795±0 8951±0 8844±0 8849±0 8984±0 8816±0 8992±0 8944±0
ferry 5152 1891±0 1886±0 1944±0 1894±0 1891±0 2025±0 1862±0 1900±0 7652±0 1877±0 1860±0 7630±0
gripper 3918 964±0 968±0 973±0 972±0 970±0 971±0 966±0 966±0 4587±0 969±0 964±0 4775±0
visitall 3321 2829±0 3048±0 2035±0 3040±0 2952±0 2783±0 3132±0 2772±0 2859±0 3079±0 2947±0 2853±0

Table 9: Planning results for Linear Regression (LR) model. For each model, we use the weights that resulted in the best validation MSE loss
during training. Table columns and rows have the same meaning as in Table 2 of the main paper. For each configuration, the best metric among
N , N+clip and T N is highlighted in bold.



G Comparison with Ranking-based Approaches, with a Focus on Instance-Size Generalization
We compare our approach with a recent ranking-based approach (Chrestien et al., 2023). While cost-to-go approaches learn
to estimate the distance from some particular state to the goal, ranking-based heuristic learning (Garrett et al., 2016) tries to
optimize the search performance by directly learning the node ordering.

We emphasize that learning-to-rank methods deviate significantly from the cost-to-go learning literature (which our work
belongs to), both empirically and theoretically, as they pursue a different goal (correct node ordering vs correct cost-to-go
estimation) and are significantly outside the scope of our work. Our paper aims at addresssing the lack of formal understanding in
the cost-to-go learning literature and, in section 3, paragraph 8, we explicitly state that our goal is to learn the cost-to-go p∗(x|s).

Being able to estimate the cost-to-go is useful in many practical applications in its own right, e.g., knowing the estimated
travel time to destination in a mobile navigation app (e.g., Google Maps), as opposed to just knowing which direction to go at
every intersection (ranking the directions). Applying our theoretical intuition from T N to the learning-to-rank approach is an
interesting direction for future work.
Implementation We evaluated a Julia-based implementation published by the authors (https://github.com/aicenter/
Optimize-Planning-Heuristics-to-Rank). We also minimally modified SymbolicPlanner.jl library so that we can limit the
number of node evaluations to 10000, a condition being used throughout our paper.

Their implementation uses HGNs, thus it is best to compare it with our HGN results. However, there are still minor differences:
First, they used their own re-implementation of HGN in Julia language which may have unknown differences from the Python
implementation written by the original authors (Shen et al., 2020). Indeed, they used so-called hyper-graph reduplication
technique (Sourek et al., 2018) to speed up the training. In their paper, they implemented a residual connection technique for the
HGN, which we do not use as preliminary experiments showed that it degrades performance. They also performed a grid-search
to find the best hyperparameters (recursion steps, dense layer size, use of residual connections). Instead, we used the same set of
hyperparameters as our HGN experiments.
Training Chrestien et al. (2023) proposed two ranking-based losses L∗ and LGBFS. L∗ and LGBFS are designed for and perform
the best with A∗ and GBFS. Since we focus our evaluation on GBFS, we only show the planning performance of heuristics
trained by LGBFS. We call this configuration the HGN-LGBFS.

We trained their system on our training instances and evaluated its planning performance on our test instances, which are
significantly larger than the training ones. Conversely, Chrestien et al. (2023) did not evaluate instance-size generalization, as the
authors trained and tested on problems of roughly the same difficulty.
Results Table 10 shows the planning performance of HGN-LGBFS and cost-to-go models. In blocksworld, HGN-LGBFS was
outperformed by cost-to-go models. In ferry, HGN-LGBFS is outperformed by the hFF baseline in the number of problems solved
despite evaluating slightly fewer nodes overall, which may indicate overfitting (i.e., when HGN-LGBFS finds a solution, it does so
quickly). Since this domain is also where cost-to-go models do not perform well, it supports our hypothesis in Sec. E that HGN
cannot effectively process ferry in an instance-size generalized manner. In gripper, their system failed to solve any instance due
to high branching factor and a potential memory leakage. We tried to run them on our cluster with up to 512GB memory per
process to no avail. Finally, in visitall, HGN-LGBFS completely failed to solve any instance while HGN-N /+clip/T N solved most
instances.

From these results, we conclude that our cost-to-go approach overall outperforms the ranking-based approach proposed
in Chrestien et al. (2023). Nonetheless, we reemphasize that both methods follow different paradigms and, thus, should be
complementary in principle. In the future, we will study how to develop a method that both 1) optimizes search performance by
directly learning the correct node orderings and 2) utilizes the information provided by admissible heuristics to improve learning.

learn/hFF (Chrestien et al., 2023)
domain hFF N N+clip T N LGBFS

Ratio of solved instances under 104 evaluations (higher the better)

blocks .13 .70±.30 .72±.29 .48±.26 .24
ferry .82 .01±.02 .01±.02 .02±.06 .61
gripper .96 .36±.14 .37±.15 .39±.13 –
visitall .86 .99±.03 .97±.04 .97±.04 0

Average node evaluations (smaller the better)

blocks 9309 3984±2675 3906±2649 5844±2088 8282.6
ferry 5152 9916±132 9915±134 9834±424 5103.5
gripper 3918 7078±971 7008±1058 6949±1020 –
visitall 3321 1512±1192 1555±1149 1472±1182 10000

Table 10: Planning results of ranking-based HGN model (LGBFS) compared with our distributional HGN models (N , N+clip and T N ).
Table columns and rows have the same meaning as in Table 2 of the main paper. For each configuration, the best metric among hFF, N ,
N+clip, T N , and LGBFS is highlighted in bold.

https://github.com/aicenter/Optimize-Planning-Heuristics-to-Rank
https://github.com/aicenter/Optimize-Planning-Heuristics-to-Rank


H Experimental Results with Different Lower Bounds
Tables 11-12 show the ablation study of the NLM models using hmax and hblind instead of hLMcut as the lower bound l, with
our proposed (and best) learn/hFF configuration.

We observe that the N+clip models obtain almost identical MSE regardless of the heuristic used for the clipping. This makes
sense: As commented in the main paper, N+clip is identical to N except for those cases where the model does a really bad
prediction, i.e., predicts a cost-to-go that is very far off from the target h∗. If the ML model has been trained correctly, this should
seldom occur, meaning that N+clip will be equivalent to N and, thus, no matter the heuristic (hLMcut, hmax or hblind) used for
the clipping, the performance will be the same (on average).

Regarding the T N models, we observe that they obtain comparable test MSE on blocksworld, ferry and gripper. However, on
visitall, the l = hLMcut configuration clearly outperforms the other two: l = hLMcut obtains an MSE of 5.3, l = hmax a value of
7.01 and l = hblind of 7.15. We believe this may be due to the difficulty of visitall, as this is the domain for which the different
models obtain highest MSE. Due to its high difficulty, the use of a more informative bound l, i.e., hLMcut instead of hmax or
hblind, may make a big difference for the T N models, thus resulting in more accurate predictions.

learn/hFF (l = hLMcut) learn/hFF (l = hmax) learn/hFF (l = hblind)

domain metric hFF hLMcut N T N N T N N T N
blocks MSE 22.8 25.06 .76±.1 .65±.1 .76±.1 .76±.2 .76±.1 .66±.1

+clip .76±.2 .76±.1 .76±.1

ferry MSE 9.77 11.10 3.73±.7 3.45±.8 3.98±.9 3.13±.9 3.73±.8 3.21±.9
+clip 3.72±.6 3.98±.9 3.73±.8

gripper MSE 9.93 15.82 3.65±.9 3.70±.9 3.66±.9 3.75±1.0 3.65±.9 3.69±1.1
+clip 3.65±.7 3.66±.9 3.65±.9

visitall MSE 13.9 36.4 7.67±.4 5.30±.6 7.58±.5 7.01±.3 7.55±.4 7.15±.5
+clip 7.60±.4 7.55±.5 7.55±.4

Table 11: Test metrics with l = hLMcut, l = hmax and l = hblind, using the learn/hFF configuration. Table columns and rows have the same
meaning as in Table 1 of the main paper. For each configuration, the best metric among N , N + clip, T N is highlighted in bold. Results for
N models may vary across different l due to the use of different seeds.

learn/hFF (l = hLMcut) learn/hFF (l = hmax) learn/hFF (l = hblind)
domain hFF N N+clip T N N N+clip T N N N+clip T N

Ratio of solved instances under 104 evaluations (higher the better)

blocks .13 .84±.19 .85±.19 .88±.14 .82±.18 .82±.18 .85±.16 .83±.17 .83±.17 .89±.13
ferry .82 .91±.19 .91±.19 .98±.05 .97±.06 .97±.06 .98±.05 .90±.20 .90±.20 .98±.02
gripper .96 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
visitall .86 .97±.07 .98±.06 .98±.05 .98±.05 .99±.03 .98±.04 .97±.05 .98±.04 .99±.02

Average node evaluations (smaller the better)

blocks 9309 2690±2128 2681±2121 2060±1607 2871±2235 2863±2227 2480±1783 2816±2065 2805±2084 1987±1400
ferry 5152 3216±1964 3117±1967 2477±1093 2802±1115 2772±1080 2414±1051 3277±1989 3291±1998 1907±479
gripper 3918 1642±139 1643±141 1637±492 1891±553 1890±556 1763±361 1889±544 1896±560 1495±69
visitall 3321 2156±1451 2148±1511 1683±1290 2007±1301 1777±1154 1894±1313 1899±1292 1864±1330 1755±1132

Table 12: Planning results with l = hLMcut, l = hmax and l = hblind, using the learn/hFF configuration. Table columns and rows have the
same meaning as in Table 2 of the main paper. For each configuration, the best metric among N , N+clip and T N is highlighted in bold.
Results for N models may vary across different l due to the use of different seeds.



I Experimental Results with Different Residuals
Tables 13-14 show the ablation study of the NLM models using hLMcut as the residual base. While hLMcut is not theoretically
ideal (compared to hFF) as it is a biased estimator that is always smaller than the target h∗, in practice it also worked well as the
residual base for heuristic learning.

We observe that, for the T N model, the hFF residual results in better test MSE than the hLMcut one in every domain except
visitall. Conversely, we observe that hLMcut residual works better for the N model, as it obtains better MSE in every domain
except gripper. Therefore, it seems that the best heuristic to use as a base for the residual (hFF vs hLMcut) depends on the chosen
model (T N or N ).

Regardless of the heuristic employed, the residual-based configurations (learn/hFF and learn/hLMcut) outperform learn/none,
thus showing the benefits of using residual learning.

learn/hFF learn/hLMcut learn/none

domain metric hFF hLMcut N T N N T N N T N
blocks MSE 22.8 25.06 .76±.1 .65±.1 .72±.1 .66±.1 3.26±.6 2.71±.4

+clip .76±.1 .72±.1 2.91±.4

ferry MSE 9.77 11.10 3.73±.8 3.45±.8 3.23±1.1 3.58±1.3 141.05±29.6 8.63±2.7
+clip 3.72±.8 3.23±1.1 10.44±1.8

gripper MSE 9.93 15.82 3.65±.9 3.70±1.1 3.94±1.0 3.88±1.1 68.12±15.3 5.65±1.1
+clip 3.65±.9 3.94±1.0 13.37±2.2

visitall MSE 13.9 36.4 7.67±.4 5.30±.6 4.40±.8 4.03±.5 25.31±7.9 9.70±1.6
+clip 7.60±.4 4.40±.8 18.79±4.2

Table 13: Test metrics using the learn/hFF, learn/hLMcut, learn/none configurations. Table columns and rows have the same meaning as in
Table 1 of the main paper. For each configuration, the best metric among N , N + clip, T N is highlighted in bold.

learn/hFF learn/hLMcut learn/none
domain hFF N N+clip T N N N+clip T N N N+clip T N

Ratio of solved instances under 104 evaluations (higher the better)

blocks .13 .84±.18 .85±.18 .88±.15 .88±.14 .88±.15 .85±.19 .85±.22 .57±.36 .51±.37
ferry .82 .91±.19 .91±.19 .98±.04 .64±.11 .66±.15 .68±.12 .01±.01 .60±.12 .59±.13
gripper .96 1 1 1 1 1 1 .00±.00 .75±.42 1
visitall .86 .97±.06 .98±.05 .98±.04 1 1 1 .79±.34 1 1

Average node evaluations (smaller the better)

blocks 9309 2690±2193 2681±2192 2060±1673 2461±1747 2390±1757 2735±2106 3225±2446 5754±2723 6492±2693
ferry 5152 3216±2033 3117±1991 2477±1209 6107±664 6088±739 5944±680 9952±70 6751±740 6780±863
gripper 3918 1642±212 1643±218 1637±390 1392±349 1390±341 1477±482 10000±0 4313±3475 1480±378
visitall 3321 2156±1431 2148±1550 1683±1245 508±205 531±232 483±162 3860±3249 818±562 385±112

Table 14: Planning results using the learn/hFF, learn/hLMcut, learn/none configurations. Table columns and rows have the same meaning as in
Table 2 of the main paper. For each configuration, the best metric among N , N+clip and T N is highlighted in bold.



J Domain descriptions
In this Appendix, we provide detailed descriptions and PDDL
encodings for the four planning domains employed in our
experiments: blocksworld-4ops, ferry, gripper and visitall.

J.1 Blocksworld-4ops
Blocksworld is one of the oldest domains in the planning lit-
erature. It represents a table with a collection of blocks that
can be stacked on top of each other. The goal in this domain
is to rearrange the blocks to achieve a specific configuration,
starting from some initial block arrangement. The initial and
goal configurations are randomized. Blocks can be placed on
top of another block or on the table, and every block can never
have more than a single block on top of it. The arm/crane used
to move the blocks around can only carry a single block at a
time. Listing 1 contains the PDDL description of this domain.

J.2 Ferry
Ferry is another classical domain. The goal is to use a ferry to
transport a series of cars from their start to their final locations,
which are randomized. Each location is connected to every
other location and the ferry can only carry one car at a time.
Listing 2 contains the PDDL description of this domain.

J.3 Gripper
In the gripper domain, a robot with two gripper hands must
transport a series of balls from one room to another. Unlike
in traditional gripper instances, the initial and goal location of
each ball is randomized. Each gripper hand can only carry one
ball at a time. Listing 3 contains the PDDL description of this
domain.

J.4 Visitall
This deceptively simple domain describes a square NxN grid
in which a robot can move in the four directions (up, down,
right or left). The goal is for the robot to visit several cells of
the grid. The initial robot location, the number of cells to visit
and their positions in the grid are all randomized. Listing 4
contains the PDDL description of this domain.

Listing 1: PDDL domain for blocksworld-4ops.

( d e f i n e ( domain b l o c k s w o r l d − 4 o p s )
( : requ irement s : s t r i p s )

( : p r e d i c a t e s ( c l e a r ? x )
( o n − t a b l e ? x )
( arm−empty )
( h o l d i n g ? x )
( on ? x ? y ) )

( : a c t i o n p i ck up
:parameters ( ? ob )
: p r e c o n d i t i o n ( and ( c l e a r ? ob ) (

o n − t a b l e ? ob ) ( arm−empty ) )
: e f f e c t ( and ( h o l d i n g ? ob ) ( not ( c l e a r

? ob ) ) ( not ( o n − t a b l e ? ob ) ) ( not (
arm−empty ) ) ) )

( : a c t i o n putdown
:parameters ( ? ob )
: p r e c o n d i t i o n ( h o l d i n g ? ob )
: e f f e c t ( and ( c l e a r ? ob ) ( arm−empty ) (

o n − t a b l e ? ob )
( not ( h o l d i n g ? ob ) ) ) )

( : a c t i o n s t a c k
:parameters ( ? ob ? underob )
: p r e c o n d i t i o n ( and ( c l e a r ? underob ) (

h o l d i n g ? ob ) )
: e f f e c t ( and ( arm−empty ) ( c l e a r ? ob ) (

on ? ob ? underob )
( not ( c l e a r ? underob ) ) (

not ( h o l d i n g ? ob ) ) ) )

( : a c t i o n u n s t a c k
:parameters ( ? ob ? underob )
: p r e c o n d i t i o n ( and ( on ? ob ? underob ) (

c l e a r ? ob ) ( arm−empty ) )
: e f f e c t ( and ( h o l d i n g ? ob ) ( c l e a r ?

underob )
( not ( on ? ob ? underob ) ) (

not ( c l e a r ? ob ) ) ( not
( arm−empty ) ) ) ) )



Listing 2: PDDL domain for ferry.

( d e f i n e ( domain f e r r y )
( : p r e d i c a t e s ( no t−eq ? x ? y )

( c a r ? c )
( l o c a t i o n ? l )
( a t − f e r r y ? l )
( a t ? c ? l )
( e m p t y − f e r r y )
( on ? c ) )

( : a c t i o n s a i l
:parameters ( ? from ? t o )
: p r e c o n d i t i o n ( and ( no t−eq ? from ?

t o )
( l o c a t i o n ? from

) ( l o c a t i o n
? t o ) (
a t − f e r r y ?
from ) )

: e f f e c t ( and ( a t − f e r r y ? t o )
( not ( a t − f e r r y ? from ) ) ) )

( : a c t i o n board
:parameters ( ? c a r ? l o c )
: p r e c o n d i t i o n ( and ( c a r ? c a r ) (

l o c a t i o n ? l o c )
( a t ? c a r ? l o c ) ( a t − f e r r y ? l o c )

( e m p t y − f e r r y ) )
: e f f e c t ( and ( on ? c a r )

( not ( a t ? c a r ? l o c ) )
( not ( e m p t y − f e r r y ) ) ) )

( : a c t i o n d eb a r k
:parameters ( ? c a r ? l o c )
: p r e c o n d i t i o n ( and ( c a r ? c a r ) (

l o c a t i o n ? l o c )
( on ? c a r ) ( a t − f e r r y ? l o c ) )

: e f f e c t ( and ( a t ? c a r ? l o c )
( e m p t y − f e r r y )
( not ( on ? c a r ) ) ) ) )

Listing 3: PDDL domain for gripper.

( d e f i n e ( domain g r i p p e r )
( : p r e d i c a t e s ( room ? r )

( b a l l ? b )
( g r i p p e r ? g )
( a t − r o b b y ? r )
( a t ? b ? r )
( f r e e ? g )
( c a r r y ? o ? g ) )

( : a c t i o n move
:parameters ( ? from ? t o )
: p r e c o n d i t i o n ( and ( room ? from ) (

room ? t o ) ( a t − r o b b y ? from ) )
: e f f e c t ( and ( a t − r o b b y ? t o )

( not ( a t − r o b b y ? from ) ) ) )

( : a c t i o n p i c k
:parameters ( ? o b j ? room ? g r i p p e r )
: p r e c o n d i t i o n ( and ( b a l l ? o b j ) (

room ? room ) ( g r i p p e r ? g r i p p e r )
( a t ? o b j ? room ) ( a t − r o b b y ? room

) ( f r e e ? g r i p p e r ) )
: e f f e c t ( and ( c a r r y ? o b j ? g r i p p e r )

( not ( a t ? o b j ? room ) )
( not ( f r e e ? g r i p p e r ) ) ) )

( : a c t i o n drop
:parameters ( ? o b j ? room ? g r i p p e r

)
: p r e c o n d i t i o n ( and ( b a l l ? o b j ) (

room ? room ) ( g r i p p e r ? g r i p p e r )
( c a r r y ? o b j ? g r i p p e r ) ( a t − r o b b y

? room ) )
: e f f e c t ( and ( a t ? o b j ? room )

( f r e e ? g r i p p e r )
( not ( c a r r y ? o b j ? g r i p p e r ) ) ) ) )

Listing 4: PDDL domain for visitall.

( d e f i n e ( domain v i s i t − a l l )
( : requ irement s : t y p i n g )
( : t y p e s p l a c e − o b j e c t )
( : p r e d i c a t e s ( c o n n e c t e d ? x ? y − p l a c e )

( a t − r o b o t ? x − p l a c e )
( v i s i t e d ? x − p l a c e )

)

( : a c t i o n move
:parameters ( ? c u r p o s ? n e x t p o s − p l a c e )
: p r e c o n d i t i o n ( and ( a t − r o b o t ? c u r p o s )

( c o n n e c t e d ? c u r p o s ? n e x t p o s ) )
: e f f e c t ( and ( a t − r o b o t ? n e x t p o s ) ( not

( a t − r o b o t ? c u r p o s ) ) ( v i s i t e d ?
n e x t p o s ) )

) )
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