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Abstract: Given that people spend most of their time indoors, it is imperative that buildings maintain optimal well-being
for occupants. To achieve this, research must prioritise occupants over buildings themselves. IoT-enabled
buildings can improve quality of life by understanding and responding to occupant’s behaviour. This requires
recognising what occupants are doing based on IoT data, particularly by considering the objects they use in
specific building areas. Situated within the realm of plan and goal recognition as planning, we propose a
novel knowledge-engineering approach to occupant activity recognitions leveraging temporal HTN planning.
Our approach consists of two primary processes: generating problem instances from IoT data and engineering
HTN domain models for activity recognition. The first ensures the representation of IoT data using planning
constructs, while the second integrates knowledge about occupant activities into HTN domain models. To
support our approach, we provide two HTN domain models tailored for workspaces and homes. Experimental
validation with the latter domain and a real-world dataset show that the quality of our computed solutions
surpasses that of baseline data-driven approaches and is comparable to more advanced, hybrid approaches.

1 INTRODUCTION

The need for indoor environments that prioritise occu-
pant well-being has become critical, as people spend
the majority of their time indoors (Klepeis et al.,
2001; Matz et al., 2015). This demand is further
intensified by factors such as the growing emphasis
on sustainability like carbon awareness, demographic
shifts like an ageing population, and the rise of hy-
brid working models. In response, buildings, such
as homes and workspaces, are being equipped with
advanced technologies, including Internet of Things
(IoT) devices and Artificial Intelligence (AI) func-
tionality. These innovations enable real-time moni-
toring and dynamic control of buildings. However,
to truly enhance occupant well-being, the focus must
shift from merely optimising the buildings themselves
to supporting the occupants (Awada et al., 2021). This
also includes understanding occupants’ activities as
informed by buildings’ IoT data, introducing the chal-
lenge of occupant activity recognition.

Occupant activity recognition is essential for cre-
ating buildings responsive to the needs of occu-
pants (Nguyen and Aiello, 2013). However, exist-
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ing approaches to this problem have significant lim-
itations. Data-driven methods, while powerful, de-
mand big data and often struggle with generalisation
to unseen scenarios (Chen et al., 2021). Conversely,
knowledge-based techniques, such as ontological rea-
soning, involve complex modelling (Uschold and
Gruninger, 1996), may lack adaptability and scalabil-
ity (Sirin et al., 2007), and have difficulty with tem-
poral reasoning (Riboni et al., 2011). Despite the va-
riety of available methods, a gap persists in having
approaches that generalise across buildings and offer
structured and adaptable integration of activities.

One promising avenue for addressing this chal-
lenge lies in the area of Plan and Goal Recognition
(PGR) (Sukthankar et al., 2014; Van-Horenbeke and
Peer, 2021). PGR involves inferring an agent’s plans
and goals based on observed actions, typically rely-
ing on a plan library or domain theory. Notably, the
approach known as PGR as planning (Ramı́rez and
Geffner, 2009) has shown potential by leveraging do-
main theory and AI planners to solve PGR problems.
This approach offers high expressiveness, support for
adaptable knowledge representations, the use of off-
the-shelf tools, and ability to operate without big data.

Building on the strengths of PGR as planning, we
propose an approach to occupant activity recognition
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based on PGR as Hierarchical Task Network (HTN)
planning (Höller et al., 2018). Unlike PGR as plan-
ning that uses action-based domain theory, our ap-
proach employs HTNs as a domain theory to capture
occupant activity recognition at multiple levels of ab-
straction in a structured fashion. HTN planning is also
known for its computational efficiency and scalability,
making it well-suited for the challenges of buildings.

Specifically, we propose a novel knowledge-
engineering approach to framing occupant activity
recognition as a temporal HTN planning problem.
This approach consists of two key processes. One in-
volves developing HTN domain models that encapsu-
late a hierarchical structure of tasks that describe oc-
cupant activities via involved objects and associated
IoT devices, and general mechanisms for handling
IoT data. The other outlines the integration of IoT
data as temporal facts in the initial state of problem
instances. The solution to this planning problem is a
set of activities, with start and end times, recognised
across different locations within a given building.

Our main contributions are as follows:

• We propose a novel framing of occupant activ-
ity recognition as a temporal HTN planning prob-
lem. This framing focuses on addressing the com-
plexity of building environments, including hi-
erarchical relationships, temporal properties, and
IoT data integration.

• We introduce a knowledge-engineering approach
that enables the application of HTN planning for
occupant activity recognition. This approach en-
sures guided transformation of domain knowledge
into a domain model and clear definition of goals
and states within problem instances, essential for
the success of planning (Bhatnagar et al., 2022).
These problem-formulation challenges are partic-
ularly pronounced in realistic applications, where
dynamic conditions require solutions to be gener-
ated in real time, as opposed to being derived from
simplified or pre-generated benchmarks.

• Our work extends the application of PGR as
HTN planning beyond its previous contexts, e.g.,
driver and office activity recognition (Fernandez-
Olivares and Perez, 2020; Georgievski, 2022), to
varied buildings. This also contributes to the gen-
eralisation gap in the literature, making our work
unique in its focus on cross-domain application.

• By following our approach, we develop HTN do-
main models designed explicitly for occupant ac-
tivity recognition in two common building types:
workspaces and homes. Their design allows for
application in various settings, from case studies
to large-scale environments, offering scalability

and adaptability. These domain models can serve
as a basis for further research and development.

• We show the efficiency of our approach using the
Homes domain, a real-world dataset, and an exist-
ing HTN planner. Our preliminary results show
improvements over baseline data-driven meth-
ods and comparable performance to hybrid ap-
proaches, highlighting the potential of our work.

The rest of the paper is organised as follows.
Section 2 describes the occupant activity recogni-
tion problem. Section 3 offers a brief overview of
temporal HTN planning. Section 4 introduces our
knowledge-engineering approach, and Section 5 gives
insights into the two domain models and the prelimi-
nary evaluation. Sections 6 and 7 present related work
and conclusions, respectively.

2 OCCUPANT ACTIVITY
RECOGNITION

We outline key concepts for occupant activity recog-
nition, focusing on their relevance to engineering
domain models and problem instances. While this
overview covers essential aspects, formalising occu-
pant activity recognition and its correspondence to
HTN planning is beyond this scope and can be found
elsewhere, e.g., (Georgievski, 2022).

We consider buildings equipped with IoT sensors
for real-time monitoring and data collection. Sen-
sors report readings whenever changes occur in the
observed space or at regular intervals via a pub-
lish/subscribe mechanism (Al-Masri et al., 2020).
The readings can be binary data (e.g., on/off states)
or numeric data (e.g., humidity values). To determine
whether numeric sensors are active or not, threshold
values are employed (Nguyen et al., 2014). Thresh-
olds can be absolute (the minimum detectable value),
or dynamic (varying based on spatial and usage char-
acteristics).

Buildings are organised into locations, each con-
taining IoT devices. Occupants perform various ac-
tivities within these locations, with an activity area
being a logical space where specific activities oc-
cur (Curry, 1996). Ergo, spatial relationships emerge,
linking sensors or activities to locations. The type of
activity is often dictated by occupants’ location. That
is, the type of location and objects with which occu-
pants interact – explicitly and implicitly – can con-
strain their activities (Liao et al., 2005; Wu et al.,
2007). When these objects are associated with sen-
sors, each type of occupant activity can be defined in
terms of the relevant sensors deployed in a specific
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activity area. For example, the definition of “Work-
ing with a computer” might involve sensors on a com-
puter, keyboard, mouse, and chair.

Occupant’s mere presence in a location, with or
without engaging in anything specifically, represents
the most fundamental occupant activity, called “Pres-
ence”. Part of this means that performing a specific
activity in some location also entails the “Presence”
activity. For example, the activity ‘Working” per-
formed in some location also requires being present.
“Working” can be further refined into sub-activities,
such as “Working with a computer” and “Reading”,
revealing hierarchical relationships among the activ-
ities. Conversely, understanding when people do not
occupy some location holds significance (e.g., energy
saving). We can interpret this situation as a com-
plementary type of activity called “Absence”, which
can also indicate that no activity takes place (Nguyen
et al., 2014). “Absence” exists at the same hierarchi-
cal level as “Presence”, indicating that an activity in a
location can be either presence-based or “Absence”.

Occupant activity recognition entails processing
temporal readings of sensors associated with ob-
jects that occupants interact with while performing
presence-based activities in specific locations at spe-
cific times. Recognised activities must conform to
a predefined set of relevant objects deployed in spe-
cific locations and readings of sensors associated with
those objects at specific time points. Thus, the occu-
pant activity recognition problem can be defined as
follows: Given a building with locations and sensors
characterised by thresholds and spatial properties,
and a set of possible occupant activities with hierar-
chical relationships and described by sensors linked
to relevant objects, determine the set of activities oc-
curring in all activity areas consistent with the prede-
fined activities and temporal readings.

3 BACKGROUND

We approach occupant activity recognition as state-
based HTN planning (Georgievski and Aiello, 2015).
A central construct is a task network, which is a hi-
erarchy of primitive and compound tasks. Primitive
tasks are executable actions, whereas the latter en-
capsulate domain knowledge that extends beyond ac-
tions. These compound tasks are decomposable into
subtasks using methods. An objective is modelled
as an initial task network that should be decomposed
starting from an initial state using the task hierarchy.
The solution is a course of action executable in the
initial state.

Building on this standard concept, temporal HTN
planning integrates time into the state and tasks. We
focus on this integration as captured by the Hierar-
chical Domain Definition Language (HPDL), as de-
signed for the SIADEX planner (Castillo et al., 2006).
HPDL builds upon the Planning Domain Definition
Language (PDDL) (McDermott et al., 1998), where
primitive and compound tasks along with their de-
composition methods are directly mapped into HPDL
elements. Beyond the standard HTN constructs and
derived predicates, HPDL incorporates a temporal di-
mension that aligns with PDDL 2.1 level 3 (e.g., tem-
poral facts). HPDL also introduces several special
features, which are instrumental in our knowledge-
engineering approach. These include the modelling
of temporally constrained task, incorporation of an in-
ference task, and use of the bind predicate.

• Temporal facts are timed initial literals or facts
with time points. For example, the fact
(timestamp "30/11/2023 09:31:32" 0) en-
codes a sensor reading’s timestamp with index 0.

• Temporally constrained task is a task in a
method’s subtasks that comes with temporal con-
straints over its start and end points and duration.
For this, three special variables are used, ?start,
?end and ?dur, and a logical expression with re-
lational operators for the constraints.

• Inference task is a task that can appear in
a method’s subtasks to add or remove new
facts into the current state without an ex-
plicit action invocation or capture informa-
tion from the current state. This task is of
the form :inline <precondition> <effect>,
where precondition and effects are usual logical
expressions as defined for an action’s precondi-
tions and effects.

• The bind predicate is used to bind a variable
by evaluating an expression. It is of the form
(bind <var> <expression>).

4 THE APPROACH

Figure 1 illustrates our approach to occupant activ-
ity recognition, which consists of two main processes:
problem instance generation from sensor data and en-
gineering domain models for activity recognition. In
the first process, problem instances in HPDL are gen-
erated by converting raw sensor readings into indexed
temporal observations, which are then transformed
into indexed facts for the initial state of an HPDL
problem instance. The concept of indexing draws in-
spiration from (Fernandez-Olivares and Perez, 2020).
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Figure 1: Flowchart representing the approach for occupant
activity recognition as HTN planning.

The second process involves acquiring knowledge
about relevant activities and engineering it into an
HPDL domain model. This includes insights about
activities, their properties, and involved objects from
prior experience, existing activity models, and litera-
ture. We represent activities as primitive tasks. When
a specific activity occurs at some location, the corre-
sponding primitive task is added to the plan. Since
activities can last for specific periods, the plan’s tasks
are annotated with start and end times. This requires
aligning the temporal points of primitive tasks with
sensor timestamps (C1) and ensuring no temporal
conflicts between tasks in the plan, allowing for par-
allel activities at different locations (C2). The HTN
domain model is responsible for achieving condition
C1, while plan generation ensures C2.

These processes provide the inputs for the plan
generation, which is executed by a temporal HTN
planner, resulting in a plan of temporally annotated
activities recognised in locations within the building.

4.1 Indexed Facts Generation

We assume that raw sensor readings are gathered via
a standard IoT publish/subscribe mechanism, where
sensors send their readings to topics managed by a
message broker, see Figure 2. These readings are
stored in the order they are received, allowing for re-
trieval in the same sequence.

Each sensor reading includes the value and times-
tamp, which are translated into an indexed temporal
observation. An indexed temporal observation is a
tuple (sID, sVal, rTimestamp, idx), where sID is the
sensor’s unique identifier, sVal is the sensor reading
value, rTimestamp is the reading’s timestamp, and idx

x

…

y

z

…

…

sensor:s1   topic:x   value:1

sensor:s2   topic:y   value:250

sensor:s3   topic:y   value:125

sensor:sN   topic:z   value:0

…

30/11/2023 09:31:34

30/11/2023 09:31:52

30/11/2023 17:07:27

(s1  1 “30/11/2023 09:31:34” 0)

(s2  250 “30/11/2023 09:31:52” 1)

(s2  125 “30/11/2023 09:31:52” 1)

(sN  0 “30/11/2023 17:07:27” k)

…

(reading s1 1 0)

(timestamp “30/11/2023 09:31:34” 0)

(reading s2 250 1)

(reading s3 125 1)

(timestamp “30/11/2023 09:31:52” 1)

(reading sN 0 k)

(timestamp “30/11/2023 17:07:27” k)

…

Sensors Message Broker

Indexed Temporal ObservationIndexed HPDL Facts

Figure 2: Process of transforming sensor readings to in-
dexed temporal observations and generating HPDL facts.

is the reading’s position in the sequence.
Observing the correct order of sensor readings is

crucial for accurate activity recognition. If readings
are processed out of order, it can lead to incorrect in-
ferences about activities. For example, if the plan-
ner first processes the PC is turned on at time t and
then the monitor is on at time t ′, it might incorrectly
conclude the occupant is working on the PC, even if
the PC was turned off between t and t ′. Indexing en-
sures sensor readings are handled in strict sequence,
enabling accurate reasoning.

To represent an indexed temporal observation,
we use standard and temporal facts in HPDL. Fig-
ure 2 illustrates how sensor readings are translated
into HPDL facts. For example, at time 30/11/2023
09:31:54, sensors s2 and s3 report readings simul-
taneously on topic y, so their observations share the
same timestamp and index. These are then translated
into standard predicates for each reading and a tem-
poral fact linking the timestamp to the reading index.

4.2 Engineering Domain Models

We now outline the general process for engineering
HPDL domain models capable of performing occu-
pant activity recognition. This includes the represen-
tation of relevant objects, the modelling of mecha-
nisms for manipulating sensor readings, and the rep-
resentation of occupant activities.

4.2.1 Representing Sensors, Locations, and
Activities

The main types of objects within living spaces related
to user activities are sensors, locations, and activities.
These are represented as types at the highest level of
the typing hierarchy in HPDL. We can then define
subtypes using these types. Since sensors can be bi-
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nary or numeric, we define their corresponding types
as subtypes of the sensor type. Each sensor can be
defined using these two types; for example, a moni-
tor is a binary sensor, and a chair pressure sensor is a
numeric one.

To represent sensor locations, sensor readings, and
sensor status, we define a set of predicates, some of
which are shown in Figure 2. Other predicates in-
clude (sensorAt ?s - sensor ?l - location)
and (active ?s - sensor).

To infer useful information from the basic pred-
icates, we define several derived predicated. Partic-
ularly, (isBinary ?s) and (isNumeric ?s) enable
determining the type of a sensor when the sensor su-
pertype is passed as a parameter. Also, we define
(existsActiveSensor ?l - location) to deter-
mine whether there is any active sensor at a location.

For the representation of the current ongo-
ing activity and its start time, we employ two
predicates. The first one takes the location and
name of the current activity as arguments, whereas
the second one takes the location and start time:
(currentAct ?l - location ?a - activity),
(startAct ?l - location ?time - number).

To infer location types, we propose a straight-
forward representation requiring the specification of
one predicate per location in the form (is roomType
?l - roomType). For example, if the location is a
working room, then the location type inferring predi-
cate is (isWorkingRoom ?l - workingRoom), with
workingRoom defined under the location type.

4.2.2 Representing the Indexing Concept

To represent and infer the current index, we use
a derived predicate, (idx ?i - number). How-
ever, to get the last index in the sequence of
sensor readings in some location, we need an addi-
tional derived predicate (lastIdx ?i - number).
Since these predicates depend on numeric vari-
ables, we need functions to generate their values,
(currentIdx) and (lastIdx). To tie the de-
rived predicates and functions together, we employ
the bind predicate to link i to the value of the
current index in the sequence of sensor readings:
(:derived (idx ?i) (bind ?i (curIdx))).
Similarly for the last index.

4.2.3 Representing the Changing Threshold
Concept

To address the concept of changing threshold, we use
a predicate and a function. The predicate, taking the
numeric sensor, the new threshold value, and the in-
dex as parameters, represents the updated value of

the threshold for a given sensor. When a sensor’s
threshold gets changed, this predicate needs to be in-
serted at the same or before the index of the sen-
sor readings related to this threshold. The function
(threshold ?s - numeric) is used to associate the
threshold of a numeric sensor with a numeric value.

4.2.4 Representing a Recognised Activity

For the representation of recognised activities,
we propose using one primitive task, specifically
the action recognised activity with two param-
eters for the activity location and type. The
action has start and endpoints but has no pre-
conditions and effects. As this action is the only
primitive task, the activities recognised in a lo-
cation represent a temporally ordered sequence
of (:action recognisedActivity ?l ?a) in-
stances. Hence, for each a and a′ at li, where
a is added before a′ in the sequence, it follows
end(a) ≤ start(a′). Consequently, a plan is a se-
quence of instances of this action ordered by location,
i.e., the first subsequence of actions is for location
li, the next subsequence for location li+1, and so on,
aligning with the order of locations provided in the
initial task network. In the final plan, for a at li and a′

at l j, no temporal constraints exist between a and a′.

4.2.5 Updating Sensor Status

To update the active status of sensors based on their
current readings, we introduce a dedicated compound
task, which distinguishes between binary and nu-
meric sensors and has two methods for each sen-
sor type. For binary sensors, the task activates or
deactivates a sensor when the current sensor read-
ing is 1 or 0, respectively. For numeric sensors,
the logic is more complex yet the outcome re-
mains the same. Specifically, if a numeric sensor’s
reading equals or exceeds its threshold, the sensor
is active. Otherwise, the sensor is inactive. In
all task’s methods, we can employ inference tasks
whose effects consist of either (sensorActive ?s)
or (not (sensorActive ?s)).

4.2.6 Processing Sensor Readings per Location

Recognising occupant activities per location
dictates how sensor readings should be pro-
cessed to identify specific activities. We ad-
dress this with a dedicated compound task,
(:task recogniseActivitiesIn ?l). This
task handles sensor readings at location ?l while
considering dynamic thresholds and temporal infor-
mation at the current index. Four methods realise
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this task. The first captures new threshold values for
numeric sensors at the current index. The second
processes a new sensor reading by invoking the
compound task for updating the sensor status and
then marking the reading as processed using an
inference task. The third method recognises an
activity at a time point corresponding to the current
index, capturing the temporal information of the
current reading in its precondition and triggering
the compound task (recogniseAactivity ?l ?t)
(detailed in the next subsection). Upon recognising
an activity, the method increments the current index,
informing the planner to look at sensor readings at the
next index. These three methods lead to different de-
compositions via their task networks but all end with
a recursive call to (recogniseActivitiesIn ?l).
A fourth method serves as the base case to end
the recursion, applied when the sequence of sensor
readings for that location is complete. This method’s
task network includes three tasks: an inference
task capturing the current activity at ?l (including
its start and end times), then the primitive task
(recognisedActivity ?a ?l), ensuring it fits
within the temporal constraints of the plan (if a
temporal violation occurs, the decomposition would
fail, leading to backtracking; however, since sensor
readings naturally progress in time, this issue can
be resolved by resetting the index), and an inference
task to reset the current index.

4.2.7 Representing the Activity Hierarchy

To systematically recognise a specific activ-
ity, we propose employing a compound task
(recogniseActivity ?l ?t), where ?l is the
location and ?t is the timestamp. This task includes
methods for different types of locations, grouped
into two categories: presence-based activities and
absence. Each method for a presence-based activity
decomposes into a compound task for recognising
activities in a specific type of location. For presence-
based activities, each method decomposes into a
task for recognizing activities in a specific type of
location. For example, in an office building with
three room types, there would be three methods, each
handling presence-based activities for a particular
room type. The “Absence” method checks if all
sensors in the location are inactive, then decomposes
into the task for recognising “Absence”.

4.2.8 Recognising Presence-Based Activities

We can represent the recognition of presence-based
activities at multiple levels of abstraction. At the
highest level, we propose using a compound task with

at least three methods: one for recognising the basic
”Presence” activity, another for continuous recogni-
tion (details in the last subsection), and one for recog-
nising specific activities. For instance, recognising a
meeting in an office might involve methods for pres-
ence, continuous presence, and conducting a meet-
ing. If the method for recognising a specific activ-
ity fails, the process can fall back to identifying pres-
ence. The method for recognising a specific activity
can also lead to further refinement if the activity can
be broken down hierarchically. For example, “Meet-
ing” might be refined into “Having a meeting” and
“Giving a presentation”, each represented by a com-
pound task with its own methods, plus one for contin-
uous recognition. This approach allows for encoding
complex hierarchical relationships as needed. Each
of these methods includes preconditions based on the
active status of relevant sensors at the location. For
example, “Giving a presentation” might require ac-
tive chair pressure, projector, and acoustic sensors. If
a method leads to further abstraction, it decomposes
into the appropriate compound task; otherwise, it de-
composes into a task that marks the beginning of the
current activity and the end of the previous one, en-
suring temporal constraints are met while executing
(recognisedActivity ?l ?a).

4.2.9 Recognising “Absence”

Recognising “Absence” operates under the assump-
tion that none of the sensors deployed at a specific
location are active. This process is encapsulated in a
compound task consisting of two methods. One is re-
sponsible for continuous recognition, while the other
for recognising “Absence” at a given location by de-
composing to the task that marks the beginning and
end of activities.

4.2.10 Recognising Activities Continuously

For each type of activity, at different abstraction lev-
els, a method is needed to handle situations where
an activity is already in progress at a location. This
method, while sharing similar preconditions with oth-
ers, includes the predicate (currentAct ?l ?a).
This design choice allows the planning process to
continue by moving to the next index without adding
the ongoing activity to the plan. When an activity
?a is already in progress, it is stored in the predicate
(currentAct ?l ?a). If a new activity a’ is recog-
nised at the same location, the current activity ?a can
then be added to the plan. The start time of ?a is al-
ready recorded in (startAct ?l ?timepoint), and
its end time is set to when a’ begins. This approach
allows the planning process to accurately assign start
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and end times to activities.

4.3 Problem Instances Generation

For the HPDL problem instance, we define sen-
sors and relevant locations as objects. In the ini-
tial state segment, we require initialising the sen-
sor locations, thresholds for numeric sensors, cur-
rent activity at each location to “Absence”, sensor
readings and corresponding timestamps, current in-
dex to 0, and last index to k, where k is the last
index in the sensor readings sequence. In the ini-
tial task network’s segment, we specify the loca-
tions where activities should be recognised using the
(recogniseActivitiesIn ?l) task.

5 DOMAIN MODELS AND
PRELIMINARY EVALUATION

We now present our results. We first give insights into
the two domain models followed by the experimen-
tal setup and experimental results of our preliminary
evaluation.

5.1 The Two Domain Models

Following our approach, we developed two HPDL
domain models: one for recognising activities in
workspaces and another for activities in homes. The
Workspace domain can recognise nine activity types
in three location types, informed by our experience
with living labs and existing knowledge of office ac-
tivities (Nguyen et al., 2014; Georgievski, 2022). The
Homes domain can recognise ten activity types in five
location types, drawing on our experience and exist-
ing knowledge of home activities (Naeem et al., 2007;
van Kasteren et al., 2011). Both domains are designed
to be generic and flexible, supporting typical activi-
ties in workspaces and homes while allowing for cus-
tomisation. The two domains with sample problem
instances are publicly available on GitHub.1

5.2 Experimental Setup

Dataset To test our approach with real-world data,
we used a publicly available dataset (Azkune and
Almeida, 2018) of a real home (Kasteren Home
A (van Kasteren et al., 2011)). The home, an apart-
ment of a 26-year-old male, has three rooms equipped
with 14 simple, non-obtrusive sensors. These sensors
collected 1319 readings over 25 different days. The

1https://github.com/PlanX-Universe/domains

inhabitant annotated his activities using speech recog-
nition via a headset.

Planner. We use the publicly available version of
SIADEX, which is a temporal HTN planner.2

Modelling Considerations. We use our Homes do-
main model. Since the selected dataset includes only
binary sensor readings, we do not need to account
for numeric sensors or dynamic thresholds. Further-
more, determining when a sensor becomes inactive
(switches from 1 to 0) can be inconsistent, as some
sensors deactivate immediately after activation, while
others remain active for extended periods, making it
difficult to interpret the status change. Thus, for this
experiment, we exclude predicates related to sensor
deactivation and focus solely on activation readings.
Moreover, because the SIADEX’s version does not
support timed initial literals, we use numeric fluents
to represent time (e.g., 93347 for 09:33:47). We also
split the dataset into separate problem instances for
each of the 25 days as we lack timestamps to prevent
temporal violations – the end of the last activity on
one day may occur later than the start of the first ac-
tivity on the following day.

Evaluation Metrics. We evaluate our approach us-
ing standard accuracy metrics: precision, recall, F-
score, and relative gap. To obtain ground truth for
comparison, we label each sensor reading in the
dataset with the activity inferred from the inhab-
itant’s annotations, treating “None” annotations as
“Absence” activities. Since our approach produces
a plan with recognised activities by location, a di-
rect comparison with the labelled ground truth is not
possible. Instead, we re-label the original dataset ac-
cording to the recognised activities in the plans. We
calculate the metrics for each day, with the following
assumptions: if the ground truth contains no activity
instances for a day and our results also show no ac-
tivity, we assign a score of 1 to precision, recall, and
F-score for that activity (i.e., “Absence”). Otherwise,
if our approach labels readings with activities that do
not match the ground truth, we assign a score of 0 to
each metric.

Comparison. We compare our approach with base-
line data-driven techniques, including Naive Bayes
(NB), Hidden Markov Model (HMM), Hidden Semi-
Markov Model (HSMM), and Conditional Random

2https://github.com/UGR-IntelligentSystemsGroup/
HPDL-Planner
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Field (CRF) (van Kasteren et al., 2011). Addition-
ally, we evaluate it against hybrid or enhanced ap-
proaches that combine data-driven and knowledge-
based techniques, such as ARF (Ihianle et al.,
2018), HARS (Azkune and Almeida, 2018), and US-
MART (Ye et al., 2014).

5.3 Results

Daily precision and recall percentages offer limited
insights, as most activities show inconsistent oscilla-
tion with no clear pattern. The highest and most sta-
ble precision scores are observed for “Using toilet”
and “Preparing breakfast”, while the scores for other
activities fluctuate more widely. Precision for “Leav-
ing house” and “Going to bed” also oscillates, though
less extremely. This variability likely stems from the
fact that each of these activities is identified by a sin-
gle sensor, meaning every activation leads to recog-
nition of the corresponding activity. Irrelevant sensor
activations are common in the dataset, further adding
to these fluctuations. Precision for “Absence” goes
to the extreme, shifting between 1 and 0, indicating
that we either recognise all or none of the non-activity
readings. Recall scores also exhibit oscillation, with
our approach nearly always recognising instances of
“Going to bed” and “Preparing breakfast”. Other ac-
tivities fluctuate between 1 and 0, primarily due to our
convention of assigning 0 or 1 to metrics when they
are not applicable.

Figure 3 shows the average metric percentages.
The highest F-scores were for “Preparing breakfast”
(0.95), “Going to bed” (0.88), and “Leaving house”
(0.85). On the lower end, “Preparing dinner” and
“Getting drink” scored 0.61 and 0.6, respectively,
while ‘Taking shower” and “Absence” scored 0.51
and 0.5. Although “Using toilet” had a high preci-
sion of 0.97, its overall activity recognition rate was
only 59%, leading to an F-score of 0.73.

Our approach effectively distinguishes between
similar activities, such as “Preparing breakfast” and
“Preparing dinner”, due to their distinct times of
day, allowing the planner to check the relevance of
the current timestamp. However, it struggles when
time spans overlap, such as with “Getting drink” and
“Preparing dinner”. Although both activities have
similar F-scores, “Getting drink” has higher preci-
sion, while more instances of “Preparing dinner” are
recognised.

Table 1 shows the comparison between our ap-
proach, marked with an asterisk (*), and baseline
data-driven approaches, ordered by F-score. Our ap-
proach achieved 74.32% precision, 73.6% recall, and
a 73.95% F-score, demonstrating that our knowledge-

Figure 3: Average precision, recall, and F-score per activity.

Table 1: Accuracy comparison with baseline data-driven
approaches on the Kasteren House A dataset.

Approach Precision Recall F-score
NB 67.3% 64.8% 65.8%
CRF 73.5% 68.0% 70.4%
HMM 70.3% 74.3% 72.0%
HSMM 70.5% 75.0% 72.4%
∗ 74.3% 73.6% 73.9%

Table 2: Gap analysis with hybrid approaches using the
Kasteren House A dataset.

Approach USMART HARS HARS
Gap 0.07 3.97 19.5

based approach outperforms traditional data-driven
baselines.

Table 2 shows the F-score gaps between our ap-
proach and more advanced, hybrid approaches. The
gap between our approach and USMART is minimal,
suggesting that our approach is on par with USMART,
despite USMART not accounting for the “None” ac-
tivity. The ability of our approach to recognise “Ab-
sence” gives it an advantage in scenarios where dis-
tinguishing between presence and absence is critical.
The gap with HARS is slightly larger at 3%, indi-
cating that HARS benefits from its combination of
data-driven and knowledge-based techniques but only
marginally outperforms our approach. However, the
19% gap between our approach and ARF highlights
ARF’s superior performance, likely due to its effec-
tive integration of ontological reasoning with classi-
fication models. This gap points out to the potential
benefits of further enhancing our approach by incor-
porating data-driven strategies.

6 RELATED WORK

The research on this topic can be broadly categorised
into two main streams: activity recognition and plan
and goal recognition (Sukthankar et al., 2014; Van-
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Horenbeke and Peer, 2021). Activity recognition
focuses on discovering meaningful human activities
from potentially noisy, low-level sensor data. This
problem has been addressed using both data-driven
and knowledge-based approaches. Data-driven meth-
ods rely on large datasets for training and feature
engineering while exhibiting variable prediction ac-
curacy and poor generalisation (Jobanputra et al.,
2019; Minh Dang et al., 2020; Chen et al., 2021).
Knowledge-based approaches, on the other hand, for-
malise activity models using prior knowledge and ap-
ply reasoning to detect activities, achieving reason-
able accuracy but struggle with temporal constraints,
uncertainty, scalability, and adaptability (Chen et al.,
2008; Riboni et al., 2011; Chen et al., 2011; Nguyen
et al., 2014).

Plan and goal recognition focuses on identify-
ing high-level goals and plans to reach goals by ob-
serving agents’ primitive actions. A common ap-
proach involves using plan libraries to represent pos-
sible plans to be recognised in various domains, such
as homes (Simpson et al., 2006; Bouchard et al.,
2006). Some studies also consider the temporal prop-
erties of recognised plans, e.g., (Levine and Williams,
2014). A notable approach is PGR as planning, where
an agent’s behaviour is represented in domain the-
ory (Ramı́rez and Geffner, 2009). Like our work,
PGR as planning relies on domain models, typically
STRIPS-based (Ramı́rez and Geffner, 2009; Sohrabi
et al., 2016) and recently non-temporal HTNs (Höller
et al., 2018). Although domain-independent, these
proposals lack expressiveness needed to capture the
nuances of occupant activity recognition and do
tackle the knowledge-engineering aspect.

HTN planning has been applied to recognise and
label sequences of divers’ activities using event logs
according to hours of service regulations (Fernandez-
Olivares and Perez, 2020). In this approach, ini-
tial observations correspond to events in a driver’s
log, and service regulations are translated into a
temporal HTN domain to identify driving activi-
ties, resulting in plans as interpretable labelled event
logs. Also, HTN planning has been used for ac-
tivity recognition in offices, though without tackling
the domain-engineering problem and temporal prop-
erties (Georgievski, 2022).

Our work parallels runtime verification in plan-
ning, which studies whether observed plan execu-
tions meet intended plan semantics (Bensalem et al.,
2014), and conformance checking in process mining,
which studies whether business process executions,
as recorded in event logs, conform to process mod-
els (van der Aalst, 2011). We go beyond verifying
activities against sensor readings by identifying spe-

cific activities and generating plans that interpret sen-
sor readings as activities with start and end times.

7 CONCLUSIONS

Enabling buildings to support occupants and their
well-being requires placing occupants in the centre of
their operation and recognising occupants’ behaviour.
We propose a novel framing of occupant activity
recognition as temporal HTN planning and a new
domain-engineering approach for designing HTN do-
main models and problem instances that effectively
capture the essential aspects of occupant activities and
IoT data processing. We also developed HTN do-
main models for workspaces and homes, demonstrat-
ing both the applicability of our approach and its abil-
ity to address real-world challenges in occupant activ-
ity recognition. Our work emphasises the importance
of problem formulation in AI planning, extending be-
yond traditional benchmark problem generation. The
efficiency of our proposal was validated using the
Homes domain on a real dataset, showing high preci-
sion and recall for specific activities, and competitive
performance compared to other approaches.

Future research will focus on refining HTN do-
main models to capture more nuanced activities, in-
corporating additional IoT data, and expanding our
approach to diverse environments, such as assisted
living facilities. Integrating machine learning tech-
niques and large language models could further en-
hance accuracy and adaptability to occupant be-
haviours. For example, the integration of HTN plan-
ning as a classifier into the training process of data-
driven approaches is an interesting direction for ex-
ploring performance benefits.
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APPENDIX

The acronyms mentioned in this paper are listed in
Table 3.

Table 3: List of acronyms.

Acronym Description
AI Artificial Intelligence
IoT Internet of Things
PGR Plan and Goal Recognition
HTN Hierarchical Task Network
HPDL Hierarchical Domain Definition Language
PDDL Planning Domain Definition Language
NB Naive Bayes
HMM Hidden Markov Model
HSMM Hidden Semi-Markov Model
CRF Conditional Random Field
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