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ABSTRACT

We consider a reach-avoid differential game, in which one of
the players aims to steer the system into a target set with-
out violating a set of state constraints, while the other player
tries to prevent the first from succeeding; the system dynam-
ics, target set, and state constraints may all be time-varying.
The analysis of this problem plays an important role in colli-
sion avoidance, motion planning and aircraft control, among
other applications. Previous methods for computing the
guaranteed winning initial conditions and strategies for each
player have either required augmenting the state vector to
include time, or have been limited to problems with either
no state constraints or entirely static targets, constraints
and dynamics. To incorporate time-varying dynamics, tar-
gets and constraints without the need for state augmenta-
tion, we propose a modified Hamilton-Jacobi-Isaacs equa-
tion in the form of a double-obstacle variational inequality,
and prove that the zero sublevel set of its viscosity solu-
tion characterizes the capture basin for the target under the
state constraints. Through this formulation, our method can
compute the capture basin and winning strategies for time-
varying games at no additional computational cost with re-
spect to the time-invariant case. We provide an implementa-
tion of this method based on well-known numerical schemes
and show its convergence through a simple example; we in-
clude a second example in which our method substantially
outperforms the state augmentation approach.

1. INTRODUCTION

Dynamic reach-avoid games have received growing inter-
est in recent years and have many important applications in
engineering problems, especially concerning the control of
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strategic or safety-critical systems: in many scenarios, one
must find a control action that will guarantee reaching a de-
sired state while respecting a set of constraints, often in the
presence of an unknown disturbance or adversary. Practical
applications include collision avoidance, surveillance, energy
management and safe reinforcement learning, in which tar-
gets typically describe desired waypoints or operating condi-
tions and constraints can model obstacles in the environment
or generally forbidden configurations.

In the two-player reach-avoid formulation, one seeks to de-
termine the set of states from which one of the players (the
attacker) can successfully drive the system to some target
set, while keeping the state within some state constraint set
at all times, regardless of the opposing actions of the other
player (the defender)—this set is commonly referred to as
the capture basin, backwards reachable set or simply reach-
avoid set of the target under the constraints. In the absence
of state constraints, reachability problems involving possi-
bly time-varying target sets can be posed as a maximum
(minimum) cost game where the players try to optimize the
pointwise minimum over time of some metric to the target.
In this case, the backwards reachable set can be obtained by
finding the viscosity solution to the corresponding Hamilton-
Jacobi-Isaacs (HJI) equation in the form of a variational in-
equality: this value function captures the minimum distance
to the target that will be achieved by the optimal trajectory
starting at each point, so the capture basin is characterized
by the region of the state space where this minimum future
distance is equal to or less than zero. Maximum cost con-
trol problems were studied in detail in [3], and extended to
the two-player setting in |2]. While computationally inten-
sive, Hamilton-Jacobi approaches are practically appealing
nowadays due to the availability of modern numerical tools
such as [16} |17} 22], which allow solving the associated equa-
tions for problems with low dimensionality.

If the game is played under state constraints, then the
value function generally becomes discontinuous [19}|20], which
leads to numerical issues. In the case of systems with time-
invariant dynamics, targets and constraints, the approach
in |5] characterizes the capture basin through an auxiliary
value function that solves a modified Hamilton-Jacobi varia-
tional inequality. Although the new value function no longer
captures the minimum distance from a trajectory to the tar-
get, the reach-avoid set is still given by the value function’s
subzero region. This allows to effectively turn a constrained
final cost problem into an unconstrained problem with a
maximum cost.

For problems with time-varying dynamics, targets and



constraints, the approach proposed in [6] as an extension of
[5] requires augmenting the state space with an additional
dimension accounting for time; one can then transform time-
dependence into state-dependence and apply the above de-
scribed methods to solve the fixed problem in the space-time
state space. Unfortunately, this approach presents a signifi-
cant drawback, since the complexity of numerical computa-
tions is exponential in the problem dimensionality.

The main contribution of this paper is an extension of the
Hamilton-Jacobi reach-avoid formulation to the case where
the target set, the state constraint set, and dynamics are
allowed to be time-varying, enabling computation of the
reach-avoid set at no significant additional cost relative to
the time-invariant case. To this end, we formulate a double-
obstacle HJI variational inequality, and prove that the zero
sublevel set of its viscosity solution characterizes the desired
reach-avoid set. We also provide a numerical scheme based
on [17, 18] and implementation based on [15] to solve the
variational inequality and verify the numerical solution us-
ing a simple example. We finish by showing that our method
vastly outperforms techniques requiring state augmentation.

It should be noted that other authors have recently stud-
ied Hamilton-Jacobi equations with a double obstacle in the
context of games with lack of information [7] and stochastic
games with impulse controls [9]. To our knowledge, however,
the present work constitutes the first analysis of double-
obstacle Hamilton-Jacobi equations in the context of reach-
ability problems. We also note that the results presented
in this paper for differential games are readily applicable to
optimal control problems.

2. PROBLEM FORMULATION

2.1 System Dynamics

Let A ¢ R™ and B ¢ R™ be nonempty compact sets and,
fort < T, let Ay and B; denote the collections of measurableﬂ
functions a : (¢t,7) — A and b : (t,T) — B respectively.
We consider a dynamical system with state x € R", and
two agents, player I and player II, with inputs a(-) € A+ and
b(-) € B, respectively. The system dynamics are given by the
flow field f : R™ x A x B x [0,T] — R", which is assumed
to be measurable in a,b and ¢ for each x, and bounded and
Lipschitz continuous in z for any a, b and ¢; that is,

3L >0:Vace A,Vbe B,Vte [0,T],Vz,z € R", (1)
\f(x,a,b,t)| < L7|f($7a‘ab7t) - f(i'aaﬁbvt” < L|$*fﬁ‘,

where | - | denotes a norm on R™. Then for any initial time
t € [0, 7] and state z, under input signals a(-) € A, b(-) € By,
the evolution of the system is determined (see for example
[8], Chapter 2, Theorems 1.1, 2.1) by the unique continuous
trajectory ¢Zf : [t,T] — R™ solving

z(s) = f(z(s),a(s),b(s),s), a.e. se[t,T],
z(t) = z.

(2)

Note that this is a solution in the extended sense, that is,
it satisfies the differential equation almost everywhere (i.e.
except on a subset of Lebesgue measure zero). It will be

L A function f : X — Y between two measurable spaces
(X,Xx) and (Y, Xy) is said to be measurable if the preimage
of a measurable set in Y is a measurable set in X, that is:

YV e By, f71(V) € Bx, with £x, Yy o-algebras on XY

useful to denote by X; the collection of all trajectories d);”i’ :
[t, 7] — R™ that solve for some initial condition and
input signals:

Xe = {¢%} : [t,T] — R", for z € R",a(") € A¢,b(-) € By |

BbE) = 7, S omt = F(62H(5),a(s), (s 5) ae. s < [T,

2.2 Target and Constraint Sets

Let ¢ = 0 be the start time of the reachability game and
t = T > 0 be the end time. Following the notation in
15, [6], let d : R™ x 28" — R give the distance between a
point z and a set M under some norm | - | on R", that is,
d(x, M) := infyep |z — y|. Further, for every M € R", let
dm : R™ — R be the signed distance function to M:

() = d(z, M), x € RM\M,
MAT) = —d(z,R™\M), =€ M.

A set-valued map M : [0,T] — 2%" is upper hemicon-
tinuoueﬁ if for any open neighborhood V' of M(t) there is
an open neighborhood U of ¢ such that M(7) € V Vr e U.
We define the upper hemicontinuous set-valued maps 7, K :
[0,7] — 2%" which respectively assign a target set T; = R"
and a constraint set K; < R™ to each time ¢ € [0,T]. Re-
quiring that 7Tz, K¢ are closed for all ¢, we can construct the
space-time sets

T := U Te x {t}, K:= U Ke x {t},

te[0,T7] te[0,T]

which are then closed subsets of R" x [0, 7] by the following
lemma.

LEMMA 1. Let M : [0,T] — 2%" be an upper hemicon-
tinuous set-valued map with M(t) = M, closed in R"™ for
all t € [0,T]. Then the set Ml = J;c(q 7 Me x {t} is closed
in R™ x [0,7T].

ProOOF. We prove the lemma by contradiction using the
following characterization: a set is closed if and only if it
contains all of its limit points. Suppose M is not closed:
then there exists a limit point (z,t) of M that is not in M,
i.e. © & M. Since My is closed, x ¢ My cannot be a limit
point of My, that is, under any metric on R", there exists
r > 0 such that M, and the open ball B(x,r) are disjoint.
On the other hand, as (z,t) is a limit point of M, every
open neighborhood of (z,t) must meet M. In particular, any
neighborhood of the form B(x,r/2) x U, with U any open
neighborhood of t, contains a point (y,s) € M, ie. y €
M. But then for the open meighborhood of M; given by
the Minkowski sum V := My + B(0,7/2), we have that for
all open neighborhoods U of t, 3s € U such that there is
y € Msn B(z,r/2), soy ¢V and therefore Ms £ V. This
directly contradicts upper hemicontinuity of the set-valued
map M. [J

The closed sets T and K can then be implicitly characterized
as the subzero regions of two Lipschitz continuous functions
l:R" x[0,T] - R and g : R" x [0,T] — R respectively,
that is, 3L;, Ly > 0 : V(z,t), (2,t) € R x [0,T],
(2, 1) = Uz, )| < Lil(=,t) - (2,1)],
‘g(.’mt)—g(i’, ~)‘ ng‘(Lt)—(iyf)L (3)

2Sometimes also called upper semicontinuous.




so that

(z,t) €T < I(z,t) <0, (z,t) e K < g¢g(z,t) <0.
These functions always exist, since we can simply choose
the signed distance functions I(z,t) = dr(z,t) and g(z,t) =
dk (x,t), which are Lipschitz continuous by construction, i.e.
they are the infimum of point-to-point distances.

Note that this definition of targets and constraints is flexi-
ble and allows to formulate a variety of target and constraint
behaviors, including changing topologies over time (e.g. a
target splitting into multiple separate sets or disappearing
entirely).

We say that a trajectory ¢ € X; is admissible on [t,t + 4]
for some § > 0 if for all t < 7 <t + 9, it satisfies ¢(7) € IC;.
The minimum value of [ achieved by an admissible state
trajectory in the course of the game determines its outcome
(it will be negative if the trajectory ever enters the target 7Tz );
we therefore refer to [ as the payoff function. On the other
hand, the maximum value of g reached by any trajectory
determines whether or not it is admissible (it will be positive
if the trajectory ever breaches the constraints K:); we call g
the discriminator function.

2.3 Value and Strategies

We will adopt the arbitrary convention that player I seeks
to minimize the outcome of the game, while player II tries
to maximize it: that is, I is trying to drive the system into
the target set, and II wants to prevent I from succeeding,
possibly by driving the system out of the constraint set; we
will refer to I as the attacker and II as the defender. For
each trajectory ¢;’; € X; we define the outcome of the game
as the functional

V(e tia(),00)) = _min max {16227, s

()
The above expression is considering, for each time 7, the
maximum between the current value of [ and the greatest
value of g reached so far by the trajectory; therefore this
term will be smaller of equal to zero for a given 7 if and
only if the system is in the target at time 7 without ever
having left the constraint set on [¢,7]. If this situation takes
place for any 7 € [¢,T], player I wins the game; therefore,
the minimum for all 7 reflects whether player I wins at any
point between ¢ and the end of the game. We summarize
this through the following proposition.

PROPOSITION 1. The set of points x at time t € [0,T]
from which the system trajectory gzﬁzlt’() under given controls
a(-) € Ay, b(-) € By will enter the target set at some time
T € [t,T] without violating the constraints at any s € [t, 7]
is equal to the zero sublevel set of V(x,t,a(-),b(-)). That is:

{(z,t) e R" x [0,T] : 37 € [¢,T1,
$i(1) € Tr A Vs e [t,7], 654 (s) € K}
= {(z,t) eR" x [0,T] : V(z,t,a(-),b(")) <0}. (5)

Note that this value function is negative when the trajec-
tory starting at (z,t) reaches the target without previously
breaching the constraints: it is agnostic to whether con-
straints are breached after the target has been reached. One
could formulate an alternative problem requiring that tra-
jectories remain feasible for the entire duration of the game:

o626 |

in that case the game’s outcome would instead be

W(z,t,a(-),b(-)) :max{ min_1(¢%%(7),7), max g(qs;;f;(s),s)}.

T€[t,T] ’ T€[t,T]
(6)

This alternative problem is not the object of this paper, and
we will restrict our attention to the problem described by
[@.

Following |11} |12} |21 [24], we define the set of nonantici-
pative strategies for player II containing the functionals
Ay = {/6 Ay — By | Vs € [t,T], Va(),d() € At, (a(T) =
a(t) aer € [t,s]) = (Bla](r) = Bla](r) a.e.T € [t,s])}. By
allowing II to use nonanticipative strategies, we are giving
it a certain advantage, since at each instant it can adapt
its control input to the one declared by I. This information
pattern leads to the upper value of the game, given by:

V'(z,t) = 5(9&;& a(i.g}gfm V(z,t,a(-), Blal(-)). (7a)

Analogously, we can decide to give I the advantage by defin-
ing its set of nonanticipative strategies as I't := {a : By —
Ac | Vs € [t,T], Vb(-),b(-) € By, (b(r) = b(r) aeT €
[t,s]) = (afb](7) = a[b](r) a.e.r e [t,s])}. This determines
the lower value of the game as:

V7 (z,t):= inf sup V(z,t,a[b](-),b(-)). (7b)

a(-)el: b(-)eBy

Naturally, it follows that V™ (z,t) < VT (x,t) everywhere.
In those cases in which equality holds, the game is said to
have value and V(wz,t) := V' (x,t) = V (a,t) is simply
referred to as the value of the game.

Given an information pattern, we say that a point (z,t)
is in the capture basin (or reach-avoid set) Ctx of the tar-
get T under constraints K when the system trajectory ¢;1’;,
with both players acting optimally, reaches T at some time
7 € [t,T] while remaining in K for all time s € [t,7]. In
particular, when player II uses nonanticipative strategies,

Cigi={(z,t) eR" x [0,T]: Ja(-) € Ar,VB(-) €Ty, (8a)
Ire[t,T], 621 (r) e o A Vse [t,7], 6201 (s) € Ko},
and similarly, when player I uses nonanticipative strategies,
Cry = {(z,t) e R" x [0,T] : Ja(-) € A, Vb(:) € By, (8b)
Ire[t,T], 6500 (1) e To A Vse [t,7], 65000 (s) € K}

Given Proposition [I] and the above definitions, we have an
important result expressed by the following proposition.

PROPOSITION 2. The capture basin of the space-time tar-
get set T when the defender (attacker) is allowed to wuse
nonanticipative strategies is given by the zero sublevel set
of the upper (resp. lower) value function V. That is:

Clx ={(@,) eR" x [0,T]: VT (z,t) <0}, (%)
Crg = {(z,t) eR™ x [0,T] : V" (z,t) < 0}. (9b)
COROLLARY 1. The capture basin when the defender is

allowed to use nonanticipative strategies is a subset of that
resulting from the attacker using nonanticipative strategies:

Cix S Cri- (10)



BeA, a€AL [t,t45]

V(z,t)" = sup inf {min[ min max
TE

(1657 (7). 7), max g(65:71)(5), 9)),

se(t,7]

TE[t,t+46]

max (V (g2 1)t +6), + 6), max g((ﬁZ:f[a](T),T))]}. (11a)

V(z,t)” = inf sup{min[ min _max
TE

(16 (r),7), max g(62:71)(5), 9)),

a€ls pep, [t,t+6] se(t, 7]
s (V{629 0-40),04.0),_max (627, ) | } (11)
TE|L,

3. THE DOUBLE-OBSTACLE ISAACS
EQUATION

It has been shown that the value function for minimum
payoff games can be characterized as the unique viscosity
solution to a variational inequality involving an appropriate
Hamiltonian |2} |3, which has commonly been referred to as a
Hamilton-Jacobi equation with an obstacle. We now extend
the results for minimum cost problems to the category of
problems with a cost in the form of (4).

We first state the particular form of Bellman’s principle
of optimality [4] for the problem at hand.

LEMMA 2 (DYNAMIC PROGRAMMING PRINCIPLE). Let
0<t<T and0 < <T —t. Then equation holds.

ProOOF. The correctness of this lemma can be verified by
inspection of , considering how the value in is prop-
agated back in time as per along the characteristic (op-
timal trajectory) in all possible cases. The first term in the
outer minimum of is the local application of the defini-
tion in restricted to the interval [t, ¢ + §],

Vit t46] :=T€g{itg 5% (l(¢31?(7), ), Imax, 9(8%7(s), 8))-
(12)

The minimum outcome achieved in the whole of [¢,T], how-
ever, will also be a function of the future value of (4]) through-
out the remainder of the game after [t + ], captured by

Views,r) == V(6,(t +6),t +6). (13)

Now, if for all T € [¢,t+4], g(d)iji’(T), 7) < V46,17, then from
it will clearly be that V(z,t) = min{Vj; 146, Vie+s,11}-
The future value that is propagated along the characteristic,
however, will be altered if anywhere on [¢,t + J], g exceeds
Vit+s,17, in which case the maximum of g along the charac-
teristic between ¢ and ¢+ ¢ will be propagated instead. Thus

the second term in the outer minimum of is

Vie[t+s,1) := max (V[t+5,T]7TEY[?%%]Q@ZZ?(T)’T» (14)

The resulting value at (z,t) is therefore determined by the

minimum of the local element and this last term, that is:

V7t (z,t) = sup inf min{Viz,e15); Vi [e+6,71} (15a)

BeA, achy

V7 (z,t) = inf supmin{Vi¢ 161, Vie[e+s,11}- (15b)

ael'y beB;

The statement in is a more compact form of . [

We introduce the upper and lower Hamiltonians H™:

H*(z,p,t) = minmax f(z,a,b,t)p, (16a)
acA beB

H (z,p,t) = maxmin f(z,a,b,t)-p. (16Db)
beB acA

The following theorem constitutes the main theoretical
contribution of this paper; it shows that the value function
V% is the viscosity solution of a particular variational in-
equality that has the form of a Hamilton-Jacobi-Isaacs equa-
tion with a double obstacle.

THEOREM 1. Assume f satisfies , and that l(x,t), g(x,t)
are globally Lipschitz continuous. Then the value function
VE(z,t) for the game with outcome given by is the unique
viscosity solution of the variational inequality

max { min {atv +HE (2, DaV, 1), Uz, t) — V(a, t)},
g(z,t) — V(mﬂf)} =0, te€[0,T],zeR", (17a)

with terminal condition

V(z,T) = max {l(z,T),9(z,T)}, xeR". (17b)

Proor oF THEOREM [Il The structure of the proof fol-
lows the classical approach in [12] and draws from viscosity
solution theory. In every case, we start by assuming that V+
is not a viscosity solution of the HJI equation and derive a
contradiction of the principle of optimality stated in Lemma
We will prove the theorem for V1 with Hamiltonian H*;
the proof for V™~ with H™ is analogous and is not presented
here.

First, from the definition of V' in ,, considering the
terminal case t = T, it is clear that it satisfies the boundary
condition .

A continuous function is a viscosity solution of a partial
differential equation if it is both a subsolution and a super-
solution (defined below). We will first prove that V1 is a
viscosity subsolution of (I7a). Let ¢ € C*(R™ x (0,7)) such
that VT — 4 attains a local maximum at (zo,to); without
loss of generality, assume that this maximum is 0. We say
that VT is a subsolution of if, for any such 1,

max { min {6tw(:po, to) + H (z0, Da¥p, to) , l(z0, to) — (w0, tO)}7

g(zo,t0) — ¢(J»’07t0)} = 0. (18)



From the condition of local maximum, we know
V(o2 (to + 8),to + 8) < p(d% 4, (to + 6), o + ),

for sufficiently small 6 > 0 and all a(-) € Ay, b(-) € By,. For
conciseness, we will write ¢I 'to (to -+ 0) as simply $(to + )
whenever statements hold for all inputs a(-),b(-).

For the sake of contradiction, suppose is false. Then
it must be that

g(xo,to) = Y(xo,t0) — 01, (19)
and, in addition, at least one of the following holds:

l(zo,to) = Y(zo,to) — b2, (20a)

Op(zo,to) + H' (w0, Datp, to) = —03, (20b)

for some 61,602,053 > 0. If and are true, then
by continuity of g, [ and system trajectories, there exists a
sufficiently small § > 0 such that for all inputs a(-),b(-) and
for all to < 7 < tg + 6,

9(¢(7),7) < b(z0,t0) — %1 = V" (2o, to) %17
Uo(r), ) < (o to) — 2 = V¥ ao, 10) — 2.

Then, incorporating this into the dynamic programming prin-

ciple (|11al) we have

V*t(xo,t0) < sup inf { [min max [l( aﬁ[a](r),T)
TE

BeA; a€hy to,t+5] Pa0,to
se[tox]g(d)xo to ( )75)]}
01 6
< V*(@o,to) —min {2, 21,

which is a contradiction, since 61,602 > 0.

Similarly, if and are true, then for a small
enough § > 0 we have, for all to < 7 < to + 0 and for
all nonanticipative strategies S(-),

a a a 9
Q95 (), m) + (65510, Da ) < =3,
for some input a € A(to). Integrating on [to, to + J] gives
Z
Y(p(to + 6),to + ) — (o, to) < _5357

and recalling that V'
we obtain

— 9 has a local maximum at (zo, to),

VT (¢(to +6),to +6) < V' (zo,t0) — 9723&

Inspecting (11a)) in this case, we obtain

V*t(xo,t0) < sup inf { max [V+(¢a’ﬁ[a] (to + ), to + 9),

BeA, achy z0,t0
a,8[a] ]}
[{[I)l t0+6] g(¢x0,to (T)vT)

01 6
<V (xo,t0) — min{;l —36}

which again is a contradiction, since 01, 03,0 > 0. Therefore,
we conclude that (T8) must be true and hence V* is indeed
a subsolution of (|17al)

We now proceed to show that V1 is also a viscosity su-
persolution of (I7a)), that is, for all 1p € C*(R™ x (0, 7)) such
that V™ — 1 attains a local minimum at (zo,to) (again, we

can assume for convenience that this minimum is 0), it holds
that

max { min {8t1/)(xo,to) + H™ (z0, Da,t0) , l(z0, to) — ’Lll(loio)},

g(zo,to) — w(wo,to)} <0. (21)
If we suppose that is false, then either it holds that
g(xo,to) = Y(xo,to) + 61, (22)
or both of the following are true:
l(z0,t0) = (0, t0) + 02, (23a)

at’lﬁ(l‘o,to) +HT (3;’07

for some 601,602,603 > 0.
If (22) holds, then there is a small enough ¢ > 0 such that
for all trajectories starting at (zo, o) and all to < 7 <to+0

D:c'l/%tD) = 03» (23b)

9(8(7), ) > (o, o) + T = V¥ (o, t0) + 2.

Then the dynamic programming principle (11a)) yields

sup 1nf{ min[ min max g(d)ift[g](s),s),

Vt(zo,t
(0, t0) = Beh, a€ht T€[to,to+5] se[to,T]

aﬁ[a
ephax 9 9(Day iy (T), )]}

0
>V+(xo,to)+§,

which is a contradiction, as 61 > 0.
If, on the other hand, holds, then there is a small
enough 6 > 0 such that

0

H(7),7) < Plao,to) + 5

and, for some strategy 3 € A(to)
b3

0
2 7
and all inputs a € A(to),

= V+($0,to) +

o< W(2PM (b + 8),t0 + 6) —

z0,to

w(x07 tO)
< V+(¢a’5[a] (to + 5) to + 5) —

i V+(1707t0)
with the latter inequality obtained from (23b]) by integration

on [to,to + ¢]. With this, (11a) gives

V*(z0,t0) = a,B[a]

su mf{ min[ min (¢ T), T
,Be/l\)t a€h¢ T€[to,to+6] ( zosto ( ) )

V+(¢aﬁ[”'](t0 + (S),tO + 6)]}

z0,to

02 0
>Vt (xo,to)+m1n{22 236},

resulting in another contradiction, as 62, 03,6 > 0. We there-
fore conclude that it must be that . ) holds and V1 is a
supersolution of (| -

Since we have shown that V7 is both a viscosoty subsolu-
tion and a viscosity supersolution of the variational inequal-
ity, this completes the proof that V' is a viscosity solution
of with Hamiltonian H*. Uniqueness follows from the
classical comparison and uniqueness theorems for viscosity
solutions (see Theorem 4.2 in [3]). O

REMARK 1. As in previous work @ @ @/, the assump-
tions in this theorem are stronger than necessary, and can
be relared. The assumption of Lipschitz continuity of f, |
and g leads to Lipschitz continuity of VE, which then sat-
isfies almost everywhere; if we only assumed uniform
continuity, then VE would still satisfy in the viscosity
sense.



4. NUMERICAL IMPLEMENTATION

We present in this section a numerical method to com-
pute the value function @ for the time-varying reach-avoid
problem, based on the result in Theorem For conciseness,
we drop the distinction between upper and lower values and
Hamiltonians, as the method is equally applicable to either.

Let i € I denote the index of the grid point in a discretized
computational domain of a compact subset X < R™ and let
k € {1,...,n} denote the index of each discrete time step in
a finite interval [0,7]. Since our computation will proceed
in backward time, we will let T'=to > t1 > ... > t, = 0. To
numerically solve the variational inequality , we use the
following procedure, based on a three-step update rule:

Algorithm 1: Numerical Double-Obstacle HJI Solution
Data: Z(Ii, tk), g(:ri, tk)
Result: V(xj, tk)
Initialization
forie I do
Init L V (21, to) — max{l(xi,t0), §(zi, to)};

Value propagation
for k — 1 ton do
foriel do

U1 V(wi,tie) < V(i tieo1)
te—1 ) .

+J H (i, DIV (21, 7), Dy V(xi, 7)) d;
t

k

U2 V(Ii,tk) «— min{V(mi,tk),l(aEi,tk)};

us V(xi,tk) — max{V(aci,tk),g(:Jci,tk)};

_ The method uses discretized values of the payoff function
I(zi,tr) and the discriminator function §(zi,ty); V denotes
the numerical approximation to V. The integral in the first
update step (U1) is computed numerically using time deriva-
tive approximations. As an illustrative example, with a first
order forward Euler scheme, we would have

V(wi, te) = Viw, tee1) (24)
+ (tkfl - tk)]‘}(l’i, D;V(mhtk*lx D;V(mi’tkfl))'

The numerical scheme of Algorithm ?7? is consistent with
. D}V, DV represent the “right” and “left” approxima-
tions of spatial derivatives. For the numerical Hamiltonian
H, we use the Lax-Friedrich approximation |14, [18]:

A ~ ~ -V + %
A(es, DIV, Do) = H ( DV;DV)
(25)

The components of a are given by «a; = maxper }g—;ﬂ, where
T is a hypercube containing all the values that p takes over
the computational domain. With this choice of o for the
Hamiltonian, the numerical scheme is stable [14] [1§].

In the numerical examples in Section [5] we use a fifth-
order accurate weighted essentially non-oscillatory scheme
[17, 18] for the spatial derivatives DX V; for the time deriva-
tive DtV, we use a third-order accurate total variation di-
minishing Runge-Kutta scheme [17] |23]. These methods are

implemented by means of the computational tools provided
in [15]. It should be noted that lower order spatial and time
derivative approximations can also yield a numerically stable
(although less accurate) solution to at lower computa-
tional expense |14} [18].

It is important to stress the remarkable computational
similarity of this new method to its time-invariant coun-
terpart. Indeed, the only computational overhead is intro-
duced by step (U3) in Algorithm ??, and the need to allow
functions [, g and H to depend on time. As a result, as
will be demonstrated in the following section, our method
can compute the backwards reachable set for time-varying
problems at essentially no additional cost compared to the
time-invariant case.

Lastly, the optimal action for each player is implicitly ob-
tained in solving the minimax to compute the Hamiltonian
H in step (U1). It follows from Algorithm ?? that, start-
ing inside a player’s winning region (the reach-avoid set for
the attacker and its complement for the defender), applying
this optimal action at each state as a feedback policy yields
a guaranteed winning strategy for the reach-avoid game.

S. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

To illustrate our proposed method for computing reach-
avoid sets, we present two numerical examples. The first
shows the computational procedure in a simple optimal con-
trol scenario with a moving target and a moving obstacle,
and the obtained capture basin is validated against the an-
alytical result. The second example presents a two-player
reach-avoid game with moving target and constraint sets;
our method is benchmarked against the approach proposed
in [6], reaching the same computed set (within one grid cell
of accuracy) at substantially lower computational cost.

5.1 Example 1: Reachability Problem

Consider the simple optimal control problem below, con-
sisting of a vehicle that can move in any direction at some
maximum speed trying to reach a moving target set while
avoiding a moving obstacle, modeled as the complement of
the constraint set. The time span of the problem is [0, T]
with T" = 0.5. The system is described by the state vector
x(t) = (p«(t), py(t)), which represents the vehicle’s position
on a plane, with the following dynamics:

X = vyentu(t), u(t) €U, (26)

where vyen = 0.5 is the speed of the vehicle and U is the unit
disk.

The target set is a square with side length 0.4 moving
down in forward time with velocity viay = 1.5. The center
of the target set is at (0,0.75) at ¢ = 0, and (0,0) at ¢ = 0.5.
The set is given mathematically as follows:

Te = {(p=; py) : max(|ps|, [Py = 0.75 + veart]) < 0.2} (27)

We represent this moving target set using a signed distance
function, l(pe,t): I(pz,t) <0 < pz € T.

The obstacle is a square with side length 0.2 moving down
(in forward time) with velocity vobs = 1. The center of the
obstacle is at (0,0) at ¢ = 0, and (0,—0.5) at ¢ = 0.5. The
set is expressed as:

Or = {(pe, py) - max(|pal, [py + vonst]) < 0.1} (28)

We represent this moving obstacle by defining the constraint
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Figure 1: Time evolution of the reach-avoid set for a problem
with a target (large square) moving down at speed 1.5, and
an obstacle (small square) moving down at speed 1. The
inside of the dashed boundary represents the set of states
that can reach the target set while avoiding the obstacle.

set Ky = R?\O;, through the discriminator function g(pz, t):
9(pz,t) <0 == ps ¢ Or.
Figure [T] shows the time evolution of the numerical solu-
tion for the example problem described above.
The obtained reach-avoid set is not unlike what one might
expect out of intuition: because the target set is moving
down at a speed greater than that of the vehicle, the lower
boundary of the capture basin for ¢ = 0.45 consists of states
from which the vehicle can meet the target set at its final po-
sition. This lower boundary directly below the target moves
down in backward time (as the vehicle has more time to get
to this final position), but eventually gets “blocked” by the
obstacle (¢ = 0.3). For earlier times (¢ = 0.1), the bound-
ary is “pinched inwards” again, including nearby states from
which the vehicle can move around the obstacle to get to the
target; yet, there remains a triangular region directly below
the obstacle, shown in the ¢ = 0 subplot, that is not part of
the reach-avoid set, because starting from those states the
vehicle is unable to avoid the obstacle that is moving down.
The diagonal boundaries of the capture basin at its upper
region are formed by those states from which the vehicle
can meet the target set between its initial and final posi-
tions. Lastly, the target set itself is part of the reach-avoid
set, since a vehicle starting inside the target (which in turn
is fully inside the constraint set) has immediately succeeded
in reaching it through an admissible trajectory.

5.1.1 Analytic Solution

The reach-avoid set boundary for this example problem
can be computed analytically, and thereby compared against
the numerically obtained boundary. Because the problem
is symmetric about the p, axis, we will consider the cap-
ture basin in the region p, < 0. We now derive the an-
alytic boundary by considering several different segments
separately; it will convenient to refer to Figure [2] below.

The optimal path for a vehicle with initial position on seg-
ment[T]of the capture basin boundary is a straight trajectory,
perpendicular to the segment, that reaches the upper corner
of the moving target at some intermediate position. Segment
[@is continued by a short arc[2]comprising initial states from
which the vehicle can follow a straight path reaching this top
corner exactly at the target’s final position. For a vehicle
starting on segments and [5] the optimal action is to take
the shortest path to the closest point of the target’s final po-
sition, which will be reached at exactly the final time. The
optimal action for a vehicle with initial position on segment
[6]is similar: it must follow a straight line to barely miss the
obstacle, before redirecting its path to the target, reaching
it at the final time. Finally, a vehicle initially within the
triangular region enclosed by segment [7] and the obstacle
cannot avoid being hit by the obstacle. Based on these con-
siderations, the expression for each of these segments can be
geometrically derived, leading to the following:
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Figure 2: Analytic and numeric reach-avoid set.

1. Upper diagonal segment:
{(Pzypy) : Py = M(pz +0.2) + 0.95,p, € [p¥, —0.2]},

(29)
where
* —Vtar L
= ——— — 0.2,
b m-1+m
* —Vsar L’
= —— +0.95,
Py =2 g1 (30)
2 _ .2
m = vtarv2 Uveh .
veh



2. Upper transition arc

{(Pz,py) (P +0.2)° + (py — 0.2)° = (veenT)?,

px € [—0.45,p5],py € [0.2, py 1},
(31)

3. Side straight segment:
{(pz:py) : py € [-0.2,0.2], p = —0.45} (32)

4. Outer bottom rounded corner:

{(p:mpy) P Px = COS(@) - O'2apy = SIH(O) - 027

0 € [m,3n/2]} (33)

5. Bottom straight segment:
{(pz,py) : p» € [-0.2,-0.1], py = —0.45}  (34)

6. Bottom rounded corner under obstacle:

{(Pz,0y) 1 Py = Yom—d? — (Px — Tom)?, Ps € [Tom, 0]}
(35)
where (d, Yom) solves
d+Ytf — Yom = C
d Yoi — Yom (36)

Vveh Vobs

7. Obstacle’s “shadow”:
{(p=,py) : Py = Mpz + 0.95,p, € [-0.1,0]}, (37)

where

m = Ugbs 2_ v\2/eh . (38)

Vyeh

5.1.2  Convergence

Using the scheme described in Section @, we numerically
solved the double-obstacle Hamilton-Jacobi variational in-
equality on a computation domain consisting of N x N
grid points for N = 51,101, 151, 201, 251, 301. We compared
each of the numerical solutions to the analytic solution de-
rived in Section by the following procedure:

1. Construct signed distance functions with the zero level
set corresponding to the boundary of the numerically
computed reach-avoid set (for instance using [15]).

2. Evaluate the signed distance functions at approximately
20000 points distributed on the analytically determined
boundary of the reach-avoid set.

The values of the signed distance function correspond to
the distance between the analytically computed reach-avoid
set boundary points to the numerically computed boundary.
These values are used as the error metric for the numerical
approximation.

Figure [3| shows in logarithmic scale the mean error and
maximum error over all analytic points plotted against the
number of grid points per dimension. An additional line is
provided to give the scale of error in terms of the size of
spatial discretization or grid spacing. Consistently across
the different grid spacings, the mean error is approximately
one-tenth of the grid spacing, and the maximum error is ap-
proximately half of the grid spacing. The numerical scheme
therefore converges both in terms of the mean error and the
maximum error.

—— eavg
—X— emax
dx
102} E
S
i
103} E
10.4 L L L L L
50 100 150 200 250 300 350

Number of grid points

Figure 3: Convergence of our numerical implementation for
Example 1 with different grids. Average error is consistently
an order of magnitude smaller than the grid spacing, with
the maximum error being roughly half of the grid size.

5.2 Example 2: Reach-Avoid Game

Consider a reach-avoid game in which the attacker moves
in a two-dimensional space while the defender moves on the
vertical line x = 0.05. Let pa = (z4,y4) be the position of
the attacker, and yp be the position of the defender, with
x = (va,ya,yp) the state of the system, governed by the
following dynamics:

laf2 <1,
be[-1,1].

pa = vaa(t),

i = vpb(t), (39)

In this reach-avoid game, the attacker wishes to reach a tar-
get set that is moving upwards at speed 1.5, while the de-
fender tries to prevent the attacker from succeeding by inter-
cepting or delaying its advance. The attacker is free to move
in any direction at up to some maximum speed, anywhere
in a square domain with the exception of a growing obsta-
cle whose lower edge is expanding downwards at a speed of
0.5. The players have maximum speeds of va = 2,vp = 3.
Here, interception is defined as the two players being within
a radius of 0.1 of each other. Figure E| shows the initial con-
figuration of the moving target and the moving obstacle, as
well the interception set centered at four different defender
positions.

For this reach-avoid game, we seek to compute the reach-
avoid set, comprised by the set of joint positions from which
the attacker is guaranteed to be able to reach the target
while avoiding interception by the defender as well as colli-
sion with the obstacle. To compute the reach-avoid set, we
solve with the following Hamiltonian:

H(x,VxV,t) =min max V,,Vvaa(t) + Vy,Vupb(t).
a€A be[—1,1]
(40)

Solving the minimax in the Hamiltonian, we get
H(z,ViV,t) = —va|V,, V2 +vp|Vy, V. (41)

Since the state space of the reach-avoid game is three-
dimensional, we visualize two-dimensional cross sections of



the three-dimensional reach-avoid set at ¢ = 1, taken at
various defender initial positions. Figure [d] compares the
two-dimensional slices of the reach-avoid sets computed by
the existing state augmentation method and by our newly
proposed augmentation-free method. Given the defender
positions shown in each of the subplots, the attacker will be
able to reach the target if it is on the side of the reach-avoid
set boundary containing the target. As can be appreciated,
the capture basin boundaries computed by the two methods
are very similar (well within a grid cell of distance); however,
computation’|using the state augmentation method took ap-
proximately 1 hour and 50 minutes on a 45% grid. With our
proposed augmentation-free method, computation only took
approximately 3 minutes on a 513 grid. Our computation
was two orders of magnitude faster and provided essentially
the same results.

One can clearly see the effect of the different defender
initial positions on the reach-avoid set. If the defender starts
the game near the bottom of the domain (top left subplot),
the defender would be able to block the attacker from going
through the gap between the bottom edge of the obstacle
and that of the domain. Thus we see that the reach-avoid
set boundary does not extend into the left half quadrant
of the domain. However, in this case, the attacker is free
to cross the gap above the top edge of the obstacle, which
leads to a large area of the top left quadrant being inside
the capture basin.

Similarly, if the defender starts near the top of the domain
(bottom right subplot), we see a similar but opposite effect.
The reach-avoid set extends into the bottom left quadrant of
the domain, but less so than it did in the top left quadrant,
due to the fact that the passage under the obstacle is clos-
ing and the target is moving away from it: an attacker not
starting close enough to the opening will either get blocked
out or not be able to make it through in time to reach the
target. The remaining two subplots (top right and bottom
left) show intermediate defender initial positions; in general
we see that the reach-avoid set extends more into the top left
quadrant of the domain than into the bottom left quadrant.

Figure [5| shows the backward time evolution of the reach-
avoid set for a single defender position. The subplots show
the capture basin at various times. At ¢ = 0.92, there is
a relatively small region in the state space from which the
attacker can reach the target by the end of the game (t = 1),
as there is little time left. As the starting time ¢ considered
decreases, the attacker has more time to reach the target
and thus the reach-avoid set grows; however, this growth is
inhibited by both the defender’s interception set and by the
presence of the obstacle.

6. CONCLUSION

We have presented here a novel extension of Hamilton-
Jacobi methods to reach-avoid problems with time-varying
dynamics, targets, and constraints. This result allows the
analysis of many practically relevant problems in game the-
ory and optimal control, including pursuit-evasion, differ-
ential games, and safety certificates for dynamical systems.
In particular, our result can provide strong guarantees for
collision avoidance in dynamic environments with multiple
moving obstacles.

3Computations were run using |15] on a Lenovo T420s lap-
top with a Core i7-2640M processor.
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Figure 4: Reach-avoid set computed through the state aug-
mentation method (4D) and our proposed augmentation-free
method (3D). 2D cross-sections of the set are shown at the
initial time for four different defender positions.
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Figure 5: Backward time evolution of the reach-avoid set.
As t decreases, the attacker has more time to reach the tar-
get, so the reach-avoid set grows. The growth of the reach-
avoid set is inhibited by the defender’s interception set and
the obstacle.



Importantly, numerical implementations of our method
have computational complexity equivalent to that of already
existing techniques for time-invariant systems. This sets
our method apart from previously proposed approaches that
work around time variation by incorporating time as an ad-
ditional variable in the state. In many important applica-
tion contexts, such as online safety analysis in dynamical
systems [1], the substantial reduction in computational cost
introduced by our technique can allow timely obtention of
results that would otherwise entail an impractical computa-
tional effort.

In the future, we intend to develop applications of this
new formulation to large-scale multi-agent systems in both
cooperative and adversarial contexts. By leveraging the pos-
sibilities of time-varying targets and constraints to encode
the trajectories of other agents, we hope to incrementally
build efficient solutions that scale linearly, and not expo-
nentially, with the complexity of the multi-agent network.
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