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Abstract

A novel data-driven method for formal verifi-
cation is proposed to study complex systems
operating in safety-critical domains. The
proposed approach is able to formally verify
discrete-time stochastic dynamical systems
against temporal logic specifications only us-
ing observation samples and without the
knowledge of the model, and provide a prob-
abilistic guarantee on the satisfaction of the
specification. We first propose the theoreti-
cal results for using non-parametric estima-
tion to estimate an asymptotic upper bound
for the Lipschitz constant of the stochastic
system, which can determine a finite abstrac-
tion of the system. Our results prove that the
asymptotic convergence rate of the estima-
tion is O(n_ﬁ), where d is the dimension
of the system and n is the data scale. We
then construct interval Markov decision pro-
cesses using two different data-driven meth-
ods, namely non-parametric estimation and
empirical estimation of transition probabili-
ties, to perform formal verification against a
given temporal logic specification. Multiple
case studies are presented to validate the ef-
fectiveness of the proposed methods.

1 INTRODUCTION

For safety-critical systems, formal verification plays an
essential role in analysing the system and providing
formal safety guarantees (Baier and Katoen, 2008),
which promotes the development of autonomous sys-
tems such as self-driving cars, power grids, medical
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robotics, and unmanned aircraft. Formal verification
requires the knowledge of a model of the system under
study (Baier and Katoen, 2008; [Clarke et al., [1994).
Complex systems interacting with unpredictable envi-
ronments are challenging to model (Yehl [2018; (Corso
et al.,|2021)). The availability of large amounts of data
from such systems necessitates developing data-driven
formal verification techniques with a weak dependence
on the information of the system’s model.

Formal verification focuses on checking whether a sys-
tem satisfies a given specification described using tem-
poral logic (Belta et al. 2017; [Doyen et al., [2018;
Tabuaday, 2009). Formal verification of stochastic sys-
tems has been studied by abstracting the system with
a continuous state space into a finite Markov deci-
sion process (MDP) (Baier and Katoen) [2008; |Clarke
et al., [1994). For systems with an unknown model,
constructing the MDP is not available, due to the dif-
ficulty in (i) guaranteeing the closeness between the
specifications of the original unknown system and its
finite abstraction, and in (ii) the construction of transi-
tion probabilities between states of the finite abstrac-
tion. The first difficulty can be addressed by intro-
ducing the Lipschitz constant (LC) of the transition
kernel of the unknown system, which is the under-
lying assumption in many abstraction-based verifica-
tion and synthesis approaches (Soudjani and Abatel
2013} [Lavaei et al., [2022). The second difficulty can
be addressed by developing data-driven verification
methods that would allow verification to be carried
out solely based on data, with no prior knowledge of
the system’s model. In this paper, we will use non-
parametric estimation and an empirical approach to
develop such data-driven verification methods.

Non-parametric methods, such as Gaussian process re-
gression (Rasmussen, 2003), non-parametric estima-
tion (NPE) (Hardle et al. 2004} Scott], |2015)), and non-
parametric least squares estimator (Ziemann et al.|
2022)), are widely used to study the dynamics of un-
known systems based only on data. For example,
reachability (Jackson et al., |2021)) and safety (Jagtap
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Figure 1: Workflow of the proposed data-driven formal
verification framework.

let all 2020} [Ahmadi et all, [2017) are studied for un-
known dynamical systems by estimating a model with
Gaussian process regression. NPE has been used pre-
viously to approximate the invariant density of dynam-
ical systems (Hang et al., [2018). Among the afore-
mentioned non-parametric methods, NPE has advan-
tages in studying problems with no parametric form
(Hardle et al., [2004; |Scott| [2015)). For instance, NPE
is able to estimate the probability density function
(PDF) of a random variable based on sampled data,
ensuring it satisfies the statistical characteristics such
as mean and variance and can be used for function
regression. For data-driven formal verification of un-
known dynamical systems, the NPE can be employed
to estimate the conditional stochastic kernel associated
with the system dynamics. The LC of this estimated
stochastic kernel provides a measure on the closeness
between the system and its finite MDP abstraction.
The transition probabilities between different states in
the finite MDP can also be approximated using sam-
pled data. It should be noted that the LC estima-
tion lacks well-established statistical guarantees, such
as the bias of the LC, which affects the accuracy of the
closeness mentioned in difficulty (i). This motivated us
to give theoretical discussions on deriving asymptotic
upper bound of the LC using NPE. We present our
results for the global LC of the stochastic kernel on a
given domain. The same approach can be applied for
computing LC locally on partitions of the state space,
which then can be integrated with more efficient veri-
fication approaches based on local partitioning of the
state space (Soudjani and Abate, 2013).

The primary contribution of this paper is to present a

data-driven formal verification approach for unknown
stochastic systems based on the LC estimation as in-
dicated in Fig. [l We first adopt NPE to quantify an
asymptotic upper bound for the LC estimation, which
shows the L.C estimating range has asymptotic conver-
gence rate of O(n_ﬁ) with d > 1 being the state di-
mension of the system and n being the data scale. This
bound gives closeness guarantees between the system
and its finite MDP abstraction. The process of deter-
mining the required partitioning for constructing the
MDP abstraction is Step 2 in Fig.[1] and is presented in
Section[3] Then, two data-driven methods (an empiri-
cal approach and NPE), are used to construct an inter-
val Markov decision processes (IMDPs) (Givan et al.|
@ for the unknown stochastic system (Step 3 in
Fig. ID7 which are presented in Section Finally, we
carry out formal verification on the constructed IMDP
to verify the system against a given temporal logic
specification, as presented in Section [f] Because of
space limitations, the supplementary material in the
appendix contains some preliminaries, proofs of state-
ments, and numerical discussions.

Related Work. A number of papers have studied
the data-driven approaches for formal verification of
dynamical systems. For systems with partial informa-
tion of the model, safety and stability are studied using
Bayesian framework (Schon et all, [2023) and chance-
constrained optimisation (Kenanian et al| 2019). In
addition, recently, formal verification for general un-
known dynamical systems has drawn a lot of inter-
est. For example, Salamati et al| (2024) verify the
safety of unknown systems using barrier certificates
which is construed by solving a scenario convex pro-
gram based on sampled trajectories.
have studied reachability properties by employ-
ing Bayesian neural networks to make iterative pre-
dictions of the probability distributions of the system
outputs and leveraging bound propagation techniques
and backward recursion. [Hashemi et al.| (2023)) have
proposed a data-driven approach for reachability anal-
ysis of stochastic systems with conformal inference.

A data-driven compositional reachability analysis
framework is proposed by for hybrid
systems. Data-driven abstraction-based methods are
studied by [Makdesi et al.| (2021)); Kazemi et al.| (2024)
for control synthesis of non-probabilistic systems with
formal guarantees. Also, many data-driven formal ver-
ification approaches adopt Gaussian process regression
to approximate the unknown system based on data
and then take different formal verification techniques,
such as IMDP abstraction (Lahijanian et al., |2015)
and barrier certificates (Prajna and Jadbabaie, 2004)),
to conduct formal verification (Jackson et al.l 2021}
|Jagtap et al., 2020)).
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Non-parametric estimation has been widely used in
many fields including engineering, economics and bi-
ology (Hardle et al.l [2004; Tsybakov, 2009)). Para-
metric estimation assumes knowing a parameterised
model of the system, and focuses on estimating the pa-
rameters. In contrast, non-parametric estimation does
not assume any knowledge on the underlying model
and estimates directly the model based on the ob-
served data. Non-parametric estimation has been used
for deep learning and short-term forecasting (Huber-
man et al., 2021)), estimation of graphical models (Zhu
et al., [2017), conditional information and divergence
estimation (Pdczos and Schneider, 2012)), and high-
dimensional regression (Izbicki and Lee, [2015). Pre-
diction of the LC of an unknown deterministic non-
linear function using the trajectory data is studied
by [Chakrabarty et al. (2020). Approximation of the
invariant density of dynamical systems is studied by
Hang et al.| (2018).

2 PRELIMINARIES

2.1 Problem Formulation

We consider a discrete-time stochastic control system
(DTSCS), which is a tuple X5 = (S,U,w, f), where
S C R"™ is the state space of the system, U is the input
space of the system, w is a sequence of independent
and identically-distributed (i.i.d.) random variables
from a sample space 2 to the set V,,, i.e., w:= {w(k) :
Q= Vy,k e Nlyand f: SxUxV, - Sisa
measurable function characterising the state evolution
of Y as

w(k+1) = fz(k), a(k), w(k)), (1)
kEeN, z(k) €S, a(k) € U and w(k) € V.

Also, we define a set U, that is the collection of se-
quences {a(k) : Q@ — U,k € N}. a(k) is independent
of w(t) for any k,t € N and t > k.

In this paper, we assume that the system is unknown
but data from sampled trajectories is available. For a
compact presentation of the results, we focus on veri-
fying the above system against temporal specifications
through the data-driven construction of finite IMDPs
when Y. is an autonomous system (i.e., the input
space U is a singleton). The presented approach is
also applicable for control synthesis.

2.2 Non-parametric Estimation of Density
Functions

Let X = (X1,...,Xq)" denote a d-dimensional ran-
dom vector which has a continuous probability den-
sity function fx(-). For a given set of i.i.d. random

samples {XZ = (Xil, ol Xid)T,i =1,...,n}, the gen-
eral form of the multivariate kernel density estimator
of fx()is

fx (@) = %Zn:KH(w ~-X;), VzeRY (2
=1

where Kp(u) = ﬁK(H‘lu) and K : R? — Ry is
a multivariate kernel function satisfying two moment
conditions [ K(u)du = 1 and [uK(u)du = 0. H
is a non-singular bandwidth matriz and |H| denotes
the determinant of H. Examples of the univariate
kernel function K(-) include uniform, triangle, quar-
tic, and Gaussian kernel functions (see Appendix.
Multivariate kernel functions are typically chosen to
be the product of univariate kernel functions (Hardle
et al., 2004), i.e., the same kernel function with differ-
ent bandwidths in each dimension:

sug) = k(ug)k(ug) . . . k(uq)

for some univariate kernel function £ : R — R>, and
bandwidth matrix H = diag(hq,...,hq). A popular
choice for the kernel function is the Gaussian kernel

k(u) = \/% exp(—u?/2), which leads to the following

estimator for fx(-)

n d S 2
N o (27T)7d/2 1 T *Xij
fX(m)_nhlhd ;jl;[le)(p 2 h] )
A (3)
with z; and X;; being the 4t elements of = and X,

respectively. We will use this estimator in the rest of
this paper to establish our theoretical results.

K(ul,u2,...

The accuracy of the estimation is widely assessed us-
ing the mean integrated squared error (MISE), which
is used for selecting the kernel function and the band-
width matrix. The asymptotic MISE, bias, and vari-
ance of the estimation is generally obtained by elim-
inating the higher-order terms. The asymptotic bias
and variance of fx (x) in equation are derived by
Hardle et al.| (2004) as

Bias{fx ()] ~ o2 () tr(H 4, () )
1

Var|fx (z)] ~ T 1K 3/ (),
where po(K) is a constant defined with
Juu"K(u)du = po(K)I4, Hy(z) is the Hes-

sian matrix of second partial derivatives of f, tr(:)
denotes the trace of a matrix, and | K|z is the
Lo-norm of K. Then, the asymptotic mean integrated
squared error (AMISE) can be formulated as

113
n|H|"

AMISE(fx)= iug(K) / tr(H " H s (z)H)?*dz +
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The AMISE is primarily determined by the choice of
the bandwidth, with the kernel function having a mi-
nor effect only through specific characteristics such as
the order of its first nonzero moments (Hérdle et al.|
2004; |Scottl [2015)). In addition, the optimal choice
of the bandwidth improves the performance of kernel
density estimators and keeps the balance between the
bias and the variance. Otherwise, the unsuitable band-
widths can result in a large variance and small bias
(under-smoothing), or a small variance and large bias
(over-smoothing). A tradeoff between over- and under-
smoothing of the density estimator can be achieved by
minimising the AMISE. Related works on important
properties of kernels and the choice of the bandwidth
are presented in Appendix In this paper, we
mainly adopt Scott’s formula shown in Appendix
to calculate the bandwidths.

Estimating Conditional Density Functions.
Rosenblatt| (1969) introduced the standard kernel es-
timator of a conditional density function (CoDF) by
replacing the estimates of the joint and marginal den-
sities in the definition of the CoDF. Using a kernel
estimator in equation that is the product of ker-
nels for two random vectors X and Y, the estimator of
the joint density function of (Y, X) and the marginal
density function of X are given by

n

. 1 . X
fovx)(y, @) = ZKHx(fB - Xi) Kg,(y —Y;)
i—1

fx@) =3 Kz - X;),
j=1

where Ky, and Ky, are kernels with bandwidth ma-
trices H, and Hy, respectively. Thus, the kernel esti-
mator of fy|x is given by

- f(y{()(y,iﬁ)
fx ()
Y Ep(x— X)) Ky (y-Y)
- > K (2 — X)) '

fY|X(va

(4)

The asymptotic bias and variance of the conditional
density estimator have been obtained by [Hynd-
man et al.| (1996) for univariate X and Y, and can be
found in the supplementary material in equation
and equation . In the following sections, we use
equation to estimate the conditional density func-
tion of equation , which gives the density function
of the next state as a random vector conditioned on
the current state.

2.3 Interval Markov Decision Processes

Interval Markov Decision Process (IMDP) is a type of
Markov decision process that has transition probabil-
ities taking values inside given intervals (Givan et al.|
2000).

Definition 2.1 (IMDP). An IMDP is a tuple ¥ =
(@, Sa, P, Pup, AP, L), where @ is a finite set of
states, Sq is a finite set of actions and S,(q) is the
set of actions at state ¢ € Q, P, : Q X Sq x Q — [0,1]
is a function representing the lower bound of the tran-
sition probability from ¢ € @ to ¢* € @ under action
a €8Sy, Pyp: QxS xQ — [0,1] is a function repre-
senting the upper bound of the transition probability
from ¢ to ¢* under action a € Sy, AP is a finite set of
atomic propositions, and L : Q — 247 is a labelling
function assigning possibly several elements of AP to
each state q.

For any ¢,q* € @Q and a € S4(q), it is true that
Pio(q,a,q%) < Pup(g,a,q") and 3 o Po(q,a,q%) <
1< quQ P.,(q,a,q*). The set of probability distri-
butions over @ is denoted by D(Q). 05 € D(Q) rep-
resents a feasible distribution initiated from ¢ € @
to all successor states in @ under a, and satisfies
Pio(q,a,q") < 05(q*) < Pup(q,a,q"), where ¢* is the
successor state. The set of all feasible distributions
initiated from ¢ under a is denoted by ©f. A path
v=q0 % g % g 2 ..., a; € Sa(q;), represents
a path of the IMDP and satisfies P,,,(¢;, a;, ¢iy1) > 0
for all i € N. The last state of a finite path vfi" is
denoted by last(vfi"). The sets of all finite and infinite
paths are denoted by Pa’_chsf'" and Paths, respectively.
Let a function @ : Paths™™ — S, denote a strategy on
the IMDP ¥, which maps a finite path " of 3 onto
an action in S,. The set of all such strategies is de-
noted by IT. An MDP is an IMDP with all probability
intervals being a singleton (i.e., with P, = P,p).

Definition 2.2 (Adversary). Consider an IMDP X.
An adversary is a function  : Paths'™" x Sq — D(Q),
which maps the path-action pair (", a) with a €
Sa(last(vM) to a feasible distribution 87 € Olast(vfin)-
The set of all adversaries is denoted by K.

2.4 IMDP Verification

Here, we give an introduction of IMDP verification
and policy synthesis against a specification described
in probabilistic computation tree logic (PCTL) (Baier
and Katoen, 2008). The details of PCTL are provided
in Appendix[A-2] For a PCTL path formula ¢ starting
from an initial state g € (), the lower and upper bound
of probabilities that the paths initialised at ¢ satisfy ¢
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in k steps can be defined as

1, if g € Q,

0, if ¢ € QY,

0,ifqgg (QQUQHY ANk =0,

min, mings 3. 0:11(‘1*)]31]2_1((]*)7 otherwise,

()

Pi(g)=

1, if g € Q'

0, if g € Q°,

0,ifg¢ (QUQ) ANk =0,

max, MmaXgs ), 02(q*) Pk (g%), otherwise,

(6)

where Q' is the set of states that always satisfy the
path formula 1, Q° is the set of states that never sat-
isfy ¢, and 67 (¢*) € [Pio(q,a,q"), Pup(q, a,q*)], for any
q* € Q. The adversaries obtained from the proce-
dures above determine a series of actions that lead to
maximum and minimum probabilities satisfying path
formula v for each state. The above recursive compu-
tation of the probability bounds can be performed in a
finite number of steps for specifications with bounded
until (U=F). The number of steps can be tuned with
respect to any desired accuracy for specifications with
unbounded until ().

3 LC ESTIMATION METHOD AND
CLOSENESS GUARANTEE

In this section, we propose a novel algorithm using
NPE to estimate the Lipschitz constant (LC) of the
CoDF of a stochastic system X, and give an asymp-
totic upper bound for the estimation of the LC. This
upper bound is useful to find a partitioning strat-
egy to guarantee the closeness between the satisfac-
tion probabilities of the specifications on X, and on
its finite abstraction ¥. Determining the partitioning
strategy according to this upper bound is provided by
Soudjani and Abate| (2013) as briefly discussed in Ap-
pendix In addition, the effectiveness of this es-
timation method is demonstrated by studying several
cases in Appendix [B4]

3.1 Estimation Method for LC

We propose a method to estimate the LC of a CoDF
fy|x on a given domain Dx x Dy using equation .
The estimation method is presented in Algorithm
which is based on taking samples of X uniformly on
Dx, then taking samples of Y from (Y]X) associ-
ated with samples of X, constructing fy‘ x accord-

ing to equation , taking partial derivative of fy|x,

and finally computing the maximum absolute values of
derivatives on the domain Dx x Dy and across dimen-
sions. The algorithm also iterates over these steps and
compute the empirical mean of the results in Step [§
Note that the max operator in Step [J] corresponds to
using infinity norm in the definition of the LC. Other
norms could be used similarly.

Algorithm 1 Estimating the Lipschitz constant of
fY\X(y»m)

Input: Domain Dx x Dy, sample generators of
(Y]X), number of iterations m
1: for y=1:m do
2:  Select bandwidths Hy and H, and kernel K ()
3:  Select samples {Xl, i =1,...,n} uniformly from
Dx
4:  For each Xi, generate a sample Yl € Dy from
Y|X;),i€{1,2,...,n}
5.  Construct fy‘X(y,w) using equation (4)), sam-
ples (Y3, X;), and kernel K (-)
6:  For each j € {1,...,d}, compute IA/M» as

2 hxwan| @

-
8xj

nj — max

(z,y)€EDx XDy

7: end for . .
8: Compute the empirical means Lj := .- > | Ly
9: Compute L = max{fq7 Lo, ..., ﬁd}

Output: Estimated LC L

In the rest of this section, we formulate bounds on
the bias and variance of the estimator IAIM for one- and
multi-dimensional cases and discuss how to select the
bandwidths H, and H, (cf. Step [2| of Algorithm
to tune the asymptotic bias of the estimation. The
total variance of the estimation can be reduced by in-
creasing the iteration number m of the algorithm. Our
theoretical results are established for the uniform dis-
tribution in Step [3] of the algorithm. Similar results
can be obtained for other distributions.

3.2 Univariate Systems

For the CoDF fy|x (y, z) with one-dimensional X and
Y and being continuously differentiable with respect
to z, the LC on the domain Dx x Dy C R? is

max | fyx@a)l ()

L:=
(I,y)GDX X Dy d$

with the LC estimator from one iteration of Algo-
rithm [Tk

d
max —

L:=
(z,y)eDx xDy  dx

Frix(y,2)l- (9)
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Our main task is to show that the bias and variance of
this L has nice asymptotic properties with respect to
the data scale n. We raise the following assumption.

Assumption 1. (a) There exists a constant Cy > 0

such that |fy|x(y,z)| < Cy for all (z,y) € Dx x Dy.

(b) There exist positive constants Cp; and Chpe such
3 3

that \ddeysz\X(y,xﬂ < Gy and | &5 fyx(y,2)] <

Che for all (z,y) € Dx x Dy.

Remark. Note that for the purpose of our discus-
sions, it is sufficient to know any rough upper bounds
Cy, Cp1, Cha. In general, it is common to require some
information on higher derivatives to make certain con-
clusions. For example, polynomial interpolation with
degree n requires a bound on the (n + 1)%t deriva-
tive to give the interpolation error. Otherwise, the
convergence of the interpolation cannot be guaranteed
(Burden et al., [2015). Another example is the uncon-
strained optimisation with the second order necessary
condition that requires the Hessian matrix to be pos-
itive definite (Ruszczynski, [2011)). In order to ensure
the mean square error (MSE) of non-parametric den-
sity estimation of fx has certain asymptotic proper-
ties, the Hessian matrix H (x) of fx should satisfy
the condition that p” H s(z)p is bounded for all p € R¢
(Hardle et al., 2004). Thus, it is natural and reason-
able to require the rough upper bound of third deriva-
tives as mentioned in Assumption [Tj(b).

We first give upper bounds for the asymptotic bias
and variance of % fy‘ x(y,z) based on the approach
of [Hyndman et al.| (1996)) on the asymptotic bias and
variance of univariate conditional density estimators.
We use the symbol < to denote the asymptotic bound
when n — 400 by eliminating higher order terms. In
this subsection, we use K : R — R to be the Gaussian
kernel function in the estimator with bandwidths
hy and hy. We also denote Gj; := [V'K’(v)dv for
i,7€4{0,1,2,...,6}, j>1.

Lemma 3.1. Suppose that fy|x(y,z) satisfies As-
sumption a). For any (z,y) € Dx x Dy, hy, hy > 0,
we have that for large n if nhh, — +o00 and hy, hy — 0

as n — 400, then
d 4
Var {dxfnx(y’x)] S e

where < denotes an asymptotic bound for large n and
C1 = Vol(Dx)G2(K)Cy with Vol(-) indicating the
volume (Lebesgue measure) of a set.

Lemma 3.2. Suppose fy|x(y,r) satisfies Assump-
tion [I] We have that if hy, hy — 0 as n — 400, then

d » d h2
) _ = < x
‘E [dxfyx(yal’)] dxfy\x(yam) ) A,

with A := G12(K)[35Ch1 + Cial.

We get the following result by combining Lemmas
0.2

Theorem 3.3. Suppose that fy|x(y,z) satisfies As-
sumption For any (z,y) € Dx x Dy, hy, hy > 0, we
have that for large n if nhih, — +o00 and hy, hy — 0
as n — 400, then

2
((ffoX(yax) - (ivaIX(y7x)) ] 5 €3,

h4
where €3 := #;hy + A2,

The above theorem has already presented an up-
per bound of the MSE between %fy‘x(y,l‘) and
%fy‘x(y, x), which can be used to give the following
main result.

Theorem 3.4 (Bias of the Estimation). Suppose
fyx(y,z) satisfies Assumption For any (z,y) €
Dx x Dy, hy,hy > 0, we can have for large n if
nhihy — +00 and hy, hy — 0 as n — +oo, then

~ 1
[E[L] - L| S €5,

4
with e3= n%h + %Az defined in Theorem
x "y

Remark. The bandwidths should be selected appro-

priately such that e — 0 for large n. The best con-

vergence rate for ez is O(n~'/?), which is obtained by
1

setting hy = hy in the order of nos. Hence, €5 has the

best convergence rate of O(n~%).

Remark. For a given precision €¢*, we can use The-
orem to select a large enough data scale n and
1
bandwidths hy = hy = n~ 8 such that the bias in the

output of the estimation algorithm is at most €*.

3.3 Multi-variate Systems

The results obtained in Section B2l can be extended
to high-dimensional cases d > 2. Consider the original
and estimated LC across each dimension defined as

0
L/L = maX _ 7x 7
(@,y)€Dx x Dy ‘axi frix(y, =)l
L= max ‘ leX(y’m)‘7

(z,y)€Dx XDy 8.’1%

for i € {1,...,d} with Dx, Dy C RZ Thus, the
original and estimated LC are L := max;=1 . q{L:}
and L := maxi:lwnyd{f]i}.

Assumption 2. (a) There exists a constant Cy >0
such that |fy|x (y,z)| < Cy, for all (x,y) € Dx x Dy.
(b) There exist constants C;; > 0, i,j € {1,...,d},

such that \#;ygfy‘x(y,mﬂ < Cyj, for all (z,y) €
Dx X Dy. (c)(’]There exist constants C,; > 0, i €
{1,....d}, such that |52 fy|x(y,x)| < Cyy, for all
(z,y) € Dx xDy andi;égg, cef{l,...,d}.



Zhi Zhang, Chenyu Ma, Saleh Soudijani, Sadegh Soudjani

Following a similar method as before, we have

o -
%fwx(y,fﬂ)}
N 1

nhZ; H?:thj hy;

Var[

Gg,do_l(K)VOI(DX)fY\X (y,x),

\E[;;fm(y,m)] 2 ()

d h2 3

1
8 ayg fY|X(ya x)

2

+Z

if nhfl szlhxjhyj — 400 and hxjahyj — 0, ] S
{1,...,d}, as n — +o0, where & := (x1,...,24)7 €
DXa Yy = (yla"'ayZ)T S DYa hxj and hyja .] €
{1,...,d} are the bandwidths of d-dimensional ran-
dom vector X and Y.  Assuming that A; :=
d h?j 63 d hfc 83
Zj:l ;Tgimfwx(y, $)+Z<¢¢ Tgime|X(yv )
and C' := Vol(Dx)G2~1(K)C}. Then, we can guar-
antee that

,1e{1,...,d},

2 Oz 8 QfY\X(y, )

1

‘E[Li] ~Li| <e,
where eg:=——C 4 a2y d)
i nhZ; TT5 -1 b by 47 [

The bandwidths should be selected appropriately such

that e3; — 0 for large n. The best convergence rate
2

for €3; is O(n™ 3+2), which is obtained by setting h.; =

hy; —hw—hyj,l#j,l j€{1,...,d}, in the order of

n~ 7. Hence, €3 ; has the best convergence rate of

O(n~5%4).

3.4 Compositional Estimation for Structured
Systems

In this subsection, we discuss how the computation of
the LC can be adapted to any structure of the sys-
tem. Consider the dynamical system in the form of

z(k+1) = g(xk),w(k)), k € {0,1,2,...}, written
explicitly with its states ¢ = [21,...,24]7, the vec-
tor field g = [g1, - - -, g4)T, and stochastic disturbances
w = [wy,...,wg|T, as follows:

z1(k+1) = g1(z1(k), z2(k), ...
xo(k + 1) = go(x1(k), x2(k), . ..

xa(k + 1) = ga(z1(k),x2(k), ..., zq(k), wa(k)).

If wy, ..., wq are independent, the CoDF of the system
will take the following product form

T(%|z) = Ty(71]) x To(Za|) x ... x Ty(zgx), (10)

where = [T1,...,Z4]7, the function T; : R x R? —
R> depends on g; and the distribution of w;. The es-
timation of the LC of T'(&|x) in equation can be
reduced to the estimation of the LC of each T;. More-
over, any additional information on the dependency of
the functions g; to z; can be reflected into the struc-
ture of T;. This will result in estimating the LC of
conditional densities that have smaller number of vari-
ables, thus improving the computational efficiency of
the estimation. The asymptotic upper bound of each
LC of T} can be derived utilising the theories presented
in the section. We demonstrate in Appendix the
estimation of the LC for a 7-dimensional autonomous
vehicle (Althoff, [2019)) using its structure. The model
is in Appendix for reference.

4 DATA-DRIVEN CONSTRUCTION
OF IMDP

4.1 IMDP Based on an Empirical Approach

Here, we use an empirical approach and Chebyshev’s
inequality to construct an IMDP as a finite abstrac-
tion of the system Xg3 = (S,U,w, f) with formal
closeness guarantees. First consider an MDP f]ss =
(Q, Sq, P, AP, L) with @ representing a partition of the
state space S with partition sets denoted by ¢ € Q.
The input space S, = U. For the transition proba-
bilities P}, select representative points g € ¢ for each
partition set. Define Pjj := Prob, (f(&,a,w) € gj).
Next we build an IMDP X, = (Q, Sa, Pio, Pup, AP, L)
from the empirical estimation of Pj%. By gathering N;;
pair of sampled trajectories (z(k) = Gi, z(k+1) = ¢7"),
m € {1,2,...,N;;} we can define the empirical value
for P2 as P“ = Ni] Z,Nn;I g € gjlz(k) = @),

17 ij
where 1(-) is an indicator function which is one if
q;' € ¢; and zero otherwise. By a-priori fixing a
threshold € € (0,1] and a confidence 3 € (0,1), ac-
cording to Chebyshev’s inequality (Saw et al. (1984),

we have
IP’{P“—E<P“<P“+6}>1—§, (11)
where N;; >

- 46 1832
ability interval [

The inequality (11) gives the prob-
— P + € for P%, which holds

i3
with confidence at least 1- 5.

The probability of verification against PCTL path for-
mula using the empirical approach can be bounded to a
certain range around its true probability by appropri-
ately choosing € satisfying the following lemma. The
proof of the following lemma is shown in Appendix[C.1]
(0,1),ife = —Qkf;;Q ,

is the number of elements of ) and k is the time step,

then .
‘pr(Q) - ijp

Lemma 4.1. Given ¢, € where ng

(Q)| < €g,y
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where PF (q) is the solution of (6) obtained for the
IMDP %, and ]ijp(q) is the solutions of (6)) computed
for the MDP 3.

Using this lemma, we establish the closeness between
DTSCS X, and its finite abstraction based on empir-
ical data as follows.

Theorem 4.2. Let ¥, be the DTSCS and ¥,, be
its finite abstraction based on empirical data with
its transition probabilities are obtained from equation
(11). For any given PCTL specification ¢ through a
certain strategy w € II satisfying procedure (@, if

€= 21:773@7 €5 € (0,1), then we can have

|P(Ses B ) — P(S4s E )| < €+ €5, with ¢ = k6BLL,

where P(X4s E 1) is the probability that 3, satisfies
the specification 1 under the strategy w, k is the num-
ber of steps, ng is the number of elements of @, J is the
state discretisation parameter, By is the asymptotic
upper bound of LC, and £ is the Lebesgue measure of
the specification set.

4.2 IMDP Based on Non-Parametric
Estimation

In this section, NPE is used to construct the IMDP
from data. The upper and lower bounds of the tran-
sition probability from ¢; € @ to ¢; € Q, i,j €
{1,...,ng}, can be represented as

Plo(qiaqj) = Hlll’l/ fY|X(y7$)dy7
TEQq; 4

Pup(air 45) = rznglx/ Fyix(y, x)dy,
v /g

where fy‘ x is the estimator of CoDF, shown in equa-
tion . Then, we can conduct formal verification
against a PCTL path formula using NPE. In case the
system has control input a, fAy‘ x must be computed for
each value of the input, thus P, and P,, will also de-
pend on a. It should be pointed out that the reliability
of this method can be assessed based on its statistical
properties, such as variance, bias, and AMISE
et al. [2004; [Scott, 2015).

5 CASE STUDIES

Example 5.1 (Verification). Consider an unknown
linear stochastic system X (k + 1) = AX (k) + W (k)
with noise W(-) ~ N (u, ). Its CoDF and relevant pa-
rameters are shown in Appendix[D.I] Labels D and O
are the destination and avoiding regions, respectively.
The PCTL formula 1 = -OU=3D requires that the
system does not visit O until visiting D in 3 steps. We

assume that the upper bounds of the third derivatives
of the system’s CoDF is 0.2. We select ¢, = 0.2 for
the empirical approach and data scale n = 2000 for
the NPE. Based on Algorithm [T]and Theorem [3:4] the
asymptotic upper bound of the LC is 0.0722. Thus,
we can determine the state discretisation parameter
6 = 0.1 that ensures the distance between the satis-
faction probabilities of the specification on the system
and its finite abstraction is less than 0.1.
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Figure 2: The upper and lower bounds on the probabil-
ity of satisfying the specification by the linear system
with § = 0.4 in the left and 6 = 0.1 in the right, and
O =[1.2,2] x [1.6,2] and D = [0,0.8] x [0,0.4]. The
panels (a) and (b) show the results from a model-based
approach. The panels (c) and (d) show the results of
the data-driven approximation using the empirical ap-
proach. The panels (e) and (f) are for NPE.

We apply the results under two different state discreti-
sation parameters as shown in Fig. ] with 6 = 0.4 in
the left and 6 = 0.1 in the right. The top panels are
the results of the model-based approach, the middle
panels show the results of the empirical approach, and
the bottom panels are for the NPE approach. The dis-
tance between the upper and lower bounds of the sat-
isfaction probabilities decreases with smaller ¢ for the
model-based and the NPE approaches, but does not
change significantly for the empirical approach. The
main reason is that we use the approach in Lemma [£.1]
to allocate a value to €. This phenomenon can be over-
come using the approach in Lemma [{.1] while relying



Zhi Zhang, Chenyu Ma, Saleh Soudijani, Sadegh Soudjani

on more data for obtaining Pij in equation . Mean-
while, for NPE, the probabilities in Fig. [2f are close to
the results of the model-based approach in Fig. 2b and
exhibit greater variation as a function of state than the
results in Fig. 2p.

Example 5.2 (Synthesis). Consider an unknown
switched system with two actions S, = {a1,as}, dy-
namics X (k+1) = 4; X (k) + W (k) for each action a;,
i = 1,2, and noise W ~ N (u, ). Its CoDF and rele-
vant parameters are shown in Appendix [D.2] In this
example, we also consider the same specification ¢ as
in the previous example. We assume that the upper
bounds of the third derivatives of its CoDF are 0.2.
Select €, = 0.2 for the empirical approach and data
scale n = 2000 for the NPE. The asymptotic upper
bound of the LC is 0.0918. Thus, we can determine
the state discretisation parameter § = 0.1 that ensures
the distance between the satisfaction probabilities of
the specification on the system and its finite abstrac-

tion is less than 0.1.
0.12 0:1

o
o
S
o
°
0

Probability
o o
2 8
Praobability

o
8

o
)
o
o

=3

o

&
=4
o
©

o
o
b~

Probability
=4
R

Probability

Mo
No
/

)
-
)
N

Probability

Figure 3: The upper and lower bounds on the prob-
ability of satisfying the specification by the switched
system with 6 = 0.4 in the left and 6 = 0.1 in the right,
and O = [1.2,2] x[1.6,2] and D = [0,0.8]x[0,0.4]. The
panels (a) and (b) show the results from a model-based
approach. The panels (¢) and (d) show the results of
the data-driven approximation using the empirical ap-
proach. The panels (e) and (f) are for NPE.

We apply the results under two different state discreti-

sation parameters as shown in Fig. 3| with § = 0.4 in
the left and § = 0.1 in the right. The top panels are
the results of the model-based approach, the middle
panels show the results of the empirical approach, and
the bottom panels are for the NPE approach. The dis-
tance between the upper and lower bounds of the sat-
isfaction probabilities decreases with smaller ¢ for the
model-based and the NPE approaches, but does not
change significantly for the empirical approach. This
can be overcome by relying on more data for obtain-
ing R-j in equation . In addition, the details of
how to select an action at each state are presented in

Figs. as shown in Appendix [D.2}

6 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we proposed a data-driven approach
to perform verification of unknown stochastic systems
with a guaranteed closeness relying on the asymptotic
upper bound of the Lipschitz constant (LC) estima-
tion. We provided theoretical results on quantifying
the asymptotic bias of the LC estimation, and showed
that the provided upper bound converges to the ac-
tual LC. This bound determines the partitioning size
of the continuous space for building a finite abstrac-
tion and gives the distance between satisfaction prob-
abilities of the specification on the original system
and its abstraction. Then, two data-driven methods
were used to construct interval Markov decision pro-
cesses containing the unknown finite abstraction. The
effectiveness of the proposed data-driven framework
was validated through formal verification and synthe-
sis against PCTL specifications. In the future, we plan
to integrate our estimation method with discretisation-
free approaches for control synthesis to design control
policies for complex unknown systems and satisfy high-
level temporal requirements.
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Formal Verification of Unknown Stochastic Systems via
Non-parametric Estimation: Supplementary Material

A SUPPLEMENTARY OF SECTION [2|

A.1 Supplementary of Section

Choice of the Kernel Function. For two different kernel functions, in practice it is possible to get approxi-
mately the same degree of smoothness by multiplying one of the bandwidths with an adjustment factor (Hardle
et al., 2004). This adjustment factor for two kernels A and B can be computed from hg = had% /6{' where &y is
the canonical bandwidth. Table[l|gives commonly used kernels and their canonical bandwidths. For the selection
of the kernel, the conservative recommendation is the kernel which is smooth, clearly unimodal, and symmetric
around the origin. Also, some factors (e.g., ease of computation and differentiability) should be considered,
rather than concerning the loss of efficiency.

Table 1: Commonly used kernels and their canonical bandwidths

Kernel Equation Canonical Bandwidths
Uniform I(jul <1) 1.3510
Triangle (1- |u|) (lul <1) 1.8890
Epanechnikov 3(1—u®)I(|ul <1) 1.7188
Quartic (Biweight) 1—é(l —u?)?I(Jul < 1) 2.0362
Triweight %(1 )31(\u| <1 2.3122
Gaussian k(u) = exp( u?/2) 0.7764

Related Works on the Selection of Bandwidth. There are several data-driven methods for choosing the
optimal bandwidth. For example, [Hardle et al.| (2004) proposed using Silverman’s rule-of-thumb bandwidth for
unimodal distributions that are fairly symmetric and are not heavy-tailed, and using the cross-validation method
which is fairly independent of the special structure of the parameter or function estimate. [T'sybakov| (2009) have
employed the cross-validation method to choose the ideal value of the bandwidth and then constructed unbiased
risk estimators using the Fourier analysis of density estimators. |Sheather| (2004) have provided a practical
description of kernel density estimation methods and compared the performance of three methods for selecting
the value of the bandwidth, including Rules of Thumb, Cross-Validation, and Plug-in Methods. [Wand| (1992])
have demonstrated numerical minimisation of the AMISE for general H, which can be used as a data-driven
method for choosing the optimal bandwidth using a plug-in approach. Several papers have recommended to
construct a family of density estimates based on a number of values of the bandwidth (Marron and Chung, [2001;
Scott} [2015). In general, the above methods for selection of the bandwidth is with respect to keeping the balance
between the bias and the variance to avoid under-smoothing and over-smoothing scenarios.

Scott’s Formula for Selecting the Bandwidth. Scott’s formula provides a method for selecting the band-
width of the estimator for a normal distribution with covariance matrix ¥ = diag(c?,... ,03), and ensures
the optimal convergence rate O(nil%d) for the AMISE (Héardle et all [2004). The optimal bandwidth is
H=n"V+H51/2 with $:= 137" (X, — X)?and X := L7 X,
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Cross-Validation. The cross-validation (CV) method finds the best bandwidth by minimising an unbiased or
approximately unbiased estimator of MISE instead of minimising MISE. The CV selects the optimal bandwidth
Hcvy by performing the minimisation

Hey =argmin CV (H), with (12)
H>0
cv 2H ZZK*K{H (X; — Xi)} Z Z K{H™! X},
n ‘ | i=1j=1 i=1 j=1j#1
where KxK(u):= [K(u (v)dv.

The asymptotic bias and variance of the univariate conditional density estimator are as follows

. 2,2 2 B2 g2
Bias[fy|X(y,x)]hXG12(K){ fX(x)*wa(yy r) + (;foX(y7x)+h)}2:(nyfY|X(y7x)}

2 fx(z)d
+ O(hy) + O(hy) + O(hZh2) +0(nzx), (13)
. , Gao(K) v 1x (4,) Ly
Var|fy|x (y, )] = nih fX( ) [G20(K) — hy fyx (y, )] + O(E) + O(nhx) + O(nhy)’ (14)
where G12(K) = [u?K (u)du and Gao(K) = [ K2(u)du, if hy, hy — 0 and n — +oc.

A.2 Review of Probabilistic Computation Tree Logic (PCTL)

PCTL (Baier and Katoen, 2008) is a formal language for expressing the requirements on complex behaviours of
stochastic systems.

Definition A.1 (Syntax of PCTL). For a given set of atomic propositions AP, formulas in PCTL can be
recursively defined as follows:

State Formula ¢ :=true | p | =¢ | ¢ A ¢ | Pup[¥)],
Path Formula 1 :=X¢ | ¢ USF ¢ | ¢ U ¢,

where p € AP, — is the negation operator, A is the conjunction operator, F., is the probabilistic operator,
<€ {<,<,>,>} is a relation placeholder, and p € [0,1]. X (next), U=* (bounded until), and U (until) are
temporal operators.

Definition A.2 (PCTL Semantics). For a labelling function L : Q — 24P the satisfaction relation F is
defined inductively as follows. For any state ¢ € @, (1) ¢ F true for all ¢ € Q; (2) ¢ F p < p € L(q); (3)
qF (p1Ng2) <= (@F d1)N(gF ¢2); (4) ¢F ¢ <= q¥ ¢; (5) ¢ F Pup[t)] <= Prob,(¢) < p, where
Prob, (1)) is the probability that infinite trajectories initialised at ¢ satisfy . Also, for any path v € Paths, the
satisfaction relation F is defined as: (1) v F X¢ <= v(1) E ¢; (2) v E 0p1dSFpy <= Fi < k sit. v(i) F
b2 ANV(F)E 1, ViE]0,i); (B) vE prlps <= Fi >0 s.t. v(i) E p2 Av(j) E ¢1, V j € [0,4).

O<F (bounded eventually) and ¢ (eventually) are defined as Puy,[0SF@] = Pupltrue USF@] and Poy,[0¢] =
Pogpltrue Ug] representing ¢ is satisfied within k time steps and ¢ is satisfied at some point in the future,
respectively.

B SUPPLEMENTARY OF SECTION [3|

B.1 Probabilistic Closeness Guarantee Between DTSCS and its Finite Abstraction

Here, we approximate a DTSCS ¥, with a finite MDP &, = (Q, Sq, P, AP, L) with @ representing a partition of
the state space S with partition sets denoted by ¢ € Q. The input Space S« = U. For the transition probabilities
Py, select representative points g € ¢ for each partition set. Define Pf := Prob,,(f(g,a,w) € g;). Define the
state discretisation parameter § := sup{[|z — 2'[|,z,2" € ¢, ¢ € Q}. DTSCS Yss and its finite MDP abstraction
3, under any strategy @(-) € U, are denoted as X% and Efs, respectively. The following theorem (Soudjani

and Abate) 2013) provides the closeness guarantee between Y, and its finite abstraction 3.
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Theorem B.1. For a given PCTL specification 1 over a finite horizon and any strategy w(-) € Uy, the closeness
between X% and X7, can be obtained as

|P(SZ E ) — P(SZ E )| <€, with e := TSLE,

where T is the finite time horizon, § is the state discretisation parameter, L is the Lipschitz constant of the
stochastic kernel, and £ is the Lebesgue measure of the specification set.

Remark. The upper bound L of the LC impacts the algorithm as follows: One can initially fix the desired
threshold € in advance, and then select the partition parameter 6 = 775 according to the values of T', L, £.
This partition provides a guarantee for the verification based on MDP abstraction, which ensures the absolute
distance between the satisfaction probability of the original system and that of its finite MDP abstraction is
smaller than e.

B.2 Preparation for Main Result

In order to obtain the main results in Section [3:2] we introduce the following lemmas.

Lemma B.2. Suppose that one-dimensional random variable X has density function fx(z), K :R — Ris the
Gaussian kernel function with bandwidth hy, 0(x) is at least twice continuously differentiable, X is the random

sample of X, and u, := Xh:x. We have that if h, — 0, then

B2, )0(5)] = hGao(K)0(@)fx (@) + ShEGialK) - (0(a) ()] + O(BD),

Elu? K2 (u)0(X)] = by Gon ()O() fc(2) + L G ()~ [0(a) P ()] + O(A),

ELK (u)0(X)] = hed(2) fx (@) + 3G (K)o [0(2) fx ()] + O(A),

Efu} K* (us)0(X)] = hef(x) fx (2) Gz (K) + %hi”Gm(K)%[@(x)fx(z)] +0(h3),

d2

Bl K (1) 0(X)] =hf(e) fx (2) () + 3 hGsa(K)

[0(2)fx ()] + O(hy),

d2

B[ ()0(X)] = ) fx () Gio () + G (K) + 5

[0(2) fx ()] + O(hy),

d2

Bl K (1)0(X)] = hub() (1) Goa () + 5h2Cioo(K)

[0(x) fx ()] + O(hy)

Blu K () 0(0)] =h2C3(K) < [0(2) ()

d? d?

FBGLE S 0w o)+ o) L ) + 0000)

Blu K (0)0(X)] =h2Cn(K) - [0() ()]

d d? d? d
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Eluy K1) 0(0)] =h2Gisa () = [0(2) F (0)]
K ) L 00) -5 @) + -(0) L )]+ O(RS)
and
Elue K (0)0(X)] =h2Caa(K) < [0(2) fx (a >]
A G L 00) - () + () ()] + O,
where Gj; = [V'KI(v)dv, j € {1,...,6} and i € {0,...,6}.

Proof. The first equation can be obtained as follows

E[K?(u;)0(X)]

= [ K20 + htb(e) + 522 AE0) + 3R 0) + O 2)

d 1 2212 313 4
+th£fX( )+ 5 hxﬁfX( z) + 62 hxﬁfX< z) + O(hy)]dz
where z = ©— ac and using Taylor series expansion,
2 d L, 29 L33 d?
= [ K (2)[0(2) fx () + 2hf(2) - fx (2) + 52°hib(@) 5 2fx( )+ 57 hb(@) 5 fx (@)
d 9,9 d d 1 5.45d
+ thfx(ﬂ?)*e(x) +z°h *9($)*fx($) T 5% hxae(m)@fx(x)
+ 22h2f (x )d2 0(x )+— 3h3d—6( V! (x)+1z3h3f (x)d—ge(x)+0(h4)]dz
XA qa2 dz 6~ XN 4y X
d2
= G (K)0() i (2) + 5 B G <5 10() i (2)] + O(h3).
Using similar derivations, the rest of the results can be obtained. O

The following lemma can be derived based on Lemma

Lemma B.3. Suppose that X and Y are one-dimensional random variables, there is a CoDF fyx(y, ) for
all (z,y) € Dx x Dy, X is from the uniform distribution with density function fx(z), and K : R — R is
the Gaussian kernel function with bandwidths hy and hy. In addition, samples {X;, ¢ = 1,...,n} are selected

uniformly from Dy with density function fx(z), and for each X;, sample Y; is generated from (Y|X1) with
the CoDF fyx(y,x), i € {1,...,n}. Denoting u,, := X;'l_w and w,, = K-};y’ i€ {l,...,n}. For X; and Y;,
i €{1,...,n}, we have that if hy, hy — 0 as n — +o0, then

g, B () K ()] =hfhyGlz(K)fx(w)%fmx(y, )
3

d

2
E[K(um)K(uyl)] :hxhny (x)fY\X(ya (E) + %hxhsGu(K)fX (m)[(fi?ﬂfY\X(y» {,C)

h2 d2
i gl + O(h3) + O(hhy)) + O(hyhy),
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E[K2(UI1)K2(U%)] :hxhyG%O(K)fX (x)fY\X(:% {E)
- d2 h2 d2
+ el G (K)ol (&) () + 7z i)

+ O(heh) + O(h3),

Elu? K*(ugz,)K? (uy, )] =hxhyGoo(K)Gaz(K) fx () fyx (y, )
2
+ GBSGH() (@) frix(0,2)

1 d2
+ ihihyGQO(K)GQAL(K)@fY\X(ya z) + O(h]) + O(hhy)

+ O(h3hy),

Elu?, K*(uqz,)K*(uy, )] =hxhyGoo(K)Ga2(K) fx () fyx (Y, z)

2
+ %hxthZQ(K)GZQ(K)fX(x)diLnyYLX(yvm)

2
4 hyGon(K)Gaa () Fx () o fx (9,0) + O(h) + O(E3)

+ O(hehy),

]E[uleQ(uwz)K(u%)] :hihyG22(K)fX (x)%fY\X(ya Z‘)

1 a3
+ ihfthm(K)Gm(K)fx(m)ny\x(y,fU) + O(h) + O(hZhy),

3
EluZ, K*(uz, ) K* (uy, )] =hxhyGao(K)Gaz(K) fx (z) fyx (v, 2) + %hxth?Q(K)fX(w)%dnyY|X(yaw)

1 d?
+ ihfhsz;o(K)GM(K)fX(l”)mfy\x(y,fE) +O(h]) + O(hhy) + O(BIR3),

3
Bl K (12, K (1)) =2, G (K) G (K) fx (0) - o0 2) + SRR GR () (0) - o)
+ O(hihy) + O(h)

2
Eluy, K (uz,) K* (uy, )] =hxhyGao(K)Gea(K) fx (2) fy|x (y, z) + %hxthu(K)Gm(K)fX(ﬂ?)(;Lygfwx(% )

1 d?
+ ihi’hyGw(K)G%(K)fX(@@fﬂx(%x) +O(hY) + O(hihy) + O(hyhy),

2
EluZ, K*(uqz, ) K* (uy, )] =hxhyGao(K)Gs2(K) fx () fyix (v, ) + %hxh§G22(K)G32(K)fX($)(;LnyYP((yvx)
2
+ %hihszo(K)GM(K)fX(x)%fnx(ya35) + O(h) + O(hkh) + O(hR3),
3
Bl 2 ) K 1) =2 Goa() fx ()5 i (90) + 2R Gaa () G (K)fx () - F ()
+ O(hihy) + O(RY),
and

3

d
Elug, K* (uz,) K (uy,)] :hzhyGQ(K)fX(x)%fY\X(ya ) + %hfhi’Glz(K)G@(K)fX(m)wax(ya )
+ O(hZh)) + O(hY).
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We also use Lemma 2 from [Hyndman et al.| (1996), which is restated as Lemma and will be applied to the
proofs in Section

Lemma B.4. Supposing that {X;,...,X,} is an i.i.d. sequence of random variables and ¢;(X;) and ¢2(X;)

are two random variables with means u; and us and variances v; and vy respecjcively, and with covariance

v12. Defining 3 = 12” 1 (Xi) Sy = 12” " 1g2(X;) and R = R(f]l,flg) = % Then the second-order
2

approximation of E[R] is

ST N Y I
ER ~ ™ 4 = - 22y 15
TR 15)
and the first-order approximation of Var[R] is
~ 1
Var[R] ~ — (1+f““272““”% (16)
nu3 15 2

Remark. Let X and Y be two random variables with means u, and u, and variances v, and v, respectively,
and with covariance v,,. Let R := £ . The second-order approximation of E[R] is

E[R(X,Y)]

L )X —un)? 4 2= L RE)X —un) (¥ — )+ L RE) — )
2 | dz? o dzdy b Uy dy? Yy
u, 17[d? A dz . . a2 . .

and the first-order approximation of Var[R] is

- cen doe e d . e s )’
Var[R(X,Y)] ~E (R(E) + de(E)(X —ug) + de(E)(Y — Uy) — R(E))

r y
d 5 fend oo d . -
— 2—R(X)—R(2)v, —R(%))?
(dR(D%+(mM)®M)mw%®R(D%
1 {5 Ugpy UV
=2 [ L te |
Yy Y Yy

where 3 = (ug, uy).

B.3 Proofs of the Main Theorems in Section [3]
B.3.1 The Proof of Lemma [3.1l

Proof. Based on the univariate form of the kernel estimator , we have

7fY|X Yy, r ZK uz]) Z

Z?:l Uz, K (g, )K(u% )K(uy].)
Z?:l K(ulz) ’

[u% e, ) K (1) — (17)

Yi -y
hy

where u,, = X;;I and u,, =

In order to obtain the variance of % fy| x(y, x), according to Lemma we need to calculate the variances and
means of K (u,,) and

Aain =7 |10, B (112, K (1) — '
hxhy ' ! > iy K(ug,)
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and their covariance.

For \,,4in, we obtain that

Var [ . <uij(ux_j>K<uyj> iy )]
1 Z:‘L:l U%K(U%)K(u% )K(uy]) 1
Ve | EEE | g el K K )
B 2 E |:Z?_1 “wiK(umi>uij2(ua:j)K2<uyj)]
hihg Z?:l K (uz,)
2 Z?:l ulLK(uIL )K(UJCJ )K(uy_]) w u
S g Bl R ) 1

Z?:l uwiK(uwi )K(uwj )K(uyJ ) >}
Z?:l K(ug,)
s {z?_l “gﬁf}ff u(:x),-)K (uyj)] ’

E { hxlhy (quK(uxj)K(uyj) -

(19)

and the covariance

Cor| Tl e o Kl K1) )

(1, K B, - T

| Elr (s, )

1
hyhy

1 2
:hxhy]E[u.’EjK (uT])K(uy] )] - hxhy

i, S K(us)

1
_ fhyIEJ[ugcj K (ug;) K (uy, )| E[K (ug,)]- ”

+

In order to calculate equation , and , we have to calculate the mean and variance of

Z?:l U%K(U’II )K(U‘IJ )K(uy])

A = n 9
Zi:l K (uz,)

and the means of N )
Zi:l uEzK(uwz )K (U’Ij )K(uy]‘)

Z?:l K(uﬂh) ’
. Z?:l Uy, K (U, )uwj K? (U%' )K2 (uyj )
> i K (us,) '

Thus, at this step, we need to calculate the variance and mean of \. Similarly to the previous steps, we also first
need to calculate the variances and means of u,, K (uz,) K (ug,) K (uy;) and K(u,,), and their covariance.

For g, K (uz,) K (uz; ) K (uy,; ), we have

A=

and

P
|

Var[ug, K (ta,) K (g, ) K (uy,)] =E[(ue, K (ug,) K (e, ) K (uy,) = Elue, K (ue, ) K (ta;) K (uy, 7
=P(i # §)E[(ur, K () K (0, ) K (1) — Eltia, K (ua,) K (uz, ) K (uy,)])’]
+ P(i = J)E[(ua, K (ug,) K (ua; ) K (uy,) — E[uwa(uwl)K(uwj)K(uyj)])2]

== ; ! (E[UiiKQ (ug,)|E[K? (U, VK (uy,)] — E2[ugy, K (uy, )|E (K (us,) K (uy, )])

L (B2, K ) K2 ()] — B2, K (11, ) K ()]

n
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Eftig, K (1, K (1, K (1, )] ="

1
and the covariance of u,, K (ug,) K (uz;) K (uy,) and K (ug, ),

Covlug, K (uz,) K (ua,) K (uy, ), K (ug,)]

:n;1EWMK%%JWMWu)KWWH+%EWMKNWQKWMH

n—1

Elug, K (e )JEIK () K (uy, )JE[K (ta;)] — %E[usz () K (uy, ) JE[K (ug,)]-

Based on Lemma[B.2]and fx () is the density function of the uniform distribution, we can have E[u,, K (us, )]
Blug, K2 (uz,)] = 0, B[K(uz)] = hefx(w), Var[K(ug,)] = hfx(@)(Gao(K) — 1) and Efuz K*(uy,)]
hxGos(K) fx (x). In addition, based on Lemmam we can obtain that

Var[ug, K (g, ) K (ug; ) K (uy,)] = [hzh G3 o (K)Gaa(K) 5 (2) fyx (y, 2)] + O(hZhy) + O(hghy)
om%+ofh)+0&; (21)

d 3
:% [hfhme(K)fX(x)dxan(y, $)+%h3h§G12(K)G22(K)fX (x)wfwx(y, z)+O0(hy)
L2 G (K d @) @ O}ﬁ 22
= IichyGa2(K) fx (2) T frix (v, 2) + O( ) +0(2%), (22)

and

Covlug, K (uz,) K (ua, ) K (uy, ), K (us,)]

:% [hfhme(K)fX(:v);xfnx(y, )+2hxh‘3G12( )Gy (K) fx () ———

3

) + 01| = o) 120, Gl ) o) )

1 d3
+ *hfhsGM(K)Gzz(K)fX(x)wfmx

h2hy

(y,z) + O(hg) + O(hhy)

d h2h3 RS
[x(2) [Ga2(K) — hxGaa(K) fx ()] ffmx(y, z) + O( y) +0(;X), (23)

if hy, hy = 0 and n — +o0o. Then, by substituting equation (21| . ) and (| into equation ([15) and ( .7 we
can obtaln the variance and mean of A\ as follows

3 4 3
E[A] = %hxhyGZZ(K)%fY\X(y’ )+O0(—= oty )+O(h )+0(%)+0(%)’
and
n- hh3 3 5
Varld] = s GG ) rx(.9) + () + O +0(7) + 0 %5).

The next step is to calculate the mean of A*. To calculate its mean, we need to calculate the variance and mean
of K (ug,) and ug, K (ug,) K?(uq, ) K (uy,), and their covariance. Since by using Lemma we have

Eftg, K (t,) K2 (11, ) K ()] =

g I (ot L i, ) (ot )]+ Bl K ) ()]
213
=L, G () ) )+ 0 4 o),

n
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and

Cov(uz, K (uq, )K2 (ua; ) K (uy, ), K (ug,)]
=E [, K (ug, ) K (s, ) K (uy, )] = Elug, K (ue,) K (s, K (uy, )| E[K (ug, )]

n—1 n—1

= n ]E[U%KQ(U'%)]E[K2(U$J)K(uy;)}_

B K ) K ()] — Bl K g, ) (ot LK (1, )]

x 213 6
A hny( )[Gaz(K) *ths2(K)fX(I)}%fY|X(y7I)+O(hxnhy)+0(%),

the mean of \* can be obtained as follows

hy h3 5 hi
EIX] = by Gia(K) -y (,0) + Oy + 0(™%) + 0"y + o),

if hy, hy — 0 and n — +oo.

Next, we need to calculate the mean of . Similarly, the variance and mean of ug, K (uz, )., KK 2(uxj)K 2 (uy,)
and K (uy,), and their covariance, all need to be calculated. By using Lemma [B.3] we have

Var[ug, K (ug, )ua, K? (Ua, VK*? (uy, )]
:L_l (E[UilKQ (Ug, )]E[ui] K4(uzj )K4 (ij )] - E? [z, K (U, )]E2 [uzj K? (ij )K2 (uyj )

TL

+ (E[u4 i K6 (uﬂm)K4 (u’lh )] - E2 [uilK?’ (uﬂh )K2 (u% )D

th yG22(K)Gao(K)Gaz(K) fx (2) frx (9, %) + O(hZhy) + O(hyhy)

+O(h§) +O(h xly )+O(h5)

Efttg, K (i, i, K2 (11, K2 11, )] =2

Bl K (ot B, K, ) K ()] + B2, K (e ) K 1y, )]

3 3
= G K) G e () o 2) + 0200 4 0(%) + o),

and

Cov(uz, K (uz, ) ua, K® (Ua, VK*? (uy, ), K (ug,)]

=n; S ? ()| Bt K (g, ) K (uy,)] + %E[uii K (ug,) K2 (uy,)]

n—1

— 2, K g, K oy JIBIK ()

=~y oK) () fy 1 (0,0)[Gaa () = haGia) fx (o)

co™M) 4oty 4 o),

Thus, the mean of A can be obtained according to Lemma as follows

3 2 4 3
)+ o) 1 o) o) o).

E[)] :%thzo(K)G?)z(K)me(% z) + O(

if hy, hy — 0 and n — +o0.
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Through combining the above results, we can obtain that

1 1 h3 1 h2
Var[Amain] :WVar[uij(uwj)K(uyj)] + O(hzh )+ O(h2 )+ O(h3h ) + O( )
1
= Goo(K)Gas(K hy
hxhyG20( )G22(K) fx (%) fyx (¥, )+O(h )+0(h )+O(h§hyn)
h3 1 h2
d , h3 1 B3 h2
Emain] =h«fx (@) 7 fyix (v, ) + O(hxh )+0( =) +0(-) +0(=-) + 0(5 )+O( )
x y yTL x yn
and
Cov[Amain] = Eluy, K2 (uy, ) K (uy,)] — ——Eug, K (ug, ) K (uy, )JE[K (ug,)]
hxhy J J J hxhy J J J J
1 hi h2 h3
+ O(ﬁ) + O(hyn) + O(—Q) + O(hyn2)
d 2 2 d 2 h3
:th22(K)fX(x)7fY\X(yv$) - th12(K)fx($)£fY\X(y» z) + O(h«hy) + O( )
hy
1 hi h? h
+ O(g) + O(hyn) + 0(7) + O(hynQ),
if hy, hy — 0 and n — +o0.
Finally, based on Lemma [B-4] we can have
Vr [y x(000)| =t GanlK)Gaal K x0) + O(2) + O o) + 011 + O i)
AoV T T 0Rsh () 0N TR XA, nhxhy nh? n2hih3
1 1
TOCangne) T O Gnare) O Gz
G ()G () .) + O(L) +O(—) + 0 4 O
T hhy fx(w) 20 /TR YIXAL nh3 nhxhy nh2 n2h3h3
Also, we have that for large n if nhih, — +00 and hy, hy — 0 as n — +oo, then
d -
Var |:dfo|X(y7x):| S nh;;hyclv
where
C1 = Vol(Dx )(x)G20(K)G22(K) max  fyx(y, ),
(w,y)EDx X Dy
and Vol(-) indicates the volume (Lebesgue measure) of a set. O
B.3.2 The Proof of Lemma [3.2]
Proof. Based on equation , if hy = 0, hy = 0 and n — +o0, we can derived
d ; d h2G1o(K) | he  d3 d?
E [dxfyx(yax)] fY\X(Z/: T) = 2 h2 dzdy 5 fyix(y,z) + @fY\X(ZI:I) + O(hfhﬁ)
O + O + 0(——) < B, (24)
y % nhy S 2
where
hy d? d?
A= K .
G12( ) h2 (z, y)ngXXDY dil?dy fY‘X(y) >‘ + (r,y)nga))((ny da3 leX(:% )
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B.3.3 The Proof of Theorem [3.3]

Proof. Based on Lemmas [3.1H3.2] and the following property

E

((ifwx(yaﬂf) - ;xfyx(y,x)> ]

=& (& bt B Axw2)) | + (B[ Shxn)] - S rxwa)

we have that for large n if nh2h, — 400 and hy, hy — 0 as n — +oo

d d i C1 hi
E <dfo|X(Z/7I) - dxfwx(y,x)) ] S €3, where €3 := ohih + ZA )
O
B.3.4 The Proof of Theorem [3.4]
Proof. In order to give the bound, we need to introduce a sequence {(x;, y;)|||(z;+1,yj+1) — (j, ;)] = DT/?J _

M, M =n, and Dp := max(, ) (2/,y)eDx x Dy (X, ¥) — (z/,4')||}. Then, the following inequality can be
obtained

d ; d
E 5 - —
Lx,y)?}?‘fxpy d:rfYX(y’x)H X o g frix @)
d d
< _
<E L<J%M dxfwx(yg, ])} A o Yix @)
+E a d i) — L 2) 25)
max —_ -
(z,9),(2',y") dz’YX y,r dz’YIX y,r

€Dx XDy:
D
Il ()= (=" )< P

To get the upper bound of the second line of equation , we need to consider

exp (ﬂE [1<J<M v 1x W5, 25) } —t max, ‘dfoX(yj,zj) )
d d
=expE |t g}a<x dxfy|X(yJ,x]) tlgjzg\/l dxfy|X(y],xj) , where t > 0.

Then, we can divide equality into two different situations: Df > 0 and Df < 0, where Df = %fy‘x(yj*,l'j*)

|

d
afnx(yja ;)

Thus, we have

Ly ix (s, 25) -

and (z;+,y;-) = argmax; ;< s

max
1<j<M

d
1<j<M t 4 frix (Wi, z))

d .
expE[ max t‘dxan(ijxj) -

|

} P(D; < 0)] expl [_ max t'ifyp((yj,xj)

)| o] 1o

]expE [— max t

1<5<M

=expE [b‘ ’;xfyx(yj*»xj*)
=exp {E [t‘dfwx(y-* xjr)
dl’ J ]
exp {E [t ’dfmx(yj*:fj*)
dx

=exp < 1<j<M ’fylx(yjax])

20| (o 2 0)

d -
fo|X(yj*a~'”j*)

P(D;>0)
20

”P(D ” (26)

d .
[GXPE [t ’dzfmx(yj*»xj*)
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In addition, we have

|

P(D;>0) d - P(D;<0)
{ [exp ( ’fmx(y]*,x] ) ) | Dy > O] ] [E {exp (t‘(mfyx(yj*7xj*) ) | D; < 0} }
P(D;>0) d . P(D;<0)
[ [GXP < fY\X(yj*7xj )) | Df > 0} } {E [exp (‘tdxfyx(yj*vxj*)) \ Df < 0} }
M 4. P(D;>0) d . P(D;<0)
<3 | o (t ) ) 10520 |8 | (0 i) 1Dy <o) |
j=1

d . P(D;>0) d - P(D;<0)
<M mex [E {eXp (t(mfwx(yj,l"j)) | Dj > 0] ] : [IE {eXp (—tdfolx(yjaxj)> | Dj < 0} ] :
(27)

d -
expE Linﬂ)ht’dxfy')((yj’xj)

At the next step, we need to approximate E [exp (t% fy‘ X(yj,xj))] using the second-order Taylor expansion.

Now assuming that z := %fy‘x(yj, x;) which is a random variable, and

wer == E[z | Df 2 0], vier := Var[z | Dy 2 0] = E[(z — wer)? | D; > 0],
wez = E[z | Df <0, vz := Var[z | D; < 0] = E[(z — we2)? | Dy <0]. (28)

Then, the second-order Taylor expansion around the means and variances, as shown in equation , can be
obtained, as following,

E {GXP (t%fy\x(yj,zj)) |D; > 0} =E {exp (tz) | Dy > 0}

d d2
~E {exp(tulcl) + T exp(tuier)(z — uger) + 4.2 exp(tuer)(z — ulcl)z | Df >0
2 1 5
:exp(tulcl) + 5@ exp(tulcl)vlcl = exp(tulcl) + it exp(tulcl)vlcla (29)

and

E [exp (—t%fy‘x(yj, ;) | D; < o} =E [exp (~t2) | D; < o}
2

d
~E [exp(_tulc2) + —— exp(—tue2) (2 — uie2) + 532

e exp(—tuea)(z — u152)2 | Df >0
2

1 1
=exp(—tuges) + e exp(—tuiea)vie2 = exp(—tuge2) + §t2 exp(—tuie2)vVica. (30)



Formal Verification of Unknown Stochastic Systems via Non-parametric Estimation

Thus, through plugging the conditional expectation and into equation ,we can have

|

1 P(D;>0) )
§M1£njs%>§w {exp(tulc1)+ 5262 exp(tum)wd} [exp(—tum) + §t2 exp(—tulc2)yl62:|

d -
expE L%n%%wt ’dfoX(yja ;)

P(Df<0)

<M max [exp (t|ulcl|P(Df >0) +t|ulcg\P(DJa < 0))

1<<M
- 1t2 P(D;>0) - 1t2 P(D;<0)
2 Vlel 2 Vie2
—M ( Elz | D; > 0||P(D; > E[z | D P(D; )
s, [exp (L= | D > 01P(D; > 0) + 8Lz | Dy < 0l|P(D; <O
-1 . 1t2 1 P(D;>0) —1 N 1152 1 P(D;<0) -
i 2 Ulcl- i 2 Ulc2_
< > > ; ;
<M | ax, [exp (tE[|z| | Dj 2 0]P(Dj =2 0) +tE[|2[ | D; < 0]P(D; < 0))
1, 1PD;Z0) F , 1 P(D;<0) -
-1+ it Vel 1+ it Vle2

F P(D;>0) P(D;<0)
_ ) )
=M 12}?5\4 [exp (tE[|z]]) _1 + 215 vlcl_ [1 + 2t vlcg] }

Now, by substituting equation into equation , we have

max t
1<5<M

d
@fmx(yj?%)

expE[ max t‘fY|X(yJ7xj)

_ |

1 P(D;>0) P(D;<0)
<M max | exp (tE[z]]) [1 + 2t2vlc1} {1 + thZCQ} ]

(2 )
)

exp (_
[ d d
=M max |exp (tE z—£fy|x(yj,xj)+afyp((yj,xj)
—max < fyx (g ;)
1%2)3\/1 a Y|x\Y;,Tj

1<5<M |
- 1 P(D;>0) 1 4 P(D;<0) A q

2 2

1+ 575 Vel 1+ §t Vie2 exp (— 13}1)% @fY\X(yj,ij) )

1 P(D;>0) 1, P(D;<0)
14+ Zt200 1+ =t

J s 2
Dexp( Lg}zgwt‘ifmx(ij%)b

)

d

=

d
|:1£nja§)§\/[t‘dxfy|X(yj7xj)

-1 + 1t2 1+ 1t2
9 Viecl 9 Vic2

d d
§M1£njz%)§v[ {exp (ﬂE [ z— £fy|x(yj,xj) ] +tE Hdmfyp((yj,xj)

1P(D;>0) 1P(D<0)
exp (

fY|X ijxj

<M max |exp (ﬂE[
1< |

- exp (ﬂE max
1<j<M

d
dfo\X(yjaxj

fY|X ijx] 2

_ P(D;>0) 1 P(D;<0)
=M max |exp (ﬂE [ ] {1 + —t vlcl} {1 + tQUlcg] ]

1<j<M

<M exp ( n}égwt (E {(Z - ifY\X (5, 2;5) > )

1
1+ 2t Vicl

- max max
1<<M

, max 1+ 2t2vlcg
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Let Cy = maxi<j<u |vie1| and C5 = maxi<j< |vic2|. By taking logarithm and then dividing ¢ to both sides of
the above inequality, we have

d d
L;nja&[ qulyix (s, @j)| — max dme|X(yj7xj)]
d V2 og(M)  log(1 + Cut?)
< - — )2
S max) (E [(z 31X (Wi z5)) D + =+ -

< o (- Laoctwar])

1<5<M

where ¢ is arbitrary positive value and Cy = max{Cs,C3}.

Since

d . d . . Dp
E — - ") < Ly =2
e o rix @) dxfmx(y,af)‘ < Lo

€EDx XDy:

D
I ()= (=" IS SP

where I:df is the LC of %fy‘x(y, x) among Dx X Dy, according to Theorem , we have

d
oD Dy @fY|X(y7I)

(f:prX(y’x)H -

E { max
(z,y)

max
(z,y)€Dx XDy

d d V2 g
S | Max (E {(dszlX(yjaﬂfj)—dfoX(yj»wj))QD <eal?.

B.4 Validation Study of the LC Estimation

In this section, we apply our estimation algorithm to two case studies. We show that our approach gives better
results in comparison with the standard selection of bandwidths using Scott’s formula. The CV method for
selecting the bandwidths did not provide any solution for the optimisation in equation within 6 hours.

Example B.1. Consider a univariate (Y'|X) such that Y = aX + w, where w is a Gaussian noise with mean p
and variance 0. The CoDF fy x(y, ) is

1 1(y— ax)T
,T) = ——exp |—= —u—"|.
fY\X(y ) O'\/ﬂ p |: 2 o2
We fix the parameters a = 0.5, ;4 = 0, 0 = 1, and the domain Dx = [-1,1] and Dy = [-4.38,4.24]. We assume
that Assumption |I| holds with Cy =1 and Cp; = Cy2 = 0.5. We run Algorithm |I| with m = 20.

Fig. 4] shows the original CoDF together with the estimated CoDF using the bandwidth from Theorem and
from the Scott’s formula. The estimated CoDF based on the Scott’s formula in Fig. (c) has many values larger
than 0.42 which are much higher than the largest value of the original CoDF, at fy|x(y,z) = 0.3989 as shown
in Fig. a). This estimation presents bad smoothness in comparison with the estimation using our theoretical
bandwidths hy = hy = n~%, which has a smooth peak around 0.381 as shown in Fig. b). Thus, selecting of
bandwidths according to the discussion in Section [3.2] gives a better smoothness than Scott’s formula.

Fig. d) gives the asymptotic bounds on the original L.C provided by Theorem as a function of data scale
n € [10%,105]. For example, L € [0.042,0.194] using n = 10%, L € [0.071,0.168] using n = 6 x 10%, and
L € [0.078,0.164] using n = 10°, which confirms asymptotic convergence of the bound as a function of n. The
empirical mean and the 99% empirical confidence interval are shown in Fig. e) using 150 runs of the algorithm
for each n. All the values are below the analytical upper bound shown in Fig. [i[d).
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Figure 4: (a) The original CoDF. (b) Estimated CoDF with hy = h, = n~% and data scale n = 6 x 10%. (c)
Estimated CoDF with bandwidth from the Scott’s formula and data scale n = 6 x 10%. (d) Asymptotic bound
on the original LC provided by Theorem as a function of data scale n. The dashed line is the original LC of
the CoDF, L = 0.1210. (e) The estimated LC averaged over 150 computations with the grey area indicating the
99% empirical confidence interval (3 times the empirical standard deviation from the mean).
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Figure 5: (a) The original CoDF. (b) Estimated CoDF with hy = h, = n~% and data scale n = 6 x 10%. (c)
Estimated CoDF with bandwidth from the Scott’s formula and data scale n = 6 x 10%. (d) Asymptotic bound
on the original L.LC provided by Theorem as a function of data scale n. The dashed line is the original L.C of
the CoDF, L = 0.0968. (e) The estimated LC averaged over 150 computations with the grey area indicating the
99% empirical confidence interval (3 times the empirical standard deviation from the mean).
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Example B.2. Consider a univariate (Y|X) such that Y = aX + dw; + (1 — §)ws, where wy and ws have
Gaussian distributions with means p1 and p2 and variances o7 and o3. The variable § € {0,1} has Bernoulli
distribution with success probability P(o = 1) = p. The CoDF fy|x(y, ) is

p 1 9 1—p 1 9
,xr) = exp(—=—=(y —ax — + exp(—==((y —axr — .
fY|X(y ) o1 o p( 20%(9 Ml)) o o P( 205(.@ Mz))
We fix the parameters a = 0.5, u3 = 3, uo = =3, 04 = oo = 1, p = 0.8, and the domain Dx = [-1,1]

and Dy = [—7.177,6.965]. We assume that Assumption [I| holds with Cy = 1 and Cp1 = Cp2 = 0.5. We run
Algorithm [I| with m = 20.

Fig. [f] shows the original CoDF together with the estimated CoDF using the bandwidth from Theorem [3.4] and
from the Scott’s formula. The estimated CoDF based on the bandwidths hy = hy = n~% as shown in Fib),
is more similar to the original CoDF in Fig. (a) and shows better smoothness in comparison with the estimation
based on Scott’s formula in Fig. [5{c).

Fig. d) gives the asymptotic bounds on the original LC L = 0.0968 provided by Theorem as a function of
data scale n € [10%,10%]. For example, L € [0.022,0.175] using n = 10, L € [0.050,0.147] using n = 6 x 10*, and
L € [0.057,0.142] using n = 105, which confirms asymptotic convergence of the bound as a function of n. The
empirical mean and the 99% empirical confidence interval are shown in Fig. e) using 150 runs of the algorithm
for each n. All the values are below the analytical upper bound shown in Fig. (d)

Example B.3. Consider a bivariate (Y| X) with Y = AX + W with W having Gaussian distribution with mean
w and covariance matrix 3. The CoDF is

i) = 5o (—gly — w57y — 4w). (32)

We consider two cases, one with small LC and another with large LC.

Case 1: We fix the parameters A =X = 0 1"H*= 8 . We assume that Assumption [2| holds with Cy = 0.5,

Ci; =0.5,and C; = 0.5, i, = 1,2. We run Algorithm [I| with m = 20. Fig. |§| shows the original CoDF together
with the estimated CoDF using the bandwidth from Section [3.3] and from the Scott’s formula. For better
visualisation, we provide the estimation at y* = [1.4615; —1.6154] under different bandwidths. The original
CoDF in Fig. @ a) has a similar shape with its estimation based on bandwidth hy; = hy; = n’%, 1,7 = 1,2, as
shown in Fig. ﬁ b). The largest values of fy|x(y*,x) in Fig. |§|(a) and fy|X(y*, x) in Fig. |§|(b) are respectively
0.159 and 0.111. By contrast, the difference between the original CoDF in Fig. @(a) and its estimation in Fig. @(c)
is large. The largest value of fy |y (y*, ) in Fig. |§|(c) is around 0.7, which is much larger than the original CoDF.
In addition, the CoDF in Fig.[6{a) and estimation in Fig. [6[b) are smoother than the estimation in Fig. [6|c).

Fig. @(d) gives the asymptotic bounds on the original LC provided by the inequality as a function of
data scale n for Dx = Dy = [—0.2,0.2]?. For example, L € [0,0.160] using n = 3 x 10*, L € [0,0.142] using
n =8 x 10, and L € [0,0.134] using n = 1.3 x 10°, which confirms asymptotic convergence of the bound as a
function of n. The original LC in this domain is 0.059 and belongs to the above estimated ranges. A similar
experiment is reported in Fig. |§|(e) for the domain Dx = [0.2,0.6]? and Dy = [-0.2,0.2]?. The empirical means
and the 99% empirical confidence intervals are shown in Fig. @(f ) using 150 runs of the algorithm for each n. All
the values are below the analytical upper bound shown in Fig. [6{d) and (e).

(1) (1) s = {g] ,and X = {0(')2 0(.)2] . We assume that Assumptionholds
with Cy =1, C;; = 10, and Cy; = 10, 7,5 = 1, 2. This choice of ¥ makes the LC larger, which in turn requires a
larger data scale n for the estimation. The original LC on the domain Dx = [0,0.2]> and Dy = [-0.2, —0.1]? is
L = 1.04. The estimated LC and the asymptotic intervals computed using our approach are reported in Table [2]
forn =5 x 105, n =5 x 107 and n = 108,

Example B.4. We consider the 7-dimensional model of a BMW 320i car (Althoff, |2019) reported also in
Appendix to validate the effectiveness of our proposed method. We assume the space is [z1(k); z2(k)] €
[0.8,1.2]2, x3(k) € [0,0.3], [z4(k);x5(k)] € [0,0.1]%, x6(k) € [0.5,1], and 27(k) € [0,0.2]. The dynamics are

1

affected by the standard normal variable. We take the bound A4; = 20 with bandwidths hy; = hy; = n™11,

Case 2: We fix the parameters A = {
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Figure 6: (a) The original CoDF at point y* = [1.4615; —1.6154]. (b) Estimated CoDF with hy; = hy; = n=1,
i,j = 1,2, with data scale n = 1.3 x 10° at point y*. (c) Estimated CoDF with bandwidth from the Scott’s
formula with data scale n = 1.3 x 10° at point y*. (d) Asymptotic bound on the original LC provided in
Section as a function of data scale n for Dx = Dy = [—0.2,0.2]2. The dashed line is the original LC of the
CoDF, which is L = 0.0588. (e) Asymptotic bound on the original LC provided in Section as a function of
data scale n for Dx = [0.2,0.6]? and Dy = [-0.2,0.2]%. The dashed line is the original LC of the CoDF, which
is L = 0.0925. (f) The estimated LCs averaged over 150 computations with the grey areas indicating the 99%
empirical confidence intervals (3 times the empirical standard deviation from the mean).

Data scalen | 5 x 10° 5% 107 1 x 108
Range of LC | [0,1.428] | [0.143,1.238] | [0.247,1.2]
L 0.563 0.691 0.724

Table 2: The estimated LC and the asymptotic ranges computed using our approach for Example (case 2)
for different values of n. The range contains the true LC L = 1.04.

i,j € {1,...,7}, to generate the CoDF Tj(z;(k 4+ 1)|x(k)), i € {1,...,7} and estimate the LC L;. Table shows
the values of L1, L3 and L7 with respect to z3(k) € [0,0.1] for fixed z1(k) = z2(k) = 1, z4(k) = z5(k) = 0.05,
xe(k) = 0.8, x7(k) = 0.1 and &(k+1) = 0. They are all located in the estimated ranges that are decreasing with
increasing data scale n.

Table 3: The estimated LC of T;(z;(k + 1)|x(k)), ¢ € {1,3,7}, and their intervals computed using our approach

Data scale n | Value of L1, L3 and Ly | Range of L; | Range of L3 | Range of Ly
1 x 107 [0,1.0582] [0,1.0198] [0,1.0062]
5 x 107 0.4319, 0.3128, 0.3128 [0,0.8672] [0,0.8215] [0,0.8034]
1 x 108 [0,0.7993) [0,0.7503) [0,0.7294]

for Example @ for different values of n.
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Table 4: State variables and system parameters.

Variable | Value | Description
T1, To R Position coordinates
T3, T4 R Steering angle, heading velocity
Ts5, Te R Yaw angle, Yaw rate
T7 R Slip angle
V1, V2 0,0 The inputs of controlling the steering angle and heading velocity
Lub 2.5789 | Wheelbase [kg]
m 1.093.3 | Total mass of the vehicle [kg]
I8 1.0489 | Friction coeflicient
ly 1.156 | Distance from the front axle to centre of gravity (CoG) [m]
lr 1.422 | Distance from the rear axle to CoG [m]
heg 0.574 | Hight of CoG [m]
I, 1791.6 | The Moment of inertia for entire mass around z axis [kg m?]
Cs,y 20.89 | The front cornering stiffness coefficient [1/rad)]
Cs,r 20.89 | The rear cornering stiffness coefficient [1/rad]
T 0.001 | The update period [s]

B.5 Introduction of 7-Dimensional Autonomous Vehicle

For |z4(k)| < 0.1:
zi(k+1) = z;(k) + 7a; + 0.5w;(k), i € {1,...,7}\ {3, 4},
xz3(k + 1) = z3(k) + 7Sat1(v1(k)) + 0.5ws(k),
xq(k + 1) = z4(k) + 7Sata(va(k)) + 0.5wy (k),
and for |z4(k)| > 0.1:
Z‘,(k + 1) = xl(k) + 7b; + 0511}1(]6), 1€ {1 . 7} \ {3,4},
$3(k3 + 1) = xg(k) + TSat1 (’Ul( )) + 0. 5’LU3 )
za(k +1) = z4(k) + 7Satz(va(k)) + 0.5w4(k),

where,
ay =x4(k) cos(zs(k)), az = x4(k) sin(z5(k)), as = x?T(bk)tan(xg(k»
o0 =2 tanaa () + s (), a7 =0

by =x4(k) cos(zs(k) + x7(k)), ba = x4(k)sin(zs(k) + x7(k)), bs = x6(k),

b :#n‘ilf)(lfcs,f(glr = v2(k)heg)23(k) + (I Cs,r(gly + v2(K)heg) — 14T, (gl
= va(k)heg))ar (K) = (13Cs (gl — va(k)hey) + 12C5,0 (gl + ”2““)’%9”%)’
br = (1 (O (0l = Ry s () = (O ol + (k)

=R 1y
+ gl = 02 eg))2(0F) = (1.1 0l = va(0K)e) = 1, Cisr gy + 02 (W) Z200) — ).

We consider the variables and parameters for a BMW 320i car, as shown in Table |4l In addition, Sat;(-) and
Sats(+) are input saturation functions introduced by |Althoff] (2019).

C SUPPLEMENTARY of SECTION {4

C.1 Supplementary of Section
C.2 Proof of Lemma [4.1]

Proof. The proof is based on induction on k and utilising the recursive relation in @
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C.3 Proof of Theorem [4.2]
Proof. Let 3,5 be the finite abstraction of X4,. Based on Theorem and Lemma we have

<

P(Zss F 7/)) _P(iss F '(/J)‘ + ‘P(ﬁ:ss = ¢) _P(iss E w)’

<e+ €4, with e = k6 BLL,
where P(Xg |=_1/J) and P(f]ss E 1) are the probabilities that X, and Vs satisfy the specification 1 under
strategy w, P(Xss F ) = pr(q)7 g € Q, k is the number of steps, ng is the number of entries of @, J is the

state discretisation parameter, By, is the asymptotic upper bound of LC, and £ is the Lebesgue measure of the
specification set. O

D SUPPLEMENTARY of SECTION [l

D.1 Supplementary of Example
The unknown linear stochastic system is

X(k+1) = AX (k) + W(k),

where A = [0(')4 8;} W has Gaussian distribution with mean u = [8] and variance ¥ = {(1) (1)] The
corresponding CoDF is
1 1 _
P (Kb 10,X0) = 5 oxp (= (X0 1) = AX ()77 XG5 1) = AX ()

D.2 Supplementary of Example

The unknown switched stochastic system with two actions S, = {a1, a2} is

A1 X (k) + W(k), if action is ay,

X(k+1)= f(X(k),a(k)) = {A2X(k) + W (k), if action is as

where A, — [0.4 0.1}7 Ay = {0.4 0.1

0 0.5 —02 05 ]and variance

]. W has Gaussian distribution with mean p = {8

Y= [(1) ﬂ . The corresponding CoDF is

if action is ay,
= exp (—5(X(k+1) — AL X (k)" S7HX (k +1) — AL X (k)));
Fxen iz (X (k+1), X (k) = { 27V

if action is as,

o oXP (X (k4 1) = ApX (0) TS (X (b 1) = A2 X ().
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Figure 7: The control policies as a function of state for minimising and maximising the satisfaction probability.
The action a; and ay are represented by cyan and magenta, respectively. The panels (a) and (d) show the results
from a model-based approach. The panels (b) and (e) show the results of the data-driven approximation using
the empirical approach. The panels (c¢) and (f) are for the NPE under § = 0.4.
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Figure 8: The control policies as a function of state for minimising and maximising the satisfaction probability.
The action a; and ay are represented by cyan and magenta, respectively. The panels (a) and (d) show the results
from a model-based approach. The panels (b) and (e) show the results of the data-driven approximation using
the empirical approach. The panels (c) and (f) are for the NPE under § = 0.1.
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