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Uncertainty Propagation in Stochastic Systems via Mixture Models
with Error Quantification

Eduardo Figueiredo, Andrea Patane, Morteza Lahijanian, and Luca Laurenti

Abstract— Uncertainty propagation in non-linear dynamical
systems has become a key problem in various fields including
control theory and machine learning. In this work, we focus
on discrete-time non-linear stochastic dynamical systems. We
present a novel approach to approximate the distribution of
the system over a given finite time horizon with a mixture of
distributions. The key novelty of our approach is that it not only
provides tractable approximations for the distribution of a non-
linear stochastic system but also comes with formal guarantees
of correctness. In particular, we consider the Total Variation
(TV) distance to quantify the distance between two distributions
and derive an upper bound on the TV between the distribution
of the original system and the approximating mixture distri-
bution derived from our framework. We show that in various
cases of interest, including in the case of Gaussian noise, the
resulting bound can be efficiently computed in closed form. This
allows us to quantify the correctness of the approximation and
to optimize the parameters of the resulting mixture distribution
to minimize such distance. The effectiveness of our approach is
illustrated on several benchmarks from the control community.

I. INTRODUCTION

Modern autonomous systems are becoming increasingly
complex, commonly including non-linearities, data-driven
components, and uncertain dynamics. The uncertainty affect-
ing these systems can come from various sources includ-
ing inherent probabilistic dynamics, lack of knowledge on
parts of the model [1], and interactions with an uncertain
environment [2]. Consequently, when autonomous systems
need to be employed for safety-critical applications, where
failure may translate into costly or deadly accidents, it be-
comes paramount to consider models that include non-linear
stochastic dynamics. Unfortunately, for non-linear stochastic
dynamical models, the distribution of the system at a given
time cannot be computed in closed-form [3]. This leads to
the main research question of this paper: Can we develop
an efficient framework for uncertainty propagation in non-
linear stochastic dynamical systems with formal guarantees
of correctness?

Various methods have been proposed to propagate un-
certainty in non-linear stochastic systems [4]. These either
consider analytical approximation methods, such as Taylor
expansions or Stirling’s interpolation [5], [6], to approximate
the one-step dynamics of the systems, or consider numerical
approximation of the various integrals [7], [8] and/or only
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propagate discrete samples from the system distribution [9],
[10]. However, none of these methods comes with error
bounds on the approximation error. An exception is [11],
which is however only limited to Gaussian processes with
additive noise and can only guarantee that with high proba-
bilities the system trajectories will stay close to the mean. An
alternative approach proposed in [12] is to rely on moment
matching to propagate the moments of non-linear stochastic
dynamical systems with non-linearities that are either poly-
nomial or trigonometric functions. However, in practice, it
is often required to propagate the full distribution, and not
just the moments, e.g., for chance constraint satisfaction in
planning problems [2]. Additionally, we should stress that,
because of their universal approximation properties, various
papers already attempted to use mixture distributions, and
Gaussian Mixture Models (GMMs) in particular, to approxi-
mate the distribution of a stochastic dynamical system [13],
[14]. However, these works are mostly based on heuristics
on how to build the mixture and come with no guarantees
of correctness.

In this work, given an error threshold § > 0 and a
time horizon 7', we develop a framework that for each time
step ¢t < T builds a mixture distribution approximation of
a given non-linear stochastic dynamical system, which is
guaranteed to be —close to the distribution of the system at
that time. To quantify the closeness between two distributions
we consider the Total Variation (TV) distance, defined as the
largest absolute difference between the probabilities that two
probability distributions assign to an event [15]. Interestingly,
we show that by appropriately picking the components of the
approximating mixture distribution, an upper bound for its
TV from the unknown distribution of the system at time ¢
can be computed in closed form. Using this bound, we then
propose a refinement algorithm that iteratively builds mixture
models by efficiently placing distributions in regions of the
state space by minimizing the TV bound. We empirically il-
lustrate the efficacy of our framework in various benchmarks.

In summary, the main contributions of this work are: i)
a novel framework for computing a mixture distribution
approximating the distribution of a stochastic dynamical
system at a given time, ii) formal bounds of correctness in
terms of the TV distance and a proof of convergence of
the approximating error to 0, iii) an adaptive grid refine-
ment algorithm for bound optimization, and iv) empirical
evaluation of the efficacy of our framework on four case
studies including a Dubin’s car model and an application on
a planning problem.



II. PROBLEM FORMULATION
A. Notation

Given a Borel measurable space X C R? we denote by
P(X) the set of probability distributions on X'. For a random
variable z; taking values in X', we denote by P,, € P(X)
the probability measure associated to z:, and by p,, the
probability density function associated to [P;,. For all the
probability distributions considered in this paper, we always
assume that they have a density. Additionally, given a set
of K probability distributions Py, ,...,Pg, € P(X) and a
set of weights wy,...,wx € [0,1] such that Zszl wp =1,
we define a mixture distribution of size K > 0 as the
distribution P = ZkK:1ka9k~ If each Py, is a Gaussian
distribution, then P is called a Gaussian mixture model
(GMM) or Gaussian mixture distribution. Finally, for a
probability distribution P € P(X’) and a measurable function
g: X — Y, where Y C R?, we denote the push-forward
measure of P by g as g#P such that for all A C ),
(g#P)(A) = P(g7'(A)). We note that g#P is still a
probability distribution such that g#P € P(}).

B. System Description
We consider a discrete-time stochastic process described
by the following stochastic difference equation

Ti41 = Q(It,at), To ~ me e ~ P, (D

where g : R? x R? — R? is a possibly non-linear continuous
function representing the one-step dynamics of System (1),
Zo is a random initial condition with distribution P, €
P(RY), and ¢, is a noise term distributed according to a
absolutely continuous distribution independent and identi-
cally distributed at each time step! P. € P(R?). Intuitively,
System (1) represents a general model of a d—dimensional
discrete-time stochastic system with possible non-linearities
both in the state and noise.

In order to study the time evolution of System (1), we first
introduce T,, the one-step transition kernel of System (1),
which for any time ¢ represents the probability distribution
of x; given that ;1 = x and is formally defined as:

Tz = g(x, )#Ps

For simplicity, with an abuse of notation, we denote by p(y |
x) the probability density associated to T,.

Example 1. In the case where g(x,¢) = f(x) + ¢ and the
noise distribution is P. = N(0,X.), that is, a zero mean
Gaussian with covariance matrix Y., we have that T, =
N(f(z),3.), a Gaussian distribution with mean f(z) and
covariance matrix ..

The probability distribution of System (1) at time ¢, P,,
can be described by its density p,,, which can be com-

'We remark that the assumption of time invariance of the noise distri-
bution is only introduced to simplify notation and our methods naturally
extend to time-varying noise distributions, as we will emphasize in Remark
2 in Section III.

puted iteratively over time by using the following Chapman-
Kolmogorov equation [3], [13]:

Pz, (y) = /]R , (Y | 2)pa,_, (x)dz. 2)

That is, p,, is obtained by marginalizing the one-step transi-
tion kernel w.r.t. p,,_,. Unfortunately, even though p(y | z)
can be expressed in closed form in many cases of interest,
Eqn (2) is in general not tractable. For instance, this is the
case for the system in Example 1 where p(y | =) is Gaussian,
but p,, is intractable and non-Gaussian if f is non-linear.
Consequently, approximation schemes are required.

C. Problem Statement

Our goal in this paper is to design an approximating
mixture distribution I@’xt, which is close to the actual prob-
ability distribution P,,, but that is also tractable and can
be computed analytically in closed form. To do that, we
need to introduce a metric to quantify the distance between
probability distributions. While many metrics have been
introduced for this task [15], in this paper, we focus on the
Total Variation distance.

Definition 1 (Total Variation). Let (X, B(X’)) be a measur-
able space, and P,Q € P(X) be probability distributions.
Then, the Total Variation distance between P and Q is
defined as:

TV(P,Q) := IP(A) — Q(A)].

sup
AEB(X)

Intuitively, the TV is the largest difference that the proba-
bility of the same event can have according to two probabil-
ity distributions. Consequently, because of its intuitive and
worst-case nature, the TV represents a particularly conve-
nient choice to quantify the distance between the distribution
of stochastic dynamical systems. We should also stress that,
differently from the TV case, closeness in other measures
commonly employed, such as Wasserstein distance, does not
necessarily imply closeness in the probability of events [15].

We are finally ready to formulate our problem statement.

Problem 1. Consider a finite time horizon {1,....,7} C N,
and a threshold 6 > 0. Find a set of mixture distributions
of finite size qu ..., P, such that for all ¢ € {1,...,T} it
holds that:

TV (PIHI@’M) <6 3)

Note that Problem 1 is stated for a general mixture
distribution ]f”mt. This is because depending on the one-
step transition kernel of System (1), one may want to focus
on different classes of mixture distributions. Nevertheless,
because of their modeling flexibility and because of the
existence of TV bounds between two Gaussian distributions
[16], in this paper we will give particular attention to GMMs.

We should also note that solving Problem 1 is particularly
challenging not only because Eqn (2) cannot be solved in
closed form, but also because it requires propagating over
time the uncertainty introduced by each approximation step.
In fact, according to Eqn (2), to compute [P;,, one needs to



marginalize the one step transition kernel wrt P, ., which
is unknown for any ¢ > 0.

a) Approach: To solve Problem 1, we propose a
stochastic approximation scheme consisting of an iterative
process based on the approximation of Eqn (2) with a
mixture distribution. Intuitively, we partition R? in various
subspaces X}, and select representative points z(*) € X,
such that [, p(y | 2)ps,(z)dz is close to Zszlp(y |
&™) [y P, (x)dz. In Section II, we detail our stochastic
approximation scheme, and we state proof of its correctness
and convergence to the distribution of System (1). In Section
IV, we present the resulting algorithm used to build the
mixture approximations. Finally, in Section V, we present
numerical experiments.

III. STOCHASTIC APPROXIMATION SCHEME

To solve Problem 1, we introduce a stochastic approxima-
tion scheme based on iteratively approximating the distribu-
tion of System (1) by mixtures of the one-step transition
kernel. In particular, for each time step ¢ we consider
a partition of R? in K, non-overlapping regions X; :=
{X(l) (Kt)} and for each X( € X, we consider
a representatlve point :rgk) € Xt(k). Then, we define the
approximating mixture distribution ]f”m iteratively as follows:

I@’wo =Py,
Ky 1
Py i= ) wgk)Tr@l )

with wgk) =P, , (Xt(f)l). Intuitively, at each time ¢, Eqn (4)
builds a mixture approximation of PP, by averaging the one-
step transition kernel of System (1) with weights that depend
on the approximating mixture distribution at the previous
time step.

Example 2. For the system dynamics of Example 1, Eqn (4)
leads to a mixture distribution approximation at time step
t given by the GMM P,, = St wPN(F (), 50),
where wt(k) = PzFl(Xt(ﬂ) is the probability mass of the
GMM P,, | = kK:‘f wi’i)lj\/‘(f(xik)g) Y.) (built in the
previous step) within the region Xt(fl.

Remark 1. Note that the mixture I@’It as defined in Eqn (4)
is not necessarily a Gaussian mixture. If for the particular
application it would be preferable to obtain a GMM, then
this can always be obtained by approximating each T 2 in

Eqn (4) with a Gaussian (mixture) distribution. As the total
variation is a distance that satisfies the triangle inequality,
then the bounds on the approximation error developed in the
rest of this section would hold also for this setting, with a
correction term depending on the closeness of each TIEMI to

the respective Gaussian or Gaussian mixture approximation.

It is obvious that the quality of the approximation obtained
from Eqn (4) depends on the choice of the weights and
representative points. How to perform this choice is the
object of Section IV. In the remainder of this section, we
focus on quantifying TV(P,,,P,,).

A. Total variation bounds

W(; start our analysis with Theorem 1, where we bound
TV(P,,,P,,). Proofs for Theorems and Lemmas of this
Section can be found in the Section VI.

Theorem 1. Let function s(z,z*)) be defined as

1

s(z,2™) = 5/11@ lp(y | 2) —p(y | 2)|dy  (5)

Then, for any ¢ > 0 it holds that

TV (th,ﬂbxt) < TV (Pmtfl,ﬁvml) 4

= )\ (k) ©
max s(x, 2,7 )P, (X,59),
P

where TV (]P’IO,]P’ ) —0.

Theorem 1 guarantees that the approximation error at each
time step propagates at most linearly over time. Further-
more, because of term E\Dxt—l (Xt(k)l) only regions with non-
negligible probability mass w.r.t. Plt*l influence the TV
bound. The key component of Theorem 1 is the function
s(z, xik)l), which is equivalent to TV(T,, T _ ®) ), i.e., the
total variation between the one-step transition kernel at = and
2", Consequently, the computation of s(z, ol )1) depends
on the specific noise distribution in System (1).

Luckily, closed-form expressions for s(x,x&)l) or for
upper bounds exist for many cases of interest, including when
T, follows a Gaussian, Gamma, or uniform distribution.
Because of its widespread use, the Gaussian case is explicitly
considered in detail in the next paragraph. For the Gamma
distribution, one can use the fact that s can be bounded
by the KL divergence using Pinsker’s inequality and then
rely on closed forms for the KL divergence between Gamma
distributions [17]. For the uniform distribution, computing s
can be performed by separating the integral in regions based
on the overlapping of the supports (which can be easily done
when the dimensions are independent, and hence the supports
are hyper-rectangles).

a) Total Variation Bounds for the Gaussian Case: The
following result is a corollary of Theorem 1 in the case of
additive Gaussian noise.

Corollary 1. Assume that g(x¢,&;) = f(x;) + € and g; ~
N(0,%;). Then, for any ¢ > 0 it holds that

™v (PM,PM) <TV (IP,J.H,PIH) n

Ki_s R )
Z erf( max h(z, xgk)1)> Pwt,l(Xt(f)l),
k—

TGX(k)

where TV (]P’zm ]f”zo) =0 and

L@ = 1P )rss (@) — £@®).

2v2
Eqn (7) follows from Theorem 1 using the fact that when
the one-step transition kernel is Gaussian, then s(:c,x%’i)l)

h(z, mik)l) =



can be computed in a closed form in terms of the function
h(az,xgli)l). Note also that for any = € Xt(f)l the function
h(m,xiﬁ) ), and consequently the tightness of the bounds,
depends on the following factors: (i) f(z) — f (xili)l), which
quantifies how much f varies locally, (ii) X_!, which sug-
gests that lower noise variances may lead to worse bounds.
This should not appear surprising when considering the
definition of TV in Definition 1. In fact, from the definition
of TV it follows that the TV between two delta Dirac
distributions is one unless they have exactly the same mean.
Consequently, the smaller the noise variance, the more local
variation of f(x) from the mean of each component of the
GMM will affect the bound.

Remark 2. Corollary 1 can be straightforwardly generalized
to the case where the covariance matrix varies with time, as
long as it is independent of x. If heteroscedasticity is required
in the noise model, one possible strategy is to adapt the proof
using the fact that KL divergence can be used to upper bound
the TV distance and use Prop. 2.1 of [16] to bound term s.

For both Theorem 1 and Corollary 1, at each time step the
TV bound is obtained by a sum over all components in the
mixture. An interesting question is whether the bound de-
creases with a mixture of a larger size. We answer positively
to this question in the following subsection, where we prove
the convergence of our method: the TV Pzt,ﬂs’wt goes to
zero for approximating mixture models of arbitrarily large
size.

B. Convergence Analysis

In Theorem 2 below we show that the approximation error
introduced by Eqn (4) can be made arbitrarily small by
increasing the size of the mixture.

Theorem 2. For Z € R? assume that T;-almost surely (a.s.)
for every y € R? it holds that

lz =% = 0 = ply|x) = ply | 2),

where ||z — Z||oo is the infinity norm of vector « — Z. Then,
for any € > 0 and any time ¢ < oo, there exists a sequence
of partitions { Xy, ..., X¢_1} such that

TV (]Pt,fn) <e. (8)

Note that the assumption of almost surely continuity of
p(y | «) in Theorem 2 is not particularly restrictive. For
instance, it holds for distributions with continuous density,
e.g., Gaussian, or even with bounded support, where the
boundary of the support has measure zero.

Remark 3. We should remark that the convergence in
Theorem 2 is proved assuming that each X’; is a uniform
partition of a compact set containing 1 — 5; probability mass
of I@’m While sufficient for showing convergence, this choice
of partition is obviously sub-optimal, as in general, we would
like to place more distributions from the mixture in regions
where there is more probability mass. This is explored in our
algorithmic framework detailed in the next section.

IV. ALGORITHM

We summarize our overall procedure to solve Problem 1
in Algorithm 1. For every time ¢, in Lines 2-5 we compute
the approximating mixture at the current time step following
Eqn (4). Then, in Line 6 we identify a hyper-rectangle S;
containing at least 1 — e probability mass of ]@xt, where
€ is a given parameter, which in our implementation, for
time step t is taken as € < %, such that the impact of not
partitioning region R?\ S; on the bound is small compared to
our desired precision. Such a region can either be identified
analytically as ]f”zt is known, e.g., in the case I@mt is a GMM,
or using samples. S; is then partitioned in an initial set of
K, hyper-rectangles in Line 7 such that all regions contain
(approximately) probability py, (a parameter usually set to
1% in our experiments) by iteratively cutting the axis in half
and checking the inside probability until the threshold is met.
This allows us to segment initial regions by probability mass
(see left grid in Figure 1), and not by size, as is the case
with uniform/equidistant grids. We encode the resulting set
of representative points corresponding to partition X; :=
(xx Dy by 2 = (2 2%} and for each
Xt(k we select xtk as its center point. The resulting grid is
then refined in Lines 10-12 until the TV bound is smaller
than a given threshold, t%, with a refinement procedure,
which is detailed in subsection IV-A. Note that, because
at each time step the TV bound is propagated at the next
time step (see Theorem 1), this guarantees that the for each
t € {0,..., T} we have that TV(P,,, P,.,) will be smaller than
0. We should also stress that, in practice, the computational
complexity of Algorithm 1 is dominated by Step 8, which for
each region requires to compute the probability mass of each
component of the mixture, thus requiring a total number of
integral evaluations quadratic in the size of the mixture (as
in general the number of components and regions are close
across consecutive iterations).

A. Refinement Procedure

The refinement procedure is described in Algorithm 2.
The underlying idea of the refinement procedure is to rely
on Theorem 1, where we can observe that for any %,
TV(P,,, ]f”rt) depends on a sum over regions in X;_;, where
each X(¥),_, € X,_, contributes to the TV bound with
the quantity max__,u s(z P )I@’ B (X(f)) = ),

TEX, ) yMt—1)" Tt t—1

The refinement procedure boils down to partitioning regions
whose contribution to the TV bound is high in relative terms.
More specifically, if the contribution ¢(*) of the hypercube
X*) is higher than a threshold v > 0, we cut the region
in 2¢ subregions by dividing each axis by 2 in its midpoint.
An example of a refinement step is illustrated in Figure 1,
where we can see that the refinement step decided to cut all
inner regions except for the corners.

V. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

For our experiments?, we consider the following bench-
marks:

2The code <can be found at https://github.com/
EduardoFMDCosta/DUQviaTotalVariation



Algorithm 1: Mixture approximation with TV
bounds for 7" < oo time steps given an error threshold
0

Input: ¢, py,, 6

Output: Mixture approximations {P,,}7 ,, and TV

bounds {TV,}L ;

1 for t € {0,...,7 — 1} do
2 if t = 0 then
3 | Py < Py, TV 0
4
5

else

‘ @ € Zl[:tf% T =)
Sy = IdentlfynghProbRegion(I@’xt,6)
X4, P <+ BuildGrid(S:, pmr)
Wi < {]P):Et (Xt(l))v ey Pwt (Xt(Kf))}
TV + TV(P,JHI,]IA”,JHI) using Thm 1

10 while TV, ., > t2 do

1 X,z P wy Reflne(é’(t, ,wi)
12 TVf+1 — TV(IP’zHl,IP’ItH) using Thm 1
13 return {IP’ZI,... P..}, {TVy,.., TV}

o e 9

repres

Algorithm 2: Refining the grid

1 function Refine (X, "™ w):
for X% 2 (®) jn X " do
k) maX, ¢ x (k) S(l‘,x(k))[@)l
if ¢(*) > ~ then
‘ Cut X*) in 2¢ hypercubes
W {By, (X, oy By, (BT))
return X', P w

. (X(k’))

N QA AW N

e A 2-D linear system with bimodal initial distribution
with dynamics given by g(xy,e¢) = Az + &, where

~ J0.84 0.10 .
A= 1005 07| ad e~ N([0,017,0.03]). The

initial distribution is a mixture of two Gaussian distri-
butions, that is, 29 ~ 0.5 x A'([6,10]7,0.0051) +0.5 x
N([8,10],0.0051).

e A 2-D linear system with dynamics equal to the pre-
vious one, but with noise and initial condition follow-
ing a uniform distribution. Specifically, we set e; ~
U([-0.3,0.3]) x U([—0.3,0.3]), that is, a uniform dis-
tribution for each component of the noise between
[—0.3,0.3]. For the initial distribution we assume zg ~
U([-0.1,0.1]) x U([-0.1,0.1)).

« An unstable polynomial system g(zt,e:) = f(x
where f(z) = [f1(z), f2(x)]T with

fl(x) =z + 1.25hxy
fa(z) = 1.429 4+ 0.3h(0.252%

¢) + €

— 0.4x129 + 0.2523)

for h = 0.05, &, ~ N([0,0]7,0%I), where o €
{1,0.1,0.001,0.0001} and = ~ N ([1,1]7,0.0021).

¢ A 3D Dubins car model with constant velocity from
[18], with v = 5, h = 0.3, and u = 1/0.5, with

1 . 1
o I
g o0 e 0
S Lot
2]
-1 ® -1
x®) (k)
-2 -2
-2 -1 0 1 2 -2 -1 0 1

State[0] State[0]

Fig. 1: Example of a partition used to propagate the dis-
tribution of the System presented in Example 1 with ¢ ~
N(0,0.17). The initial grid (left) is refined (right) with a
contribution threshold of v = 1 x 1073. We see that the
algorithm decided to cut all regions except for the corners.

zo ~ N([0,0,0]T,[0.005,0.005,0.001]]), and &, ~
N([0,0,0]T,[0.06,0.06,0.01]).

In Algorithm 1, we set py,, = 0.01 (0.001 for Dubins) to
build the initial grid, and for the refinement in Algorithm
2 we choose « ranging from 10=¢ to 10~7 depending on
the case. All experiments were run on an Intel Core i7-
1365U CPU with 16GB of RAM. Step 8 of Algorithm 1 was
parallelized on 10 cores (given that this step is the bottleneck
in terms of computational complexity).

A. Tightness of the Bounds

We start our analysis from Table I, where we study the
efficacy of Algorithm 1 to build a GMM approximation
for the polynomial system benchmark. The table shows that
unless the variance of the noise, and consequently of the one-
step transition kernel, becomes very small (below 10~2) even
a GMM of relatively few mixtures (order of 100) can obtain
relatively tight TV bounds and be employed to solve Problem
1. However, when the variance of the noise becomes small
and the noise distribution becomes closer to a delta Dirac, as
already discussed right below Corollary 1, obtaining tight TV
bounds become harder. Nevertheless, as illustrated in Figure
2, we should stress that, even if obtaining tight TV bounds
in this setting becomes more challenging, the distribution
obtained with our framework is still empirically very close
to the true one even with mixtures of relatively small size.

In Table II we report an empirical evaluation of our
approach for all four benchmarks. For all cases, we con-
sider 5 refinement steps and compare the mixture model
obtained from Algorithm 1 with the standard approach in [4]
(called equidistant grid, which we will sometimes refer to
the uniform grid)3, where each distribution in the mixture
is uniformly spaced in a region containing most of the
probability mass of the system and obtained via samples.
‘We consider a time horizon of 1" = 10 for the bimodal case,
T = 7 for the polynomial, and 7" = 5 for Dubins car and
uniform settings. In all cases we can see how Algorithm 2
substantially outperforms the approach mentioned in [4] by

30ther works have proposed adaptive (i.e. non-uniform) grids for similar
problems, e.g. [19], but ours is designed with guarantees of improvement
in the TV distance.
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(a) True distribution (b) Mixture approximation

=25 0.0 25 5.0 7.5 10.0
State[0]

-25 00 75 100

25 5.0
State[0]

(¢) True distribution (d) Mixture approximation

Fig. 2: Upper row considers the Dubins car setting with
low noise variance (i.e. 10~3 for the positions z; and xo,
and 10~* for the steering angle x3), while the lower row
considers a higher variance noise (1072, and 2 x 1073,
respectively). The mixtures are generated with only one
refinement (see Algorithm 2) with v = 107°, resulting in
mixtures of size 2500-3000. True distribution means Monte
Carlo sampling from the system, while the plots on the right
are generated by sampling our mixture distributions.

obtaining much better bounds for an equivalent number of
regions. In the Dubins car, for instance, we were not able
to obtain informative bounds (e.g. < 1) for a reasonable
number of regions, while Algorithm 2 allowed for bounds
between 3% (first-time step) to 20% (last).

Noise variance o2 1 10t 102 103

# refinements TV GMM size TV GMM size TV GMM size TV GMM size
Initial grid 0.020 121 0.061 124 0.205 115 0.471 127

1 0.011 485 0.031 497 0.107 461 0.279 509

2 0.006 1,937 0.016 1,982 0.054 1.841 0.151 2,033

3 0.003 7,667 0.008 7,868 0.027 7,331 0.078 8,108

4 0.002 26,288 0.005 30,824 0.014 28,997 0.039 32,213

5 0.002 31,070 0.003 59,660 0.007 112,994 0.020 127,220

TABLE I: TV bounds for a 1-time step propagation of the
polynomial system for the same initial distribution x( for
various values of variance o2. In each row, we show an
iteration of the refinement algorithm and report both the
resulting TV bound and the size of the approximating GMM.

B. Application to chance constrained certification

To highlight the usefulness of our approach, we show
how it can be employed to quantify the probability that, at
each time step, System (1) satisfies probabilistic constraints,
a setting commonly occurring in planning problems for
stochastic systems [20]—[22]. In particular, for the bimodal
system, we consider the setting in Figure 3, where the goal
is to quantify the probability that at each time step the

Bimodal Polynomial Uniform Dubins
Grid method Alg2 Equid | Alg2 Equid | Alg2 Equid | Alg2 Equid
TV 0.004  0.007 | 0.004 0.006 | 0.004 0.003 | 0.028 0.99
TV 0.061  0.092 | 0.099 0.179 | 0.041 0.048 | 0.198 1.00
Avg TV 0.033  0.049 [ 0.039 0.070 | 0.022 0.022 [ 0.101  1.00

TABLE II: TV bounds for the first and last propagation steps
(as well as for the average) for each system. The bounds are
computed from grids generated by Algorithm 2 (Alg 2) with
5 refinements and by the uniform/equidistant grids (Equid)
of equivalent size.
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(a) True distribution (b) Mixture approximation

Fig. 3: Bimodal setting for which we present the hitting
probability study. The left image shows a Monte Carlo
simulation of the system, while the right displays samples
from our mixture approximation. pyi is computed w.r.t. the
red set.

system will enter the unsafe region in red (which we denote
by ppit. In Table III, we report both the empirical value
obtained by simulating the specific system 10% times and
the upper bound of the hitting probability at each time step
according to our framework (computed as the probability that
the GMM approximation hits the obstacle + the TV bound
at the particular time step computed according to Theorem
1). We observe that the upper bound for py; is fairly close
to the actual hitting probability of the system, due to two
factors: 1) the hitting probability estimated by our mixture is
very close to the true value (analogous to what is shown e.g.
in Figure 2), and ii) the TV bounds are reasonably close to
zero (see also Table II).

Bimodal
Time step  Actual hitting probabity pyiy  Upper bound pp;
1 0.0 0.4
2 0.0 0.9
3 0.0 1.6
4 0.0 2.4
5 184 21.5
6 38.0 42.1
7 20.9 25.6
8 35 8.5
9 0.0 5.8
10 0.0 6.2

TABLE III: Actual py; is the unsafe set hitting probability
computed via Monte Carlo simulation of the actual system
(10* samples), while the upper bound is given by the
probability mass of the GMM inside the unsafe set + TV
bound.



VI. PROOFS

A. Proof of Theorem 1

_ For the proof we introduce a new auxiliary distribution
P,,, whose density is defined as

pev) = [ oly | @) (@)

That is, I@’It is the probability distributions given by the
propagation of mixture .733%71 through the dynamics of the
system. Then, the proof uses the fact that by the triangle
inequality

™v (Pzt,ﬁ”mt) <TV (]P’mt,lf”mt) +TV (]F’zt,ﬁ"xt) .

Consequently, to bound TV (th,]@’xt) it is enough to
bound TV (IP’It,]f”xJ and TV (I@xt,]f”zt). We start from

TV (]f"z“ﬁ”mt). To do that we first note that for every y €
R4, the following holds:

|ﬁ$t (y) - ﬁwt (y)‘
Ky
= ’/ p(y | ©)ps,_, (z)dx — w(k) p(y | x(k) )‘
R
k=1
K1

k ~
’ Z /(M Py [ ) =p(y | "ng)ﬂ)pzt_l(x)dx’
Kt 1 4

<Z/(k> (y | x)—

_, (x2)dx,

k ~
ply | 2)

where the second line uses the definition of w( ) in Eqn (4),
and the third the triangle inequality. From this, it follows that

™V (B, 22) = 5 [ 120

—ply | 28| po,_, (@)da | dy

k ~
[ ot 2) = ot L) ldu| e o)
s(:r :vi )1)

k .
max s(z, ;CE )1)/ ) Py, (T)d
k=1 weX") )

Ki 1

mazf) s(z, xgk)l)ﬁ”mtfl (Xt(f)l)
k=1 TEX,

K¢ 1

IN

where the change order of integration in the third line is
possible due to the application of Fubini’s theorem after the
observation that the inner function is integrable on R x R<.

~ Now, to conclude, for the TV distance between P, and
P,, we have that

TV (]Pzt : I@IJ

1
/ P, (¥) — Ba, (v)|dy

5 L] @@= [ ol @)pe s @)deldy
3 1L 0)e @) = o)y

<5 [ Lol @) = e @) dndy
1

5/ [/ y'fcdy] Pee (&) = Pay_, (2)|d

1 R
5/ 5
Rd

=TV (Pﬂft—1 ’ @331,71)

where the fourth line uses the triangle inequality, and the
fifth consists of a change in the integration order applying
Fubini’s theorem.

B. Proof of Corollary 1
From the definition of total variation, we have that

) = TV (f(2), 5, N (F(@), £0).

s(m T,
It then follows from [16] (or Theorem 1 in [23]), that

S (l’, mgli)l)

=P (N(0,1) € [~V2h(w, (), V2h(z,2{) |)
=@ (Vah(raf))) — @ (~van(r. o))
=20 (V2h(e,o))) - 1 = erf (h(z,2{%)))

C. Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. From Theorem 1 we have that

s Ki—1

vV (PS,]IA”S> Z Z max s(x xik)l)]ﬁ’xtfl(éft(f)l).

=1 k=1 7€X)

Consequently, it is enough to prove that for any € > 0, for
any t, there exists a partition of R = {x() .. x(E+D} in
K + 1 sets such that

K+1

> g, oo o), () < &

€))

In fact, we can then conclude by taking € < £. In order to do
that, we first consider a hypercube S of diameter r w.r.t. the
infinity norm containing at least 1 — % probability mass of
]f”ztfl, which is guaranteed to exist as P, , is almost surely
bounded by assumption. We then select XK+ = R4\ S
and let {X™M . X)) be a uniform partition of S in K
hypercubic regions each of diameter {;? What is left to
show is that there exists K such that for any K > K




(10)

DO g

< max max
2EXR) T:|| 2 —F| oo < -2
S I loo< = P

< max max
zeX (k) i:||w7i\|oo:d%/?

To conclude it is enough to note that, for any z € X'*),

if p(y | z) — p(y | ) when K — oo for every y a.s., then
it holds that

lim
K—o0

s(m,i) =0,

-_r
[%5

max
Fillo—3l <

since limg 00 5(2,Z) = 0 due to Scheffe’s Lemma [24]
(Lemma 13.3). L]

VII. CONCLUSION

We introduced a framework to approximate the distri-
bution of a non-linear stochastic dynamical system over
time with a mixture of distributions. By deriving bounds
for the Total Variation distance, we showed that for each
time step, the resulting approximating mixture distribution is
guaranteed to be d—close to the distribution of the system.
On a set of experiments, we showed the efficacy of our
framework. In our view, there are several opportunities for
improvement of the current framework, such as i) mixture
compression (reducing the number of components in the
approximating mixture with formal guarantees) to decrease
the computational complexity, ii) bound tightening (in The-
orem 1, we are working on ways to improve the bound
without resorting to the maximization), and iii) extension
of the formal guarantees to other metrics on probability
distributions, such as the Wasserstein distance.
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