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Abstract

Temporal logic rules are often used in control and robotics to provide structured,
human-interpretable descriptions of high-dimensional trajectory data. These rules
have numerous applications including safety validation using formal methods,
constraining motion planning among autonomous agents, and classifying data.
However, existing methods for learning temporal logic predicates from data pro-
vide no assurances about the correctness of the resulting predicate. We present
a novel method to learn temporal logic predicates from data with finite-sample
correctness guarantees. Our approach leverages expression optimization and con-
formal prediction to learn predicates that correctly describe future trajectories under
mild assumptions with a user-defined confidence level. We provide experimental
results showing the performance of our approach on a simulated trajectory dataset
and perform ablation studies to understand how each component of our algorithm
contributes to its performance.

1 Introduction

This paper presents a novel algorithm that takes a dataset of trajectories and produces a signal
temporal logic predicate which describes future (unseen) trajectories, under mild assumptions, with
high probability.

Many systems of interest, such as vehicle traffic or interactions between humans and autonomous
robots, exhibit complex, time-dependent behavior that can be modeled by signal temporal logic
(STL): a mathematical language for expressing logical predicates over time series data. However,
STL predicates are difficult for humans to specify by hand [10] and may change as a system evolves
over time. Thus in many applications, it is desirable to learn temporal logic predicates from data.
Mining such predicates can yield new insights into system behavior [23] and failure modes [7], as
well as providing empirically-derived logical constraints for use in motion planning algorithms [26].

Because temporal logic lends itself to formal verification of system properties (e.g. safety or liveness
proofs) [20], it is critically important to develop predicates that accurately model the system under
verification. Although many algorithms have been developed to learn temporal predicates from data,
safety-critical predicates must still be written by human experts [18, 5] because currently available
algorithms do not provide any guarantees on the correctness of learned predicates.
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We present a novel approach for learning temporal logic predicates with finite-sample correctness
guarantees using conformal prediction. Under mild assumptions, our algorithm learns predicates with
a guaranteed probability of correctness on unseen test data. Because we apply expression optimization
to learn an optimal predicate from a set of smaller STL features, we additionally present a novel
penalty function over expression trees that prevents trivial expressions (those that simplify to Boolean
true or false) from being generated. Finally, we provide empirical results comparing several
different expression optimization algorithms for the purpose of fitting temporal logic predicates.

2 Related Work

The task of learning the parameters or structure of a temporal logic predicate has been extensively
studied in the literature. Leung, Aréchiga, and Pavone [16] use backpropagation to learn numeric
parameters of STL predicates via gradient descent. Supervised learning for prediction tasks [24],
unsupervised classification [30], decision trees [4], randomized optimization [23] and many other
paradigms have been applied to this problem, including combinations of multiple algorithms used to
learn both the structure and parameters of an STL predicate [21]. Recently, Roy et al. [28] studied a
similar problem to ours: one-class classification using temporal logic to describe a dataset; however
their work took a different, counterexample-guided approach using techniques from automata theory.
Our work uses expression optimization, a class of algorithms for learning tree structures, to learn
STL predicates. Expression optimization provides the advantages of being simple to implement using
published software packages and highly efficient in practice.

Conformal methods have also seen increasing popularity, finding applications in robotic autonomy,
where safety violations can have serious real-world consequences, and in controlling error rates for
safe machine learning [2]. Conformalized quantile regression (CQR), which we apply in this paper,
was developed in 2019 by Romano, Patterson, and Candes [27] as a method of producing tighter
conformal confidence intervals for real-valued predictors.

CQR has since been applied in in many problem domains including a predictive monitoring application
relevant to our work: given a system and a predicate ¢ that describes desirable or safe system
trajectories, what is the probability that future (unseen) trajectories satisfy ¢? This approach was first
proposed in 2020 in the context of temporal logic monitoring for ARIMA processes [24]. Building
on this work, Qin et al. [25] use a surrogate model of the system being monitored to make predictions.
Finally, two simultaneous publications extended this monitoring approach to Markovian systems and
black-box prediction algorithms, respectively [17, 6]. Our work leverages theoretical results from
these publications.

3 Background

Because this paper combines tools from statistics and formal verification, we provide a brief overview
of both.

Signal temporal logic (STL) is a language for expressing logical statements over real-valued time
series data [12, 19]. STL uses Boolean predicates (And, Or, Implies, Not) and temporal predicates
(Eventually, Always, Until) to construct arbitrarily complex descriptions of trajectory data. These
descriptions can then be evaluated over trajectories, yielding the Boolean values true or false.
We consider STL predicates over finite trajectories of length 7. We use 7 to describe the space
of trajectories x = (z1,...,zr), where x; is the system state at time ¢. If predicate ¢ is true for
trajectory x, we say x = ¢.

Temporal logic predicates are constructed from the grammar

p=T|f[-p|dNS|PUP (1
where T is the Boolean value true, f : R" — {T, L} is a function f(z:) := g(z:) > 0 mapping
states z; € R™ to Boolean values, and If is the until operation “¢; holds on x until ¢, holds”. If
$1Up )92 is true, there exists a time ¢’ € [1, T such that z = ¢ and Vt € [1,1'], x; |= ¢1. The
operations in (1) can be used to derive more logical operators (Or (V), Implies (=), etc. and temporal
operators Always ((J) and Eventually (), defined as

Opre=Vte[1,T], z; = ¢,
Onm¢ =3t e [1,T] s.t. ¢ = .
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Figure 1: Expression tree for an STL predicate expressing the statement “trajectory x eventually
enters a box defined by (a1, b1), (az,b2)”. We use (x¢ 1, x,2) to refer to the two-dimensional position
of trajectory x at time ¢. The corresponding robustness for several example trajectories is also shown.

Trajectory 1 enters the box and thus has a positive robustness value, while trajectories 2 and 3 never
enter the box and have negative robustness values.

STL also admits a notion of real-valued robustness [9]. The robustness can be defined recursively
for arbitrarily complex STL expressions; we use the standard definitions given in [24]. In this paper,
we define ps : 7 — R as the robustness function for a temporal predicate ¢ (a predicate containing
Always, Eventually, or Until). Some useful examples are:
Pou, 1 (g9(m)>0) = trerﬁi,)il(“] g(mt)

p-¢(7) = —pg(x) )
Poings (x) = min{pg, (x), ps, (z)}
Poives (2) = max{py, (), py, ()}

The robustness value measures how well a trajectory satisfies a given predicate; if pg(x) > 0 for a
trajectory x, then = |= ¢ and if py(z) < 0, = = ¢. An example STL predicate and its robustness
are given in Figure 1. In this paper, we only consider temporal operators over the full length of the
trajectory, so we drop the [1, T'] subscript for readability.

Conformal prediction is a method of computing confidence sets for black-box predictors with
finite-sample coverage guarantees [31]. Consider a dataset D containing /N pairs of observations and
labels (x(¥), (). Given a new observation 2(V+1), we wish to find a confidence set C'(z(N*+1)) that
contains the (unknown) label (V1) with high probability:

PlyeCl)>1-—« 3

(where « is a user-specified parameter). Conformal prediction uses a nonconformity score: a function
that measures how well each data point “conforms” to the rest of the dataset, to compute C'(z). The
choice of nonconformity score impacts the efficiency of the resulting confidence sets but not their
validity. In conformalized regression, the absolute difference 2(") = |y — (| is used [15]; however
other score functions are used for other prediction methods [22, 27]. For an in-depth discussion of
nonconformity scores and conformal methods, we refer the reader to [1] or [31].

We apply split conformal quantile regression (CQR) [27], which uses a calibration dataset Dy
to conformalize a predictor f, : X — R that estimates ¢, the a-th quantile of y. The resulting
predicted confidence intervals (5) have the desired coverage property (3) when the data points are
iid. [27]." We summarize CQR in Algorithm 1, where, for notational convienience, we define f 1
and f2 such that for a pair (x,y) where z € T is a trajectory and y € R is its robustness value
evaluated over some STL predicate:

fiz) = oy, /2-th quantile predictor of y,
fPx) = Gi—asz (1 — @/2)-th quantile predictor of y.

'"The i.i.d. assumption can be relaxed to exchangeability: i.e. the joint distribution of (z1,...,2,) is
invariant under permutation of the indices {1,...,n}.



Algorithm 1: Conformalized quantile regression [27]

Input: quantile regressor f and labeled dataset D, of i.i.d. data
for (z,y) pair in D,y do
compute nonconformity score

2 1= max{fl(x(i)) —y® ) — fQ(x(i))}' )
end
Compute Q)1 _4 as the%-th empirical quantile of zy, ..., 2N,
return conformalized the predicted interval for a new input x as

C(x) = [fl(x) - Qlfou fQ(m) + Qlfoz}- (5)

Prior work has applied CQR to predict confidence intervals for the robustness py of a given STL
predicate ¢. Lindemann et al. [17] train a predictor to output a confidence interval [[, k] such that
P (py (z) € [I,h]) > 1 — v on a test point z. If the confidence interval [I, h] contains only positive
values, then ¢ correctly describes the data with probability at least 1 — ««. We apply this approach to
the inverse problem: identifying a predicate ¢ that is correct with high probability. To do so, we must
efficiently compose predicates within an optimizer in a statistically valid manner. Cairoli, Paoletti,
and Bortolussi [6] develop calibrated interval arithmetic to perform this task, which we describe here.
Given predictors ¢,,, and ¢,, and robustness confidence intervals [f§ (x), f3 ()], [f, (@), 3 (2)],
we can approximate the combined confidence interval of ¢,,, A ¢,, as

g ndns Ngmng,] © min{ly,,,lg, } min{hgy, , e, }, (6)

and the combined confidence interval of ¢,, V ¢, as

pmVns Nomven] C [max{ly,,,l, }, max{hge,,, he, }. @)

Finally, because p-4(x) =  —pg(r), the confidence interval of —¢ is simply
[min{—ly, —hg}, max{—I4, —hes}]. This approximation method requires computing a new
conformal adjustment ), _, for the CQR predictor corresponding to the combined predicate.

4 Problem Statement

We are interested in learning a predicate ¢ from a dataset of trajectories D := {a:(l), oo )} such
that the corresponding robustness confidence interval [l¢, h¢] is tight, positive (0 < ly < hg), and
contains the true robustness value of future trajectories with high probability.

Our algorithm leverages calibrated interval arithmetic [6] and expression optimization to efficiently
learn an STL predicate ¢* with a desired robustness confidence interval [I, h]. We then compute
a CQR predictor for the robustness of ¢*. Thus, our algorithm provides both an STL predicate
describing the dataset and a statistically valid confidence interval predictor for the robustness of
future trajectories.

Dataset We split D into Dyin, Deals Diest, and Dy, containing Niain, Neat, Niest and Ny, trajec-
tories, respectively. The four-way split is necessary because, as shown in Figure 2, we first train
conformalized quantile predictors for each temporal logic atom (using Dy,in and De,)); then, treating
Diest as the test dataset for each atom’s predictor, we evaluate the atoms, run the optimization step
using the results of this evaluation, and finally test the resulting predicate ¢* on the unseen dataset
Dval-

Although D contains complete trajectories over t = {0, ..., T}, we are interested in predicting the
STL robustness of future trajectories. Thus the input to our predictor is an observation obs(z(")
containing partial or noisy trajectory data. This simulates a robotics application in which we wish
to predict the robustness of an entire trajectory given a partial observation. We denote the space of
observations O.
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Figure 2: Block diagram showing the sequence of components in our algorithm. Steps shaded in
yellow are part of the dataset generation process. Steps shaded in blue were published in prior work.
Steps shaded in green represent novel contributions.

Predicate We consider M atoms ¢1, ..., ¢ which are simple, meaningful predicates that will
be combined to form the desired predicate ¢. The choice of ¢4, ..., ¢, is a feature engineering
task informed by our knowledge of the underlying system, for example, a common choice is to
indicate whether an agent is inside an unsafe region of the state space. We note that as long as
the trajectories in our dataset are exchangeable, we can apply the CQR algorithm (Algorthm 1) to
construct confidence sets on the atoms’ robustness values. Therefore, while the choice of atoms
affects how meaningful a predicate is for a particular application, a poor choice cannot cause a
violation of the conformal guarantee.

Predictor A guantile predictor at level « is a predictor that outputs the estimated a-th quantile of the
target value. We denote the @/2 and 1 — /2 quantile predictors for robustness py as f. é, ff) 0 =R

Our algorithm trains and conformalizes predictors f, ; and f q% for each predicate atom using Algorithm
1, and is agnostic to the particular choice of predictor. For notational convenience, we use f, ¢1> () and
f; (x) to refer to conformalized predictors which take as input an observation of trajectory .

Expression optimization For simplicity, we cast our problem as an expression optimization
problem over the STL grammar (1) restricted to the pre-selected atoms ¢, ..., ¢as and Boolean

functions:
g _{¢ ::¢17"'7¢M
T =0l oAd| Ve

To optimize the predicate, we must define a loss function ¢(hg, l4) over a confidence interval [1, hg]
for pg, so that the expression optimization problem is given as:

®)

N
1 ) .

inimize — g(l(l),2(1)>. 9

minimize - 1221 fo(@™), f5(z™) ©))

By optimizing over the predicted robustness confidence intervals of ¢, ..., ¢, instead of the

robustness values pg, (x(i)) (which represent a larger dataset to evaluate at each iteration and may
contain outliers), we are able to efficiently find a more robust optimal predicate ¢*. This problem
formulation is one of the novel contributions of our work.

Because the final step of our algorithm is to conformalize the CQR predictors for py~, by calibrated
interval arithmetic [6] the following property (10), which follows from calibrated interval arithmetic



[6], holds for an unseen trajectory (N +1)

P (por @) € £} (@), £ @) 21— a (10)

In general, Problem (9) is a difficult combinatorial optimization problem. However, solutions can
be found using expression optimization methods such as genetic programming (GP) [13]. While
these methods do not provide any guarantees of finding a globally optimal expression, or even a
nontrivial expression, they are is highly effective in practice and have been applied in multiple other
papers on fitting STL predicates [25, 23]. As part of our contributions, we discuss loss functions
over STL robustness and develop a novel penalty over STL expression trees that significantly reduces
the likelihood of the optimizer returning a trivial predicate (one that simplifies to Boolean true or
false).

Combining STL predicates

Using (6) and (7) to compose confidence intervals, we can approximate an interval [l4, hy] for any ¢
constructed using the simplified grammar G,,,. This allows us to perform the (potentially expensive)
steps of conformalizing the two predictors for each atom and evaluating them over Dy, once, then
rapidly iterate over possible combinations. Once a solution ¢* is found, we compute a new conformal
adjustment for f}., f3. to retain the guarantee (10).

Loss function. We tested two loss functions over STL robustness: a linear function (11) in which
the loss is 0 in some interval [0, w] (we used w = 0.5) and the continuous loss (12) developed for the
TeLEx learning algorithm [11]. Both of these functions penalize negative and large positive robustness
values. Negative values correspond to predicates that don’t accurately describe the trajectory data,
while large positive values are used as a proxy for overly-general (thus uninformative) predicates
[11]. However, the two penalties differ in their range of values and design (Figure 3).

To adapt a penalty over a single robustness value for an interval [I, ] C R, we simply sum the
penalties. To ensure [ < h for the TeLEx penalty, we subtract an offset w from h (we use the same
value: w = 0.5).

glinear(lv h) = max{max{—l, Oa /\(l - ’U))}, max{—h, 07 >‘(h’ - w)}} (11)

1
Creex (I, h) = +el— + e (h—w) (12)

(h — w) + e(_Bh(h_w))

1
14 (=B
We also introduce two penalties computed directly on the expression tree representing predicate ¢.

* The length penalty piengin (¢) = 1en(¢) ensures shorter expressions are preferred over longer
ones. Since ¢ is an expression tree generated by the grammar (8), 1en(¢) returns the number
of nodes in the tree. This penalty is a standard tactic in genetic programming.

* The trivial penalty pyiviai(¢) = len(¢)—1len(cnf(¢)) penalizes complex predicates that can
be simplified. We show empirically that this penalty prevents our algorithm from learning
predicates that simplify to the trivial expressions T and L. The function cnf simplifies ¢ to

20 |
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Figure 3: Comparison of the linear and TeLEx loss functions with different parameters. Both
functions apply a large penalty for negative interval bounds and a smaller penalty for large positive
bounds.



conjunctive normal form (CNF). Thus if ¢ simplifies to a predicate containing one of the
trivial expressions ¢ A —=¢ or ¢ V —¢, len(¢) > len(cnf(¢)). Our choice of a simplified
grammar using only Boolean operations to combine the STL atoms (8) allows this penalty to
be computed by treating the STL atoms as Boolean variables and simplifying the resulting
pure Boolean expression.

Having defined our loss and penalty functions, we can now use our grammar G,, and an expression
optimization algorithm to learn a predicate ¢ that minimizes the loss

L((b) = Z(l% h¢>) + alplength(¢) + a2ptrivial(¢) (13)
where a1 and ao control the relative weight of each penalty.

5 Results

We demonstrate our method on a synthetic dataset D
containing N = 1600 ground-truth 2D position trajec-
tories and 160,000 predictions (100 per trajectory). In  «f
all experiments, we used a four-way split of Nyain = ‘
0.3N, Niest = 0.2N, N = 0.3N and Ny, = 0.2N. We |
define m = 5 atoms where ¢; denotes the temporal .| |
predicate ¢; = {(inside_box;). The Boolean pred-
icate inside_box; (Figure 1) constrains the 2-D state |
(2,1, 2,2) to a box defined by two points (a1,b1) and | [

(az,b2). The trajectory data and regions are shown in : i ; : i ;
Figure 4. We define
inside_box;(x;) =(x11 > a1 A zey < ag)A Figure 4: Samples from our trajectory

dataset in 2D space. There are five re-
(@2 > b1 A ez < by). gions of interestp in the environment. We

For each atom ¢;, we train f; and f7 using k-nearest generate data that passes through either

neighbors (kNN) regression to predict the @/2 and 1 — @/2 region 3, 4, or 5 with equal probability

quantiles of py,. We then conformalize the predictors and avoids regions 1 and 2.

following the algorithm in Section 3.2, a step that is valid

for kNN regression [22]. Using the predictors f dlw fgi, 1=1,..., M, we precompute conformalized

confidence intervals on Di.i;. We then use these intervals in our expression optimization step to search

for a predicate ¢* in grammar G that minimizes (13).

As there are multiple valid predicates to describe our sample dataset, we provide several examples
of ¢* collected over different trials. To empirically validate the performance of our algorithm and
establish statistical significance, we performed 50 trials for each algorithm configuration, reshuffling
the train, test, calibration, and validation splits and retraining the predictors for each trial. We report
results with error bars representing 2 standard deviations, calculated using Julia’s built-in StatsBase
package, for different configurations of our algorithm and for several ablation studies (Tables 1 and
2). Predicted confidence intervals for py« from a single trial are presented in Figures 5 and 6.

Metrics We used several metrics to evaluate our algorithm’s performance.

* The efficiency is defined as the average width of our predicted confidence intervals. This is a
standard metric for CQR [27].

* The error rate is the fraction of true robustness values pg» () that fall outside their
conformalized confidence intervals [6].

* The trival rate is the percentage of trivial expressions generated by our algorithm. Trivial
expressions simplify to T or L.

* The negative percentage is defined as length([l, h] N (—o0, 0)) /length([I, h]); the percentage
of interval [I, h] that overlaps with the negative reals. A nonzero percentage corresponds to a
confidence interval containing negative robustness values, indicating that the STL predicate
doesn’t accurately describe the dataset.

Additionally, we report the average values of [4« and hg+ and the nonconformal error rate, which
is the error rate before conformalizing the quantile predictors for ¢*. We report this primarily to
illustrate the value of the CQR procedure in enforcing the desired error rate.



Table 1: Comparison of different expression optimization methods. We conducted 50 trials over D
containing 1,600 trajectories. We used the parameters 5 = 5, a; = 0.001, a2 = 1.0. For the Monte
Carlo method, we used 10,000 samples. For the other algorithms, which are iterative, we used 500
iterations. In all tests, o = 0.1.

Trial Error rate (non-  Error rate  Efficiency Trivial Mean [4« Mean hg« Negative percentage
conformal) (conformal) (conformal) rate

Genetic  Pro- 0.150 £0.131  0.101 £ 0.047 0.253 £0.070 0% 0.521 +£0.556  0.774 + 0.532 04+ 1.7
gramming

Monte Carlo  0.165 £0.119  0.109 + 0.051 0.260 + 0.084 0.0 0.273 £ 0.417 0.532 +0.376 53+£19.7
Grammatical ~ 0.150 £0.087  0.101 +0.045 0.250 £ 0.077 0.0 0.399 + 0.349  0.649 + 0.319 1.1+3.1
Evolution

Cross Entropy  0.181 £0.126  0.105 + 0.044 0.257 £ 0.058 0.0 0.142 £ 0.218  0.399 + 0.209 10.9 +28.0

5.1 Expression optimization algorithms

We tested several different optimization algorithms implemented by ExprOptimization. j1 [14].
Genetic programming and grammatical evolution are both randomized evolution-based algorithms
for learning tree-based structures. The Monte Carlo method samples random expression trees and
keeps the best-performing one, and the cross-entropy method optimizes a probability distribution of
expression trees with the lowest losses. All of these algorithms require only a grammar G and a loss
function over expression trees.

The genetic programming and grammatical evolution algorithms show a statistically significant
improvement in the percentage of negative intervals over Monte Carlo and cross-entropy. Differences
in the other metrics were not statistically significant. These results are presented in Table 1.

Robustness interval for final expression

et ot Tt o (A oy g

Sample number

Figure 5: Confidence interval predictions for 40 randomly sampled trajectories from Dy,. We plot a
scatterplot of predicted robustness values for each sample; the predicted intervals generated by f <il>*

and ff)*; and the true robustness value for each sampled trajectory.
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Figure 6: Worst 40 confidence interval predictions from f <il>* and fg* on D,,. The true robustness is
shown in red if it lies outside the predicted conformal confidence interval.
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Table 2: Results of ablation testing. We conducted 50 trials over D containing 1,600 trajectories. We
used the parameters a; = 0.001, a2 = 1.0, 5 = 5 and the genetic programming algorithm with 500
iterations. In all tests, o = 0.1.

Trial Error rate (non-  Error rate  Efficiency Trivial Mean [y« Mean hg- Negative percentage
conformal) (conformal) (conformal) rate

TeLEx loss 0.150+0.131 0.101 £0.047 0.253 £0.070 0%  0.521 +0.556 0.774 £ 0.532 04=+1.7
(baseline)

Linear loss 0.206 £0.058  0.099 £0.039 0.260+0.033 0%  0.162 +0.086 0.422 + 0.057 42445
No trivial  0.096 4 0.059  0.100 4 0.044  0.275 £0.045 68%  0.570 +0.201  0.845 + 0.165 0.0 £ 0.0
penalty

No intervals N/A 0.100 +0.042 0.248 £0.052 0% 0.247 £ 0.063  0.495 £ 0.068 05+1.9

Examples of STL predicates found using our algorithm, genetic programming with 500 iterations to
optimize ¢*, and the parameters § = 5,a; = 0.001,ay = 1:

(795 V =1) A (21 V 3V s V d2),

(791 V @3V PsV d5) A (mpa V —2)

(22 V @3V da) A (=2 V —¢y4) .

¢*
¢*
¢~k

5.2 Ablation testing

We conducted several ablation tests, presented in Table 2. First, we see that the TeLEx loss function
with parameter 5 = 5 provides a statistically significant improvement in the negative interval percent-
age compared to a simple linear loss. The trivial penalty provides the most dramatic improvement,
reducing the rate of trivial expressions from 68% to 0%. As in Table 1, differences in interval
efficiency were not statistically significant. Finally, the “No intervals” test attempts to learn an STL
predicate from the predicted robustness values directly (with no interval information), then train a
CQR predictor on the resulting ¢*. Although this test has a similar negative interval percentage to
the baseline, the mean [4« and hy« are lower than those reported in the TeLEx loss (baseline) test.
We conclude that carrying the confidence interval information through the optimization step enables
our algorithm to find more robust predicates, possibly because the interval data is less vulnerable to
outliers in the predicted trajectories.

6 Limitations

One limitation of our algorithm is the restriction to the simpler grammar (8) consisting of predefined
temporal predicates and Boolean operators. Future work may expand the grammar to allow for
combining predicates using temporal operators or optimizing the interval length of temporal predicates
(the range of time steps the predicate applies to). Another limitation is the use of atoms, which
serve as features of the data expressed in the STL language. In practice, our choice of atoms will
be informed by our knowledge of the system being studied. There are both benefits and drawbacks
to this approach. In many cases system designers will have clear ideas about behaviors that may be
present in the dataset — for example, in a driving scenario one expects to see lane changes and left or
right turns and could construct atoms describing these behaviors. The use of atoms thus ensures that
the optimized STL predicate will be presented in a useful format. However, we also risk leaving out
features we don’t expect to observe. For example, in a driving scenario one may not expect a vehicle
to make an illegal turn and may not define a predicate that describes such a maneuver.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we studied fitting signal temporal logic predicates to data with statistical guarantees.
We found that genetic programming or grammatical evolution, both randomized methods for learning
expression trees, performed well in this task. Moreover, our results show that our approach, which
optimizes explicitly over confidence intervals of robustness values, compares favorably to post-hoc
calibration of a predicate learned using a naive approach. Because our method provides a statistical
guarantee over the STL robustness under well-understood conditions (exchangeability of trajectory
data), future work in safety-critical applications can leverage our predicate learning algorithm as a
building block for formal verification of systems from data. Moreover, because our method takes



as input an observation of a trajectory, it has applications in robotic autonomy where, for example,
an agent may need to complete a motion planning task with limited observations of other agents’
trajectories. An STL predicate that describes agents’ predicted future trajectories could be used
to constrain this motion planner and avoid collisions or unsafe situations. Future work could thus
focus on improving the speed of the algorithm for use in real-time robotics applications, as well as
expanding the capabilities of our expression optimization approach to learn more complex logical
structures.
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A Additional results

We present plots corresponding to the different ablation tests to illustrate how our choices affect the
resulting robustness confidence intervals. For the linear penalty, which had a higher percentage of
negative intervals compared to the TeLEx penalty, we see that although in most cases the robustness
is almost the same (Figures 5, 7 are all very similar), the least accurate predictions are closer to a
robustness value of 0 (Figure 8).
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Figure 7: Confidence interval predictions for 40 randomly sampled trajectories from Dy, for a test
using the linear loss function instead of the TeLEx loss.

Worst 40 samples for final expression

Conformalized
,,,,,,,,,,, Not conformalized

0.6 Predicted robustness
: True robustness

a : i ; T 7 P T ;
n : f : 4 H A H
I I ] A i : ; HE ; i ; P ot
c 04 F i ; ; i : ! J I
I ; p :
17} ol ; o : FE R K
4 H i : of o A it
g § : b 2t L gt shat hal oF 97
o ] : H : H g ] :
X 02 i : P P ; L

0.0

0 10 20 30 40
Samnle nuimher

Figure 8: Worst 40 confidence interval predictions from f ¢1>* and fg* on Dy, for a test using the linear
loss function instead of the TeLEx loss.

The confidence intervals generated with no trivial penalty are similar to the confidence intervals in
Figures 5 and 6. This matches the results in Table 2, suggesting that the trivial penalty only affects

the rate of trivial expressions generated by our algorithm.
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Figure 9: Confidence interval predictions for 40 randomly sampled trajectories from D, for a test
without the trivial penalty.

Finally, we see that when optimizing over the STL robustness directly, then training a confidence
predictor on the resulting predicate ¢*, the resulting confidence intervals are closer to zero, leaving a
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smaller margin of safety before the robustness becomes negative. Figures 11 and 12 only show the
conformalized confidence intervals because this approach does not use approximated interval data in
the optimization process.
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Figure 11: Confidence interval predictions for 40 randomly sampled trajectories from D, for a test
optimizing over robustness values directly instead of over confidence intervals.
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B Parameter tuning

Except for the number of iterations, we used the default parameters in ExprOptimization. j1 [14].
The remaining parameters are the weights a; and as in our loss function (13), corresponding to the
length and trivial expression penalties, respectively. We performed a one-dimensional search over
each parameter, holding the others constant, and averaged the results of ten trials at each test point.
over our dataset D.

As expected, all of the tested parameters yielded valid conformal intervals, so we selected parameters
that provided improvements in interval efficiency and reduced the rate of trivial expressions and
intervals containing negative robustness values. We selected the parameters n_iters=500, a; =
0.001,a2 = 1.0, 8 = 5 and use them when presenting results in the main body of the paper. We
avoided intensive parameter tuning to prevent overfitting to the specific dataset and choice of STL
atoms in this example.

For the value of 3 (Table 3), we see that 3 = 20 and § = 50 may perform poorly with a larger
percentage of negative intervals, but the different between 5 = 1,5 or 10 is not clear. We selected
£ = 5 as a reasonable value.

Table 3: Comparison of different 5 values. We selected the parameters a; = 0.001, a = 1.0 and the
genetic programming method with 500 iterations.

153 Error rate (non-  Error rate  Efficiency Trivial Mean [ Mean h g« Negative percentage
conformal) (conformal) (conformal) rate

1 0.129 £0.179  0.097 +£0.041 0.237 £0.098 0% 0.702 £0.778  0.939 £ 0.738 0.3 + 1.65

5 0.167 £0.125 0.092 +£0.059 0.259 £0.077 0% 0.442 £0.179 0.700 £ 0.176 0.24 +£1.39

10 0.175 £0.127  0.107 £0.031 0.266 £ 0.048 0% 0.369 £0.197 0.634 £0.215 0.03 £0.18

20 0.185+0.098 0.104 £0.042 0.277 £0.046 0% 0.239 £ 0.087 0.516 + 0.051 035 +£2.12

50 0.143 £0.059 0.108 +0.031 0.293 £0.036 0% 0.202 £ 0.057  0.495 £ 0.027 0.81 +2.24

The iteration count (Table 4 yielded the clearest results. After 500 iterations, the negative percentage
decreases significantly. We selected 500 iterations as the lowest value that provided this improvement.

Table 4: Comparison of different iteration counts for genetic programming. We used the parameters
B8 =5,a; = 0.001 and ay = 1.0.

# Error rate (non-  Error rate  Efficiency Trivial Mean [y« Mean h g Negative percentage
iters  conformal) (conformal) (conformal) rate

100 0.152£0.123  0.096 +0.061 0.241 £0.047 0% 0.517 £0.760 0.758 £ 0.722 1.13 £4.35
250  0.179 £0.106  0.103 £0.036 0.250 £0.056 0% 0.375 £0.177 0.624 £ 0.151 0.95 +£2.74
500 0.164 £0.090 0.088 +£0.030 0.251 £0.065 0% 0.593 £0.627 0.844 £ 0.637 0.04 + 0.16
750  0.151 £0.135 0.099 £0.037 0.240 £0.049 0% 0.557 £0.635 0.797 & 0.595 0.04 + 0.17
1000 0.135£0.131 0.113+0.049 0.261 £0.109 0% 0.600 £ 0.526  0.857 £ 0.489 0.02 + 0.1

The length penalty weight a; (Table 5 was relatively insensitive to changes. The largest weight,
a; = 1, yielded a lower average [l4, hg] than the other values, however no other clear differences are
apparent. We selected a; = 1 x 10™% as a reasonable value.

Table 5: Comparison of different weights aq for the length penalty in (13). We used the parameters
B =5,az = 1.0 and the genetic programming method with 500 iterations.

ay Error rate (non-  Error rate  Efficiency Trivial Mean [« Mean h g Negative percentage
conformal) (conformal) (conformal) rate

1E-6  0.157 £0.165 0.104 +0.024 0.249 +0.079 0% 0.631 £0.702 0.880 £ 0.712 0+0

1E-4  0.164 £0.127 0.087 £ 0.050 0.245 £ 0.026 0% 0.451 £0.073  0.697 £ 0.059 0.21 + 1.08

0.01  0.174 +£0.122  0.097 £0.044 0.259 +0.075 0% 0.464 +£0.243  0.722 4+ 0.247 0.09 £ 0.22

1 0.104 £0.072  0.081 £0.031 0.196 £0.130 0% 0.179 £0.549 0.374 £ 0.421 0.336 = 0.797

Finally, the trivial penalty weight ao (Table 6) exhibited similar behavior to the iteration count: after
a certain value, the rate of trivial expressions dropped to nearly zero. We selected az = 1 to ensure
trivial expressions were not an issue in our tests.

14



Table 6: Comparison of different weights a5 for the trivial penalty in (13). We used the parameters
B =5,a; = 0.001 and the genetic programming method with 500 iterations. To gain confidence in
our results, we averaged 50 trials instead of the 10 used in the other parameter optimization tests.

as Error rate (non-  Error rate  Efficiency Trivial Mean [« Mean h g+ Negative percentage
conformal) (conformal) (conformal) rate

0.01 0.133+£0.043 0.098 +0.045 0.309 £0.022 18%  0.299 +0.025 0.607 £ 0.016 0.04 +0.14

0.1  0.144 £0.088 0.099 +0.046 0.306 £0.055 0% 0.388 £ 0.207  0.694 + 0.241 0.001 £ 0.007

1 0.182£0.112  0.100 £0.048 0.286 +0.058 0% 0.289 4+ 0.188  0.575 £ 0.220 0.57 £2.54

C Computational environment

Our algorithm was implemented in the Julia programming language [3]. Experiments were run on
Julia version 1.10.3 on a Linux desktop computer with an 8 core Intel i17-6820HQ CPU, 2.70GHz.
We used ExprOptimization.jl [14] to perform the optimization over STL expressions and
Satisfiability.jl [29] to represent Boolean logic. To implement the function cnf, which
simplifies a predicate ¢ to its conjunctive normal form, we use Satisfiability. jl to call the Z3
theorem prover [8].

We estimate that 34 hours of compute were required to generate all of the results for this paper. This
estimate was based on the average compute time logged by our script and the number of tests run.
Additional compute was used to run preliminary experiments. The software and package versions
used are:

e Julia 1.10.3. License: MIT. https://julialang.org/

* StatsBase. jl: 0.33.21. License: MIT. https://juliastats.org/StatsBase.jl/stable/

* DataFrames. jl: 1.6.1. License: MIT. https://dataframes.juliadata.org/stable/

* Plots. jl: 1.40.1. License: MIT. https://docs.juliaplots.org/latest/

e JuMP. j1: 1.20.0. License: MPL version 2.0. https://jump.dev/JuMP jl/stable/

* MathOptInterface.jl: 1.26.0. License: MIT. http://jump.dev/MathOptInterface.jl/stable

* GLPK. jl: 1.1.3. License: MPL version 2.0.
https://jump.dev/JuMP. jl/stable/packages/GLPK/. The underlying software (GNU
Linear Programming Kit) is licensed under GPLv3 https://www.gnu.org/software/glpk/.

* NearestNeighbors. jl: 0.4.16. License: MIT.
https://github.com/KristofferC/NearestNeighbors.jl
* ExprOptimization.jl: 0.2.2. License: MIT.

https://github.com/sisl/ExprOptimization.jlhttps://github.com/sisl/ExprOptimization.jl
* Satisfiability.jl: vO.1.1. License: MIT. https://github.com/elsoroka/Satisfiability.jl
e Z3: version 4.11.2 - 64 bit. License: MIT. https://github.com/Z3Prover/z3
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