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Abstract
The automated synthesis of control policies for stochastic dynamical systems presents significant
challenges. A standard approach is to construct a finite-state abstraction of the continuous system,
typically represented as a Markov decision process (MDP). However, generating abstractions is
challenging when (1) the system’s dynamics are nonlinear, and/or (2) we do not have complete
knowledge of the dynamics. In this work, we introduce a novel data-driven abstraction technique for
nonlinear dynamical systems with additive stochastic noise that addresses both of these issues. As a
key step, we use samples of the dynamics to learn the enabled actions and transition probabilities
of the abstraction. We represent abstractions as MDPs with intervals of transition probabilities,
known as interval MDPs (IMDPs). These abstractions enable the synthesis of control policies
for the concrete nonlinear system, with probably approximately correct (PAC) guarantees on the
probability of satisfying a specified control objective. Through numerical experiments, we illustrate
the effectiveness and robustness of our approach in achieving reliable control under uncertainty.
Keywords: Data-driven abstraction, Nonlinear dynamical systems, Stochastic systems, Formal
controller synthesis, Markov decision processes

1. Introduction

Formal policy synthesis is an area of control theory focusing on designing controllers that provably
meet specific requirements (Belta et al., 2017). One such requirement is the (stochastic) reach-avoid
task: Compute a (control) policy such that, with at least a specified probability, the system reaches a
set of goal states while avoiding unsafe states (Fan et al., 2018; Summers and Lygeros, 2010). The
state-of-the-art in policy synthesis for stochastic systems is, arguably, to abstract the system into a
finite-state model that appropriately captures its behaviour (Lavaei et al., 2022; Abate et al., 2008;
Tabuada, 2009). However, conventional abstractions often rely on precise and explicit representations
of the system’s dynamics, which are unavailable in many cases.

Fuelled by increasing data availability and advances in machine learning, data-driven abstractions
have emerged as an alternative to conventional model-based abstractions (Makdesi et al., 2021;
Coppola et al., 2023; Lavaei et al., 2023; Kazemi et al., 2022; Hashimoto et al., 2022; Devonport
et al., 2021; Banse et al., 2023; Peruffo and Mazo, 2023; Schön et al., 2024). These techniques
generate abstractions by sampling system trajectories, often obtained from (black-box) simulation
models. By incorporating techniques from formal verification (Baier and Katoen, 2008), temporal
logic (Pnueli, 1977), and reachability analysis (Althoff et al., 2021), data-driven abstractions can be
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used to synthesise policies despite incomplete knowledge of the system dynamics. However, with
only a few recent exceptions (Gracia et al., 2024; Jackson et al., 2021), these data-driven abstractions
apply to nonstochastic systems only, thus leaving an important gap in the current literature.

In this paper, we study discrete-time dynamical systems whose dynamics are composed of a
deterministic nonlinear term and a stochastic noise term. Following a data-driven paradigm, we
assume only (black-box) sampling access to the stochastic noise. For the nonlinear term, we require
sampling access plus partial knowledge in the form of knowing the (local) Lipschitz constant. Given
such a system and a reach-avoid task, we focus on the following problem: Compute a control policy
such that the reach-avoid task is satisfied with at least a specific threshold probability ρ ∈ [0, 1].

We address this problem by abstracting the system into a finite-state Markov decision process
(MDP) (Puterman, 1994). Inspired by Badings et al. (2023a), we define the abstract actions via back-
ward reachability computations on the dynamical system. However, the approach from Badings et al.
(2023a) only applies to systems with linear dynamics and leads to overly conservative abstractions.
To overcome these limitations, we introduce two data-driven aspects in our approach:

1. Data-driven backward reachability analysis: Performing backward reachability computa-
tions on nonlinear systems is generally challenging (Mitchell, 2007; Rober et al., 2022). We
develop a novel data-driven method to underapproximate backward reachable sets based on
forward simulations of the dynamical system. Our method only requires differentiability of
the nonlinear dynamics and leads to sound underapproximations of backward reachable sets.

2. Data-driven probability intervals: We use statistical techniques to compute probably ap-
proximately correct (PAC) intervals of transition probabilities, which we capture in an interval
MDP (IMDP) (Givan et al., 2000; Nilim and Ghaoui, 2005). While Badings et al. (2023a)
also uses sampling techniques (using the scenario approach (Campi et al., 2021; Romao et al.,
2023)), their intervals are very loose. We instead use the classical Clopper-Pearson confidence
interval (Clopper and Pearson, 1934), yielding tighter intervals (Meggendorfer et al., 2024).

In summary, our main contribution is a novel data-driven IMDP abstraction technique for
nonlinear stochastic systems with incomplete knowledge of the dynamics. Due to the PAC guarantee
on each individual probability interval of the IMDP, we can use our abstraction to synthesise policies
with PAC reach-avoid guarantees. We showcase our abstraction technique on multiple benchmarks.

Related work. Control of nonlinear systems against temporal tasks is an active research area (Khalil
and Grizzle, 2002; Belta et al., 2017). Computing optimal policies for stochastic systems with continu-
ous state/action spaces is generally infeasible (Bertsekas and Shreve, 1978). Thus, many model-based
abstraction techniques have been developed, often representing abstractions as (I)MDPs (Soudjani
and Abate, 2013; Lahijanian et al., 2015; Soudjani et al., 2015; van Huijgevoort et al., 2023; Math-
iesen et al., 2024; Delimpaltadakis et al., 2023). Particularly related here is Gracia et al. (2024),
which presents a data-driven abstraction technique for switched stochastic systems into robust MDPs,
by estimating the (unknown) noise distribution explicitly as a Wasserstein ball. However, while we
also abstract the deterministic part of the dynamics through sampling, Gracia et al. (2024) resorts to
a model-based approach instead. Also closely related are Badings et al. (2023b,a), albeit considering
less general linear dynamics and requiring complete knowledge of the (deterministic) dynamics.

Existing methods over/underapproximate backward reachable sets by level set functions (Yin
et al., 2019; Stipanovic et al., 2003), approximating operators on, e.g., zonotopes Yang et al. (2022),
piecewise affine bounding of the dynamics (Rober et al., 2022), and Hamilton-Jacobi reachability
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analysis (Bansal et al., 2017). However, most approaches are computationally expensive and are
model-based, whereas we focus on data-driven techniques to obtain sound underapproximations.

Apart from abstraction, others recently studied control of stochastic systems using Lyapunov-like
functions learned represented as neural networks (Mathiesen et al., 2023; Abate et al., 2024; Zikelic
et al., 2023), or using robust and scenario optimization (Salamati et al., 2024; Nejati et al., 2023).

2. Problem Formulation

A probability space (Ω,F ,P) consists of an uncertainty space Ω, a σ-algebra F , and a probability
measure P : F → [0, 1]. A random variable z is a measurable function z : Ω→ Rn for some n ∈ N.
The set of all distributions for a (continuous or discrete) set X is ∆(X). The Cartesian product of an
interval is [a, b]n, for a ≤ b, n ∈ N. The element-wise absolute value of x ∈ Rn is written as |x|.
Stochastic systems. Consider a discrete-time nonlinear system S with additive stochastic noise:

S : xk+1 = f(xk, uk) + wk, x0 = xI , (1)

where xk ∈ Rn and uk ∈ U ⊂ Rp are the state and control input at discrete time step k ∈ N, where
U ⊂ Rp is compact. The (deterministic) dynamics function f : Rn × U → Rn is also called nominal
dynamics, and xI ∈ Rn is the initial state. Moreover, w0, w1, . . . is a sequence of independent and
identically distributed (i.i.d.) random variables, defined on the same probability space (Ω,F ,P).1

Assumption 1 The transition function f is differentiable with bounded first-order partial derivatives,
and the measure P is absolutely continuous w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure. However, P itself is unknown.

We use differentiability of f to construct a data-driven abstraction of system S based on sampled
transitions. Assumption 1 states that the noise wk has a well-defined yet unknown probability density.

The inputs uk ∈ Rn are chosen by a (Markovian) policy π := (π0, π1, π2, . . .), where each
πk : Rn → U , k ∈ N, is a measurable map from states to inputs. We denote the set of all policies
by ΠS . Fixing a policy π defines a Markov process in the probability space of all trajectories (Bert-
sekas and Shreve, 1978; Puterman, 1994), whose probability measure we denote by PS

π .
Given a policy π, we are interested in the probability of reaching a goal set XG ⊆ Rn within

h ∈ N ∪ {∞} steps, while never reaching an unsafe set XU ⊆ Rn.2 We call the triple (XG, XU , h)
a reach-avoid specification. The reach-avoid probability PrSπ (XG, XU , h) for this specification is

PrSπ (XG, XU , h) := PS
π

{
∃k ∈ {0, . . . , h} : xk ∈ XG ∧ (∀k′ ∈ {0, . . . , k} : xk′ /∈ XU )

}
. (2)

We now have all the ingredients to formalise the problem that we wish to solve:

Problem 1 Suppose we are given a dynamical system S , a reach-avoid specification (XG, XU , h),
and a threshold probability ρ ≥ 0. Compute a policy π ∈ ΠS such that PrSπ (XG, XU , h) ≥ ρ.

Interval MDPs. We will abstract system S into an MDP with intervals of transition probabilities,
known as an interval MDP (IMDP). For an introduction to IMDPs, we refer to Suilen et al. (2025).

1. For brevity, we assume Ω is a subset of Rn and directly write w ∈ Ω to say that the random variable takes a value,
instead of using the more formal notation w(ω), where ω ∈ Ω.

2. Formally, XG and XU must be Borel-measurable (Salamon, 2016), but we glance over measurability details here.

3



NAZERI BADINGS SOUDJANI ABATE

Definition 1 (IMDP) An interval MDP (IMDP)MI is a tupleMI := (S,Act, sI ,P), where S is a
finite set of states, sI ∈ S is the initial state, Act is a finite set of actions, with Act(s) ⊆ Act the
actions enabled in state s ∈ S, and P : S ×Act ⇀ 2∆(S) is a transition function3 defined as

P(s, a) =
{
µ ∈ ∆(S) : ∀s′ ∈ S, µ(s′) ∈ [p̌(s, a, s′, p̂(s, a, s′)] ⊂ [0, 1]

}
∀s ∈ S, a ∈ Act(s).

Without loss of generality, we assume that P(s, a) ̸= ∅ for all s ∈ S, a ∈ Act(s). We also call
[p̌(s, a, s′), p̂(s, a, s′)] ⊆ [0, 1] the probability interval for transition (s, a, s′). Actions in an IMDP
are chosen by a (Markovian) scheduler4 σ = (σ0, σ1, . . .), where each σk : S → Act is defined such
that σk(s) = a =⇒ a ∈ Act(a). The set of all Markov schedulers forMI is denoted by SMI .

An IMDP can be interpreted as a game between a scheduler that chooses actions and an adversary
that fixes distributions P (s, a) ∈ P(s, a) for all s ∈ S, a ∈ Act(s). We assume a different probability
can be chosen every time the same pair (s, a) is encountered (called the dynamic uncertainty
model (Iyengar, 2005)). We overload notation and write P ∈ P for fixing an adversary.

Fixing σ ∈ SMI and P ∈ P forMI yields a Markov chain with (standard) probability measure
PMI
σ,P (Baier and Katoen, 2008). A reach-avoid specification forMI is a tuple (SG, SU , h) of goal

and unsafe states SG, SU ⊆ S and a horizon h ∈ N ∪ {∞} (we use this notation later in Sect. 3.1).
The probability of satisfying this specification is written as PrMI

σ,P (SG, SU , h), and is defined based

on PMI
σ,P analogously to Eq. (2). An optimal (robust) scheduler σ⋆ ∈ SMI is defined as

σ⋆ ∈ argmaxσ∈SMI minP∈P PrMI
σ,P (SG, SU , h). (3)

In practice, σ⋆ can be computed using, e.g., robust value iteration (Wolff et al., 2012; Iyengar, 2005).

3. Finite-State IMDP Abstraction

We present an abstraction of system S into a finite IMDP. Our abstraction can be seen as an extension
of the approach presented in Badings et al. (2023a) from linear to nonlinear systems. As we shall see,
this extension to nonlinear systems has fundamental consequences for the practical computability of
the abstraction. For clarity, we first define the states, actions, and transition function of the IMDP in
this section, while we defer our novel contributions to actually compute these to Sects. 4 and 5.
Partition. Let X ⊂ Rn be a compact subset of the state space we want to capture by the abstraction.
We create a partition5 of X into v ∈ N convex polytopes {R1, R2, . . . , Rv}, such that each region
is defined as Ri = {x ∈ Rn : Mix ≤ bi}, where Mi ∈ Rξi×n, bi ∈ Rxii , ξi ∈ N. We append one
element R⋆ = Rn \X to the partition, called the absorbing region, which represents all states outside
of X . Thus, the collection {R1, R2, . . . , Rv} ∪ {R⋆} covers the entire state space.

Definition 2 (Scaled polytope) Let di ∈ Ri be the centre6 point of the region Ri. The convex
polytope Ri(λ) ⊂ Rn is defined as the version of Ri scaled around di by a factor of λ ≥ 0:

Ri(λ) = {x ∈ Rn |Mix ≤ λ(bi −Midi) +Midi.}
Thus, for λ = 1, the scaled region is the same, i.e., Ri(1, d) = Ri. Similarly, for λ < 1 and for

any d ∈ Ri, we have Ri(λ, d) ⊆ Ri. We will use scaled regions later to define the abstract actions.

3. To model that not all actions may be enabled in a state, the transition function P is a partial map, denoted by ⇀.
4. For clarity, we use the word scheduler for (finite) IMDPs, whereas we use policy for (continuous) dynamical systems.
5. The sets {R1, . . . , Rv} form a partition of X if their union covers X and the interiors of all elements Ri are disjoint.
6. In fact, we can choose any di ∈ Ri, but the centre is often convenient in practice. If the centre is not unique, we may

also choose a Chebyshev centre; see Boyd and Vandenberghe (2014, Section 4.3.1).
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3.1. Abstract IMDP definition

States. We define one IMDP state si for each element Ri, plus one absorbing state for R⋆, resulting
in S := {s1, . . . , sv, s⋆}. An abstraction function maps between continuous and abstract states:

Definition 3 (Abstraction function) The abstraction function T : Rn → S is defined as T (x) = si
if x ∈ Ri.7 We also define its inverse T −1 : S → 2R

n
as T −1(si) = Ri for all i = 1, . . . , v.

In other words, the IMDP state si represents all continuous states x ∈ Ri. The initial IMDP state
is then defined as sI := T (xI). We map the reach-avoid specification (XG, XU , h) to the abstract
IMDP by under- and overapproximating the goal and unsafe states, respectively, as SG := {s ∈ S :
∀x ∈ T −1(s). x ∈ XG}, and SU := {s ∈ S : ∃x ∈ T −1(s). x ∈ XU}.
Actions. Each IMDP action does not represent a single input uk ∈ U (as is typically done in
abstraction) but a collection of inputs leading to a common state xk+1. Without loss of generality, we
define one action for each IMDP state (except s⋆), such that Act := {a1, . . . , av}. We then associate
every pair (si, aj) ∈ S ×Act with a so-called target set Rj(λi→j) that represents region Rj scaled
by a factor λi→j ≥ 0; see Definition 2. We discuss how we compute each factor λi→j in Sect. 4.

Suppose we are in a continuous state x ∈ Rn associated with IMDP state T (x) = si. Choosing
action aj ∈ Act in this state si corresponds to choosing an input u ∈ U such that f(x, u) ∈ Rj(λi→j).
In other words, f(x, u) is contained in the target set Rj(λi→j) of the state-action pair (si, aj). To
preserve the correctness of the abstraction, this IMDP action aj must only be enabled in the IMDP
state si if for all x ∈ T −1(si), there exists an input u ∈ U such that f(x, u) ∈ Rj(λi→j). To
formalize this requirement, let Pre(X) be the backward reachable set for a set X ⊂ Rn:

Pre(X) =
{
x′ ∈ Rn | ∃u ∈ U : f(x′, u) ∈ X

}
. (4)

Then, for every state si ∈ S, the set of enabled actions Act(si) is defined as

Act(si) = {aj ∈ Act : ∃λi→j ∈ [0,Λ]. T −1(si) ⊆ Pre(Rj(λi→j))}, (5)

where Λ ∈ R≥0 is a global hyperparameter that prevents Rj(λi→j) from becoming too large.
Computing Pre(·) exactly is challenging for nonlinear dynamics (Mitchell, 2007; Rober et al.,

2022). However, any underapproximation preserves correction of our abstraction (albeit increasing
conservatism). In Sect. 4, we present a data-driven method to compute such underapproximations.
Transition function. Due to the stochastic noise in system S , choosing the IMDP action aj in IMDP
state si ∈ S leads to the continuous successor state f(x, u) + w ∈ Rn, where f(x, u) ∈ Rj(λi→j).
That is, for every possible x̂ ∈ Rj(λi→j), we obtain a different probability distribution over the
continuous successor state x̂+ w. Mathematically, let η(x̂, X̄) ∈ [0, 1] denote the probability that
x̂+ w is contained in a compact set X̄ ⊂ Rn, i.e. η(x̂, X̄) = P

{
w ∈ Ω : x̂+ w ∈ X̄

}
. Then, the

IMDP transition function P is defined for all (si, aj) by taking the min/max over η as follows:

P(si, aj) =
{
µ ∈ ∆(S) : ∀s′ ∈ S, min

x̂∈Rj(λi→j)
η
(
x̂, T −1(s′)

)
≤ µ(s′) ≤ max

x̂∈Rj(λi→j)
η
(
x̂, T −1(s′)

)}
. (6)

In Sect. 5, we will compute these bounds using samples of the noise w ∈ Ω.

7. If x is on the boundary of two regions Ri, Rj , we arbitrarily choose T (x) = si or T (x) = si. However, Assumption 1
implies that this occurs with probability zero, so this arbitrary choice does not affect the correctness of our algorithm.
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3.2. Correctness of the abstraction

In Sect. 3.1, we defined an IMDP abstractionMI = (S,Act, sI ,P) of system S. As is common
in abstraction-based control, any IMDP scheduler σ ∈ SMI can be refined into a policy π ∈ ΠS

for system S. Crucially, the reach-avoid probability for σ onMI is a lower bound on that for π on
system S. This correctness proof is based on a probabilistic extension of an alternating simulation
relation (Alur et al., 1998; Tabuada, 2009). Due to space limits, we provide a formal definition of
this relation in Appendix A and only state this key result here.

Theorem 4 (Policy synthesis (Badings et al., 2023b)) Let MI be the IMDP abstraction for dy-
namical system S . For every IMDP scheduler σ ∈ SMI , there exists a policy π ∈ ΠS for S such that

min
P∈P

PrMI
σ,P (SG, SU , h) ≤ PrSπ (XG, XU , h). (7)

In practice, the policy π ∈ ΠS for which Theorem 4 holds can be derived recursively, by choosing
inputs at every time step k ∈ N such that the probabilistic alternating simulation relation is preserved.
Concretely, the refined policy π = (π0, π1, . . .) for system S is defined for all x ∈ Rn and k ∈ N as

πk(x) ∈ {u ∈ U : f(x, u) ∈ Rj(λi→j)} , (8)

where si = T (x) and aj = σk(si) are the current IMDP state and action. In Sect. 4, we discuss how
we obtain πk(x) directly from the data-driven underapproximation of Pre(Rj(λi→j)).

4. Data-Driven Underapproximations of Backward Reachable Sets

In this section, we compute the enabled actions Act(si) ⊆ Act in each IMDP state si ∈ S. Recall
from Eq. (5) that action aj ∈ Act is enabled in state si ∈ S if T −1(si) ⊆ Pre(Rj(λi→j)). As
a key contribution, we present a data-driven method to compute the scaling factor λi→j and an
underapproximation of Pre(Rj(λi→j)) for all si ∈ S and aj ∈ Act(si).
Data collection. The core idea is to underapproximate each set Pre(Rj(λi→j)), based on forward
simulations of the nominal dynamics function x̂ℓ = f(xℓ, uℓ). Since we assumed sampling access to
f , we can easily obtain such a set of samples. Let us denote the resulting set of K ∈ N samples by

DK = {(xℓ, uℓ, f(x, u)) : ℓ = 1, . . . ,K, xℓ ∈ X , uℓ ∈ U} . (9)

Without loss of generality, we assume to obtain these samples by a uniform gridding of X and U .
While more sophisticated approaches may lead to better results, we leave this for future work.

We describe how we use the dataset DK to underapproximate Pre(Rj(λi→j)) for a fixed si ∈ S
and aj ∈ Act. We repeat this procedure for all other state-action pairs to compute all enabled actions.
Fixing λi→j upfront. Consider a fixed value for λi→j > 0, which fixes the target set Rj(λi→j) that
defines the semantics of action aj . By definition, the x-component of every sample (x, u, x′) ∈ DK

for which x′ ∈ Rj(λi→j) is contained in Pre(Rj(λi→j)). Moreover, due to the differentiability of
the dynamics (see Assumption 1), there exists a region Y around x such that, for all y ∈ Y , f(y, u)
is also contained in Rj(λi→j). Thus, this region Y is also contained in Pre(Rj(λi→j)).

For a fixed input û, the Jacobian of f(x, û) is the matrix J ∈ Rn×n, whose entries are defined
as Jpq =

∂f(x,û)p
∂xq

, p, q = 1, . . . , n. We define J+(Ri) ∈ Rn×n as the matrix whose entries
J+(Ri)pq ∈ R≥0 are defined as the supremum over the absolute value of Jpq(x) for all x ∈ Ri, i.e.,
J+(Ri)pq = sup {|Jpq(x)| : x ∈ Ri} . We use the matrix J+(Ri) to derive the following theorem.
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Ri

Rj(0.95)

Ar(x)

B∞
r (x′)

x(1)

x(2)

Ri

Rj(0.80)

Ar(x)

B∞
r (x′)

x(1)

x(2)
Ri

ϕ

x1

Ar(x1) x2

Ar(x2)

x(1)

x(2)

Figure 1: Three samples (x, u, x′) with x′ ∈ Rj(λi→j), and the balls B∞
r (x′) around each x′ and

Ar(x) around each x (shown in gray) for fixed values of λi→j = 0.95 (left) and λi→j = 0.80
(middle). On the right, we show sets Ar(x) for two samples such that voxel ϕ ∈ Φ(Ri) is contained.

Theorem 5 For all x1, x2 ∈ Ri it holds that |f(x1, uℓ)− f(x2, uℓ)| ≤ J+(Ri) · |x1 − x2|.
We prove Theorem 5 in Appendix B. If computing the Jacobian J is difficult, we can use a Lipschitz
constant instead. We use Theorem 5 to underapproximate Pre(Rj(λi→j)) as follows:

Definition 6 Let (x, u, x′) ∈ DK with x ∈ Ri, x′ ∈ Rj . The radius r(x′, λi→j) of the largest x′-
centered L∞-ball8 contained in Rj(λi→j) is r(x′, λi→j) := max{ϵ ≥ 0 : B∞

ϵ (x′) ⊆ Rj(λi→j)}.

Theorem 7 Fix si ∈ S, aj ∈ Act, and λi→j ≥ 0. Let (x, u, x′) ∈ DK be a sample with
x′ ∈ Rj(λi→j) and define Ar(x) :=

{
y ∈ Ri :

∥∥J+(Ri) · |x− y|
∥∥
∞ ≤ r(x′, λi→j)

}
. Then, it holds

that Ar(x) ⊆ Pre(Rj(λi→j)).

By using Theorem 7 for multiple samples, we obtain ∪xAr(x) ⊆ Pre(Rj(λi→j)). This idea
is visualized in Figure 1, showing Rj(λi→j) in orange and three samples (x, u, x′). The shaded
squares around each x′ are the balls B∞

r (x′), and the squares around each x are the sets Ar(x) that
form the underapproximation of the backward reachable set. Observe that, for the higher value of
λi→j = 0.95, we obtain larger sets Ar(x) and thus a larger underapproximation. However, a higher
λi→j also leads to a larger target set Rj(λi→j), and thus to a more conservative abstraction.
Algorithm with variable λi→j . To determine if action aj is enabled in state si, we still need to
check whether the union of all sets Ar(x) covers T −1(si) = Ri. Moreover, the question remains
what value of λi→j we should use in practice. To address these points, we propose an algorithm that
chooses λi→j based on the samples (x, u, x′) ∈ DK available. For brevity, define DK(Rj) ⊂ DK

as the subset of samples for which x′ ∈ Rj , i.e., DK(Rj) = {(x, u, x′) ∈ DK : x′ ∈ T −1(sj)}. As
described in Algorithm 1, we compute the enabled actions Act(si) for all si ∈ S as follows:

1. As shown in Figure 1 (right), we create a uniform tiling of Ri into hyperrectangles that we call
voxels. The set of all mi ∈ N voxels for Ri is Φ(Ri) = {ϕ1, . . . , ϕmi}, where each ϕℓ ⊂ Rn.
Let cϕ, dϕ ∈ Rn be the centre and radius of voxel ϕ ∈ Φ(Ri), respectively.

2. Fix a voxel ϕ ∈ Φ(Ri) and a sample (x, u, x′) ∈ DK(Rj). With overloading of notation, let
λ⋆(ϕ, (x, u, x′)) be the smallest value of λi→j such that ϕ is completely contained in Ar(x),
i.e., ϕ ⊆ Ar(x). In practice, we find an overapproximation of λ⋆(ϕ, (x, u, x′)) defined as9

λ+(ϕ, (x, u, x′)) :=

∥∥J+(Ri) · (|x− cϕ|+ dϕ)
∥∥
∞

r(x′, 1)
≥ λ⋆(ϕ, (x, u, x′)). (10)

8. The (open) L∞-ball B∞
ϵ (x′) of size ϵ ≥ 0 centered at x′ is defined as B∞

ϵ (x) = {y ∈ Rn : ∥x′ − y∥∞ < ϵ}.
9. Note r(x′, 1) is the radius of the largest ball B∞

r(x′,1)(x
′) contained in Rj(1) = Rj .

7
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Algorithm 1 Computing enabled actions by underapproximating backward reachable sets
Data: Samples DK = {(xℓ, uℓ, x̂ℓ = f(xℓ, uℓ))}Kℓ=1; max. scaling factor Λ > 0
Result: Enabled actions Act(si) ⊆ Act for all IMDP states si ∈ S
Act(si)← ∅ ∀si ∈ S ▷ Initialize enabled actions
for j = 1, . . . , v do
DK(Rj)← {(x, u, x′) ∈ DK : x′ ∈ T −1(sj)} ▷ Find samples leading to successor in sj
for i = 1, . . . , v do

Φ(Ri)← {ϕ1, . . . , ϕmi
} ▷ Define voxelised representation of Ri

for ϕ ∈ Φ(Ri) do
for (x, u, x′) ∈ DK(Rj) do

if x ∈ Ri then

λ+(ϕ, (x, u, x′))←
∥∥J+(Ri)·(|x−cϕ|+dϕ)

∥∥
∞

r(x′,1)

end
end

end
λi→j ← maxϕ∈Φ(Ri) min(x,u,x′)∈DK(Rj) λ

+(ϕ, (x, u, x′)) ▷ Compute scaling factor
if λi→j ≤ Λ then

Act(si)← Act(si) ∪ {aj} ▷ Enable action if λi→j is below max. scaling factor Λ
end

end
end

3. Then, we compute the actual value of λi→j as the maximum of λ+(ϕ, (x, u, x′)) over all
ϕ ∈ Φ(Ri) and the minimum over all (x, u, x′) ∈ DK(Rj):

λi→j = max
ϕ∈Φ(Ri)

min
(x,u,x′)∈DK(Rj)

λ+(ϕ, (x, u, x′)). (11)

As shown in Figure 1 (right), we thus find a factor λi→j such that every voxel ϕ is covered by
a ball around some point x. Since ∪ϕ∈Φ(Ri) = Ri, it must hold that Ri ⊆ Pre(Rj(λi→j)).

4. We check whether λi→j satisfies the global upper bound Λ. If λi→j ≤ Λ, then we conclude
that aj ∈ Act(si) for λi→j . If, on the other hand, λi→j > Λ, then we set aj /∈ Act(si).

Policy refinement. Our approach leads directly to a strategy for obtaining the refined policy πk(x)
in Eq. (8). Suppose that at time k, the continuous state xk ∈ Ri corresponds with IMDP state
si = T (xk), and suppose the optimal IMDP action is aj = σ(si). Let ϕ ∈ Φ(Ri) be the voxel
containing xk. Then, we choose πk(xk) as the input u ∈ U that attains the minimal λ+(ϕ, (x, u, x′))
over all samples (x, u, x′) ∈ DK(Rj) in Eq. (11). As required, this leads to f(xk, u) ∈ Rj(λi→j)
by construction. Thus, we obtain a refined policy that is constant within each voxel.

5. Computing Probability Intervals with Data

We compute bounds on the probability intervals in Eq. (6) by sampling the noise w ∈ Ω. We focus
on a fixed transition (si, aj , s

′) and repeat the procedure for all state-action pairs. First, observe that

P̌i,j(s
′) = P

{
w ∈ Ω : Rj(λi→j) + w ⊆ T −1(s′)

}
≤ min

x̂∈Rj(λi→j)
η
(
x̂, T −1(s′)

)
, (12)

P̂i,j(s
′) = P

{
w ∈ Ω : Rj(λi→j) + w ∩ T −1(s′) ̸= ∅

}
≥ max

x̂∈Rj(λi→j)
η
(
x̂, T −1(s′)

)
. (13)
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The probabilities P̌i,j(s
′), P̂i,j(s

′) can be interpreted as the (unknown) success probabilities of a
Bernoulli random variable. Thus, fixing a set {w(1), . . . , w(N)} ∈ ΩN of N ∈ N noise samples is
equivalent to sampling the binomial distributions B(N, P̌i,j(s

′)) and B(N, P̂i,j(s
′)),10 which we

denote by Ňi,j(s
′) and N̂i,j(s

′), respectively (see Appendix D for an explicit definition). Badings
et al. (2023a, 2024) leverage the scenario approach (Campi et al., 2021; Romao et al., 2023) to
estimate P̌i,j(s

′) and P̂i,j(s
′) based on Ňi,j(s

′) and N̂i,j(s
′) as intervals. However, as recently

pointed out by (Meggendorfer et al., 2024, Theorem 2), tighter intervals can be obtained by using
the Clopper-Pearson interval, a well-known statistical method for calculating binomial confidence
intervals (Clopper and Pearson, 1934; Newcombe, 1998):

Theorem 8 (Clopper-Pearson interval) Let {w(1), . . . , w(N)} ∈ ΩN , and let β ∈ (0, 1). For
fixed si, s

′ ∈ S and aj ∈ Act(si), compute Ňi,j(s
′) and N̂i,j(s

′). Then, it holds that

PN
{
{w(1), . . . , w(N)} ∈ ΩN : P̌lb ≤ P(si, aj)(s′) ≤ P̂ub

}
≥ 1− β, (14)

where P̌lb = 0 if Ňi,j(s
′) = 0, and otherwise, P̌lb is the solution to

β

2
=

∑N

i=Ňi,j(s′)

(
N

i

)
· (P̌lb)

i · (1− P̌lb)
N−i, (15)

and P̂ub = 1 if Ňi,j(s
′) = N , and otherwise, P̂ub is the solution to

β

2
=

∑N̂i,j(s
′)

i=0

(
N

i

)
· (P̂ub)

i · (1− P̂ub)
N−i. (16)

Proof The proof follows by applying the Clopper-Pearson interval (Clopper and Pearson, 1934;
Thulin, 2014) to the binomials Ňi,j(s

′) ∼ B(N, P̌i,j(s
′)) and N̂i,j(s

′) ∼ B(N, P̂i,j(s
′)), which yields

PN
{
P̌lb ≤ P̌i,j(s

′)
}
≥ 1− β/2, and PN

{
P̂i,j(s

′) ≤ P̂ub
}
≥ 1− β/2. (17)

Combining Eq. (17) with Eqs. (12) and (13) through the union bound, we obtain Eq. (14).

Theorem 8 asserts that each interval is correct with probability ≥ 1− β. Combining Theorems 4 and
8 leads to a statistical solution to Problem 1; the proof is analogous to Badings et al. (2023b, Thm. 2):

Corollary 9 LetMI
′ be the IMDP abstraction but with probability intervals obtained via Theorem 8.

Then, for every IMDP scheduler σ ∈ SMI
′
, there exists a policy π ∈ ΠS for system S such that

P
{
minP∈P PrMI

′

σ,P (SG, SU , h) ≤ PrSπ (XG, XU , h).
}
≥ 1− β · |S|2 · |Act|.

The factor of |S|2 · |Act| in Theorem 9 comes from the maximum possible number of IMDP
transitions, which is the number of (s, a, s′) triples such that s ∈ S, a ∈ Act(s), and P(s, a)(s′) > 0.

Corollary 9 carries an important message: For any system S (that satisfies Assumption 1), the
IMDP abstractionMI

′ with probability intervals given by Theorem 8 leads, with at least probability
1−β · |S|2 · |Act|, to a solution to Problem 1. In practice, we can again use Eq. (8) to refine any IMDP
scheduler σ ∈ SMI

′
into the corresponding policy π ∈ ΠS for system S that solves Problem 1.

10. We write B(n, p) to denote a binomial distribution with n ∈ N experiments and success probability p ∈ [0, 1].
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Figure 2: Reach-avoid probabilities PrSπ (XG, XU , h) for the car benchmark with (a) probability
intervals from Theorem 8 and (b) the approach from Badings et al. (2022), both with N = 10 000
samples. Fig. (c) shows simulated trajectories under the resulting policy from Eq. (8) for our method.

6. Experimental Evaluation

We conduct experiments on (1) an inverted pendulum, (2) a harmonic oscillator with nonlinear
damping, and (3) the car parking benchmark from van Huijgevoort et al. (2023) with nonlinear
control. Details on each benchmark are in Appendix E. We implement our approach in Python,
using robust value iteration (Wolff et al., 2012; Iyengar, 2005), implemented in the model checker
PRISM (Kwiatkowska et al., 2011) to compute optimal schedulers as per Eq. (3). All experiments ran
parallelized on a computer with 32 3.3 GHz cores and 128 GB of RAM. For all experiments, we use
a confidence of β = 0.05

5×105
on every IMDP transition, leading to an overall confidence probability (as

per Corollary 9) of 0.95 in the case of 5× 105 transitions. In practice, we obtain a higher confidence
because the IMDPs have fewer than 5× 105 transitions.

Lower bounds on reach-avoid probabilities. We investigate whether our IMDP abstractions lead
to sound and non-trivial lower bounds on the reach-avoid probability PrSπ (XG, XU , h). A heatmap
of these probabilities for the car parking benchmark (probability intervals obtained using Theorem 8
with N = 10 000 samples) is shown in Figure 2(a) (results for the other benchmarks and/or a lower
number of samples of N = 1000 are in Appendix E). For this case, Figure 2(c) shows a simulated
trajectory under the resulting policy obtained from Eq. (3). These results confirm that our method
yields reliable policies with non-trivial reach-avoid guarantees in practice.

Comparison to intervals from the scenario approach. We benchmark our IMDPs with probability
intervals from Theorem 8 against the approach from Badings et al. (2023a), which instead uses the
scenario approach. The resulting reach-avoid probabilities for the car benchmark are in Figure 2(b)
(again, see Appendix E for the other benchmarks). Using Clopper-Pearson leads to tighter intervals
than those from Badings et al. (2023a), thus leading to policies with better reach-avoid guarantees.

The role of the scaling factors λi→j . Finally, we demonstrate the importance of choosing the scaling
factors λi→j defining the IMDP actions. To this end, we run all three benchmarks with a smaller Λ
that upper bounds λi→j , as defined in Sect. 4 (we report the precise values of Λ in Appendix E). Our
results, which we present in Appendix E, demonstrate that a lower Λ generally leads to decreased
reach-avoid probabilities. This is likely because a lower Λ leads to smaller backward reachable sets,
which causes the system taking more steps until it reaches the goal – investigating this effect in more
detail is an important aspect for future research.

10
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7. Conclusion

In this paper, we presented a data-driven approach for the automated synthesis of control policies for
stochastic nonlinear systems. Our method only requires samples of the system plus a differentiability
assumption, thus overcoming the limitations of model-based abstractions when the dynamics are not
fully known. Our numerical experiments show our approach yields robust and reliable policies.

This work opens pathways for further research in enhancing data-driven methods for formal
controller synthesis, particularly in exploring applications in real-world settings where traditional
modelling is infeasible. Future directions include investigating tighter bounds for PAC guarantees,
reducing computational complexity, and integrating our framework with other formal verification
tools. In particular, leveraging the structure of the dynamics and integrating our abstraction technique
in a learning framework are two ways in which we may scale to higher-dimensional systems.
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Appendix A. Correctness of the abstraction

In this appendix, we show the correctness of the IMDP abstraction defined in Sect. 3 for solving
Problem 1. This correctness proof is based on an extension of an alternating simulation relation
for stochastic systems. Alternating simulation relations were originally developed by Alur et al.
(1998) as a variant of simulation relations that can be used to solve control problems (Tabuada, 2009).
Alternating simulation relations are also closely related to feedback refinement relations (Reissig
et al., 2017), and we refer to the work by Calbert et al. (2024) for a more detailed classification of
such relations. The behavioural relation defined below can also be seen as a variant of the notions
defined by Hermanns et al. (2011) and Larsen and Skou (1991) for stochastic systems.

Intuitively, we want to certify that all behaviours from one model (the abstract IMDP) can be
matched by another model (the dynamical system) under some policy. This property is captured by
the following definition.

Definition 10 (Probabilistic alternating simulation relation (Badings et al., 2024)) A function
T : Rn → S induces a probabilistic alternating simulation relation from an IMDP MI =
(S,Act, sI ,P) to a system S as in Eq. (1) if

(1) for the initial states, we have sI = T (xI), and

(2) for all x ∈ Rn with si = T (x) and for all aj ∈ Act(si), there exists an input u ∈ U such that

η(x̂, T −1(s′)) ∈ P(si, aj)(s′), ∀s′ ∈ S, ∀x̂ ∈ Rj(λi→j). (18)
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Condition (2) requires that, for all x ∈ Rn and aj ∈ Act(si), where si = T (x), there exists an
input u ∈ U such that all possible probabilistic behaviours of the system S is (informally speaking)
contained in that of MI. We use the common notation of writing MI ⪯T S if Definition 10
holds (Alur et al., 1998).

Remark 11 (Comparison of relations) Let us make the following remarks on Definition 10:

1. Simulation relations are usually defined with a binary relation R ⊂ Rn × S between the two
models. Here, we directly define the relation using the abstraction function T . Note, however,
that the abstraction function uniquely generates a binary relation defined as R = {(x, s) ∈
Rn × S : T (x) = s}.

2. A straight extension of the alternating simulation relation from Tabuada (2009, Def. 4.19)
would require that for all aj ∈ Act(si), there exists an input u ∈ U such that the probability
distributions over successor states (viewed through the abstraction function T ) are equivalent.
As our abstract model is an IMDP, we instead require that the probability distribution over
successor states in the concrete system S is contained in the probability intervals of the IMDP.

3. In the scope of safety problems, one is typically interested in showing that S ⪯T MI, i.e., all
behaviours of the concrete system is contained in the abstract IMDP. Note, however, that here
we require thatMI ⪯T S , because for the reach-avoid specifications we consider, all possible
behaviours of the IMDP need to be matched by the concrete system.

Lemma 12 The IMDP abstractionMI = (S,Act, sI ,P) obtained from the abstraction function
T : Rn → S induces a probabilistic alternating simulation relation fromMI to S, i.e.,MI ⪯T S.

Proof Condition (1) in Definition 10 is satisfied by definition of the initial state of the IMDP.
For condition (2), pick any x ∈ Rn and any aj ∈ Act(si), where si = T (x). By construction,
action aj enabled in state si implies the existence of an input u ∈ U such that f(x, u) ∈ Rj(λi→j).
Furthermore, for every s′ ∈ S and x̂ ∈ Rj(λi→j), it must hold that η(x̂, T −1(s′)) ∈ P(si, aj)(s′),
which is satisfied by taking the min/max over η in Eq. (6). Thus, the claim follows.

The existence of a probabilistic alternating simulation relation can be used to solve Problem 1
based on the finite abstraction, as stated in the following theorem.

Theorem 13 (Policy synthesis (Badings et al., 2023b)) LetMI be the IMDP abstraction for the
dynamical system S. For every IMDP scheduler σ ∈ SMI , there exists a policy π ∈ ΠS for
S such that

min
P∈P

PrMI
σ,P (SG, SU , h) ≤ PrSπ (XG, XU , h). (19)

The proof of Theorem 13 uses the fact that the existence of a probabilistic alternating simula-
tion relationMI ⪯T S preserves the satisfaction of probabilistic computation tree logic (PCTL)
specifications, in which also include reach-avoid specifications (Hermanns et al., 2011). For MDP
abstractions, this preservation of satisfaction probabilities holds with equality, whereas for IMDPs
(like we have), this holds with inequality as in Eq. (19). For further details, we refer to Badings et al.
(2023b).
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Appendix B. Proof of Theorem 5

Let us denote by f (i) the ith component of the vector function f : Rn × U → Rn. Using the mean
value theorem (Apostol, 1982), we know there exists c ∈ [0, 1] such that

f(x1, uℓ)
(i) − f(x2, uℓ)

(i) = (x1 − x2)
⊤∇f (i)(cx1 + (1− c)x2, uℓ).

Consequently, it holds that

|f(x1, uℓ)(i) − f(x2, uℓ)
(i)| = |(x1 − x2)

⊤∇f (i)(cx1 + (1− c)x2, uℓ)|

=

n∑
j=1

|(x1 − x2)
(j) · ∇f (i)(cx1 + (1− c)x2, uℓ)

(j)|

≤
n∑

j=1

|x1 − x2|(j) · |∇f (i)(cx1 + (1− c)x2, uℓ)|(j)

=
n∑

j=1

|x1 − x2|(j) · max
c∈[0,1]

|∇f (i)(cx1 + (1− c)x2, uℓ)|(j)

≤
n∑

j=1

|x1 − x2|(j) ·max
x∈Rl

|∇f (i)(x, uℓ)|(j)

≤ |x1 − x2|⊤max
x∈Rl

|∇f (i)(x, uℓ)|.

In other words, we have for all i = 1, . . . , n that

|f(x1, uℓ)(i) − f(x2, uℓ)
(i)| ≤ |x1 − x2|⊤max

x∈Rl

|∇f (i)(x, uℓ)|. (20)

Generalising Eq. (20) to all n dimensions of the vector function f yields Theorem 5, which concludes
the proof.

Appendix C. Proof of Theorem 7

We will use Theorem 5 to show that, for every y ∈ Ar(x), it holds that y ∈ Pre(Rj(λi→j)).
Specifically, we have that

y ∈ Ar(x)⇔
∥∥J+(Ri) · |x− y|

∥∥
∞ ≤ r(x′, λi→j)

⇒
∥∥f(x, uℓ)− f(y, uℓ)

∥∥
∞ ≤

∥∥J+(Ri) · |x− y|
∥∥
∞ ≤ r(x′, λi→j)

⇒
∥∥x′ − f(y, uℓ)

∥∥
∞ ≤ r(x′, λi→j)

⇔ f(y, uℓ) ∈ B∞
r(x′,λi→j)

(x′)

⇒ f(y, uℓ) ∈ Rj(λi→j)⇒ y ∈ Pre(Rj(λi→j)).

Thus, Ar(x) ⊆ Pre(Rj(λi→j)), which concludes the proof.
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Appendix D. Details of Computing Probability Intervals

Recall from Sect. 5 that Ňi,j(s
′) and N̂i,j(s

′) are samples of the binomial distributions B(N, P̌i,j(s
′))

and B(N, P̂i,j(s
′)), respectively. Equivalently, we can write Ňi,j(s

′) and N̂i,j(s
′) in a more explicit

form, by counting the number of successes for a given set of noise samples {w(1), . . . , w(N)} ∈ ΩN .
This leads to the following more explicit definition of these quantities.

Definition 14 (Counting samples) Let {w(1), . . . , w(N)} ∈ ΩN be a set of N ∈ N i.i.d. samples
from the noise. We define the sample counts Ňi,j(s

′) and N̂i,j(s
′) as follows:

Ňi,j(s
′) =

∣∣{ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , N} : Rj(λi→j) + w(ℓ) ⊂ Rℓ

}∣∣,
N̂i,j(s

′) =
∣∣{ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , N} : Rj(λi→j) + w(ℓ) ∩Rℓ ̸= ∅

}∣∣.
In practice, we can thus count the numbers of samples partially contained in Rℓ (giving Ňi,j(s

′))
and those fully contained in Rℓ (giving N̂i,j(s

′))), which we then plug into Theorem 8.

Appendix E. Experiment Details

In this appendix, we give further details about the dynamics and results of our numerical experiments.
We remark that even though we define the distribution of the stochastic noise in each benchmark
explicitly, our abstraction technique only requires sampling access to this distribution. Moreover,
even though we use uniform and Gaussian noise distributions in these benchmarks, our abstraction
technique can handle any distribution satisfying Assumption 1.

E.1. Car parking

System’s dynamics We consider the car parking benchmark from van Huijgevoort et al. (2023).
The state variables are the x and y position of a car, such that the state at discrete time k is
[xk, yk]

⊤ ∈ R2. The velocity and angle of the car can be controlled separately, using uk = [vk, θk] ∈
U = [−0.1, 0.1]× [−π, π]. The dynamics of the system in discrete time are defined as

xk+1 = xk + 10δvk cos(θk) + ζ1,

yk+1 = yk + 10δvk sin(θk) + ζ2.

The noise is sampled from a uniform distribution with bounds ζ ∈ U([−0.55, 0.55]× [−0.55, 0.55]).
Note that the dynamics are linear in the state but nonlinear in the inputs.

Reach-avoid specification We synthesise a controller for the following reach-avoid specification
over an infinite horizon, h =∞. The goal set is XG = [5, 7]× [5, 7], and there are three unsafe sets:

X1
U = R2 \ ([−10, 10]× [−10, 10])

X2
U = [−8, 1]× [−2, 0]

X3
U = [3, 5]× [−8, 0],

such that XU = X1
U ∪X2

U ∪X3
U . The first unsafe set represents leaving the bounded portion of the

state space [−10, 10]× [−10, 10], while the other two represent obstacles.
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Abstraction We use a uniform partition with 40 × 40 states. In each state, we use 7 × 7 state
samples, 7 × 21 control samples per state sample, and 7 × 7 voxels. We use a maximum scaling
factor of Λ = 1.2 to compute the enabled actions and N = 10 000 noise samples to compute the
probability intervals using Theorem 8. The resulting IMDP has 1 603 states, 18 031 actions, and
416 694 transitions. Generating the abstraction takes approximately 7.5 minutes, and computing an
optimal policy using PRISM takes 6 seconds.

E.2. Inverted pendulum

System’s dynamics We consider the classical inverted pendulum benchmark. The two-dimensional
state [θk, ωk]

⊤ ∈ R2 models the angle θk and angular velocity ωk of the pendulum at discrete time
step k, and the torque is constrained to uk ∈ U = [−17.5, 17.5]. The discrete-time dynamics of the
system are defined as

θk+1 = θk + δωk + ζ1,

ωk+1 = ωk + δ(−g

l
) sin(−θk) +

u

m · l2 + ζ2,

where δ = 0.1s is the time discretization step, g = 9.81N · m2

kg2 is the gravitational constant,
and l = 1m and m = 1kg are the length and mass of the pendulum, respectively. The noise
ζ ∼ U([−0.1, 0.1]× [−0.2, 0.2]) is sampled from a uniform distribution.

Reach-avoid specification We consider the infinite-horizon reach-avoid task to reach a state in
XG = [−0.2, 0.2] × [−0.4, 0.4] while avoiding states in XU = R2 \ ([−π, π] × [−2, 2]), which
models avoiding angular velocities above +2 or below −2.

Abstraction We create an abstraction based on a uniform partition into 32 × 10 states. In each
state, we use 15 × 21 state samples, 15 × 21 control samples per state sample, and 15 × 15 voxels.
We use a maximum scaling factor of Λ = 1.5 to compute the enabled actions and N = 10 000 noise
samples to compute the probability intervals using Theorem 8. The resulting IMDP has 323 states,
4 459 actions, and 45 658 transitions. Generating the abstraction takes approximately 6 minutes, and
computing an optimal policy using PRISM takes less than 1 second.

E.3. Harmonic oscillator with nonlinear damping

System’s dynamics We study a harmonic oscillator with nonlinear damping. The two-dimensional
state [xk, vk]

⊤ ∈ Rn models the position xk and velocity vk of the oscillator at discrete time step k.
The force uk ∈ U = [−1, 1] is used to control the system. The dynamics of the system in discrete
time are defined as

xk+1 = xk + δvk +
δ2u

2
+ ζ1,

vk+1 = vk −Kδv3k + δuk + ζ2,

where K = 0.0075 is the (nonlinear) damping coefficient and δ = 1 is the time discretisation step.
The stochastic noise ζk is a Gaussian random variable, such that ζ ∼ N ([0, 0]⊤,diag(0.25, 0.25])),
where N (µ,Σ) denotes a Gaussian with mean µ and covariance Σ, and the diagonal matrix diag(z)
is the square matrix with z on the diagonal and zero elsewhere.
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Reach-avoid specification We consider the infinite-horizon reach-avoid task to reach a state in
XG = [−1, 1]× [−1, 1] while avoiding states in XU = R2 \ ([−10, 10]× [−10, 10]), which models
avoiding positions and velocities above +10 or below −10.

Abstraction We construct the abstraction based on a uniform partition with 40× 40 states. In each
state, we use 11 × 11 state samples, 11 × 11 control samples per state sample, and 11 × 11 voxels.
We use a maximum scaling factor of Λ = 1.5 to compute the enabled actions and N = 10 000
noise samples to compute the probability intervals using Theorem 8. The resulting IMDP has 1 603
states, 25 914 actions, and 952 036 transitions. We used β = 0.05

2×106
(higher confidence 1− β) due

to the large number of transitions. Generating the abstraction takes approximately 14 minutes, and
computing an optimal policy using PRISM takes 3 seconds.
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Figure 3: Reach-avoid probabilities PrSπ (XG, XU , h) for pendulum with (a) probability intervals
from Theorem 8 and (b) the approach from Badings et al. (2022), both with N = 10 000 samples.
Fig. (c) shows simulated trajectories under the resulting policy from Eq. (8) for our method.
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Figure 4: Reach-avoid probabilities PrSπ (XG, XU , h) for the oscillator with (a) probability intervals
from Theorem 8 and (b) the approach from Badings et al. (2022), both with N = 10 000 samples.
Fig. (c) shows simulated trajectories under the resulting policy from Eq. (8) for our method.
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E.4. Experimental results

We present all experimental results that we omitted from the main paper due to space limitations.
In Table 1, we present the reach-avoid probabilities across all benchmarks and cases, from a fixed
initial state xI ∈ Rn. In summary, we observe higher reach-avoid probabilities for higher numbers of
samples N (used to compute probability intervals) and a higher Λ (used to compute enabled actions).
Furthermore, the Clopper-Pearson interval indeed leads to tighter probability intervals than using the
scenario approach.

We now present plots for all benchmarks and cases to support our findings in more detail.

Reach-avoid probabilities and trajectories First, we present the heatmaps and trajectories analo-
gous to Figure 2 for the other two benchmarks. The corresponding results are presented in Figure 3
(for the pendulum) Figure 4 (for the harmonic oscillator). Again, we observe that using the scenario
approach leads to slightly weaker reach-avoid probabilities.

Reduced upper bound Λ We investigate the effect of using a lower value for the hyperparameter
Λ. Recall that Λ is the maximum allowed value of λi→j and thus controls the size of the backward
reachable set of each IMDP action. The heatmaps of the result reach-avoid probabilities for all three
benchmarks are presented in Figure 5. By comparing these results with those presented earlier for
higher values of Λ, we observe that reducing Λ reduces the reach-avoid probabilities that we obtain
significantly.

Table 1: The reach-avoid probabilities from a fixed initial state xI for the dynamical systems, using
either the Clopper-Pearson interval (CP) or scenario approach (Scen.) to compute intervals with
either N = 1000 or N = 10 000 samples.

System N=1k, CP, Λ > 1 N=10k, CP, Λ > 1 N=1k, Scen., Λ > 1 N=10k, Scen., Λ > 1 N=10k, CP, Λ = 1

Pendulum 0.390 0.758 0.284 0.731 0.0
Oscillator 0.139 0.466 0.070 0.423 0.0
Car Parking 0.017 0.553 0.001 0.465 0.22
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Figure 5: Reach-avoid probabilities PrSπ (XG, XU , h) for all three benchmarks, with a reduced upper
bound of Λ = 1 on each λi→j . We use Theorem 8 with N = 10 000 to compute probability intervals.
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Figure 6: Reach-avoid probabilities PrSπ (XG, XU , h) for car parking with (a) probability intervals
from Theorem 8 and (b) the approach from Badings et al. (2022), both with N = 1000 samples.
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Figure 7: Reach-avoid probabilities PrSπ (XG, XU , h) for pendulum with (a) probability intervals
from Theorem 8 and (b) the approach from Badings et al. (2022), both with N = 1000 samples.
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Figure 8: Reach-avoid probabilities PrSπ (XG, XU , h) for the oscillator with (a) probability intervals
from Theorem 8 and (b) the approach from Badings et al. (2022), both with N = 1000 samples.

Lower number of samples N Finally, we investigate the effect of using a lower number of
N = 1000 samples to compute the probability intervals. The corresponding heatmaps of the reach-
avoid probability are shown in Figures 6, 7 and 8. We observe that reducing the number of samples
widens the resulting probability intervals significantly, resulting in lower reach-avoid probabilities.
In particular, when the number of samples is lower, the probability of reaching the (terminal) sink
state is higher, which accumulates over each state transition of the system.
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