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Abstract. Reasoning about quantitative properties of Markov Decision
Processes (MDPs) inevitably requires computations on real or rational
numbers. On modern hardware, these are usually efficiently implemented
by floating-point numbers. However, due to their finite precision, many
floating-point operations lead to small imprecisions. Probabilistic model
checkers claim trustworthiness on the ground of a solid theoretical ba-
sis, yet prior work has uncovered discrepancies between the claimed and
actual accuracy of these systems. How can we trust implementations of
model checkers? Our answer is an efficiently executable, formally verified
implementation of interval iteration for MDPs. Our correctness proofs
span the entire development from the high-level abstract semantics of
MDPs to the low-level implementation in LLVM that uses floating-point
arithmetic. We use the Isabelle/HOL proof assistant to verify the ab-
stract definition of interval iteration. Next, we employ step-wise refine-
ment to derive an efficient implementation in LLVM code. To that end,
we extend the Isabelle Refinement Framework with support for reasoning
about floating point arithmetic and directed rounding modes. We exper-
imentally evaluate our implementation on a set of benchmark MDPs.
Our results show that the verified implementation is competitive with
state-of-the-art tools for MDPs, while providing formal guarantees on
the correctness of the results.

1 Introduction

Probabilistic model checking (PMC) [4,5] is a formal verification technique for
randomised systems and algorithms such as wireless communication protocols [39],
network-on-chip (NoC) architectures [49], or reliability and performance mod-
els [6]. Typical properties checked by means of PMC relate to reachability prob-
abilities : What is the probability for a file to eventually be transmitted success-
fully [17]? Is the probability for a NoC router’s queue to overflow within c clock
cycles below 10−5? What is the inspection and maintenance strategy that min-
imises service outages within a given cost budget [51,50]? The system models
that PMC is applied to are specified in higher-level modelling languages such as
Modest [12,27] or JANI [15] with a formal semantics in terms of (extensions of)
Markov chains and Markov decision processes [11,47].
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As a model checking approach, PMC delivers results with hard guarantees,
typically that the computed and (unknown) true probabilities differ by at most
a user-specified ǫ. PMC is thus well-suited for the design and evaluation of
safety- and performance-critical systems. Over the past decade, however, we
have witnessed several threats to the validity of PMC results. First and fore-
most, the most-used PMC algorithm, value iteration (VI) with an absolute- or
relative-error stopping criterion, was shown to be unsound, i.e. produce arbitrar-
ily wrong results for certain inputs [25]. Several sound replacements for VI were
subsequently developed [26,48,33], yet their soundness proofs have so far been
pen-and-paper style with room for human error. For example, the pseudocode
for the sound VI algorithm as stated in [48] contains a subtle mistake that only
surfaces on 1 of the 78 models of the Quantitative Verification Benchmark Set
(QVBS) [34]. This calls for formal specifications of the algorithms accompanied
by machine-checked correctness proofs. Even correct algorithms, however, may
be incorrectly implemented in today’s manually-coded probabilistic model check-
ing tools. As a case in point, the implementation of the interval iteration [26]
variant for expected rewards [8] in the mcsta model checker of the Modest

Toolset [31] diverges on some inputs. We thus need correct-by-construction
implementations, too.

VI-based algorithms are iterative numeric approximation schemes that need
to be implemented via fixed machine-precision floating point arithmetic to obtain
acceptable performance [16,32]. This introduces approximation and rounding
errors that in turn may lead to PMC tools reporting properties as satisfied that
are in fact not [60]. A solution lies in the careful use of the directed rounding
modes provided by standard IEEE 754 floating-point implementations as in all
of today’s common CPUs [30], which however needs careful reasoning about
floating-point errors and rounding in all formal proofs and correctness-preserving
implementation strategies.

Our contribution. We present a solution to all three of the above challenges based
on the interval iteration (II) algorithm [26] for sound PMC on MDP models
and the interactive theorem prover (ITP) Isabelle/HOL [46] with its Isabelle
Refinement Framework (IRF) [42]:

– We formalise (i.e. model) II in Isabelle/HOL’s logic and formally prove its
correctness in Isabelle/HOL (Sect. 4), making II the first sound PMC algo-
rithm with machine-checked correctness.

– We extend the IRF with support for floating-point arithmetic, including
directed rounding modes (Sect. 5.1), making the it the first ITP-based algo-
rithm refinement approach suitable for II and similar algorithms.

– Using the IRF, we refine the formalisation of II into efficient LLVM bytecode
(Sects. 5.2 and 5.3), delivering the first correct-by-construction implementa-
tion of a PMC algorithm.

– We embed the refined code into mcsta (Sect. 6) and experimentally evaluate
its performance using the QVBS (Sect. 7), showing that it is also a highly
efficient implementation.
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State-of-the-art: Verification of PMC Algorithms. A probabilistic model checker
like mcsta also performs preprocessing and transformation steps to improve
model-checking performance and bring the MDP into a shape suitable for II.
Previously, the strongly connected component (SCC) [35] and maximal end
component decomposition [36] algorithms, have been formalised, verified, and
refined, replacing their previous unverified implementations inside mcsta by ver-
ified ones of comparable performance. These were comparatively simple and fully
discrete graph algorithms, however, that neither required reasoning about nu-
merical convergence in their correctness proofs nor floating-point arithmetic in
their refinement to an efficient implementation. With this work, we contribute
an essential piece for the incremental replacement of unverified by verified algo-
rithms for probabilistic reachability in mcsta’s MDP model checking core.

State-of-the-art: Verification of Probabilistic Algorithms. The verification of prob-
abilistic algorithms in theorem provers is a well-studied, albeit challenging, task.
This includes both, algorithms that use randomness [19,3] and probabilistic anal-
ysis of otherwise classical algorithms [59,52,1]. Current state-of-the-art research
themes include improving methodologies for modelling such algorithms (e.g. the
Giry monad [23,20]) and improving ways to reason about these algorithms when
modelled as programs (e.g. quantitative separation logic [54,40]). The closest re-
lated pieces of work to what we present here are those by Vajjha et. al. [59] and
Schäffeler and Abdulaziz [52], who formally verified, in Coq and Isabelle/HOL,
respectively, the VI algorithm. In their work, they verified the classical version
of VI, namely, the algorithm computing ε-optimal policies, that optimises the
expected discounted values.

In almost all previous formal randomised analyses of algorithms, the authors
stop at verifying the algorithms at the mathematical level (i.e. proving that a
mathematical description of the algorithm satisfies expected properties). This is
due to the sheer difficulty of performing such analyses, as they need substan-
tial formal mathematical libraries on analysis, probabilities, asymptotics, and
transition systems. An exception is Schäffeler and Abdulaziz [52], who formally
verified a practical implementation of VI. However, since their implementation
used infinite precision arithmetic, it was far too slow to compete with state-of-
the-art floating-point implementations. Thus, the work we present here is the
first, up to our knowledge, where a full formal probabilistic mathematical analy-
sis is performed and a competitive floating-point implementation is also verified.

State-of-the-art: Verification of Floating-Point Algorithms. The fact that floating-
point implementations of algorithms deviate from the respective mathematical
models of algorithms is widely recognised as a problem. Examples of bugs with
potentially serious consquences were noted in the hardware and aerospace indus-
try [29,45]. Due to the complexity of floating-point algorithms’ behaviour, and
the failure of testing to reliably catch bugs in those algorithms, there is a long tra-
dition of applying formal methods to the verification of floating-point algorithms.
This was done in formal systems like Z [10], HOL Light [29,28], PVS [44,14], and
Coq [13,18]. Most of that previous work, however, focused on proving correctness
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of fundamental arithmetic algorithms implemented in floating-point arithmetic.
This included basic operations, like addition, multiplication, and division, but
also somewhat more advanced mathematical computations, like square roots or
approximating transcendental numbers. The confinement of previous work to
such algorithms is, again, due to the sheer complexity of verifying even these
rather elementary algorithms. Factors included mundane issues, like the differ-
ence between the formal representation of real numbers versus machine floating-
point numbers. More fundamental issues include the complexity of reasoning
about the behavioural differences between real and floating-point arithmetic due
to things like rounding, especially when it changes the execution paths taken in
algorithms. This makes it challenging to devise a general approach that is guar-
anteed to be successful at deriving a formal relationship between a real number
versus a floating-point implementation of an algorithm.

Nonetheless, an exception to that status quo is the line of work by Moscato et
al. [45,58,56,22,21,55], who formally verified higher-level algorithms in the area
of flight control. The approach developed by them is largely automatic: one for-
malises an algorithm using real numbers in the theorem prover PVS, and then
proves it correct at that mathemtaical level. Then their tool PRECiSA [57] au-
tomatically extracts a floating-point implementation in C, thus performing data
refinement. The correctness of the C implementation is then proven automati-
cally or interactively. The main distinction between their and our work is the
scale of applicability: to this date, their approach was applied to algorithms that
are substantially simpler, in terms of their mathematical justification and the
needed formal mathematical libraries, than II. It would be interesting, nonethe-
less, to experiment with their tool in the context of VI algorithms.

2 Preliminaries

We now present the necessary background for the rest of the paper: we introduce
Markov Decision Processes, followed by the Isabelle/HOL proof assistant, the
Isabelle Refinement Framework and IEEE 754 floating-point numbers.

2.1 Markov Decision Processes

Markov Decision Processes (MDPs) are a formalism to model probabilistic sys-
tems with nondeterministic choices [47]. They are widely used in probabilistic
model checking, planning, operations research and reinforcement learning [53,7].
Intuitively, an agent interacts with an environment by choosing actions that,
together with random elements, influence the state of the system. The agent has
an objective, e.g. to avoid a certain set of states. It therefore needs to choose
actions in a way that optimizes the probability of reaching the objective. We
now give a formal definition:

Definition 1 (Markov Decision Process). A finite MDP is a pair M =
(S,K) where
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– S is a finite and non-empty set of states.
– K is the transition kernel, a function K : S → 2P(S) that assigns to every

state a set of actions that represent its transition probabilities to successor
states. P(S) denotes the set of probability measures on S, i.e. functions p :
S → [0, 1] where

∑
s∈S p(s) = 1. If we view the MDP as a graph, the states

are the nodes and the actions are transitions. Every action has a set of
outgoing edges, called branches, combined with a transition probability.
We assume that the number of actions is finite but non-empty, so K(s) 6= ∅

for all s ∈ S. Furthermore, K(s) is closed w.r.t. S: for all a ∈ K(s), we have
a(s′) > 0 implies s′ ∈ S.

At every state, the agent chooses an action based on the current state and
the history of visited states. The agent’s choices are captured by a policy (aka
scheduler, strategy, or adversary):

Definition 2 (Policy). A history is a sequence of states s0, s1, . . . , sn ∈ Sn.
The set of all (finite) histories is denoted by S∗ =

⋃
i∈N0

Si. A (deterministic)
policy π is a function π : S∗ → P(S) that assigns to every history s0, . . . , sn an
action a ∈ K(sn). The set of all policies is denoted by Π.

0 1

2 3

α

1

β 0.1

0.9

γ1

δ

0.5

0.5

ǫ 1

Fig. 1. A simple MDP
with four states and five
actions.

A policy is called stationary if it only depends on
the current state, i.e., π(h, s) = π(h′, s) for all h, h′ ∈
S∗. The set of all stationary policies is denoted by D.
Pairing a policy π and an MDPM induces a Markov
chain (DTMC)Mπ, where the transition probabilities
are determined by the policy. A DTMC can be seen as
a special kind of MDP where every state has exactly
one action. Given a DTMC, we can define a stochastic
process with a unique probability distribution over the
states at every time step. We refer to [47] for a more
detailed construction of the probability space.

Example 1. Fig. 1 shows an MDP with four states, S = {0, 1, 2, 3}. The outgoing
transitions from each state represent the actions in the MDP. Each transition
leads to a black dot and branches into the successor states with corresponding
probabilities. For example in state 0, K(0) = {α, β}. The agent can choose α to
move to state 2, or β to have a 10% chance to move to state 1.

In our setting, the objective of the agent is to optimize (maximize or mini-
mize) the reachability probabilities of a set of target states. Reachability prop-
erties are an important objective in probabilistic model checking. The dual ob-
jective are safety properties, where the agent aims to avoid a set of unsafe states
forever. These can also be formulated as reachability properties by considering
the complement of the unsafe states as target states.

Definition 3 (Reachability Problem). An MDP Reachability Problem is
a pair R = (M, U) where M = (S,K) is an MDP in the sense of Def. 1 and
U ⊆ S is a set of target states. The objective is to optimize the policy in order
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to determine the minimal or maximal probability of reaching a target state in
U . Given a policy π, the probability of reaching a target state from an initital
state s ∈ S is denoted by Pπ(♦U)(s). It is defined as the probability of reaching
a target state in the induced Markov Chain Mπ, starting from s and following
the policy π.

Minimal and maximal reachability probabilities are denoted by Pinf(♦U) and
Psup(♦U) respectively. It is well-known that stationary policies are sufficient to
optimize the reachability probabilities, for detailed proofs we refer to [2]. Given
an initital state s ∈ S, we have

Pinf(♦U)(s) := infπ∈Π Pπ(♦U)(s) = infπ∈D Pπ(♦U)(s) (1)

Psup(♦U)(s) := supπ∈Π Pπ(♦U)(s) = supπ∈D Pπ(♦U)(s). (2)

The study of subcomponents of MDPs plays an important role in the analysis
of interval iteration. Given an MDPM, a sub-MDP M′ = (S′,K ′) consists of a
subset of states S′ ⊆ S and a restricted kernel K ′ where ∀s ∈ S′. K ′(s) ⊆ K(s).
A sub-MDP is called closed if K ′ is closed w.r.t. S′, i.e. for all a ∈ K ′(s), we
have a(s′) > 0 implies s′ ∈ S′. A sub-MDP is strongly connected if every state is
reachable from every other state via a sequence of actions. A closed and strongly
connected sub-MDP is an end component. A maximal end component (MEC) is
an end component that is not a sub-MDP of any other end component. Finally,
trivial MECs are MECs with only one state and no actions, and a bottom MEC
is a MEC that cannot reach any other MEC, i.e. ∀s ∈ S′. K ′(s) = K(s).

Example 2. Consider the MDP from Fig. 1 with target states U = {3}. The
minimal reachability probability Pinf(♦U)(2) = 0.5 and Psup(♦U)(2) = 1. The
MDP has a single bottom MEC {3} with action {ǫ}, and a single trivial MEC
{2}. The states {0, 1} form a MEC with the actions β and γ.

2.2 Isabelle/HOL

An interactive theorem prover (ITP) is a program that implements a formal
mathematical system in which definitions and theorem statements are written.
Proofs are constructed from a set of axioms (derivation rules). To prove a theo-
rem in an ITP, the user provides high-level steps of a proof, and the ITP fills in
the details at the level of axioms.

We perform the formalization presented in this paper using the interactive
theorem prover Isabelle/HOL [46], which is a proof assistant for Higher-Order
Logic (HOL). Roughly speaking, HOL can be seen as a combination of functional
programming with logic. Isabelle is designed to be highly trustworthy: following
the LCF approach (Logic for Computable Functions) [24], a small trusted kernel
implements the inference rules of the logic. Outside the kernel, a large set of
tools implement proof automation and high-level concepts like algebraic data
types and recursive functions. Bugs in these tools cannot lead to inconsistent
theorems being proved, as the kernel refuses flawed proofs.
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The notation in Isabelle/HOL is similar to functional programming languages
like ML or Haskell mixed with mathematical notation. We introduce the notation
used in the following sections. Function application is written as juxtaposition:
we write f x instead of the usual f(x). Functions can be Curried, i.e. function f
applied to arguments x1 . . . xn is written as f x1 . . . xn instead of the standard
notation f(x1, . . . , xn). Where required, we annotate the type of a variable x as
x :: type. The notations

d
and

⊔
are used for the infimum and supremum, e.g.d

x ∈ A. f x is the infimum of the image of A under f. The notation
∫
x. f x ∂D

is used for the Lebesgue integral over the nonnegative reals, i.e. the expected
value of a random variable.

We aim to represent our formalization as faithfully as possible to Isabelle/HOL,
but we have optimized the presentation for readability. Our formalization, includ-
ing all definitions, theorems, proofs, and our verified implementation is available
in the supplementary material.

In the following sections, definitions are introduced using the definition key-
word. For partial functions, we use the notation f = (λx ∈ X. g x), to explicitly
restrict the domain of the function to X. Recursive functions are defined using
the fun keyword and pattern matching. Theorems and lemmas are introduced
using the theorem and lemma keyword respectively.

Isabelle/HOL provides a locale mechanism (keyword locale) to define a named
context with assumptions, e.g. an MDP with well-formedness assumptions [9].
Locales can be interpreted and extended in different contexts, e.g. a locale for
MDPs can be instantiated for a specific MDP, which yields all theorems proved
within the locale.

2.3 Isabelle Refinement Framework

Our verification spans the whole way from the mathematical foundations of
MDPs, over algorithms and data structures, their implementation and optimiza-
tions, down to the rather low-level LLVM intermediate language [43]. To keep
this verification manageable, we use a stepwise refinement approach: starting
with the abstract mathematical specification, we incrementally add more and
more implementation details, proving that each addition preserves correctness.
The addition steps are mostly independent of each other, and typically focus on
a single aspect of the implementation, like computing a fixed-point by iteration,
or implementing MDPs by a sparse-matrix data structure.

This approach is supported by the Isabelle Refinement Framework (IRF) [42].
Algorithms are modelled in the nondeterministic result (nres) monad : they can
either fail or return a set of possible results. Given an algorithm m and a
refinement relation R, we say that an implementation mi refines m (written
mi ≤ ⇓ R m) if either m fails, or each possible result of mi is related via R to
some possible result of m.

Many refinement relations can be expressed by an invariant I on the imple-
mentation type, and an abstraction function α that maps implementations to
their abstract counterparts. To this end, we define the relation br α I = {(c, α c) |
I c}. We lift refinement relations to functions, using the shorthand notation
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(C,A) ∈ [P ] R1 → ... → Rn → R for P a1...an ∧ (c1, a1) ∈ R1 ... ∧ (cn, an) ∈
Rn =⇒ C c1...cn ≤ ⇓ R (A a1...an): if the abstract arguments satisfy the pre-
condition P, and the concrete arguments implement the abstract ones wrt. the
refinement relations R1 . . . Rn, then the result of the concrete algorithm C c1...cn
refines the result of the abstract algorithm A a1...an wrt. relation R. We extend
the notion of refinement to programs with memory, and use the sepref [41] tool
to automate data refinement and memory management.

Example 3. Listing 1.1 shows an example implementation of sets by array lists.

1 definition insert x S = S ∪ {x} and ls append x xs = xs @ [x] (Listing 1.1)
2 definition αls xs = set xs and Ils xs = distinct xs and Rls = br αls Ils
3 lemma (ls append, insert) ∈ [λ x S. x /∈ S] Rls → Rid → Rls

4 lemma (arl append, ls append) :: Asize → Ad
arl → Aarl (Def. of arl append

elided)
5 definition Als = Aarl O Rls

6 lemma (arl append, insert) :: [λ x S. x /∈ S] Asize → Ad
ls → Als

The refinement is done in two steps: first sets are refined to lists with pairwise
disjoint elements, and second, these lists are implemented by a dynamic array
data structure (array list). Array lists are part of the collection library that
comes with the IRF, and we have elided its definitions. Line 1 shows the in-
sert operation on different refinement levels: insert inserts an element into a set,
ls append appends an element to the end of a list, and arl append (definition
elided) appends an element to an array list. Line 2 shows the refinement relation
between sets and lists, expressed as abstraction function and invariant. Here, set
is Isabelle’s function to map a list to the set of its elements, and distinct is the
predicate for lists with pairwise disjoint elements. Line 3 shows the refinement
between insertion on sets and appending on lists: if the element is not yet in the
set, and if the first arguments are the same (i.e. related by the identity relation
Rid ), and the second arguments are a disjoint list and the corresponding set
(i.e. related by Rls), then the results are, again, related by Rls . Line 4 shows
the relation between appending elements to a list and to an array list. If the
elements are related by Asize , and the list and array list are related by Aarl ,
then the results are, again, related by Aarl . Here, Asize relates natural numbers
to a 64-bit machine words, and Aarl relates lists to array lists. The A in those
relations’ names stands for (separation logic) assertion, and indicates that those
relations can depend on heap memory, e.g. an array list. Furthermore the d in the
argument refinement relation indicates that this argument is updated destruc-
tively, i.e., the argument refinement is no longer valid after the function call.
The sepref tool can use this information to automatically translate a functional
program into one that uses data structures with memory, like the array list. Fi-
nally, Lines 5 and 6 combine the two refinements to obtain an implementation
of sets by array lists.
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2.4 Floating-Point Arithmetic

Our work uses the formalization of the IEEE 754 floating-point standard [61]
in Isabelle/HOL. This formalization provides a generic type (e,f) float, where
e is the number of bits for the exponent, and f is the number of bits for the
fraction (also known as mantissa). In this formalization, we will use the type
double = (11,52) float. IEEE floating point numbers describe positive and nega-
tive numbers, as well as special values for ±∞, and for not a number (NaN). The
function valof :: (e,f) float → ereal maps (non-NaN) floating point numbers to
extended real numbers, i.e., R∪̇{−∞,+∞}. Moreover, the formalization provides
intuitive predicates to identify special cases (e.g. is nan), as well as all standard
floating-point instructions (e.g. addition, multiplication, comparison).

3 MDPs in Isabelle/HOL

Our formalization of interval iteration in Isabelle/HOL is based on an existing
MDP formalization [37]. In this section we restate the relevant definitions and
theorems formalized in prior work. The Isabelle/HOL library Markov Models [38]
represents finite MDPs with a generic type ′s mdpc and a locale Finite MDP
that contains the states of the MDP and the transition kernel (Locale 3.1, cor-
responds to Def. 1). Specifically, for M = (S,K), states M corresponds to S and
actions M s to K(s). The type of the states is ′s, and ′s pmf is the type of prob-
ability mass functions over ′s. For a distribution p :: ′s pmf, setpmf p denotes its
support, i.e. the set of states with non-zero probability.

locale Finite MDP = (Locale 3.1)
fixes M :: ′s mdpc
assumes states M 6= ∅ and finite (states M)
assumes ∀s. actions M s 6= ∅ and ∀s ∈ states M. finite (actions M s)
assumes ∀s ∈ states M. (

⋃
a ∈ actions M s. setpmf a) ⊆ states M

Instead of policies, the formalization works with configurations. A configura-
tion is implemented as a datatype that stores the current state of the MDP and
which actions will be chosen in the future based on the history. Configurations
are as expressive as history-dependent deterministic policies. When the system
transitions to a new state s′, the configuration cfg is updated to cont cfg s′, which
is a new configuration in the state s′. A configuration is valid if for all reachable
configurations cfg′, the chosen action action cfg′ is in the set of actions for the
current state state cfg′. The set of all valid configurations is denoted by valid cfg .
Given a configuration and an MDP, the probability space of infinite traces T cfg
is constructed from the induced Markov Chain, where each state is a configura-
tion.

Reachability A target set U ⊆ states M induces a reachability problem. The
value function Pcfg assigns to every valid configuration cfg the probability of
reaching the target states U (corresponds to Def. 3). Moreover, the minimal
reachability probability Pinf of the target states U is defined as the infimum of v
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over all valid configurations (see Pinf(♦U)). The maximal reachability probability
Psup is defined analogously and corresponds to the definition of Psup(♦U). We
omit U in the notation if it can be easily deduced from the context.

The Bellman optimality operators play an important role in the analysis of
MDPs. In Isabelle/HOL, these operators are defined as Finf and Fsup as follows
(for the sake of brevity, we only show the definition of Finf):

definition Finf x = (λs ∈ states M. if s ∈ U then 1 elsed
a ∈ actions M s.

∫
t. x t ∂a) (Def. 3.1)

The integral
∫
t. x t ∂a evaluates to the expected value of the value vector x

w.r.t. the distribution of successors of s when choosing the action a. The least
fixed point (lfp) of Finf (Fsup) is the reachability probability Pinf (Psup), so by
elementary fixed point theory we get that iterating a lower bound of Pinf leads
us to Pinf in the limit (the same holds for Fsup and Psup). The idea of II is to
iterate Finf on both a lower and an upper bound to compute an approximation
of Pinf . However, for arbitrary MDPs, the greatest fixed point (gfp) of Finf is
not necessarily the same as Pinf , and therefore II would not always converge to
a unique fixed point. To achieve this, the MDP must be preprocessed to only
contain MECs that are trivial or bottom MECs.

Sub-MDPs Prior work in Isabelle/HOL also defines strong connectedness, end
components and finally MECs. We extend the formalization with SCCs (strongly
connected components) and bottom MECs, which are MECs that contain no
outgoing transitions (Def. 3.2, the prior formalization inadvertently had the order
of the arguments swapped). The states of an MDP that form trivial or bottom
end components are called trivials or bottoms respectively. We show that every
MDP contains a bottom MEC (Thm. 3.1).

definition bmec M b ≡ mec M b (Def. 3.2)
∧ (∀s ∈ states b. actions b s = actions M s)

theorem ∃b. bmec M b (Thm. 3.1)

4 Interval Iteration in Isabelle/HOL

The interval iteration (II) algorithm for MDPs [26] is an iterative solution
method for reachability problems based on value iteration. In contrast to stan-
dard value iteration, one can define a simple and sound stopping criterion. We
now define II and preprocessing routines in Isabelle/HOL and prove their cor-
rectness.

4.1 Reduced MDPs

We follow [26] and call an MDP reduced if all of its MECs are either trivial
or bottom MECs. The rationale behind this definition is that the reachability
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probabilities of a reduced MDP can be computed precisely by II. Reduced MDPs
are formalized as an extension of the locale Finite MDP, with the additional
assumption that every state is either a trivial or a bottom MEC (Locale 4.1).

locale Reduced MDP = Finite MDP M + (Locale 4.1)
assumes ∀s ∈ states M. s ∈ trivials M ∨ s ∈ bottoms M

Min-Reduction We formalize the min-reduction algorithm for MDPs: it trans-
forms an arbitrary MDP with a single target state s+ into a reduced MDP while
keeping the minimal reachability probabilities the same. For a minimal reacha-
bility problem, all non-trivial MECs other than s+ can be assigned probability
0: there exists a policy that almost surely forever stays in the MEC and therefore
never reaches s+. Hence, all such MECs may be collapsed into a single absorb-
ing state s−. To formalize this transformation, we first define a function red inf

(Def. 4.1) mapping the states, and then apply it to the MDP M to obtain the
reduced MDP Minf (Def. 4.2).

fun red inf where (Def. 4.1)
red inf s+ = s+
red inf s = if s ∈ trivials M then s else s−

definition Minf = fix loop s− (mapmdpc red inf M) (Def. 4.2)

The function mapmdpc (defined in [38]) applies a function to every state of
an MDP. If the function merges states, mapmdpc merges the action sets. Finally,
fix loop s− replaces the actions at s− with a single self-loop. See Fig. 2 for the
min-reduced version of the MDP in Fig. 1.

It remains to show that the transformation preserves minimal reachability
probabilities and Minf is in fact a reduced MDP. To distinguish the reachability
probabilities of the original and the reduced MDP, we use the notation Pinf

for the original MDP and Minf .Pinf for the reduced MDP. Our proof that the
min-reduction algorithm preserves Pinf is based on the fact that it preserves the
finite-horizon probabilities P≤

inf (Lemma 4.1), i.e. the reachability probability
when we restrict ourselves to finite traces. Now, the main claim (Thm. 4.1, [26,
Proposition 3]) is a direct consequence. Our proof differs from that of [26]: they
claim that for every policy in the reduced MDP there exists a policy in the
original MDP with the same reachability probability and vice versa. We argue
that our proof is simpler and more precise.

lemma assumes s ∈ states M (Lemma 4.1)

shows P≤

inf n s = Minf.P
≤

inf n (red inf s)

theorem assumes s ∈ states M (Thm. 4.1)
shows Pinf s = Minf.Pinf (red inf s)

Next we show that every state of Minf is part of a bottom or a trivial MEC.
The states s− and s+ are bottom MECs by construction. We only need to con-
sider the states of Minf that were constructed from trivial MECs of M and show
that they are still trivial MECs in Minf (Thm. 4.2).
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theorem assumes s ∈ trivials M shows red inf s ∈ trivials Minf (Thm. 4.2)

Max-Reduction Handling maximal reachability probabilities can similarly be
handled with a max-reduction, but the procedure is more involved. Not all non-
trivial MECs can be collapsed into a single state, as the maximal reachability
probabilities would not be preserved. A maximizing policy might choose to leave
non-trivial MECs, in contrast to a minimizing policy. We can, however, first
collapse each MEC into a single state to obtain an MDP MMEC . In a second
step, we map the bottom MECs to s−. Finally, we remove self-loops at all states
except s+ and s− and end up with the MDP Msup. See Fig. 3 for the max-reduced
version of the MDP in Fig. 1.

Collapsing the MECs into a single state is done by the function the mec,
the transformation preserves Psup (Thm. 4.3). Our proof resembles the proof
of [2, Theorem 3.8], however we have to work around the fact that the MDP
formalization only supports deterministic policies [37]. Every state of MMEC

forms its own MEC (we refer the reader to the Isabelle/HOL formalization for
details). The second part of the reduction from MMEC to Msup is similar to the
min-reduction.

theorem assumes s ∈ states M (Thm. 4.3)
shows Psup s = MMEC .Psup (the mec M s)

Proof (Proof Outline). (≤) As collapsing MECs only shortens paths in the MDP,
the proof of this direction can proceed similar to the one for the min-reduction
via finite-horizon probabilities.

(≥) This direction is more involved: consider an optimal policy πMEC in
MMEC , we need to show that there exists a policy in M with the same reacha-
bility probability. Within every MEC m there exists a state sπm where the action
selected by πMEC is enabled. Moreover, within a MEC, we can obtain a deter-
ministic, memoryless policy πm that reaches this state with probability 1. Thus
we can construct a policy in M that behaves like πm within each MEC until sπm
is reached and then follows πMEC . The reachability probability of this policy in
M is the same as in MMEC .

4.2 Reachability in Reduced MDPs

For the remainder of this section we assume that we are working with a finite
MDP M and within the context of the locale Reduced MDP, i.e. each state of
M is a trivial or bottom MECs. We will now show that in a reduced MDP, over
time the policy almost surely reaches a bottom MEC. This is the key property
that will later allow us to prove the convergence of II.

Level Graph First, we build a level graph of the MDP, starting at the bottom
MECs (Def. 4.3). At level n+ 1, we add all those states where every action has
a successor in level n or below. We define I to be the greatest non-empty level
of the level graph G. G is the smallest number of steps that allows us to reach a
bottom MEC from every state. We show that G has the desired properties, i.e.
it is acyclic and contains every state at exactly one level.
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fun G where (Def. 4.3)
G 0 = bottoms M
G (n+ 1) = let G≤n =

⋃
i ≤ n. G i

in {s ∈ states M \ G≤n. ∀a ∈ actions M s. G≤n ∩ a 6= ∅}

lemma states M =
⋃

i ≤ I. G i (Lemma 4.2)

Proof (Proof Outline). Consider the set S′ = states M \ (
⋃

i ≤ I. G i). Towards
a contradiction, assume that S′ is non-empty. Then M restricted to S′ is a non-
empty MDP, and by Thm. 3.1 it contains a bottom MEC. This is impossible,
since the only bottom MECs of M are in G 0.

s
−

s+2

δ

0.5

0.5

1

1

Fig. 2. Min-reduced MDP from Fig. 1.
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Fig. 3. Max-reduced MDP from Fig. 1.

Reachability of BMECs We now show that in a reduced MDP, the policy almost
surely reaches a bottom MEC. The rate at which a bottom MEC is encountered
depends on the smallest probability of any transition in the MDP, called η. At
every step, the probability of descending a level wrt. G is at least η. Hence we
can show that for any valid configuration, the probability to reach the bottom
MECs in I steps is bounded below by ηI (Lemma 4.3).

lemma assumes cfg ∈ valid cfg shows ηI ≤ P≤

cfg I (Lemma 4.3)

The value P≤

cfg n cfg denotes the finite-horizon reachability probability of
the bottom MECs in n steps under configuration cfg. Note that the theorem was
originally stated for safety instead of reachability. We avoid the need for a formal
library of MDP safety problems using the well-known equivalence between safety
and reachability probabilities: P≤n

π (♦U) = 1−P
≤n
π (�¬U). For multiples of I, we

obtain a stronger lower bound of 1 − (1 − ηI)n (Thm. 4.4, [26, Proposition 1]).

As n increases, (1 − ηI)n converges to 0 and therefore P≤

cfg nI tends towards 1.
Since we chose cfg arbitrarily, this means that the agent almost surely reaches a
bottom MEC in the limit (Thm. 4.5).

theorem assumes cfg ∈ valid cfg shows 1 − (1 − ηI)n ≤ P≤

cfg nI (Thm. 4.4)

theorem assumes s ∈ states M shows Pinf s = 1 and Psup s = 1(Thm. 4.5)
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4.3 The Interval Iteration Algorithm

The idea of the II algorithm is to start with a lower and an upper bound on
the true reachability probability and iterate the Bellman optimality operator
(Finf/Fsup) on both. Since the optimality operators are monotone, both se-
quences converge to a fixed point. On arbitrary MDPs, these fixed points are
not necessarily the same. However, if the MDP is preprocessed to only contain
maximal end components (MECs) that are trivial or bottom MECs, both fixed
points are equal to the optimal reachability probabilities.

We now assume a special form of reduced MDPs, where the only BMECs
are {s+} and {s−} (Locale 4.2). The MDP has a single target state s+ and a
single avoid state s−, that both are absorbing: returnpmf s is the probability
mass function that assigns probability 1 to state s. The reduced MDPs from
Sect. 4.1 are instances of this locale.

locale MDPC Reach Avoid = Finite MDP M + (Locale 4.2)
assumes

s− ∈ states M and s+ ∈ states M and
∀s ∈ states M \ {s+, s−}. s ∈ trivials M and
actions s− = {returnpmf s−} and actions s+ = {returnpmf s+}

As initial lower bound lb0, we take the function that assigns a value of 0
to every state (except s+), the initial upper bound ub0 assigns 1 to every state
except s− (Def. 4.4). Next, we define the iterated lower and upper bounds lbinf n
and ubinf n as the n-fold application of the Bellman optimality operator Finf to
the initial lower and upper bounds lb0 and ub0.

definition lb0 = (λs ∈ states M. if s = s+ then 1 else 0) (Def. 4.4)
definition ub0 = (λs ∈ states M. if s = s− then 0 else 1)

definition lbinf n = (Finf)
n lb0 and ubinf n = (Finf)

n ub0 (Def. 4.5)

It is an immediate consequence of the monotonicity of the Bellman optimality
operators that the lower and upper bounds are monotonically increasing and
decreasing respectively. Clearly, lb0 is a lower bound and ub0 is an upper bound
for both Pinf (Lemma 4.4). Additionally, we formally derive that the Bellman
optimality operators preserve upper and lower bounds in Lemma 4.5. These two
lemmas are the only properties of the abstract II algorithm that we need for the
refinement proof in Sect. 5. We formally show that they hold even if the MDP
is not reduced. Last, in Thm. 4.6 we show that II indeed computes lower and
upper bounds for the reachability probabilities for arbitrarily many iterations.
The theorems for Psup are all analogous.

lemma lb0 ≤ Pinf and Pinf ≤ ub0 (Lemma 4.4)

lemma assumes x ≤ Pinf shows Finf x ≤ Pinf (Lemma 4.5)
lemma assumes x ≥ Pinf shows Finf x ≥ Pinf

theorem lbinf n ≤ Pinf and Pinf ≤ ubinf n (Thm. 4.6)
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4.4 Convergence of Interval Iteration

Towards a convergence proof of II, we first show that the lower and upper bound
sequences correspond to finite-horizon reachability probabilities of both s+ and
s− (Lemma 4.6, [26, Lemma 4]). We introduce the notation P≤

sup and P≤

inf for
the finite-horizon reachability probabilities, and in this section, indicate the tar-
get sets explicitly. Again, we only present results for minimal probabilities, the
results for maximal probabilities are analogous.

lemma (Lemma 4.6)
assumes s ∈ states M

shows lbinf n s = P≤

inf {s+} n s and ubinf n s = 1 − P≤
sup {s−} n s

Now we use Thm. 4.4 to give a bound on the difference between the lower and
the upper bounds in Thm. 4.7. Note that this convergence result in general only
holds if all computations are carried out with arbitrary precision arithmetic. In
our concrete implementation, i.e. in a floating point setting, the convergence to
a unique fixed point is not guaranteed. Still, this theoretical result motivates
the usage of the II algorithm to optimally solve reachability problems on MDPs.
In practice, on most instances the algorithm converges much faster than the
theoretical bound suggests (see Sect. 7 for experimental results).

theorem (Thm. 4.7)
assumes s ∈ states M and ǫ > 0 and η 6= 1 and n ≥ ⌈ log(1−ηI ) ǫ ⌉ ∗ I

shows ubinf n s − lbinf n s ≤ ǫ

Proof (Proof Outline). As a first step, we show for all n:

ubinf nI s − lbinf nI s = 1 − P≤
sup {s−} nI s − P≤

inf {s+} nI s (Lemma 4.6)

≤ 1 − (P≤

inf {s−} nI s + P≤

inf {s+} nI s) (P≤

inf ≤ P≤
sup)

= 1 − P≤

inf {s−, s+} nI s (Disjoint events)

≤ (1 − ηI)n (Lemma 4.4)

Instantiate n with ⌈log(1−ηI ) ǫ⌉ and the theorem follows from monotonicity
of the sequences.

Remark 1. The theorem is not applicable if all probabilities in the MDP are
equal to one, i.e. there is no branching after an action is selected. In this case,
the MDP is deterministic and is better solved with qualitative solution methods.
Note that [26] also assume η < 1.

5 A Verified Floating-Point Implementation of Interval
Iteration

Now that we have verified II, we refine it to efficient LLVM code using the
IRF. For our work, we focus on IEEE 754 double precision floating-point num-
bers which we refer to as floats in the following sections. Due to good hardware
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support on modern consumer processors, floats are a competitive choice to im-
plement the valuations, especially compared to arbitrary precision arithmetic
using rational numbers [52]. However, the refinement from reals to floats neces-
sarily introduces rounding errors and is therefore non-trivial. Our approach uses
rounding modes to refine reals to upper bounding (ub) floats or lower bounding
(lb) floats. Most consumer CPUs implement rounding modes through a global
flag which is both time-consuming [30] and more cumbersome to reason about in
the IRF. As an alternative, we propose using the AVX512 instruction set which
includes operation-specific rounding modes. First, we describe our refinement
from reals to floats and then apply it to II to obtain correct-by-construction
LLVM code.

5.1 Floating-Point Extension of the Isabelle Refinement Framework

We provide two refinements: real to lb floats and real to ub floats. Since the ub

case is mostly symmetric to the lb case, we focus on the lb case unless otherwise
stated. We aim to construct a refinement relation that never produces NaN for
the operations we support, as NaN is incomparable to other floats and therefore
not compatible with a framework reasoning about bounds. Furthermore, bounds
must be preserved through these operations: the float representing −2f (sub-
script f denotes floats) is a lower bound of the real value 1, yet −2f ∗ −2f = 4f
is not a lower bound of 1 ∗ 1 = 1. Restricting ourselves to non-negative floats
(i.e. with sign 0) suffices to guarantee this.

We define Rlb = {(fl,r). valof fl ≤ r ∧ ¬is nan fl ∧ valof fl ≥ 0} as the re-
finement relation from reals to lb floats, e.g. (2f , 3) ∈ Rlb , but (−2f ,−1) 6∈ Rlb ,
as −2f is negative. This refinement relation also prohibits us from performing
operations on NaN, which in turn results in NaN.

We now present the operations supported by our framework. Note that while
there are more operations that are compatible with this framework, we focus on
those required for our use-case.

Fused multiply-add The ternary operation fma a b c = a ∗ b + c represents fused
multiply-add. Compared to separately multiplying and adding, it yields a smaller
floating-point rounding error. We name the AVX512 operation for fma on floats
with rounding mode to negative infinity fma avx lb and integrate it into the
semantics of LLVM in the IRF.

lemma (fma avx lb, fma) ∈ Rlb → Rlb → Rlb → Rlb (Lemma 5.1)

This lemma states that for all inputs that are lb, not NaN and non-negative, the
output is also lb, not NaN and non-negative. This refinement does not hold for
0f ∗∞f which is NaN. We can resolve this if we can guarantee that one input is
neither 0f nor ∞f .

Subtraction Refining a subtraction r1− r2 only works for mixed bounds: we can
only subtract a ub from a lb and vice versa. Subtracting lb from lb does not guar-
antee any of the desired bounds. Note that, due to restricting ourselves to posi-
tive floats, we need the precondition that the first argument is greater than the
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second. We only show the variant which subtracts a lb from a ub, yielding a ub.
sub avx ub is the AVX512 subtraction with rounding set to to positive infinity.

lemma (sub avx ub, (−)) ∈ [(≥)]f Rub → Rlb → Rub (Lemma 5.2)

Comparisons Comparing two lb/ub floats does not provide any information on
the result of the comparison of the related real numbers. Hence, we also imple-
ment these as mixed operations to get sound and complete comparisons.

definition leq sound a b = spec (λr. r −→ a ≤ b) (Lemma 5.3)
lemma (leq double, leq sound) ∈ Rub → Rlb → 〈Rbool〉Rnres

We use spec to introduce nondeterminism, in this case leq sound returns False if
a > b and can return anything otherwise. The relation Rnres signifies that there
is nondeterminism at play. To understand why, we consider 2 cases. Case 1: 4f
is a ub of 2, and 3f is an lb of 5, we have 2 ≤ 5 but 4f 6≤ 3f ; Case 2: 3f is a
ub of 2, and 4f is an lb of 5, we have 2 ≤ 5 and 3f ≤ 4f . So for two identical
comparisons of reals, we have two implementations with different outcomes.

Min & max It is possible to refine the minimum (min) and maximum (max) of
two values using comparisons. We have the following refinement:

definition min double fl1 fl2 = (if fl1 ≤ fl2 then fl1 else fl2) (Lemma 5.4)
lemma (min double, min) ∈ Rlb → Rlb → Rlb
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Fig. 4. The valuation for
a (non-target or avoid)
state over successive it-
erations. One using reals
(grey) and the other us-
ing floats with safe round-
ing (blue). The red dashed
line marks the reachabil-
ity probability.

This refinement holds despite the fact that a com-
parison does not say anything about the bound-
ing floating point number. Consider the following
case: 4f is a lower bound of 5 and 3f is a lower
bound of 6. min double 4f 3f = 3f is a lower bound
of min 5 6 = 5, even though the implementation
"chose" the refinement of 6. The refinement for max
proceeds analogously.

Constants We only require refinements for the real
number constants 0f and 1f , which are exactly rep-
resentable as floating-point numbers. Therefore the
floating-point refinement is the same for upper and
lower bounds.

5.2 Refinement of Interval Iteration

Our extension to the IRF presented in Sect. 5.1 allows
us to reuse the results of Sect. 4, where probabilities
are represented as real numbers. Through this sepa-
ration of concerns we avoid directly proving the floating-point implementation
correct. We implement real numbers using floats, rounding conservatively as
shown in Fig. 4. This plot shows a fictive run of II. The dashed red line denotes
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the probability that II converges to. The grey lines denote the valuations of some
MDP state using reals, x starting from lb0 and y from ub0. Implementing x with
floats using the refinement relation Rlb yields the blue line xi (similarly for y
using Rub). Note that we have exaggerated the deviations for this example. In
practice, the errors are so small that no visual differences would appear in a
to-scale plo. Formally, the following specification states soundness of II, i.e. the
outputs are lower and upper bounds of the reachability probability:

definition ii inf spec M = (Def. 5.1)
spec (λ(x, y). ∀s∈states M. x s ≤ M.Pinf s ∧ M.Pinf s ≤ y s)

Note that we can also include convergence in our specification. We were able
to prove convergence of II using reals (Thm. 4.7). However, the refinement to
floats using our framework from Sect. 5.1 would make such specification mean-
ingless, e.g. it would yield statements like “eventually we get a floating point
value that is a lower bound of a real value that is at most ε away from the
solution.” As a first step towards the refinement to LLVM, we define II in the
nres-monad (the sup case is analogous):

1 definition interval iteration inf gs M L = (Def. 5.2)
2 x ← lb0 M; y ← ub0 M; i ← 0; flag ← True;
3 while (i++ < L ∧ flag) (
4 (x,y) ← F gs

inf M x y

5 flag ← spec(λx. True))
6 return (x,y)

We define interval iteration inf gs in Line 1. It takes as inputs the MDP M, and
the maximal iteration count L that ensures termination. Line 2 initializes the
lower bounds x and upper bounds y, sets the iteration counter to 0 and a flag to
True.

The while-loop in Line 3 states we iterate at most L times. We include a
flag in the termination criterion to allow earlier termination. In each iteration,
we first update the valuations in Line 4. The main difference to Finf is the
fact that we use Gauss-Seidel iteration: by updating the values in-place, we
already use the updated values in the current iteration and converge faster. We
nondeterministically set a flag in Line 5 which allows us to implement early
termination criteria on floats without stating them explicitly at this point. This
is possible because the specification ii inf spec is satisfied after any number
of iterations. Using the setup from Sect. 4, proving the following soundness
statement becomes straightforward:

theorem interval iteration inf gs M L ≤ ii inf spec M (Thm. 5.1)

This theorem corresponds directly to Thm. 4.6. Additionally, the algorithm is
now in a format ready for refinement proofs to LLVM.

5.3 Refinement of the mcsta Data Structure

We aim for refinement of II to LLVM code to embed it into mcsta of the Modest

Toolset [31]. mcsta is an explicit-state probabilistic model checker that also
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supports quantitative model checking of MDPs. To ensure compatibility with
mcsta without costly conversions of data structures, we model the MDP data
structure of mcsta as a 6-tuple in Isabelle/HOL:

(St :: nat list, Tr :: nat list, Br :: nat list, Pr :: real list, ua :: nat, ut :: nat).

St contains for each state a pointer to Tr, pointing to the first transition of
the state. Similarly, Tr contains for each transition a pointer to Br, point-
ing to the first branch of the transition. Concretely, the transitions of state i
are all values j ∈ {St ! i..< St ! (i + 1)}, where (!) is the list index operator,
e.g. xs ! 2 obtains the third entry of list xs. The branches of transition j are
k ∈ {Tr ! j..< Tr ! (j + 1)}. Furthermore, Br ! k is the index of the state the
branch k points to and Pr ! k its probability. Ultimately, ua, ut are the (unique)
avoid and target states respectively.

St, Tr and Br provide a way to efficiently iterate over select branches, this
layout of the data structure enables an efficient implementation of F gs

inf . Using
sepref, these lists can be directly refined to arrays of 64-bit integers, which are
signed for compatibility with mcsta.

The lower bounds x are refined using Rlb , while the upper bounds y use Rub

. However, our framework only supports multiplication for refinements with the
same bounds. We therefore refine each real value in the list Pr to two floats:
a lower bound and an upper bound of the real probability. We discuss how we
obtain these bounds in Sect. 6.

Refinement Relation We have discussed the refinement of our data structure to
LLVM using sepref. Next, we present the refinement of the mdpc type introduced
in Sect. 3 to the mcsta data structure. The abstraction function is defined in
Listing 1.3.

1 definition Tr pmf t = (Listing 1.3)
2 pmf of list (map ((!) (zip Br Pr)) ([Tr ! t..<Tr ! (t+1)]))
3 definition St pmfs s = (if s ∈ {ua,ut} then {returnpmf s}
4 else {Tr pmf t | t. St ! s ≤ t ∧ t ≤ St ! (s+1)})
5 definition αM = (λs < length St − 1. St pmfs s)

The function Tr pmf creates a pmf from the branches of a single transition t
in the mcsta data structure by combining the branch target (from Br) with its
transition probability (from Pr). Then, St pmfs collects all actions of a state s.
If s is a target or avoid state, it merely gets a self loop. Finally, we create αM :
a partial function that only returns a result for states that have an index less
than length St − 1. We subtract one because St contains one more entry than the
number of states. The invariant IM (definition elided) states the well-formedness
rules: St, Tr and Br do not point out of bounds; St and Tr are sorted, Pr contains
positive probabilities that add up to one per transition. Moreover, Pr and Br
are of equal length and ua and ut are distinct states. Using conversions from
lists to arrays and nats to 64-bit words and our float framework, and composing
that with br αM IM , we convert this into assertion AM which refines an MDP
of type mdpc to the mcsta data structure.
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Example 4. A possible representation of the MDP from Fig. 1 is St = [0,2,3,4,5],
Tr = [0,1,3,4,6,7], Br = [2,0,1,0,1,3,3], Pr = [1.0,0.9,0.1,1,0.5,0.5,1.0]. If the
target state is 3, we set ut = 3.

Refinement of Operations We now refine the four operations necessary for II:
lb0, ub0, F gs

inf and flag. For lb0 and ub0, we only need to initialize an array and
set entries to 0f or 1f which we introduced as constants in our framework. For
F gs
inf , we need fma and min (max for F gs

sup). We use flag to determine whether
to abort the computation. The standard mcsta II algorithm aborts when the
distance between the lower and upper bound is less than a user specified ε. We
realize this by subtracting the lower bound from the upper bound two values
and comparing the result to ε.

5.4 Correctness Statement

Using the refinements for all of the operations in interval iteration gs inf, we
use sepref to obtain an LLVM implementation interval iteration gs inf ll (def-
inition elided). Using the transitivity of the refinement relation, we can di-
rectly prove correctness of interval iteration gs inf ll against the specification
ii inf spec (unfolded here) in one proof. We provide the correctness guarantee in
the form of a Hoare triple. We only show the inf case because the sup analogous.

1 theorem Modest interval iteration inf ll htriple: llvm htriple (Listing 1.4)
2 ( Asize N ni ⋆ Asize L Li ⋆ Aub ε εi ⋆ AM M Mi
3 ⋆ ↑(MDPC Reach Avoid M ∧ N + 1 < max size t ∧ N = card (states M)))
4 (interval iteration gs inf ll Li ni εi Mi resi)
5 (λ(xi,yi). ∃x y. (∗ Input data/preconditions preserved −− elided ∗)
6 Albout x xi ⋆ Aout

ub y yi ⋆ ↑(∀s ∈ states M. x s ≤ M.Pinf s ∧ M.Pinf s ≤ y s) )

Line 2 formalizes the input data: N and L are natural numbers implemented
as 64-bit words ni and li; ε is a real number implemented as float εi and M is
the MDP implemented as Mi. The separation conjunction ⋆ specifies that these
implementations are allocated to disjoint memory locations. Line 3 states that
M has to satisfy the assumptions of Locale 4.2 and asserts an upper bound on
the number of states. Since St has one more entry than the number of states N,
an index can be at most N as well, yet the array length N + 1 cannot exceed
the largest representable 64-bit number.

Given these preconditions, if we run the algorithm (Line 4), we get a post-
condition that states that there exists an x that is implemented by the output
of the algorithm xi through assertion Aout

lb . This is an array of lb floats where
each index corresponds to a state and the value at that index to its valuation
(ub analogous). Furthermore, x and y are lower and upper bounds of Pinf re-
spectively. Due to xi and yi in turn being lower and upper bounds of x and y,
it shows how a convergence proof would yield a void statement. Because of this
reason, we have to experimentally show that convergence generally happens.
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6 Implementation

We now convert interval iteration gs inf ll from Sect. 5, which is an algorithm
expressed in our model of LLVM within Isabelle/HOL, to actual LLVM instruc-
tions for usage in the LLVM compiler pipeline. We use the export llvm com-
mand of the IRF for this translation. This command produces a C header file
for usage in other software. In our case we want to invoke it from mcsta. We
make this invocation optional by an additional argument that triggers the usage
of our verified algorithm.

Compatibility with mcsta When integrating the library with mcsta, we aim to
have as little error-prone glue code as possible. The postcondition of (Listing 1.4)
only holds if the precondition is satisfied. The input parameters L, N and ε do not
require any special checks. For the MDP data structure Mi, we need to obtain
two floats that are lower and upper bounds of the actual precise probability.
These bounds may not be 0f or ∞f as we use the refinement Rpflb . mcsta
provides probabilities as 128-bit rationals (a pair of 64-bit longs representing the
numerator and denominator). We convert the probabilities to 64-bit doubles by
directly converting the numerator and denominator to doubles and performing a
division twice, once rounding up and once rounding down. This approach never
yields 0f or ∞f if both the numerator and denominator are non-zero.

We assume that the input MDP as produced by the mcsta pipeline is well-
formed. While a check for well-formedness would be possible, if there is a bug in
parser of mcsta the results would still be invalidated without notice. This cannot
be ruled out until an entire probabilistic model checker is verified, including the
parsing phase.

Interpretation of the output Listing 1.4 states that performing finitely many
iterations using precise arithmetic provides us with lower and upper bounds
(x and y) on the actual reachability probability. Since we are using floats for
our implementation, the values of the floats xi and yi are again conservative
bounds of those real numbers. As the directions of the bounds coincide (i.e.
x is a lower bound of the reachability probability, xi is a lower bound of x,
analogous for y), the floating-point bounds are actual bounds of the reachability
probabilities for the MDP with real-valued probabilities. However, whereas we
can prove convergence of the abstract algorithm using reals, we cannot do so in
the implementation, as the floating-point bounds do not necessarily converge to
the same fixed point. For our implementation, we confirm experimentally that
for a broad set of benchmark MDPs, the bounds always converge to the same
fixed point up to ε. We use an unverified MDP reduction algorithm provided by
mcsta as required for convergence to a single fixpoint.

7 Experiments

We experimentally evaluate the performance of our implementation on stan-
dard benchmark MDPs. The goals of this evaluation are twofold: 1) compare the
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Fig. 5. Comparison of runtime to complete the Interval Iteration routine

running times of the verified with an unverified implementation and 2) evaluate
whether convergence still generally occurs in the floating-point setting. We think
that 1) is important to demonstrate since verified implementations tend to be
orders of magnitude slower than manually implemented ones [52]. Moreover, 2)
is important because our verified implementation does not guarantee conver-
gence as we traded this for having guaranteed bounds. For runtime speed, we
compare our verified implementation (Verified implementation) to the manual
implementation in Modest. There are two variants of this algorithm in mcsta:
The C# with standard rounding (Modest implementation) and a manually im-
plemented variant with safe rounding [30] (Safe implementation). The latter uses
the AVX512 implementation with safe rounding, similar to our verified LLVM
implementation. For the convergence threshold, we set ε = 10−6 which is the
standard in mcsta. We use all DTMC, MDP and PTA models of the QVBS of
QCOMP [16] with between 1.000.000 and 100.000.000 states, that additionally
need at least two iterations to converge to ε. We consider both minimal and
maximal reachability probabilities for our benchmarks. In total, this yields a
benchmark set of 49 benchmark instances. We ran all benchmarks on an Intel
i9-11900K at 3.5GHz with 128GB of RAM.

Fig. 5 on the left compares the Verified implementation to the Modest imple-
mentation, while the plot on the right compares to the Safe implementation. We
observe that the performance is consistent among the different implementations.
Based on the raw data of the benchmarks (elided) we conclude that the safe
and verified implementations behave identical. We conclude that the difference
between implementations are minimal. This shows that 1) we have replaced an
unverified implementation with a verified one at no or negligible cost and 2)
that our algorithm still converges for practical use-cases. Remember that, for
the latter, this is not a formal guarantee. Our refinement to floats sacrifices the
convergence guarantee to preserve the bounds.
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8 Conclusion

We have formally proven the correctness of interval iteration in Isabelle/HOL.
The algorithm provably computes lower and upper bounds for the reachabil-
ity probabilities (soundness) and converges to a single fixpoint (completeness).
Furthermore, we have proven that soundness is preserved if we implement the al-
gorithm using floating-point arithmetic with safe rounding. For this purpose, we
used a principled refinement approach. We exploited the parametricity principle
of the IRF by consistently rounding our floating-point values in one direction.
To make this practical, we equip the sepref tool with reasoning infrastructure for
floating-point numbers to generate an LLVM program. All our proofs culminate
in a single statement, presented as a Hoare triple, leaving no gaps in the link
between the specification and the implementation in LLVM.

Finally, we extract verified LLVM code from our formalization and embed it
into the mcsta model checker of the Modest toolset. We experimentally verify
that our implementation converges in practice and is competitive with manually
implemented, unverified counterparts. This is an important step towards a fully
verified probabilistic model checking pipeline.

We also present our approach as an alternative a bottom-up approach of
building a verified model checker from scratch. With our top-down approach,
the full functionality of the model checker is available to the user, possibly in
cross-usage with verified components. Verified components are integrated into
the model checker as drop-in replacements for unverified components, designed
with competitive performance in mind.

Future Work In a next step, we plan to build a complete, verified II backend
of mcsta. The missing part is an efficient verified implementation of the trans-
formations to reduced MDPs. On the implementation side, the prerequisites are
already there in the form of a verified and efficiently executable MEC decompo-
sition algorithm in Isabelle/HOL [35,36].

Another challenge is to obtain formal guarantees for the convergence of the
floating point variant of II. It also remains open how the technique of directed
rounding can be applied to other algorithms with monotone operators. An ex-
ample is optimistic value iteration [33], which initially performs value iteration
and then heuristically transitions to II by determining an upper bound on the
value function. Another possible extension is II for Interval MDPs [26].
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