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ABSTRACT. In this work, we propose a compositional data-driven approach for the formal estimation of
collision risks for autonomous vehicles (AVs) with black-box dynamics while acting in a stochastic multi-agent
framework. The proposed approach is based on the construction of sub-barrier certificates for each stochastic
agent via a set of data collected from its trajectories while providing an a-priori guaranteed confidence on
the data-driven estimation. In our proposed setting, we first cast the original collision risk problem for
each agent as a robust optimization program (ROP). Solving the acquired ROP is not tractable due to an
unknown model that appears in one of its constraints. To tackle this difficulty, we collect finite numbers
of data from trajectories of each agent and provide a scenario optimization program (SOP) corresponding
to the original ROP. We then establish a probabilistic bridge between the optimal value of SOP and that
of ROP, and accordingly, we formally construct a sub-barrier certificate for each unknown agent based on
the number of data and a required level of confidence. We then propose a compositional technique based
on small-gain reasoning to quantify the collision risk for multi-agent AVs with some desirable confidence
based on sub-barrier certificates of individual agents constructed from data. For the case that the proposed
compositionality conditions are not satisfied, we provide a relaxed version of compositional results without
requiring any compositionality conditions but at the cost of providing a potentially conservative collision
risk. Eventually, we also present our approaches for non-stochastic multi-agent AVs. We demonstrate the
effectiveness of our proposed results by applying them to a vehicle platooning consisting of 100 vehicles with
1 leader and 99 followers. We formally estimate the collision risk for the whole network by collecting sampled

data from trajectories of each agent.

1. INTRODUCTION

In the near future, we expect to see fully autonomous vehicles (AVs), aircrafts, and robots, all of which
should be able to make their own decisions without direct human involvement. Although this technology
theme for AVs provides many potential advantages, e.g., fewer traffic collisions, reduced traffic congestion,
increased roadway capacity, relief of vehicle occupants from driving, etc., there have been at least two critical
challenges that need to be considered. First and foremost, closed-form mathematical models for many complex
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F1GURE 1. A graphical representation of the article’s structure and contributions.

and heterogeneous physical systems, including AVs, are either not available or equally complex to be of
any practical use. Accordingly, one cannot employ model-based techniques to analyze this type of complex
unknown systems. Although there are some model identification techniques available in the relevant literature
to learn an approximate model from data, e.g., [I, and references herein], acquiring an accurate model for
complex systems is always complicated, time-consuming and expensive. As the second difficulty, providing
safety certification and guaranteeing correctness of the design of such AVs in a formal as well as time- and
cost-effective way have been always the major obstacles in their successful deployment. These main challenges
motivated us to develop a compositional data-driven approach to bypass the system identification phase and

directly evaluate the AVs performance based on data collected from trajectories of unknown agents.

Over the past few years, a number of advances have been made in developing various techniques for evaluating
AVs performance. Such techniques have mainly relied on methods from artificial intelligence (AI), machine
learning, control theory, and optimization, e.g., [2] 3] 4] [5] [6], to name a few. Another promising approach for
the safety verification of complex dynamical systems is to employ barrier certificates, initially introduced in
[7,[8]. This approach has received significant attentions in the past decade, as a discretization-free technique,
for formal verification and synthesis of non-stochastic [9] 10, 11} T2} 13} 14, [I5], and stochastic dynamical
systems [16] 17, 18, 19} 20, 21], 22], 23| 24, 25| 26| 27, 28], to name a few. In particular, barrier certificates
are Lyapunov-like functions defined over the state space of the system to enforce a set of inequalities on both
the function itself and its one-step transition. An appropriate level set of a barrier certificate separates an
unsafe region, we call it here collision set, from all system trajectories starting from a given set of initial states.
Consequently, the existence of such a function provides a formal probabilistic certificate for the safety of the

system (cf. Fig. []).
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Our main contribution in this work is to propose, for the first time, a compositional data-driven scheme for
the formal estimation of collision risks for stochastic multi-agent AVs with black-box dynamics. Our proposed
approach is based on the construction of sub-barrier certificates for each agent via a set of data collected from its
trajectories. To do so, we first reformulate the original collision risk problem as a robust optimization program
(ROP). Since the proposed ROP is not tractable due to an unknown model appearing in its constraints, we
collect finite numbers of data from trajectories of each agent and provide a scenario optimization program
(SOP) corresponding to the original ROP. We then build a probabilistic relation between the optimal value of
SOP and that of ROP, and as a result, we formally construct a sub-barrier certificate for each agent based on
the number of data and a required level of confidence. We propose a compositional technique based on small-
gain conditions to quantify the collision risk for the multi-agent AV via sub-barrier certificates of individual
agents constructed from data. We also propose a relaxed version of compositional results without requiring
any compositionality condition but at the cost of providing a potentially conservative collision risk. Finally, we
also present our proposed approaches for non-stochastic multi-agent AVs. We demonstrate the effectiveness
of our proposed techniques by applying them to a vehicle platooning consisting of 100 vehicles with 1 leader
and 99 followers (presented as a running example). Proofs of all statements are provided in Appendix. A

graphical representation of the structure of the article and its contributions is illustrated in Fig. [

Data-driven safety verification of stochastic systems via barrier certificates is also studied in [29]. Our proposed
approach here differs from the one in [29] in three main directions. First and foremost, we propose here a
compositional data-driven scheme based on small-gain reasoning for the formal estimation of collision risks for
multi-agent AVs, whereas the results in [29] only deal with monolithic systems, and accordingly, they are not
practical in the case of facing high-dimensional systems. Moreover, we propose here a relaxed compositional
approach in the case that our compositionality conditions are not fulfilled. Second, we propose our approaches
for both stochastic and non-stochastic large-scale systems, while the results of [29] are only tailored to stochastic
systems. As the last main contribution, in order to propose our compositional results, we deal here with a
non-convex class of robust and scenario optimization programs, whereas the proposed results in [29] are only

applicable to convex optimization problems.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2] gives mathematical preliminaries and notation,
and formal definitions of stochastic (multi)agent AVs. Section Bl provides notions of (sub)barrier certificates.
SectionMlis dedicated to data-driven construction of sub-barrier certificates. In Section[l we establish a formal
relation between the optimal value of SOP and that of ROP. Section [6] contains the main compositionality
results for multi-agent AVs based on small-gain reasoning. In Section [{l we propose a relaxed version of
compositional results in which the compositionality conditions are no longer required. We present our results

for non-stochastic multi-agent AVs in Section [8
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2. PROBLEM DESCRIPTION

2.1. Preliminaries and Notation. We consider a probability space (2, Fq,Pgq), where Q is the sample
space, Jq is a sigma-algebra on 2 comprising subsets of €2 as events, and Pg, is a probability measure assigning
probabilities to events. We assume that random variables introduced in this article are measurable functions
of the form X : (Q,Fq) — (Vx,Fx). Given the probability space (2, Fq, Pq), we denote the N-Cartesian
product set of by Q¥ and its corresponding product measure by P¥. A random variable ¢ with standard
normal distributions (zero mean and variance of identity) is denoted by ¢(-) ~ N(0,1I,,). A topological space
S is called a Borel space if it is homeomorphic to a Borel subset of a Polish space (i.e., a separable and
completely metrizable space). Any Borel space S is assumed to be endowed with a Borel sigma-algebra, which

is denoted by B(S).

We denote the set of real, positive and non-negative real numbers by R,R*, and Rar , respectively. N :=
{0,1,2,...} represents the set of non-negative integers and N>; = {1,2,...} is the set of positive integers.
Given M vectors x; € R™, x = [x1;...;xp] denotes the corresponding column vector of dimension ), n;.
Given a symmetric matrix A, Apax(A4) denotes the maximum eigenvalue of A. Given any a € R, |a| denotes
the absolute value of a. Given a vector x € R"™, ||z| denotes the Euclidean norm of x. For any matrix
P € R™" we have ||P|| := \/Amax(PTP). We denote the indicator function of a subset A of a set X
by 14 : X — {0,1}, where 14(x) = 1 if and only if z € A, and 0 otherwise. Symbol 1, denotes a
column vector in R™*! with all elements equal to one. If a system A satisfies a property ¢, we denote it by
A E ». We also use = to show the feasibility of a solution for an optimization problem. Given functions
fi: Xi = Y, for any i € {1,..., M}, their Cartesian product sz\il fi: Hf\il X; — Hi]\ilYi is defined by
(Hf\il fi)@e,...;xnm) = [fi(z1);. .. fu(zar)]. Given a measurable function f : N — R™, the (essential)
supremum of f is denoted by ||f|lco := (ess)sup{||f(k)||,k > 0}. A function ¢ : R>9 — Rx¢ is said to be a
class K function if it is continuous, strictly increasing, and ¢(0) = 0. A class K function ¢(-) belongs to class

Koo if ¢(s) — 00 as s — oc.

2.2. Stochastic (Multi-)Agent AVs. In this work, we consider dynamics of each agent as a discrete-time

stochastic system, as formalized in the following definition.
Definition 2.1. Fach agent of AVs is a tuple

Ai = (X5, Wi, 6, fi), (2.1)
where:

e X; CR™ is a Borel space as the state set of the agent,

o W, CRP: is a Borel space as the interaction set of the agent;
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e ¢ is a sequence of independent-and-identically distributed (i.i.d.) random variables from the sample

space Q; to a measurable space (V,,Fe,), i.e.,
Si += {gi(k) : (in]:ﬂi) - (va}—ﬁ)v ke N};

o fi: X, xW; x V., — X, is a measurable function characterizing the state evolution of A,.

The evolution of the state of A; for a given initial state xo, = z;(0) € X; and an interaction sequence

{w;(k) : Q; — W;, k € N} is described as

A;: :vz(k + 1) = fl(l'l(k), wi(k), (l(k)), k e N. (22)
We call the random sequence g, w,: 4 x N — X; satisfying 22) the solution process of A; under an
interaction w; and an initial state xo,.

Since the main goal in this work is to formally estimate the collision risks for AVs, we assume that the
controller for each agent is already designed and deployed to the system. There is no requirement on the type
of controllers in our setting. We model the effect of other agents, influencing the state of the current agent, via
interactions w; which can be also captured by the deployed closed-loop controller inside AVs. In the following,
we provide a formal definition of multi-agent AVs without interactions w; that is considered as a composition

of several agents with interactions.

Definition 2.2. Consider M € N>1 agents A; = (Xi, Wi, <, fi), i € {1,..., M}, with their interactions

partitioned as
wi = (Wi} .5 Wigi—1); Wigi41)s - - wim],  wij € Wig, (2.3)

where W; = [[; Wi;. A multi-agent AV is defined as A = (X, f), denoted by (A1, ..., An), such that

X = Hf\il Xi, s=1s1;.--59m], and f := Hlj\il fi subjected to the following interconnection constraint:
Vi,je{l,...,M}, i #j: wj =x;, X; CW,;. (2.4)
Such a multi-agent AV can be represented by
A:x(k+1) = f(x(k),s(k)), keN, with f: X xV. = X. (2.5)

For the sake of a better illustration of the results, we provide our case study as a running example throughout

the paper.

Case Study: Vehicle Platooning. Consider a vehicle platooning in a network of 100 vehicles with 1 leader

and 99 followers (see Fig. ). The model of this case study is adapted from [30]. The evolution of states can
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FI1GURE 2. Vehicle platooning in a network of 100 vehicles.

be described by the following multi-agent AV:

A:x(k+1) = Ax(k) + u(k) + Rs(k),

where A is a block matrix with diagonal blocks A,, and off-diagonal blocks A;;_1) = Ay,i € {2,..., M},

where

1 -1 0 w
Am = ) Aw = ;
0 1 0 O

with @ = 0.01 being the interconnection degree, and all other off-diagonal blocks are zero matrices of appropri-

_ 003 0
ate dimensions. Moreover, R is a partitioned matrix with main diagonal blocks R = , and all other
0 0.06
off-diagonal blocks being zero matrices of appropriate dimensions. Furthermore, z(k) = [z1(k);...;zam (K)],

s(k) = [s1(k);...;sm(k)], and u(k) = [u1(k);. .. ;un(k)], where u;(k) is the control input for each agent. By

considering each individual agent A; described as

one can readily verify that A = TZ(Ay,..., Ay), where w;(k) = [0;w;;—1)(K)],i € {1,..., M}, (with w;;;_1) =
xi—1,w1,0 = 0). The state of the i-th vehicle is defined as z; = [d;;v;], for any ¢ € {1,..., M}, where d;
denotes the relative distance between the vehicle ¢ and its proceeding vehicle i — 1 (the 0-th vehicle represents
the leader), and v; is its velocity in the leader’s frame. The overall control objective in vehicle platooning is
for each vehicle to adjust its speed in order to maintain a safe distance from the vehicle ahead. We assume
that the controller for each agent is already designed and deployed as u; = [—0.2d; +1.1v;40.1; 0.01d; — 0.9v;],
for any i € {1,..., M}.

In the next section, in order to estimate the collision risk for multi-agent AVs in finite time horizons, we present
notions of barrier and sub-barrier certificates for, respectively, multi-agent AVs A (without interactions) and

individual agents A; (with interactions).
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3. (SUB-)BARRIER CERTIFICATES

In this section, we first present the notion of barrier certificates for multi-agent AVs A without interactions,

as the following definition.

Definition 3.1. Given the multi-agent AV A = (X,<, f), a non-negative function B: X — ]R(J)r is called a
barrier certificate (BC) for A if there exist y,A € RY, with A >, 0 <k <1, and ¢ € Rar, such that:

B(z) <7, Vo € Xo, (3.1)
B(z) > A, Vo e X, (3.2)
E[B(f(x,g)) | x] < KkB(z) + b, Vz € X, (3.3)

where Xo, X, € X are initial and collision sets, respectively.

Given a collision event ¢ = (Xo, X, T), the multi-agent AV A may have a collision, denoted by A E7 ¢,
if a trajectory of A starting from the initial set X, reaches the collision set X, within the time horizon 7.
Since trajectories of the multi-agent AV are probabilistic, we are interested in computing the collision risk
P{A E7 ¢}. Now we employ Definition BT and quantify the collision risk for the multi-agent AVs in (2.5

via the next theorem [31].

Theorem 3.2. Consider the multi-agent AV A defined in Definition [22 and a finite time horizon T € N.
Suppose there exists a non-negative barrier certificate B satisfying conditions BI)-B3). Then the collision
risk for the multi-agent AV A is bounded by

1-(1-3H0-9)7 x>

(3.4)
(37 + () (1 = 7)), if A< 1L

In general, searching for barrier certificates for multi-agent AVs as in Definition Bl is computationally very
expensive, even if the model is known, mainly due to the high-dimension of the underlying system. Accordingly,
we present in the following a definition of sub-barrier certificates (SBC) for individual agents A; and propose
in Section [6] a compositional approach based on small-gain reasoning to construct a BC of multi-agent AVs

based on SBC of individual agents.
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Definition 3.3. Given an agent A; = (X;, Wi, <i, fi), a non-negative function B; : X; — RS‘ is called a
sub-barrier certificate (SBC) for A; if there exist vi, \i € RY, ay, pi,tb; € RY, and 0 < k; < 1, such that:

Bi(zi) > ag|zi]|?, YV, € X5, (3.5)
Bi(zi) < i, Va; € Xo,, (3.6)
Bi(zi) > A, Vo, € X, (3.7)
E[Bi(fi($i,wi,<i)) ’»”Cuwz} < w;iBi(z:) + pillwil|? + i, Ve, € X;, Yw; € Wi, (3.8)

where Xo,, Xc, C X; are initial and collision sets of agents, respectively.

Remark 3.4. Note that «; and p; in Definition [3.3 could be, without loss of generality, Koo functions as

proposed in [32]. We allow them in this work to be linear for the sake of an easier presentation.

Case Study: Vehicle Platooning (continued). Regions of interest for each vehicle are given as X; =
[0,0.7] x [-3.55,0.2], Xo, = [0.35,0.7] x [-0.9,0.2], and X, = [0,0.3] x [-3.55,—2.9], for all i € {1,...,M}.
We fix the structure of our sub-barrier certificates as B;(q:, i) = i, d? + i, dF + i, divi + qi, Vi + qi V2, for all
1€ {1,...,100}, with unknown coefficients ¢;-g;, -

In the next section, we provide our data-driven scheme for the construction of SBC for each agent.

4. DATA-DRIVEN CONSTRUCTION OF SBC

In this section, we assume that the transition map f; and the distribution of ¢; in (Z.2)) are both unknown, and
we employ the term black-boxz models to refer to this type of systems. We fix the structure of SBC as B;(¢;, z;) =
=1 4i;Pi; (;) with some user-defined (possibly nonlinear) basis functions p;; (x;) and unknown coefficients
qi = [qi,;---;q:,.] € R". It is worth mentioning that our proposed techniques do not put any restrictions on
the type of basis functions in the structure of SBC. For instance, in the case of having polynomial-type barrier

certificates, basis functions p; ; (x;) are monomials over ;.

In order to enforce conditions ([B.5)-([B8) in Definition B3] we first cast our collision risk problem for each

agent as the following robust optimization program (ROP), for any i € {1,..., M }:

min 7
[©:3m4]
ROP: § s.t.  max {giz (74, 04), gis (w4, w5, @i)} < 7is (4.1)

A {1,...,4},V{Ei S XZ-,le- S Wi,
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where:

Oi = [yis Ais s K3 pi3 Vis Qi - - -3 G4

ni € R,vi, A € RY i, pi, s € RY k5 € (0,1),

9i = —Bi(qi, i), 9i, = aillzi||® — Bi(qi, ),

9is = (Bilgi, wi) — 7i)1xo, (i), gis = (Ai = Biai, 7)) 1x., (i),

Gis = E[Bi(%’a filziswi, ) | xiawi:| — KiBi(qi, ) — pillwi||® — s, (4.2)

with 1y, (v;) and 1y, (v;) being indicator functions acting on initial and collision sets, respectively. We
denote the optimal value of ROP by ng. . If n; < 0, a solution to the ROP implies the satisfaction of
conditions ([BH)-(B8) in Definition B3

To solve the proposed ROP in (&I]), we face two major difficulties. First, the proposed ROP in ([@I]) has
infinitely-many constraints since the state and interaction of 4; both live in continuous sets (i.e., z; € X;,
w; € W;). In addition and more importantly, one needs to know the precise map f; in g;, in order to solve the
optimization problem in (@I]). To tackle these two difficulties, we propose a scenario optimization program
corresponding to the original ROP. Suppose (&;,, w;, )IZL denote N; i.i.d. sampled data within X; x W,;. We take
two consecutive sampled data-points from trajectories of A; as the pair of (x;(k), z;(k + 1)) and denote it by

(&4, fi(Zs, Wi, ). We now propose the following scenario optimization program (SOP), for any ¢ € {1,...,M}:

min
[©45m:]

SOPy: s.t. max {giz (‘%iH@i)mqis (i'i“'lbi“@i)} < ni,
A {1, Ce ,4},V§71‘l S Xi,V’LZ)il S Wi,
vie{l, ---,N;},

(4.3)

where:

O = [7is Nis Qs Ky Pis Vi Qi - - -3 )

ni € Ry, N € RT oy, pi, 00 € R, k5 € (0, 1),

and g;,-gi, are the functions as defined in (4.2). We denote the optimal value of SOPx by 73, . Although the
problems of infinitely-many constraints and unknown map f; are resolved in SOPy, there is still no closed-form
solution for the expected value in g;.. Hence, we employ an empirical approximation of the expected value

and propose a new scenario optimization problem, denoted by SOP, for any i € {1,..., M }:
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min i
[©i;mi] K
L. 7 Ai; ’iv_’i AivAiv 7 S’ia
SOPgl St ma’X{gz(xl 6)95(xlwl 6)} 77 (44)
z e {1, .. .,4},V£i‘il S Xi,V’UA}iL e w,,
VZe{la aN’i}v
with
O = [is Ais s Ky pis Vis Qs - - -5 G
ni € R, v, A € RY, ay, pi, 00 € RY, k5 € (0, 1),
N;
o 1 P . . 12
Jis (wil,wil,Gi)Zﬁ > Bilgi, fili i S,)) — KiBi(gis £4,) — pilli, |2 — i + i, (4.5)
/L]—l

where N; € N and Wi € Rg are, respectively, the number of samples required for the empirical approximation
and the corresponding error introduced by this approximation. We denote the optimal value of the objective

function SOP, by 7.

Remark 4.1. Note that condition g;, is not conver due to a bilinearity between decision variables q; and the
unknown variable k;. Although a mild convezity can be observed since both k; and q; are scalar, the SOP.
in [@4) is in principle non-convexr. To tackle this issue, we consider k; in a finite set with a cardinality m;
while solving SOP. in [@4]). Accordingly, we propose our data-driven approach in Section[d by employing the
cardinality m; in computing the minimum number of data required for solving SOP. [&4) (cf. Theorem [5]).

Remark 4.2. Since the collected data required for solving SOP. (@4l should be i.i.d., one is allowed to take

only one paired sample (Z;, fi(Zi, Wi, s;)) from each trajectory of unknown systems. However, the data can be

collected with any arbitrary distribution.

The next lemma, borrowed from [29], employs Chebyshev’s inequality [33] to establish a relation between

solutions of SOP. and SOPy with a required number of data Nl-, an approximation error u;, and a desired

confidence 31, € (0,1].

Lemma 4.3. Suppose Bi(qi, x;) is a solution for SOP. in [@4). For an a-priori approzimation error j; € R,
a desired confidence 51, € (0,1], and an upper bound Q; on the variance of the sub-barrier certificate applied
on fi, ie., Var[Bi(gi, fi(zi,wi,<))] < Qi € RT,Va; € X;,w; € Wy, one has

foranyie{l,...,M}.
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Remark 4.4. As it can be observed from Lemma [[.3 there is a relation between approximation error p;,
confidence $1, and the required number of data N;. One can arbitrary select p;, Pf1, and compute the re-

quired number of data N; based on Lemma [£-3 The obtained N; is then utilized for computing the empirical

approzimation in (A5).
5. CONSTRUCTION OF SBC FOR UNKNOWN AGENTS

In this section, we aim at establishing a formal relation between the optimal value of SOP. in ([@4]) and that
of ROP in (&), inspired by the fundamental results of [34]. Accordingly, we formally quantify the SBC of
unknown agents based on the number of data and a required level of confidence. To do so, we first raise the

following assumption.

Assumption 1. Functions g;,-g:, are all Lipschitz continuous with respect to x;, and g;, ts Lipschitz con-

tinuous with respect to x;,w;, with, respectively, Lipschitz constants £y, -2, , <,

g0 Lo, for given k;, , where
ke {1,...,mi}.

We provide some explicit approaches in Lemmas [T0.1] 0.3 to compute the required Lipschitz constants in

Assumption [l We now propose the main result of this section.

Theorem 5.1. Consider an unknown agent A; as in [2.2)), and initial and collision regions Xo, and X.,,

respectively. Let Assumption [ hold. Consider the corresponding SOP. in ([E4) with its associated optimal

value n?, and the solution ©F = [v;; N} o pis 05455 -5 45 ], with N; (521.,[321.), &2, := (€2,,,---,€2,, ), where
m; c;—1

N;(&s,,02,) == mln{N EN| Z Z ( )521 (1—eg, YNi=i < 521} (5.1)
k=1 5=0

€
B2, € [0,1], €2, = (g;k )nﬂLpl: e1, € [0,1] < Zgik = max {jgil"Zgi2"$gi37ggz4"$gi5k }7 ke {1,...,m},
with n;, p;, c;, m; being, respectively, dimensions of state and interaction sets, the number of decision variables
in SOP, and the cardinality of a finite set that r; € (0,1) takes value from it. Then if 0}, +¢e1, < 0, the

solution ©F is a feasible solution for ROP [{I)), i.e., ©* E ROP, with a confidence of at least 1 — 1, — Pa,.

Remark 5.2. Note that although the minimum number of data in (BI) required for solving SOP. in ({4
is exponential with respect to the dimension of unknown agents, the proposed compositional approach here
significantly mitigates the computational complexity given that SOP. should be solved for each agent instead
of multi-agent AVs. It may be worth mentioning that the main benefit of our techniques compared to system
identification is that the proposed data-driven approach here is capable of constructing SBC for any type of
nonlinear systems which are Lipschitz continuous, whereas system identification approaches are mainly tailored

to linear or some particular classes of nonlinear systems. In addition, even if one is able to find a model using
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system identification techniques, one still needs to search for a barrier certificate. In this case, one suffers

from the computational complexity in both identifying the model as well as searching for SBC based on it.

We summarize the results of Theorem 5.1l in Algorithm [1 to describe the required procedure.

Algorithm 1 Data-driven construction of SBC for unknown agents A4;
Require: 51, € (0,1}, 52, € [0,1], p, Qi, %y, € R*, and degree of SBC
1: Choose €1, € [0,1] such that e, < .7,

2. Compute N; required for the empirical approximation in #3) according to Lemma A3
3: Compute the minimum number of samples N; according to (&)
4: Solve the SOP, in (4) with acquired N; and Nj, and obtain n: and OF

Ensure: if 5}, +¢1, <0, then O] is a feasible solution for ROP with a confidence of at least 1 — 81, — (2,

In order to compute the required number of samples in Theorem 5.1}, one needs to first compute .Z, ., - In the

Appendix, we propose a systematic approach to compute .Z, it for both linear and nonlinear agents.

Remark 5.3. Note that the Lipschitz constant of dynamics and an upper bound on unknown dynamics are
the minimal information we need from the system in our data-driven setting. However, one can utilize the
proposed approach in [35] to estimate the Lipschitz constant of dynamics via sampled data. As for an upper

bound on unknown dynamics, it can be computed based on the range of the state set.

Case Study: Vehicle Platooning (continued). We assume the model of each agent is unknown. The
main goal is to compositionally construct a BC for the multi-agent AV based on SBCs of individual agents
via data collected from trajectories of agents and solving SCP. ([@4)). Accordingly, we formally estimate the

collision risk for the multi-agent AV within a finite time horizon with some desirable confidence.

We first fix the structure of our sub-barrier certificates as B;(gi, ;) = qi, d? + @i, d + qiy divi + qi, Vi + qi V2, for
alli € {1,...,100}. According to Algorithm [ we fix the threshold £;, = 0.08 and the confidence 3, = 104,
a-priori. In order to reduce the number of decision variables, and accordingly, reduce the number of data
in (5.0 required for solving the SOP. ([@4)), we a-priori fix \; = 10,%; = 107%,a; = 1074, p; = 9 x 1077, for
all ¢ € {1,...,100}. Now we need to compute .Z,; which is required for computing the minimum number of

data. We construct matrix P; based on coefficients of the SBC as

diy 0 qlT% 0
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We enforce —0.001 < gi,, Gy, Gis, Gis < 0.001,—-0.14 < ¢;, < 0.14 as discussed in Remark [0.2] We assume
that x; € {0.9,0.99} with the cardinality m; = 2. Then according to Lemma[I0.I] we compute .Zy, = 1.7804,

ke {l,...,m}, and accordingly, e2, = ()" = (7%g57)° = 9.0723 x 1077
gik N

Now we have all the required ingredients to compute N;. The minimum number of data required for solving
SOP. in (£4) is computed as N; = 244993. Now we need to compute N; which is required for solving the
SOP. (@A) (i.e., condition g;.). According to Lemma 3] we fix p; = 0.08 with a-priori confidence 31, = 1074
and compute N; = 11. We refer the interested reader to [29] for more details on the quantification of N;. By
leveraging the computed parameters, the SOP¢ in (£4) is solved with x; = 0.99 and the following decision

variables:
Bi(gi, v;) = —0.0008d7 + 0.001d; + 0.0001d;v; + 0.14v} — 0.000617,
n: = —0.085, v =0.1. (5.2)
Since n?, + €1, = —0.005 < 0, according to Theorem 5] one can guarantee that the constructed SBC via

collected data together with other decision variables in (52) are valid for the original ROP (A1) with a
confidence of at least 1 — 81, — B2, = 1 — 10~% — 10~*. Satisfaction of conditions (B.5))-([3.7) via constructed
SBC from data is illustrated in Fig. Bl

Bi(gi, i) = i

Bi(gi, xi) = A

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7

d;

FIGURE 3. Left: Satisfaction of condition (ZX]). As observed, this condition is negative for
all ranges of d; € [0,0.7] and v; € [-3.55,0.2]. Right: Satisfaction of conditions B.6])-(B.71)
based on SBC of each unknown vehicle. Pink and purple boxes are initial and collision sets,

respectively.

Remark 5.4. Note that the sample space of w; is defined with respect to the interconnection topology according
to @4)). In particular, since each vehicle is only connected to its proceeding vehicle in a cascade interconnection

topology, the sample of w; for each agent contains only the state of the proceeding vehicle.

In the next section, we consider the multi-agent AV A as in Definition and provide a compositional

framework for the construction of BC for A using SBC of A;.
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6. COMPOSITIONALITY RESULTS FOR MULTI-AGENT AVS

In this section, we analyze multi-agent AV A = Z(A;,...,Ap) by driving a small-gain type compositional
condition and discussing how to construct a BC for the multi-agent AV based on SBC of its individual agents.
The construed BC is useful to estimate the collision risk for multi-agent AVs according to Theorem 3221 Before
presenting the main compositionality result of the work, we define A := diag(;\l, ey ;\M) with \; = 1 — &,

and A := {&J} with &‘j = z—;, where Sii =0,Vi e {1, s ,M}
In the next theorem, we show that how one can construct a BC for the multi-agent AV A using SBC of A,;.

Theorem 6.1. Consider the multi-agent AV A = Z(Ay,..., Anm) induced by M € N>q agents A;. Suppose
that each A; admits an SBC B; with a confidence of at least 1 — 1, — Bo,, as proposed in Theorem 51l If

M M
SIS o)
i=1 i=1

1,(—A+A) = [m; . ;FM}T <0, equivalently, m; <0, Vi€ {l,...,M}, (6.2)

then
M
B(g,x) =Y Bi(gi,x:)
i=1

is a BC for the multi-agent AV A with a confidence of at least 1 — Zf\il b1, — Ei\il Ba,, and with

M M M
”YZZZ%', )\::Z)\ia 1/)5221/%,
i=1 i=1 i=1
k:=14+m, with max m; <w <0, and 7 € (—1,0).
1<i<M

Remark 6.2. Note that \; and &j are used to capture, respectively, the gain of each individual agent and
its interaction gain with other agents in the interconnection topology, i.e., ki, p;. Those i and Sij are then

utilized for the construction of A and A, and accordingly, establishing the compositionality condition in (6.2)).

Remark 6.3. If one is interested in enforcing the compositionality conditions during solving SOP. in (&4),
enforcing 1},(—A+A) < 0 is not directly possible due to having a bilinearity between decision variables p; and
aj. As a potential solution, one can a-priori fix either p; or oy to resolve the bilinearity £- and then enforce
J

compositionality conditions [EI)-E2) as two additional conditions while solving SOP. in ([&4).

Case Study: Vehicle Platooning (continued). We now proceed with Theorem [61] to construct a BC
for the multi-agent AV with a level of confidence using SBCs of individual agents constructed from data.
By constructing A := diag(jq, .. .,XM) with \; = 0.01, and A := {Sij} with &j = 5—] =9 x 1073, one can
readily verify that the compositionality condition ]IL(—A—I—A) < 0 is satisfied. Moreover, the compositionality

condition (6.I)) is also met since A\; > ~;, for all ¢ € {1,...,100}. Then by employing the results of Theorem [6.1]



Abolfazl Lavaei, Luigi Di Lillo, Andrea Censi, Emilio Frazzoli 15

one can conclude that B(q, z) = Z}gi(—0.000Sd% +0.001d} + 0.0001d,v; + 0.14v¢ — 0.00062/2) is a BC for the
multi-agent AV with v = 10, A = 1000, x = 0.99 and ¢ = 0.01, with a confidence of at least 1 — 31 8, —

S0 Ba, = 98%.
By employing Theorem B.2] we guarantee that the collision risk for the multi-agent AV is at most 1% with a
confidence of at least 98% during the time horizon 7 = 100, i.e.,

]PN{]P{A Fi00 ¢} < 0.01} > 0.98. (6.3)

In order to verify our results, we assume that we have access to the model of agents and plot the closed-loop
state (relative distance and velocity) trajectories of a representative vehicle with 10 different noise realizations
as in Fig. @l As it can be observed, none of 10 state trajectories violates the safety specification, which is in

accordance with our collision risk guarantee in ([G.3)).

o
N

o
i
5l

o
e

o
=}
@

Velocity

Relative Distance

o
G
4
9
4
I
1
B
S
o

o

e
S5
.
]

“o 1‘0 2‘0 3‘0 40 5‘0 60 7‘0 8‘0 9‘0 100 0 1‘0 2‘0 3‘0 40 F;O 6‘0 7‘0 8‘0 E;O 100
Time Step Time Step
FIGURE 4. Closed-loop (relative distance and velocity) trajectories of a representative vehicle

with 10 different noise realizations in a network of 100 vehicles.

The SBC computation for each vehicle takes 12 minutes on a Windows machine (Intel i7-8665U CPU with 32
GB of RAM).

In case the compositionality conditions (G.I)-([@.2) are not satisfied, we propose, in the next section, an al-
ternative compositional approach that does not require any compositionality conditions but at the cost of

providing a potentially conservative collision risk for the multi-agent AVs.

7. RELAXED COMPOSITIONAL APPROACH

In this section, we propose an alternative compositional approach which is relax compared to the small-gain
reasoning in the sense that (i) condition (B3] is no longer needed, (ii) compositionality conditions (G1])-(G2])
are no more required, (iii) x; in condition (B8] is equal to one, and (iv) the required number of data in

Theorem [5.1] is reduced since m; = 1. On the downside, the provided collision risk for the multi-agent AV is
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potentially conservative. In our proposed alternative setting, we omit g¢;, and modify some other conditions

of ROP in (41 as
Gis = E[Bi(%’a filwi,win ) | i, wi | — Bi(qi, x:) — pillwi]|* — s,
Gis =Yi — Xi — i) (7.1)

for some g; < 0. We now compute the collision risk for each individual agent A; via the following theorem.

Theorem 7.1. Consider an agent A; defined in Definition[21] and a finite time horizon T € N. Suppose that
there exists a non-negative SBC B; satisfying conditions [B.0)-B.8]) with A\; > ;. Then the collision risk for

each agent A; is computed as

P{Ai = %} < 0y, with ;= ’Y,L_F)\Adv (7.2)

where 1); = pillwil|2 + ;.

In comparison with the small-gain compositional approach, one needs here to solve SOP¢ in ([£4) without
9i, and with g;., g;; as in (ZI). Moreover, the interconnection of A;, Vi € {1,..., M}, is defined here by an
interconnection map h : Hlj\il X, — Hf\il W;, and accordingly, the interconnection constraint in (Z4]) can be
generalized to [wy;...;wp]| = h(z1,...,2p). Similar to Theorem Bl one can relate the optimal value of
SOP. to that of ROP in (41 with the new conditions in (7.IJ), and consequently, formally quantify collision
risks of unknown agents A; based on the number of data as in (G.I) with m; = 1, and a required level of

confidence. We now propose the relaxed compositionality results of this section.

Theorem 7.2. Consider the multi-agent AV A = (X,s, f) composed of M agents A; = (X;, Wi, s, fi), with
a collision event ¢ = p1 X Y3 X -+ X wpr. Let the collision risk for each A; be at most §; (in the sense of

Theorem [71) with a confidence of at least 1 — f3;, with B; = 1, + B2,,Vi € {1,..., M}, i.e.,
]P{]P{-Ai i} < 61'} >1-p;.

Then the collision risk for the multi-agent AV A is at most Zf\il 0; with a confidence of at least 1 — Zﬁl Bi,

ie.,
M M
]P{]P{.Al EorU---UAy 'ZQOM} < Z(si} >1 —Zﬁz
=1 =1

Remark 7.3. As it can be observed, the confidence level for the both small-gain and relaxed compositional
approaches is the same, i.e., 1 — 2?11 B, — Zf\il Ba,. In the relazed compositional approach, the collision risk
for the multi-agent AV is computed based on the linear combination of estimated collision risks for individual

agents, i.e., Zf\il 0;. In contrast, using the small-gain compositional approach, we first construct the overall
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BC based on SBC of agents and then estimate the collision risk of the multi-agent AV wvia results of Theo-
rem[32 Accordingly, the estimated collision risk via the small-gain compositional approach is potentially less

conservative but at the cost of satisfying some additional conditions.

In the next section, we present our data-driven approaches for deterministic multi-agents AVs without any

stochasticity ¢;.

8. DETERMINISTIC (MULTI)AGENT AV'S

In this section, we consider dynamics of each agent as a discrete-time deterministic system given by
A l’l(k + 1) = fi(aci(k), wi(k)), k eN, (81)

with f; : X; X W; — X, and represent it with A; = (X;, W;, f;). The multi-agent AV A without interactions
w;, constructed as a composition of several agents A; with interactions, can be represented by A = (X, f)
with f: X — X, and A: z(k + 1) = f(z(k)). We now define barrier certificates for deterministic multi-agent
AVs as the next definition.

Definition 8.1. Given the deterministic multi-agent AV A = (X, f) with initial and collision sets Xo, X. C X,
a function B: X — R is called a barrier certificate (BC) for A if there exist v, A € R, with A > v, and 0 < k < 1,
such that conditions BI)-B2) are satisfied, and

B(f(x)) < kB(z), Vo e X. (8.2)

Now we employ Definition B and quantify the collision risk for multi-agent AVs via the next theorem.

Theorem 8.2. Consider a deterministic multi-agent AV A = (X, f). Suppose B is a BC for A as in
Definition [81l. Then the collision risk is zero for the multi-agent AV within an infinite time horizon, i.e.,

Xy (k) N Xe =0 for any x9 € Xo and any k € N.

Since searching for the BC as in Definition Bl is computationally expensive, we now define sub-barrier cer-

tificates for deterministic agents A; as the following definition.

Definition 8.3. Consider a deterministic agent A; = (X;, W;, fi), and Xo,, X, C X; as its initial and
collision sets, respectively. A function B; : X; — R is called a sub-barrier certificate (SBC) for A; if there exist
Vi, \i €ER, i, p; € RS, and 0 < k; < 1, such that conditions B.5)-B1) are satisfied, and Vx; € X;,Yw; € W,

Bi(fi(zi,wi)) < kiBi(ws) + pillws||?. (8.3)
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Here, we assume that the transition map f; in (81]) is unknown. We similarly recast the conditions of SBC as

the proposed ROP in ([@I]), but without g;,, and with
9is = Bi(qi, filzi, w;)) — kiBi(qi, x5) — pil|wi]|*. (8.4)

Since the proposed ROP in (4.1)) has infinitely many constraints and a precise transition map f; is also needed
for solving the problem, we employ the proposed SOPy in (@3] instead of solving the ROP in (4I]). Note
that we do not need to employ SOP. in ([@4) since there is no stochasticity inside the model. Similar to
Theorem (.l we propose the next theorem to relate the optimal value of SOPy in (3] to that of ROP
in (@), and accordingly, formally quantify the SBC of unknown agents A; based on the number of data and

a required level of confidence.

Theorem 8.4. Consider the unknown deterministic agent A; as in 1)), and initial and collision regions Xo,
and X.,, respectively. Let gi,-gi, be Lipschitz continuous with respect to x;, and g;; as in Q) be Lipschitz

continuous with respect to x;, w;, with Lipschitz constants £, -2, , <Z,

isr Lo, s respectively. Consider the cor-

responding SOPy in [&3) with its associated optimal value ny, and solution ©F = [v;; \j;af; 055455341 ],
with N; > N;(&2,,82,), as in (50) with e1,, B2, € [0,1] where €1, < &y, = max {4, Lo, 9%‘4"’Zqisk boIf
Ny, t€1, <0, then the solution ©F is a feasible solution for ROP in (A1) with a confidence of at least 1 — Ba,.

Proof of Theorem [R.4]is similar to that of Theorem [5.1] and is omitted here.

8.1. Small-Gain Compositional Approach. Given a deterministic multi-agent AV A = Z(A4,..., An),
we show in the next theorem that how to construct a BC for the multi-agent AV A using SBCs of A;.

Theorem 8.5. Consider the deterministic multi-agent AV A =T(Aq,..., Anm) induced by M € N>1 agents A;
as in BI). Suppose that each A; admits an SBC B; with a confidence of at least 1 — B2, as proposed in
Theorem [84) If the compositional conditions ([61)-(€2) are satisfied, then

is a BC for the multi-agent AV A with a confidence of at least 1 — Zf\il Ba,;, and with

M M
”y::Z%, /\::Z/\i, k:=1+m, with 12?}/[ﬂ<w<0’ and © € (—1,0).
i=1 i=1 -

Proof of Theorem is similar to that of Theorem and is omitted here.
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8.2. Relaxed Compositional Approach. In the case that the compositionality conditions are not satisfied,
we propose a relax compositional approach, in which (i) condition (B3] is no longer needed, (ii) composi-
tionality conditions (61))-(6-2) are no more required, (iii) %, in condition ([3]) is equal to one, and (iv) the
required number of data in Theorem [RB.4lis reduced, but at the cost of providing the collision risk estimation for
multi-agent AVs in finite time horizons. To do so, we first propose a new definition of SBC for deterministic

agents A; as the following.

Definition 8.6. Consider the deterministic agent A; = (X;, Wy, i), and Xo,, X., € X; as its initial and
collision sets, respectively. A function B;: X; — R is called a sub-barrier certificate (SBC) for A; if there exist
pi € R(J{, Yi, Ai € R with v; + pil|w;||2.Ti < \i, within a finite time horizon T; € N, such that conditions ([B3.6)-
B0 are satisfied, and Va; € X;,YVw; € Wy,

Bi(fi(zi,wi)) < Bi(z;) + pillwi] . (8.5)

We now employ Definition 8.6l and estimate the collision risk for each agent A; in a finite time horizon via the

next theorem.

Theorem 8.7. Consider the deterministic agent A; in 8I) and a finite time horizon T; € N. Suppose B; is
an SBC for A; as in Definition[88. Then, the collision risk is zero for each agent A; within the finite time
horizon T; = = ie., Ty, (k) N X, = 0 for any xo, € Xo, and any k € [0,T;), with T; = A=

pillwillZ, 7 pillwillZ
We similarly recast the conditions of SBC as the proposed ROP in (.1I]), but without g;,, g:,, and with
9is (i, 0:) = Bilgs, fiwi, wi)) — Bilgs, i) — pil|wil?,
9io (i, 03) = %i + pillwill2T — Ai — i,

for some g; < 0. Similar to Theorem [R4] one can relate the optimal value of SOPy in (@3] to that of ROP
in (A1), and accordingly, quantify the SBC of unknown agents A; based on the number of data as in (&1
with m; = 1, and a required level of confidence. We now propose our relaxed compositional approach for

multi-agent AVs A with unknown deterministic dynamics via the next theorem.

Theorem 8.8. Consider the deterministic multi-agent AV A = (X, f) composed of M agents A; = (X;, W3, fi),
1 € {l,...,M}, with a collision event ¢ = @1 X Yo X -+- X ppr.  Let the collision risk for each A; be

zero (in the sense of Theorem [87) for a finite time horizon T; = p)l\h;’ﬁz with a confidence of at least

1—89,,Vie{l,...,M}, ie., ]P{Ai ¥ goi} > 1— Ba,. Then the collision risk for the multi-agent AV A is zero
within the finite time horizon 7 = min;cqy,. ary{7i}, with a confidence of at least 1 — ZZ]\il B2, , i.e.,

M
P{Alﬁwlﬁ---ﬂAM}fg@M}Zl—Zﬁgi.

i=1
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Proof of Theorem [R.8is similar to that of Theorem and is omitted here.

The confidence level for multi-agent AVs with unknown deterministic dynamics in the both small-gain and
relaxed compositional approaches is the same, i.e., 1 —Zf\il B2,. However, the collision risk in the relaxed com-
positional approach is estimated in finite time horizons, whereas small-gain compositional approach provides

the collision risk estimation in infinite time horizons but at the cost of fulfilling some additional conditions.

Case Study: Vehicle Platooning (computational complexity analysis). In order to provide a more
practical analysis on the computational complexity based on number of collected data required for solving the
SOP in (£4), we plot in Fig. Bl the required number of data in terms of the threshold €3, and the confidence
parameter 2, according to (B.1]) for each vehicle. As it can be observed, the required number of data decreases

by increasing either the threshold &5, or fs,.

9. DISCUSSION

In this work, we proposed a compositional data-driven scheme for the formal estimation of collision risks for
stochastic multi-agent AVs while providing an a-priori guaranteed confidence on our estimation. We first
reformulated the original collision risk problem as a robust optimization program (ROP), and then provided
a scenario optimization program (SOP) corresponding to the original ROP by collecting finite numbers of
data from trajectories of each agent. We then built a probabilistic relation between the optimal value of SOP
and that of ROP, and accordingly, constructed a sub-barrier certificate for each unknown agent based on the
number of data and a required level of confidence. By leveraging a compositional technique based on small-
gain reasoning, we quantified the collision risk for the multi-agent AVs with some level of confidence based

on constructed sub-barrier certificates of individual agents. In the case that the compositionality condition is
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not satisfied, we proposed a relaxed-version of compositional results without requiring any compositionality
conditions. We finally presented our techniques for non-stochastic multi-agent AVs. We demonstrated the

effectiveness of our proposed results by applying them to a vehicle platooning in a network of 100 vehicles.
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10. APPENDIX

10.1. Additional Lemmas.

Lemma 10.1. Consider a linear agent A;: x;(k+1) = A;z;(k)+ D;w;(k)+ R;s;(k), with A;, R; € R™*™ D, €
RP>"i and g;(-) ~ N(0,1,). Let ||A;|| < Za,, |Dill < ZLp,, where La,, L, € RE. Then Ly, Jor a quadratic

SBC in the form of x] Pix;, with a positive-definite matriz P; € R™>*"i s computed as

%, = max {zgil,zgm,zg%,zgu,zgi%} = max {25 (Amax(P) + L), (L2 +.22 )3,

9is, . Jis,,

with
o, = D (P) (5 (L5, 4 50) + 5420 L),

Zgi;) = 2)‘maX(Pi)(S;$Bi + SZZAIXDI) + 22&'5;’

where Lo, Ly, Si, S, are, respectively, upper bounds on «;,p;, and the norm of x;,w;, ie., a; < Z,, €

Ri, pi < %y €RY, |7 < si € RE, Vi € Xy, and ||wi]| < s) € RE, Vw; € W;.

Remark 10.2. One needs to know upper bounds for Amax(Pi), Zo,,Zp, in order to compute Zy, , and ac-
cordingly, the required number of data as Step 3 in Algorithm[dl. The pre-assumed upper bounds should be then
enforced as some additional conditions during solving the SOP. ([&4]) as mentioned in Step 4 of Algorithm[1.

Similarly, we provide another lemma for the computation of .Z,, but for nonlinear agents A;.

Lemma 10.3. Consider nonlinear agents A;: x;(k + 1) = fi(x;(k),w;(k)) + Ris; (k) with ¢ (-) ~ N(0,L,).
Ofi(xi,wi Afi(wi,wi
Let ||fi(w, w)ll < %, |0n filwiwd)|| = PRGN < Lo 0w, filws, )| = 122G < L, where

Ly Ly L, € RE. Then %2y, Jor a quadratic SBC in the form of x; T Pyz; with a positive-definite matrix

P; € R™*™ s computed as

Ly = max { Ly, Ly Ly Loss Loy, = 0ax {28 (Anax (P) + L), (L7 + L2 )%},

Gis,,

with

Zgi%m - 2)\max(R)(Z$ml + ’iisi)v

= 2)\max (‘Pz)-i/ﬂlfwl + 2gpw Sl’

Gis,,

where Lo, Ly, Si, S, are, respectively, upper bounds on «;,p;, and the norm of x;,w;, e, a; < Z,, €

Ri, pi < %y €RY, |74 < si € R, Va; € X, and |wi]| < s} € RE, Vw; € Wi
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10.2. Proofs of Statements.

Proof. (Theorem [5.7]) Based on [34], Theorem 4.1, 4.3], the probabilistic distance between optimal values of
ROP and SOPy can be formally lower bounded b,

PY{0 <np, — i, <o} 21— B,

provided that
€1,
Lsp, .7,

iy,

N; > Ni(g,( ), B2,),
where g;, : [0,1] — [0, 1] is given by
gi,(8) = s™ TP Vs e0,1],
and Lgp, is a Slater constant as defined in [34] equation (5)]. Since the original ROP in (@) can be cast as a

min-max optimization problem, the Slater constant Lgp, can be selected as 1 [34, Remark 3.5].

One can readily conclude that 1y, < np, <1y, +¢€1, with a confidence of at least 1 — 2,. From Lemma [.3]
we have 73, < 5 with a confidence of at least 1 — 81,. Let us now define events & := {ny, < 0!} and
&y := {nk, < ny, +¢1,}, where IP{é'l} >1—p, and ]P{Eg} > 1 — fB,. From the above derivations, one has
Ng, < Ny, €1, <0 +e1,. Since nf, +&1, <0, it implies that ;. < 0. We are now computing the concurrent

occurrence of events £ and &, namely ]P{Sl N 82}:
P{&iN&} =1-P{&UE], (10.1)
where £ and & are the complement of £ and &, respectively. Since
P{&US) <P{&} + P&},
and by leveraging ([0.]), one can readily conclude that
P{&iN&E} >1-P{&} —P{&} > 1— 61, — fa,.

Therefore, the solution O} via solving SOP. in (@) is a feasible solution for ROP (&I]) with a confidence of
at least 1 — 31, — B2,, which completes the proof. O

Proof. (Lemma [10.1]) We first compute Lipschitz constants of £, -, with respect to z and %, with
5%

respect to x; and w;, and then take the maximum among them. By defining

max || 2|
gi : zi€X; Oz 17
5
T st l[@s]] < si, [Jwi]| < s,

1One can readily verify that 7%, is always bigger than or equal to 1y, because 1, = is computed for infinitely-many constraints,
2 k2 2

whereas 1}, is computed only for finitely many of them.
K
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one has

— T T

< max 124, P A; = ki, P)||[lall + (1247 P,Dil |
< 2si(||A] Al + wi, [ Po) + 283 Ail[|| Bill]| D
< 2s;(| Pl Al + rap 1311 + 255 (| Aall | P Dl

S 2Amax(Pi)(Si($ji + Iiik) + S;ZAIXDJ

Similarly, be defining

8915
Jnax |l 5er
Jig,, * ,
s.t. il < s4, [Jwill < s,

one has

= Inav)[(/ ||2DZTPZ'D1"UJ1' + 2D;rPiAi$i — 2piwi||
wi,eW;

Gis,,
< max 2| D P Dy|[|wil| + 2| D" Py As|[||2:]| + 2p4|ws|
< 255\ D PiDs || + 25| D[ || Pil|[| Ail] + 22,5}

< 2)\max(Pi)(3;$[2)i + SifAigDi) +2%,5

Pi°e”

Then ggi5k = (£ + 92”921,51” )2. Similarly for g;,-gi,, we have Ly, =Ly, = Ly, < 28i10max(F), Z,

Gis, Gig <

25i(Amax(P;) + Za,). Then £, =max {gqn ) z‘]iQ’”Zqig’ Gig gql-sk } = max {23i()‘maX(Pi) + Lo, ($2 +

gi5km
.,Zq?i% )% }, which completes the proof. O

Proof. (Lemma [10.3]) By defining

max e
i . z; €X; Ox; ’
Yis :
o st lzill < si, lwil| < s,
0gis
fgis : wrfleav)i(/i I wi E
.
s.t. lzill < si, lwi]| < si,

one has &y, < 2\nax(P)(LiLo, + Kiy5i): Ly, < 2hmax(P) L5l + 22,5, Then £, = (£ +
x w “ kx

$£72i5w)%. Similarly for g;,-gi,, we have £, = £, =2, < 28; Amax (Ps), Ly, < 28;(Amax(Ps) + Za,)-
1 .

Then %, = max{.%, ,.%, Zgigazgw‘fg%k } = max {25;(Amax(P) + Za,), ('Z‘iskx + ‘Zésw>2 }, which

completes the proof. O

ig )
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Proof. (Theorem [6.3)) We first show that conditions BI)-(B2) hold. For any z := [x1;...;2Mm] € Xo =
Hi]\il Xo,, we have

M

B(g,x) =Y Bi(gi,xi) <

i=1 i

Yi =",

=

Il
-

and similarly for any x := [x1;...;2n] € X = Hf\il X, one has

M M
B(g,x) =Y Bilgiwi) > Y i =\,
=1 3

i=1

satisfying conditions (BI))-[B.2) with v = Zf\il vi and A = Zf\il Ai. Note that A > v according to (G.]).

Now we show that condition (B3] holds, as well. By employing condition (35]) and compositionality condition
11,(—A + A) < 0, one can obtain the chain of inequalities in (I0.3)). By defining

s i= maxx {s + 11 (—A + A)B(g,2) | 11,B(q,2) = s},

M
Y= i, (10.2)
i=1
where B(q,z) = [Bl(ql,xl); e ;BM(qM,xM)}, condition ([33) is also satisfied. We now show that k =1+
and 0 < k < 1. Since ]IL(—A—F A) = [71'1; e ;WM}T < 0, and maxj<ij<pm < 7 < 0 with 7 € (—1,0), one
has

ks =s+ 1y (—A+ A)B(g,x) = s+ [7Tl§---;WM]T[BI(QlaI1)§---;BM(QMJ?MH
=s+mBilq, 1)+ +7uBa(an, var) < s+ 7(Bilgr, 1) + -+ Bulga, oar)) = s+ s = (1+7)s.

Then ks < (1 + m)s, and accordingly, £ < 1 4+ 7. Since maxj<i<mym < ® < 0 with 7 € (=1,0), then
0 < k =14 m < 1, which completes the proof. Note that since each agent 4; admits its SBC B; with a
confidence of at least 1 — 31, — f2,, one can readily conclude that B is a BC for the multi-agent AV A with a
confidence of at least 1 — ZZ]\il b1, — Zf\il B2, . O

Proof. (Theorem [Z.1)) According to condition [B.), one has X., C {z; € X; | Bi(x;) > A;}. Then we have

IP{xmoi (k) € X, for 0< k < T | @0, = xi(O)}

< ]P{ sup Bi(zi(k)) > Xi | @o, = :Ei(O)}. (10.4)
0<k<T
Since
]E[Bz'(fi(xi, Wi, i) |%wz} < ki) + i, with oy = pyl|wi]|% + i, (10.5)

the collision risk estimation for each agent A; in (2] follows directly by applying [31, Corrolary 2-1, Chapter
III] to (I04)) and employing, respectively, conditions (I0.5) and B.4). O
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E|B(g, f(x.9) || = E[fzsz-(qi, filwswi, <) |2 w] = fm[&-(qi, fiwswi, <)) @]
i=1 i=1

v
Ms

E[Bi(qufi(xiuwiugi))’xiawz} i(qi, i) + pillwi]|? + )

=1 1:1
M M M M
SZ( iBi(qiuxi)"’pi Z ku” +wz :Z qzvxz + pi Z ”‘%”24_2/11)
i=1 p—y =1 J=1,itj
M M M o
:Z( iBi(qi, xi) + Z ‘pi”iﬂsz‘i‘?/% Z i(qi, i) Z a;B (g5, 25) +5)
i=1 J=1,i#j =1 Jj=1,i#j
M M Mo
= Z (gi, ;) Z i(qi, i) Z 03 Bj(q5, ) + i)
i=1 i1 J=1,itj
M
=B(g,x) + L3, (—A + A)[Bi(q1, 21); - .- Bu(qar, o)) + Zwi < (1+4mB(g,x) + 1. (10.3)
i—1

Proof. (Theorem [Z.2]) Since

PlAi iU UAy Eou} <P{A Eoi}+- +P{Ay F oum},
we have
M
P{AI Fp1U---UAy )=90M}§51+---+5M=Z5i.

By defining collision events &; and £ as
&= {PlAiFw} <8}, vie (... M},
M
= {]P{Al EorU--UAy Eoun} < 251'},
i=1
one has ]P{&-} >1-p4;,Vie{l,...,M}. We now aim at computing a lower bound for ]P{E}. We have
M
P{& iU UEm} <P{& )+ +P{EM} <Bi+- +Bu :Zﬂi, (10.6)

with &; being complements of &;,Vi € {1,..., M}. Since EC & U---UEwM, one has IP{S} < IP{gl U--- UEM}.
By employing (I0.6]), one has IP{E_} < Zi\il Bi. Subsequently, ]P{E} >1- Zf\il Bi, which completes the
proof. O

Proof. (Theorem [8.2]) We show the statement based on contradiction. Let z,, of A start at some z¢ € Xj.
Suppose x,, reaches inside X.. Based on conditions [BI)-([B.2), one has B(x(0)) < v and B(z(k)) > A for
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some k € N. Since B(z(-)) is a BC and by employing condition (82]), one can conclude that A < B(z(k)) <
B(x(0)) < ~. This contradicts condition A > -, which completes the proof. O

Proof. (Theorem [B.7)) According to ([8H), since B;(x;(k+1))—B;(z;(k)) < p;|lw;i||%, , one can recursively infer
that B;(z;(k)) — Bi(2:(0)) < p;|lwi||% k. By employing condition [B.8]), we have B;(x;(k)) < v + pillwi]|% k-
Now since ~; + p;||wi|| % Ti < \i, one can readily conclude that B;(z;(k)) < A;. From condition ([3.7)), one gets

x;(k) ¢ X, for any k € [0,7;). This implies that the collision risk is zero for each agent A; for the finite time

Ai—7i
pillwillZ,’

horizon T; = which completes the proof. O



	1. Introduction
	2. Problem Description
	2.1. Preliminaries and Notation
	2.2. Stochastic (Multi-)Agent AVs

	3. (Sub-)Barrier Certificates
	4. Data-Driven Construction of SBC
	5. Construction of SBC for Unknown Agents
	6. Compositionality Results for Multi-Agent AVs
	7. Relaxed Compositional Approach
	8. Deterministic (Multi)Agent AVs
	8.1. Small-Gain Compositional Approach
	8.2. Relaxed Compositional Approach

	9. Discussion
	References
	10. Appendix
	10.1. Additional Lemmas
	10.2. Proofs of Statements


