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Abstract: Providing rigorous reachability guarantees for unknown complex systems is a crucial
and challenging task. In this paper, we present a novel data-driven framework that addresses
this challenge by leveraging Koopman operator theory. Instead of operating in the state space,
the proposed method encodes model uncertainty from finite data directly into Koopman
spectral representation with quantifiable error bounds. Leveraging this spectral information,
we systematically determine time intervals within which trajectories from the initial set are
guaranteed, with a prescribed probability, to reach the target set. This enables the rigorous
reachability verification without explicit computation of reachable sets, thereby offering a
significant advantage in scalability and applicability. We finally validate the effectiveness of
the proposed framework through case studies on representative dynamical systems.
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1. INTRODUCTION

With the increasing integration of complex autonomous
systems, such as autonomous vehicles, robotics, and smart
grids, into safety-critical scenarios, guaranteeing their op-
erational safety and reliability has become a paramount
challenge in modern control engineering. Fundamentally,
verifying whether a dynamical system adheres to such
specifications can be formulated and analyzed as a problem
of reachability verification. For instance, collision avoid-
ance is equivalent to verifying that the system’s state
trajectory will never reach an unsafe state set represent-
ing obstacles. Similarly, task completion corresponds to
guaranteeing that the system state will eventually reach a
target set with expected behaviors.

Historically, the problem of reachability verification has
been extensively studied under the assumption that an ex-
act model of the dynamical system is available. Prominent
approaches in this direction include set-propagation meth-
ods using zonotopes, such as work by Alanwar et al. (2023)
and their variants; backward reachability analysis based
on Hamilton-Jacobi-Isaacs (HJI) equations as explored by
Herbert et al. (2019); and verification via the construction
of barrier certificates through Sum-of-Squares (SOS) op-
timization techniques introduced by Prajna and Rantzer
(2007). Despite their theoretical soundness, the prerequi-
site of a precisely known model is often a prohibitive bot-
tleneck in practice. For many real-world systems, deriving
a model from first principles is either infeasible due to un-
known physical mechanisms, or yields a high-fidelity model
that is computationally intractable for formal analysis.
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This fundamental gap between model-based theory and
the realities of complex engineering systems has spurred
a paradigm shift to data-driven approaches, which aim
to infer system properties directly from observed data,
bypassing the identification of an explicit model.

Recent advancements in data-driven reachability analysis
have established a diverse landscape of methodologies.
For instance, scenario optimization approaches as demon-
strated in Devonport and Arcak (2020b); Kashani et al.
(2024) formulate the determination of reachable set as
a chance-constrained optimization problem, which yields
explicit probabilistic guarantees but often at the cost of
high sample complexity. Another distinct techniques in
this domain is to employ surrogate models, particularly
using tools like gaussian process in Devonport and Arcak
(2020a) or conformal prediction in Tebjou et al. (2023),
to compute a reachable set that contains the true tra-
jectories with statistical guarantees. In contrast, meth-
ods that aim for deterministic guarantees, such as those
using Zonotopes in Alanwar et al. (2021), focus on con-
structing over-approximation of the true reachable set but
are typically conservative for verification. While emerging
techniques using Neural PDE solvers like DeepReach from
Bansal and Tomlin (2020) promise high scalability, their
assurances currently remain largely empirical. However,
these approaches are fundamentally linked by the com-
mon principle of embedding data-driven uncertainty into
the geometric representation of the reachable set, thereby
inheriting the limitations of set-based computations. Even
when inferring the dynamical model from finite noise-free
data, the intrinsic uncertainty presents a critical problem
in the field that remains largely open: how can we, under
model uncertainty inherent in finite data, rigorously verify
the reachability of the underlying dynamical system in
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general settings, such as between mon-convex sets or over
long, potentially infinite, time horizons?

To address this challenge, this paper introduce a novel
data-driven reachability verification framework based on
the Koopman spectrum. Diverging from conventional ap-
proaches that pursue a set-based framework to geometri-
cally verify reachability in the state space, our algorithm
adopts a fundamentally different paradigm inspired by the
method in Ding and Deka (2024). Specifically, we encode
the uncertainty of the underlying dynamics, as captured
from data, into Koopman spectral information with error
bounds. Leveraging this spectral representation, we verify
the reachability specification by computing the probability
of the existence of a non-empty time interval, during which
trajectories starting from the given initial set can reach the
target set.

2. PRELIMINARIES

Notations: We use R and C to denote the set of
real and complex numbers, respectively. R™ denotes the
n—dimensional real space. The space of all k—times con-
tinuously differentiable functions on domain X is denoted
by C*(X). The notation spec(M) denotes the spectrum of
a matrix M € C"*™. Re(-) and Im(-) denote the real and
imaginary parts of an argument, respectively. || is used to
denote the absolute value of a real or complex number and
likewise Z- denotes the phase angle of a complex scalar.

In this paper, we consider continuous-time dynamical
systems of the form

d

%) = f(a(?)) (1)
where f : X — R”™ is an unknown continuously differen-
tiable map and z(t) € R™ denotes the state in the compact
set X € R" at time ¢ > 0. The flow map s; : X — X
of system (1) is given by s;(z) = = + fot f(z(7))dr, for all
t > 0 and z € X. Throughout this paper, the explicit form
of dynamical system (1) is considered to be unknown. In-
stead, our analysis is based on the following assumptions.

Assumption 1. We are given a finite dataset D =
{xk, yr }2_, consisting of N snapshot pairs collected from
trajectories of the system (1), where each pair (xg,yi)
satisfies yr, = sat(xk) for a fized time step At > 0.
Assumption 2. We assume the amount of data and func-
tion dictionary are sufficiently rich such that the Koopman
eigenvalues \ associated with the principal eigenfunctions
under consideration are assumed to be known precisely or
estimated with negligible error 1.

Under Assumptions 1 and 2, we are interested in the
problem formulated as follows.

Problem 1. (Data-driven Reachability Verification) Con-
sider a dynamical system (1) known only through the
dataset D. Given an initial set Xo C X and a target
set Xp C X, reachability verification aims to determine
whether there exists some time t > 0 and xq € Xo such
that s¢(zo) € Xp.

In the following, we first review the necessary funda-
mentals of Koopman operator theory and its principal

1 Please refer to subsection 2.3 for further discussion.

eigenpairs. We then show how reach-time bounds derived
from the Koopman eigenpairs can be used for reachability
verification. Finally, we examine the error bounds on data-
driven approximation of Koopman eigenpairs.

2.1 Koopman operator and principal eigenpairs

Let F be a Banach space of scalar-valued functions ¢(x) :
X — C. The Koopman operator U; : F — F correspond-
ing to the system (1) is defined as [U:¢](x) = ¢(s:(x)),
where ¢(x) € F denotes an observable function. Further-
more,

Definition 1. (Koopman Eigenvalues and Eigenfunc-
tions) An observable function ¢(x) € F is said to be an
eigenfunction of the Koopman operator corresponding to
the eigenvalue A if

[Ue](z) = eMo(x), t > 0. (2)

With the Koopman generator, Ky, equation (2) can be
written as
o

K6 = Gt (@) = 2o() 3)

In addition to being defined for all ¢ € [0,00) and x € X,
the Koopman spectrum can be generalized to finite time
and the subset of state space as open and subdomain
eigenfunctions. Furthermore, we define the set of principal
eigenpairs as the minimal generator G of the set given by

E= {(Zm:”iAi’ﬁ@é?i) ‘ (Xiy¢i) € G, n; € N} .
i=1 =1

where F is the semigroup of eigenpairs (A, ¢).

Remark 1. The concept of principal eigenfunctions, in-
troduced in Mohr and Mezié¢ (2016) and further studied in
Kvalheim and Revzen (2021), yields a countably infinite
set of eigenfunctions. To form a richer basis, this notion
is extended to ‘primary eigenfunctions’, as introduced in
Bollt (2021), by allowing real-valued exponents. In this
paper, we adopt this more general primary eigenfunction
definition for reachability verification.

2.2 Time-to-reach bounds using the Koopman spectrum

Given any function g : X — C and sets V,/W C X, we
define the following notations for convenience,

g(V) = suplg(@)], g(V)= inf |g(z)]
z€eV z€

LW, V) = log (gg((vvv))) AW,V = Zg(V) — Lg(W).

We recall the following results from Ding and Deka (2024)
for reachability verification with reach-time bounds.
Theorem 1. Let Inqq(N, %) be the time-to-reach bounds
with magnitudes of non-trivial eigenpair (A, 1) € E defined
over the set X, where ¢ = [[i_, ¥ and X = Y1 a;\;
with a; > 0 and principal eigenpairs (X\;,v;) € G. Then,
we have the over-approrimation fmag()\,w) such that

(a) For Re(N) > 0, Lnag(A\ %) C Inag(\, ) =
Z?:l Oliﬁwi (XF,X()) Z?:l Oliﬁwi (Xo,XF)
—2iciaiRe(N) T 3L, ayRe(N)




(b) For Re ()‘) < 0; Im,ag(Aaq/)) g Imag()‘aw) =
iy il (Xo, Xp) i, il (X, Xo)
YiciaiRe(N;) T =30, a;Re(N)
Theorem 2. Let Lypase(N, %) be the collection of time-
to-reach bounds with phases of complex (and non-trivial)
eigenpair (N\,¢) € E, parameterized by ¢ = [\, 5
and \ = Z?:l a;N;, where a; > 0, we have the over-

approximation fphase()\, ) such that
(a) For Im(A) >0, and some m € Z,
Z?:l Oéi.Aw'i ()(()7 XF) + 2mm
Sor o Im () ’
m o —o A (Xp, Xo) +2mm | . .
Zl_l n ( - O) = Iphase(Aa w)
Zi:l (673 Irn (AZ)
(b) For Im (X\) <0, and some m € Z,
Y AV (X, Xo) 4 2mm
=iy i Im () ’
:-L, ai.AwiX,XF +2mm | . .
Zl_l n ( 4 ) = Iphase()‘7 ¢)
> im0 Im (Ad)
Let T(\4) = Imag(A, %) N Iphase(N, ) denote the com-
puted reach-time bounds, a necessary condition for reach-
ability verification is then given by the following corollary.
Corollary 1. For the dynamical system (1), a necessary

condition for a target set Xp C X to be reachable from an
initial set Xg C X is that the intersection of all intervals

f()\, ¥) is non-empty. In other words,
{se(z0) | o € Xo}ﬂXF 7& 0 for some t >0

= (11

(MP)EE

Iphase ()\7 w) g [

]phase ()\7 w) - [

Remark 2. Theorem 1 and 2 establish that an over-
approximation of the exact reach-time bounds can be
obtained when the exact bounds of the principal eigenfunc-
tions’ values are available on Xy and Xp. The Corollary
1 presents the necessary condition for reachability with

I\ ).

2.3 Error bounds on approrimating Koopman spectral
properties

The data-driven approximation of Koopman spectral
properties is fundamentally rooted in the approximation
of the Koopman operator itself. Spurred by the evolution
from Dynamic Mode Decomposition (DMD) by Schmid
(2010) to Extended DMD (EDMD) by Williams et al.
(2015), and other variants like kernel EDMD as seen in
Williams et al. (2014); Klus et al. (2020), the study of this
topic is undergoing a significant maturation, progressively
shifting from exploratory algorithms to a comprehensive
framework grounded in rigorous error analysis. Seminal
work by Korda and Mezi¢ (2018) proved the convergence
of EDMD to the true operator in the finite-data limit.
Probabilistic bounds with convergence rates for i.i.d. and
ergodic sampling, respectively, were established in Philipp
et al. (2023). Moving beyond the uniform bounds, the L™
error bounds for KEDMD were derived in Koéhne et al.

(2025) by reformulating the problem through interpola-
tion theory. However, an accurate operator approximation
does not guarantee accurate spectral properties, a chal-
lenge primarily attributed to spectral pollution. A critical
development to address this challenge is Residual DMD
(ResDMD) from Colbrook et al. (2023); Colbrook and
Townsend (2024). By approximating the resolvent oper-
ator, this method provides the framework with rigorous
guarantees for computing the spectrum without spectral
pollution, and offer a computable metric to evaluate the
residual for each eigenpair. A key result, Theorem 4.1
in Colbrook and Townsend (2024), establishes that the
computed eigenvalues converge to the true spectrum as
the amount of data and the dictionary size increase. The
theoretical origins of spectral pollution were further elu-
cidated in Kostic et al. (2023) by the concept of metric
distortion, which reveals that spectral error is amplified
by a geometric factor related to the chosen function space.
For systems with local analytical structure, high-precision
methods such as Analytical EDMD in Mauroy and Mezic
(2024) and JetDMD in Ishikawa et al. (2024) have been
developed, leveraging Taylor or jet-based expansions to
achieve strong convergence guarantees for the eigenfunc-
tions. These theoretical advancements establish that, un-
der suitable assumptions on data and the choice of basis
functions, the error of a data-driven Koopman eigenpair
approximation can be rigorously bounded. To formalize
our results under spectral uncertainty, we define the error
between a computed eigenvalue A\ and its true counterpart
A to be bounded by a constant dy 2 > 0, such that

A=Al < 6, (4)

and correspondingly, the eigenfunction approximation er-
ror in the space F to be bounded by a constant d, > 0,

le(2)y(x) = (@)l F < by (5)
where £(z) represents the local relative error of ¢(z) to its
approximation ¢ (z) after optimal scaling alignment .

3. DATA-DRIVEN REACHABILITY VERIFICATION
UNDER SPECTRAL UNCERTAINTY

In this section, we present the main technical contribution
of this paper by deriving rigorous formal guarantees for
reachability verification with uncertain principal Koopman
eigenpairs. To achieve this, our derivation accounts for
both the uncertainty of Koopman eigenpairs arising from
finite data, and the sampling uncertainty introduced when
estimating their extrema over sets from finite samples. In
the following analysis, we quantify the impact of these
two fundamental sources of uncertainty, and construct the
probabilistic guarantee on the reach-time bounds.

We begin by examining the inaccurate Koopman eigen-
pairs arising from the model uncertainty. Given an uncer-

tain Koopman eigenpair (A,¢) satisfying the bounds as
defined in (4) and (5), the quantities £% and A can be
bounded as follows,

Lemma 1. Suppose the inaccurate eigenfunction 15(:10) =
e(x)(x) satisfying a multiplicative error model as defined

in (), then for any compact sets V,W € X, we have LY

2 In our case, 6y = 0 by the Assumption 2.



and AV computed from the inaccurate @Z(x) can be bounded
such that,

LYW, V) = LV, W) < LYW, V)
LYW, V) + L5(W, V)

L
<

AV (W, V) — A (V, W) < AY(W, V)
< AY(W, V) + A5(W, V)

(6)

(7)

Proof. Given 1/;(33) as defined in (5) that implies log |1p(~x)| =
log [¥(x)] + log |e(x)|, we have,

LYW, V) = sup (log [4(2)] + loge(x)|)

— inf (log[¢/(z)| + loge(=)|)

< log|y (V)| + log|e(V)| — log|i (V)| + logle(V))
= LYW, V) + LE(W, V).

The remaining bounds in (6) and (7) can be established
in an analogous manner. O

The flexibility of the time-to-reach framework in handling
general set geometries, such as nonconvex or even dis-
connected sets, essentially stems from its reliance only on
eigenfunction extrema on sets, which can be estimated via
sampling. Next, we proceed with the analysis of the impact
of sampling uncertainty on the verification framework. Un-
der the general assumption of i.i.d sampling as presented
in Lemma 3, the error of these empirical estimates can be
bounded with probability as follows.

Lemma 2. Let LY(W,V) and AY(W,V) be the empirical
estimates of LY and AV, respectively, which are computed
from N i.i.d. samples drawn from the compact sets W,V &€
X. For any given error tolerance ¢ > 0 and confidence
level § € (0,1), there exists a sufficiently large number of
N € N such that the following inequalities hold with a joint
probability of at least 1 —§:

LYW, V) —e <LY(W,V) < LY(W,V),
AY(W, V) — e <AY(W,V) < AY(W, V).

(®)
(9)

Proof. By the definition of the supremum and infimum,
the empirical estimates from samples drawn from a set S
must satisfy,

og|y ()| < Togl:(S)], logl(S)| > logu(S)]-
Then we have,
LYW, V) = Tog|¢:(V)| — log|t(W)]
< log|t)(V)| — log|p(W)| = LY (W, V).

By Lemma 3, for any failure probability o € (0,1) and

error tolerance € > 0, we can choose a number of samples

N large enough such that, with a probability of at least

1 — o, the following error bounds hold for ¥ (x),

= R € ~ €

Toglu:(V)] > Togly(V)| — 5. 168J4b(W)] < loglub ()] + 5.
(10)

Let ¢ = g and applying the union bound, we ensure

that both inequalities hold simultaneously with a joint
probability of at least 1 — %. Substitute these bounds into

the definition of £¥ (W, V) and we have,

LYW, V) =Toghp (V)| — log| (W)
— € ~ €
> (logl (V)| - 5) — (ogly(W) + 5)
=LY(W,V) —e.
Combining the data-conditioned deterministic upper bound
and the probabilistically derived lower bound yields the
result for L£Y(W,V) for any compact sets W,V € X.
Following similar procedure we have an identical argument
holds for AY(W, V). Since both conclusions are derived

under the same joint event, the given inequalities hold
simultaneously with probability at least 1 — 0. O

With the individual impact of model uncertainty and
sampling uncertainty formally bounded by Lemma 1 and
Lemma 2, we formalize our main result in the following
theorem. ~

Theorem 3. Let I(\ ) be the empirical estimate of
f()\,t/)) with inaccurate principal eigenpairs {(Ai, i)},
and suppose the data sample are i.i.d. Given any error
tolerance ¢ > 0 and a probabilistic confidence level § €
(0,1), there exists a sufficiently large number N € N such
that,

P{dH(f()mp),f()\,u))) < A} >1-46 (1)

where dy denotes the Hausdorff distance, and the total
error bound A is given by

. e+ A, e+ Ay
A= 12
max{me(wmm’ [Tm <Ai>|mm} (12)

Here, Ap = maX;e(1,... my1Ac,i} where each Ag; repre-
sents the worst-case model error from ;, given by Ap ; =
{1£%( X0, Xp)|, |L5(XF, X0)|}, and A 4 is defined analo-
gously for the phase.

Proof. Let & be the joint event that the conclusions of
both Lemma 1 and Lemma 2 hold for principal eigenfunc-
tion 1;, and £ = N2, &; be the joint event where the con-
ditions hold for all m principal eigenpairs simultaneously.
Under the event &;, we have

|£~¢~z _ [ < ‘[il&b _£151| + |£1/;z _ [
é e+max{|£a"(X0,XF)|, ,CE'L(XF,X(])H
=€+ A[j’i (13)

Propagating these worst-case errors on magnitudes through
the derivation in Theorem 1 yields a bound on the Haus-
dorff distance conditional on & such that,

Sy aul £ — L]
i il Re (M)
i ile+Ari)
dicy il Re(A)]
Z?:l Ozi(é + AL)

dH(f()\,i/)),f(/\,w)) = max{ , Vo, > 0}

< max{ a; > 0}

< max{ =5 ,Va; > 0}
> ie1 @il Re (A in
€+ AL'
_ 14
= TRe () fn 14

Combining the analogous bound with phase, we have,
(15)

du(I(\, ), I(\ %)) < A.

Since event £ is only a sufficient condition to guarantee
the bounded Hausdorff distance, thus



P{dn(I(0v). 10, 9)) < A}

m

>1-) P&).
i=1
By Lemma 3, we can choose N € N large enough such that
P(EF) < L. Substituting this into the equation (16) gives
P {dH(f()\, V), I\ ) < A} > 1—4, which completes the
proof.

(16)

O

Remark 3. The error bound in Theorem 3 is inherently
conservative as it results from a worst-case analysis of
model uncertainty encoded within the obtained eigen-
function approximations, and the bound can be loose in
practice if the approximation quality varies significantly
across the domain.

4. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we present several numerical experiments
to validate our framework and demonstrate its efficacy.
The experiments are designed to systematically showcase
the framework’s validity, analyze its convergence proper-
ties, and highlights its key advantages over conventional
set-based approaches. Across all examples, the Koopman
eigenpairs are learned from data using the ResDMD algo-
rithm developed by Colbrook et al. (2023) with polynomial
basis functions. The required eigenfunction extrema over
sets are approximated via Monte Carlo sampling, and a
high-fidelity ground truth is established using dense sam-
pling for rigorous comparison.

Example 1. (System with known eigenfunctions) We first
consider a two-dimensional nonlinear system given by

1| ~1|-1 0

|:z'2} = [VU(z)] |: 0 2'5] W(z),
with analytical principal eigenfunctions are denoted as
U(x) = [wl(w),wg(x)]T with ¢1(z) = 23 + 225 + 23,
Ya(x) = z1 +sin (29) +23, and the corresponding eigenval-

ues are A\; = —1 and Ay = 2.5 at the unstable equilibrium
(0,0).

(a) ¥1(z) vs ¥ (). (b) () vs Ya(z).

Fig. 1. Comparison of the true principal eigenfunctions
¥1(x) and Yo (x) (translucent surfaces) with the eval-
uation (black dots) of corresponding approximations

1/}1(:5) and s (z) at randomly sampled points.

Given the dataset of 1000 trajectories start from initial
points uniformly sampled within the domain [—0.5,2.5] x
[—1.5,1.5], with each point simulated for 10 steps with a
time step of At = 0.05, we employ the ResDMD algorithm
to learn approximate principal Koopman eigenfunctions
¥1(x) and 9 (x). The pointwise error distribution of these
approximations are shown in Fig. 1, confirming that the
obtained Koopman principal eigenpairs are sufficiently
accurate over the domain of interest.

The task here is to verify reachability from an initial
set Xg = {:1: S R2|h0.0571_15120_05 < —0.1} to a target

IREEt)

set Xp = {I’ S R2|h1_857_0_757578,0_1 < 70.7}, where
hatagans = —(1 = 255+ a(22E) 4 (Y
zq—xf a‘,g—wg

e~ (—)*+(=2)"), Based on the obtained principal
eigenfunctions, and the empirical estimates of their respec-
tive extrema over the given sets, our method estimates the
reach-time bound as I = [0.70,0.97]. Fig. 2 confirms the
validity of this estimate.

15

1.0

0.5

0.0

X2

-0.5

Reachable set in [0.70, 0.97]

1205 00 05 10 15 20 25

X1

Fig. 2. Reachable set computed with approximated prin-
cipal eigenpairs from X, for the estimated reach-time
bound I = [0.70,0.97] (orange), with full reachable
set within [0,0.97] (gray) for reference.

To empirically validate the probabilistic guarantees estab-
lished in Theorem 3, we conduct a Monte Carlo simulation
of 2000 trials. In each trial, all principal eigenpairs are
learned from new randomly generated trajectories, and
the corresponding extrema are estimated from fresh sets of
random samples. For comparison, we compute the ground
truth reach-time bound with the constructed analytical
principal eigenfunctions and uniformly dense sampling
over sets. Fig. 1 shows the distribution of the Hausdorff dis-
tances between the empirical estimated reach-time bounds
with the computed ground truth. The resulting histogram
exhibits a distinct shape resembling a normal distribution,
which provides compelling evidence that the Hausdorff dis-
tance is a well-behaved random variable, thereby demon-
strating that for any reasonable risk level 6 € (0, 1), a cor-
responding bound on the Hausdorff distance as presented
in Theorem 3 exists.

Next, we investigate the convergence of our framework
with respect to the quality of the data-driven inputs.
Example 2. (Duffing’s oscillator) Given the nonlinear
dynamics
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Fig. 3. Distribution of Hausdorff distances over 2000
random settings.
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with stable equilibrium points at (£1,0) and a saddle
equilibrium point at (0,0). For reachability verification,
we consider an initial sex Xy = [1.0,1.1] x [1.0,1.1] and
a target set Xp = [0.6,0.7] x [0.2,0.3]. A high-fidelity
baseline reach-time bound I = [3.57,4.15] is established
by computing the evaluations of the true principal eigen-
functions via the path-integral method from Deka et al.
(2023), as validated in Fig. 4. The convergence analysis
involves systematically varying the quality of the data-
driven inputs, where we employ polynomial basis functions
of varying degrees for eigenfunction approximation, and
adjust the number of Monte Carlo samples for extrema es-
timation. Fig. 5 illustrates the resulting Hausdorff distance
between the computed reach-time intervals under varying
settings and the established baseline with logarithmic axes.

1.5

Reachable set in {3.57,4.15]

1.0

0.5

X2

X
0.0

-0.5

~19% 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
X1

Fig. 4. Reachable set computed with approximated prin-
cipal eigenpairs from X for the estimated reach-time
bound I = [3.57,4.15] (orange), with full reachable
set within [0,4.15] (gray) for reference.

As shown in Fig. 5, the empirical Hausdorff distance
from 6555 Monte Carlo trials remains strictly below the
estimated upper bound with Theorem 3, and using more
samples tends to yield smaller distances. Notably, in some
cases, eigenfunction approximations using polynomials of
degree 8 outperforms those of degrees 10, 12 and 14.
This occurs because the ResDMD reflects the average
consistency of obtained eigenpair with trajectory data,

Hausdorff Distance

3 J - 14

6x107! 10° 2x10°

Fig. 5. Convergence analysis of the reach-time error from
6555 Monte Carlo trials under varying settings. Point
size indicating the sample numbers of {50,5000} for
extrema estimation over given sets.

instead of the local approximation accuracy. This finding
empirically underscores a critical insight from our analysis
in Theorem 3, that is, the estimation of the reach-time
bounds from data is highly sensitive to the worst-case
pointwise error, which can be formally captured by the
Loo—norm.

Finally, to contextualize our contribution, we compare our
method against a representative Koopman-based reacha-
bility analysis approach developed by Bak et al. (2025)
that relies on set-propagation technique.
Example 3. (Roessler attractor) Consider the dynamic
governed by the equations as follows,

—T92 — T3

xr1 + 021’2 ] .

1

-

T3 0.2 4+ l‘3<3;‘1 — 5.7)
We formulate the task to verify no trajectories starting
from the initial set X, = [-0.5,0.5] x [-9.0,—8.0] x
[-0.5,0.5] can reach the target set Xp = 10.5,11] x
[—4.4,—-3.9] x [-0.6,—0.1] within a given time horizon
[0, 1]. The competitor method lifts the 3-dimensional state
into a 73-dimensional observable space, computes the
reachable set of the resulting linear system using Poly-
nomial Zonotope, we project the computed reachable set
back to the original state space for reachability verifica-
tion. As depicted in Fig. 6, the set-propagation method
yields an over-approximated reachable set that intersects
with the target set, thus failing to verify the unreachability
specification, leaving the result inconclusive. In contrast,
our framework leverages the principal Koopman eigenpairs
learned from trajectory data to bypass the conservative
and expensive geometric operations, and our estimated
reach-time bound in this case is empty with high prob-
ability. This conclusion is validated by the simulated tra-
jectories as shown in Fig. 6.

5. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we introduced a novel data-driven frame-
work for reachability verification for unknown dynami-
cal systems based on the Koopman spectrum. Our main
contribution is propagating model uncertainty from data
into a formal probabilistic guarantee on the time-to-reach
bounds. Key future works include incorporating the uncer-
tainty of the Koopman eigenvalues into the analysis, and
extending the framework to control synthesis for safety-
critical systems.
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Fig. 6. Reachability verification of the Roessler attractor system.
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Appendix A. PROOF OF THEOREM 1

Proof. Let xg be some point in X such that sp( xo E Xr
for some T > 0. By definition, ¢ (s7(x9)) = e*(xg),
which implies [¢(s7(20))| = eR M ah(xq)|. We note that
y(XF) S |¢(ST($0))| S w(XF) and likewise, %(Xo) S
[Y(20)| < 1(Xo). These inequalities lead to

eReNTy(X4) < P(Xp) and P(Xp) < R NTP(X).

Taking natural logarithm on both sides and rearranging
the terms leads to the constraint,

Re (\)T € —Ew(XF,XOLE“’(XmXF)]. (A1)

Since logarithm is a monotonically increasing function,
swapping the order of log and sup, then for any set
$ C X, we have logsup, g [(z)| = sup,cglog [1:(x)] =
Sup,cg >y @;log [¥;(x)|. Applying triangular inequality,
the last term is bounded by Y"1 | o sup,cg log |¢;(z)| =
i a;logsup,eg |1i(z)]. In other words,

log ¥(S) < ZQZ log ¥; (). (A.2)
i=1
Similarly, we can show that
logy(S) > Zal log ;(.5). (A.3)

Substituting (A.2) and (A.3) into (A.1) yields the relation
for Re (A) > 0:

1 1
Re(\) £9(Xp, Xo) = Re (\) %8 (

n 1/"1(XF)
|l ailos (575)
T XisiaiRe(\)

1/)(XF)>
P(Xo)
_ 2y il (Xp, Xo) and

— > iy i Re (Ai)

1 1 o W(XF)
Re(n © Ko XP) = Ry g(wxo))
Z? 1% log (1[} (XO ) ;Z 1 Ozi[:l/}i (XQ,XF)

< n n
T XiciRe(X) > izt @i Re (i)
In the same way, for the case of Re (\) < 0, we have
n %i(Xo)
1 > im1 i log (:.X )
—— [Y(Xo, Xp) > Vi(Xr)
e © 0N = TS e ()
1 i aislog (E5)
= LY(Xp, Xo) < 7 »
[ Re (A)] — 2im1 @i Re (A)
This completes our proof. O

and

Appendix B. PROOF OF THEOREM 2

Proof. For any x € Xy and t > 0, we have

’(/J(St(x)) — ektw(m) _ |¢(:L‘)|€Re()‘)tej Im (A\)t+j524¢(x)

= ZY(s¢(x)) = LY(z) + Im (M)t — 2mm
for some m € Z. Now, if 3T > 0 such that sp(z) € Xp,
then we have Z¢(Xp) > Zi(sr(x)) = Zip(z) +Im (\)T —
2mm, which greater than or equal to Z9(Xo) + Im (A\)7T" —
2mm. Rearranging terms, we get Im (\)T < Z¢(Xp) —
ZY(Xo) + 2ma. Similarly, Z¢Y(Xp) < Zy(sr(z)) =
Zi(x) + Im (AT — 2mm, which is less than or equal
to Z1(Xo) + Im (A\)T — 2mm. This leads to Im (\)T' >

ZY(Xp) — Z1(Xo) + 2mm, and the constraint on T as
follows,
Im (\)T € {— AY(Xr, Xo) ,Aw(XO,XF)} +2mr (B.1)

Additionally, since Z[[i, ¥ = Y0 | a;Z; + 2km for
some k € Z. For any set S C X, this gives us

ZP(S) = sup Ly(
zeS

) + 2km <

triangular
inequality

= sup Z i Lpi(x

mGS

Z sup a; 2 () + 2km = Z a; Z1;(S)

i—1 T€S i—1
n
and similarly Z(S) > > ;i Zvi(S
triangular =1
inequality

+ 2k,

) + 2k

Therefore,

AV (X0, Xp) € i ZYi(Xp) = Y i lthi(Xo) and

i=1 i=1

—AY(Xp, Xo) > Z @i ZYi(XF) — Z a; Z1pi(Xo)
i=1 i=1
The proof is then concluded by substituting the above
inequalities into (B.1) for the two cases, Im (A) < 0 and
Im (A\) > 0, from which the desired result follows. O

Appendix C. LEMMA ON EXTREMUM ESTIMATION

Consider h : S — R to be a bounded function on a compact
set S. Let extg(h) be an extremum of h (supremum or
infimum), and extg(h) denotes the corresponding empir-
ical estimate from N ii.d samples. We refer e—optimal
region as {x € S|h(S) — h(z) < €} for the supremum, and
{z € S|h(x) — h(S) < €} for the infimum. A standard
result regarding the probabilistic bound on the error of an
empirical extremum can derived as follows,

Lemma 3. For any desired tolerance € > 0 and risk level

€ (0,1), there is a number No = (%] € N such
that, for any N > Ny, we have
P {lexts(h) — exts(h)| < e} > 1 -0,
where P. is the probability measure of the corresponding
e—optimal set.

Proof. An estimation error greater than e occurs if and
only if all N i.i.d samples fall outside the e—optimal
region. Bounding this failure probability by o requires

(1= P)N < o, which yields that N > [957)]. O



