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Abstract

Reachable sets of nonlinear control systems can in general only
be approximated numerically, and these approximations are typically
very expensive to compute. In this paper, we explore a strategy for
choosing the temporal and spatial discretizations of Euler’s method
for reachable set computation in a non-uniform way to improve the
performance of the method.
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1 Introduction

The reachable set of a control system or, equivalently, a differential inclu-
sion, is the set of all states the system can be steered into at a given time.
Reachable sets are particularly interesting in applications where they sup-
port decision-making, see e.g. [15, 21], where some controls model external
disturbances that need to be taken into account, see e.g. [17, 20, 23], or
where the reachable set models a spatial object to be controlled, see e.g.
[11, 12]. Since explicit formulas for reachable sets are usually not available,
they have to be approximated by numerical methods.

Numerical methods for the approximation of reachable sets are compu-
tationally expensive. They evolve an entire set according to a flow that is
multivalued at every point in time and space, and because of the wrapping
effect, a very fine spatial discretization is required to achieve a tolerable
global error. In addition, standard tools for complexity reduction like a pos-
teriori error estimation are not available in this context. Currently, the only
measure of quality for the approximate reachable sets at our disposal is the
a priori error bound.
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Reachable sets of linear control systems can be approximated by poly-
topes, and they interact with the flow of the system in a relatively straight-
forward way. For this reason, theoretically sound and well-performing algo-
rithms are available in this setting, see [3, 16, 30] for efficient computations
in zonotope representation, see [5, 6] for methods based on the Pontryagin
maximum principle, and see [31] for an application of Benson’s algorithm.

In the context of nonlinear control systems, it is less obvious how the
reachable sets can be discretized and evolved most efficiently. There are
several schools of thought that advance their ideas independently.

Numerical methods for linear systems are applied to local linearizations
of nonlinear systems. This results in an overapproximation of the reachable
set by a collection of simple shapes on which the linearization errors are
tolerable, see e.g. [1, 2, 18, 28]. These algorithms are reported to perform
very well when the system is only mildly nonlinear, and to have difficulties
in the presence of strong nonlinearity, see the discussion in [28].

Runge-Kutta methods for nonlinear differential equations are general-
ized to reachable set computation in a straightforward way. Their order
of convergence in terms of the step-size cannot, in general, exceed 2, see
[33]. Since second-order convergence requires very strong assumptions on
the control system, see [34, 35], most effort has been directed towards the
refinement of first-order methods. Some work focuses on explicit time dis-
cretizations and their properties in the absence of spatial discretization, see
e.g. [7, 13, 14, 29]. Implicit methods, which are preferable in the context
of stiff systems, were investigated in [10, 22, 25]. When implemented, the
discrete reachable sets are usually represented as subsets of grids, see e.g.
[9, 19, 26, 27].

Algorithms based on optimal control, see e.g. [8, 24], reduce the compu-
tational complexity of the problem by eliminating spatial discretizations in
intermediate time-steps. The speedup achieved by these methods is signifi-
cant, but unlike in the linear case, they do not necessarily converge.

In this paper, we make a contribution to the class of Runge-Kutta meth-
ods for reachable set computation by reducing the complexity of Euler’s
method with an approach in the spirit of adaptive refinement: Given an
Euler approximation of the reachable tube with a relatively coarse space-
time discretization, we can estimate the a priori unknown complexity of
Euler’s scheme for other space-time discretizations. Using this estimate, we
determine a cost-effective finer discretization using a greedy local refinement
strategy and compute the corresponding approximate reachable tube. We
repeat this process until the a priori error reaches a given tolerance.
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Our primary goal is to prove that this algorithm terminates in finite time.
The analysis of the greedy refinement strategy is complicated by the effect
the local refinement of the space-time discretization on one time-interval
has on the computational complexity of Euler’s scheme on adjacent time-
intervals – an effect that does not occur in classical iterative refinement
schemes such as adaptive quadrature.

Numerical experiments shown in the final section of the paper suggest
that our algorithm has the potential to outperform the state-of-the art Euler
scheme with uniform discretization. The new method seems to be partic-
ularly effective when the volume of the reachable set grows fast in time,
because it is able to balance propagated local errors and local computa-
tional complexity by adjusting its discretization.

2 Notation

We consider the space Rd equipped with the max norm ∥ · ∥∞. For r > 0
and x ∈ Rd, we define the ball of radius r by

Br(x) := {y ∈ Rd : ∥x− y∥∞ ≤ r}.

Let K(Rd) and KC(Rd) denote the collections of all nonempty and compact
subsets and all nonempty, compact and convex subsets of Rd, respectively.
The Hausdorff distance distH : K(Rd)×K(Rd)→ R+ is given by

distH(A,B) = max{sup
a∈A

inf
b∈B
∥a− b∥∞, sup

b∈B
inf
a∈A
∥a− b∥∞}.

A set-valued function F : Rd → KC(Rd) is called L-Lipschitz for L ≥ 0 if

distH(F (x), F (y)) ≤ L∥x− y∥∞ ∀x, y ∈ Rd.

For any ρ > 0, we define the projector

πρ : K(Rd)→ 2ρZ
d ∩ K(Rd), πρ(A) := (A+B ρ

2
(0)) ∩ ρZd.

It is easy to see that πρ(A) is indeed nonempty for all A ∈ K(Rd) and that

distH(A, πρ(A)) ≤ ρ
2 ∀A ∈ K(Rd). (1)

For any finite set A, we denote its cardinality by #A. We abbreviate

[m,n] := {m,m+ 1, ..., n− 1, n} ⊂ N
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when delimiting indices, we denote

Rd
+ := {x ∈ Rd : xi ≥ 0 ∀ i}, Rd

>0 := {x ∈ Rd : xi > 0 ∀ i},

and for every h ∈ Rn, we define the cumulative sums

Σ+h ∈ Rn+1, (Σ+h)k =

k∑
j=1

hj ∀ k ∈ [0, n].

3 Euler’s method with non-uniform discretization

We consider the differential inclusion

ẋ(t) ∈ F (x(t)) for a.e. t ∈ (0, T ), x(0) ∈ X0, (2)

where X0 ∈ K(Rd) and F : Rd → KC(Rd) is L-Lipschitz and satisfies the
uniform bound

sup
x∈Rd

sup
f∈F (x)

∥f∥∞ ≤ P. (3)

It is well-known that sufficiently regular control systems of the form

ẋ(t) = f(x(t), u(t)) for a.e. t ∈ (0, T ),

u(t) ∈ U for a.e. t ∈ (0, T ),

x(0) ∈ X0

with control set U ∈ K(Rm) and initial set X0 ∈ K(Rd) can be equivalently
reformulated as differential inclusions of the form (2) with

F (x) := conv(∪u∈Uf(x, u)),

see [32, Theorem 2.3] and [4, Theorem 2 in Section 2.4.2]. Since many
related papers on reachable set approximation use the representation (2) for
technical reasons, we adopt this convention in this paper.

Definition 3.1. The solution set and the reachable sets of inclusion (2) are

SF (T ) := {x(·) ∈W 1,1([0, T ],Rd) : x(·) solves inclusion (2)},
RF (t) := {x(t) : x(·) ∈ SF (T )}, t ∈ [0, T ].

Since X0 ∈ K(Rd), and because of the properties of the mapping F , it
follows from [32, Corollary 4.5] that RF (t) ∈ K(Rd) for all t ∈ [0, T ].

We approximate the solution set and the reachable sets of inclusion (2)
by a fully discrete Euler scheme.
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Definition 3.2. Given n ∈ N, h ∈ Rn
>0 with

∑n
j=1 hj = T and ρ ∈ Rn+1

>0 ,
we define the discrete solution set and reachable sets

SF
h,ρ(T ) := {(yk)nk=0 ⊂ Rd : y0 ∈ πρ0(X0),

yk+1 ∈ πρk+1
(yk + hk+1F (yk)) ∀ k ∈ [0, n− 1]},

RF
h,ρ(k) := {yk : y ∈ SF

h,ρ(T )}.
(4)

Since X0 ∈ K(Rd), it follows directly from the properties of the mapping

F and the projector πρ that RF
h,ρ(k) ∈ 2ρkZ

d ∩ K(Rd) for all k ∈ [0, n]. For
uniform discretizations, the construction of the discrete reachable sets in (4)
coincides with the scheme presented in [9] and [19].

The proof of the following error bound is very similar to proofs presented
in [9] and [19] for uniform discretizations. In the uniform case, Theorem 3.3
reduces to the corresponding error estimates given in the literature.

Theorem 3.3. The exact reachable sets of inclusion (2) with property (3)
and the discrete reachable sets (4) satisfy

distH(RF (tk), R
F
h,ρ(k)) ≤ eLT

ρ0
2

+
k∑

j=1

eL(T−tj)(eLhj − 1)(Phj +
ρj
2

+
ρj

2Lhj
)

for all k ∈ [0, n], where t = Σ+h.

We restate the algorithm from [9] and [19] in Algorithm 1 for refer-
ence. Given an error tolerance ε > 0, it determines the coarsest uniform
discretization of the form

h = T
n1Rn , t = Σ+h, ρ = T 2

n2 1Rn+1 ,

so that the error from Theorem 3.3 is at most ε, and then computes the
discrete reachable sets as in (4).

4 Efficient space-time discretization

The quality of a discretization

(h, t, ρ) ∈ Rn
>0 × Rn+1

+ × Rn+1
>0

5



Algorithm 1: Euler scheme with optimal uniform discretization

Input: Error tolerance ε > 0.
Output: Discretization (h, t, ρ) ∈ Rn

>0 × Rn+1
+ × Rn+1

>0 ,
Reachable sets RF

h,ρ(k), k = 0, . . . , n.

1 n = min{m ∈ N : m2ε−m
(
eLT − 1

) (
PT + T

2L

)
−T 2

(
eLT − 1

2

)
≥ 0};

2 h← T
n1Rn ; t← Σ+h; ρ← T 2

n2 1Rn+1 ;
3 RF

h,ρ(0)← πρ0(X0);

4 for k ← 1 to n do
5 RF

h,ρ(k)← ∅;
6 for x ∈ RF

h,ρ(k − 1) do

7 RF
h,ρ(k)← RF

h,ρ(k) ∪ πρk(x+ hkF (x));

is determined by the error bound

E(h, t, ρ) :=

n∑
j=0

Ej(h, t, ρ), (5)

Ej(h, t, ρ) :=

{
eLT ρ0

2 , j = 0,

eL(T−tj)(eLhj − 1)
(
Phj +

ρj
2 +

ρj
2Lhj

)
, j ∈ [1, n],

(6)

from Theorem 3.3 and the computational complexity

Ĉ(h, t, ρ) :=
n−1∑
j=0

Ĉj(h, t, ρ), (7)

Ĉj(h, t, ρ) :=
∑

xj∈RF
h,ρ(j)

#πρj+1(xj + hj+1F (xj)), (8)

which is only known exactly after the reachable sets have been computed.
The need for an estimator of Ĉ suggests the iterative procedure implemented
in Algorithm 2: Given

i) a discretization (h(m), t(m), ρ(m)) ∈ Rn(m)

>0 × Rn(m)+1
+ × Rn(m)+1

>0 ,

ii) approximate reachable sets RF
h(m),ρ(m)(j) for j ∈ [0, n(m)] and

iii) the complexities Ĉj(h(m), t(m), ρ(m)) for j ∈ [0, n(m) − 1],

6



Algorithm 2: Iterative refinement based on Euler’s scheme.
For the definitions of E, ∆E and ∆C see (5), (16) and (21).

Input: Error thresholds ε1 > ε2 > . . . > εℓmax > 0.
Output: Discretization (h(m), t(m), ρ(m)) ∈ Rnm

>0 × Rnm+1
+ × Rnm+1

>0 ,

Reachable sets RF
h(m),ρ(m)(k) ⊂ ρ

(m)
k Zd, k = 0, . . . , nm.

1
(
h(0), t(0), ρ(0)

)
←
(
(T ), (0, T ), (2LPT 2, 2LPT 2)

)
;

2 (n0,m, ℓ)← (1, 0, 0);
3 while ℓ ≤ ℓmax do

4 if m = 0 or E(h(m), t(m), ρ(m)) ≤ εℓ then
5 RF

h,ρ(0)← πρ0(X0);

6 v̂
(m)
R,0 ← (#RF

h,ρ(0))ρ
dR
0 ;

7 for k ← 1 to n do
8 RF

h,ρ(k)← ∅;
9 v̂

(m)
F,k−1 ← 0;

10 for x ∈ RF
h,ρ(k − 1) do

11 RF
h,ρ(k)← RF

h,ρ(k) ∪ πρk(x+ hkF (x));

12 v̂
(m)
F,k−1 ← v̂

(m)
F,k−1 + (#πρk(x+ hkF (x)));

13 v̂
(m)
R,k ← (#RF

h,ρ(k))ρ
d
k;

14 v̂
(m)
F,k−1 ←

ρdk
hd
k

v̂
(m)
F,k−1

#RF
h,ρ(k−1)

;

15 v
(m)
R ← [linear spline](t(m), v̂

(m)
R );

16 v̂
(m)
F,n ← v̂

(m)
F,n−1; v

(m)
F ← [linear spline](t(m), v̂

(m)
F , );

17 ℓ← ℓ+ 1;

18 else

19 km ← argmaxj
−∆E(h(m),t(m),ρ(m);j)

∆C(h(m),t(m),ρ(m),v
(m)
R ,v

(m)
F ;j)

;

20 if km = 0 then
21 nm+1 ← nm;
22 else
23 nm+1 ← nm + 1;

24
(
h(m+1), t(m+1), ρ(m+1)

)
← ψ[h(m), t(m), ρ(m); km]

25 (v
(m+1)
R , v

(m+1)
F )← (v

(m)
R , v

(m)
F );

26 m← m+ 1;
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we compute the surrogate volumes

v̂
(m)
R,j := [#RF

h(m),ρ(m)(j)](ρ
(m)
j )dR , j ∈ [0, n(m)], (9)

v̂
(m)
F,j :=


Ĉj(h(m),t(m),ρ(m))

#RF

h(m),ρ(m)
(j)

(
ρ
(m)
j+1

h
(m)
j+1

)dF

, j ∈ [0, n(m) − 1],

v̂
(m)

F,n(m)−1
, j = n(m),

(10)

of the reachable sets and the images of F , where

dR := max
t∈[0,T ]

dimRF (t), dF := max
t∈[0,T ]

max
x∈RF (t)

dimF (x).

We interpolate the data (t
(m)
j , v̂

(m)
R,j )

n(m)

j=0 and (t
(m)
j , v̂

(m)
F,j )

n(m)

j=0 with piecewise
linear splines

v
(m)
R , v

(m)
F : [0, T ]→ R>0

and use the estimated numbers

C(h, t, ρ; v
(m)
R , v

(m)
F ) :=

n−1∑
j=0

Cj(h, t, ρ; v(m)
R , v

(m)
F ), (11)

Cj(h, t, ρ; v(m)
R , v

(m)
F ) :=

v
(m)
R (tj)

ρdRj

v
(m)
F (tj)h

dF
j+1

ρdFj+1

, (12)

of grid points to be computed by iteration (4) with a finer discretization
(h, t, ρ). (When there is no potential for misunderstandings, we omit the ar-

guments v
(m)
R and v

(m)
F of C and Cj .) Based on error bound (5) and the com-

plexity estimator (11), Algorithm 2 refines the discretization (h(m), t(m), ρ(m))
according to the rule

ψ[h, t, ρ; j] = (ψh[h, j], ψt[t, j], ψρ[ρ, j]) (13)

given by

ψh[h, j] :=

{
h, j = 0,

(h1, ..., hj−1, hj/2, hj/2, hj+1, ..., hn), j ∈ [1, n],

ψt[t, j] :=

{
t, j = 0,

(t0, ..., tj−1, tj − hj/2, tj , tj+1, ..., tn), j ∈ [1, n],

ψρ[ρ, j] :=

{
(ρ0/4, ρ1, ..., ρn), j = 0,

(ρ0, ..., ρj−1, ρj/4, ρj/4, ρj+1, ..., ρn), j ∈ [1, n],

(14)
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choosing the index j that promises maximal error decrease per projected
cost increase, until the error estimate (5) reaches a certain threshold. Then
the recursion (4) is carried out, the exact cost (7) is updated, and a new
iteration can begin.

Remark 4.1. When j ∈ [1, n], the rules (14) subdivide the j-th time-interval
and adjust the spatial mesh in such a way that the local errors induced by
the temporal and spatial discretization are balanced, see [9, Remark 3] and
Lemma 4.2 below.

The purpose of this section is to prove the convergence of Algorithm 2.
We first collect some technical preliminaries.

The following lemma quantifies how the subdivision rules (14) affect the
components Ejn(h, t, ρ) from (6).

Lemma 4.2. Let h ∈ Rn
>0, t ∈ Rn+1

+ and ρ ∈ Rn+1
>0 with

t = Σ+h and ρj = 2LP (hj)
2 ∀ j ∈ [1, n]. (15)

Then for any k ∈ [0, n], the quantity

∆E(h, t, ρ; k) := E(ψ[h, t, ρ; k])− E(h, t, ρ) (16)

satisfies

∆E(h, t, ρ; k) =

{
−3eLT

8 ρ0, k = 0,

−eL(T−tk)
(
eLhk − 1

) (
Phk +

3LPh2
k

4

)
, k ∈ [1, n],

≤

{
−1

2E0(h, t, ρ), k = 0,

−1
2Ek(h, t, ρ), k ∈ [1, n].

Proof. In the following computations, all addends that are not affected by
the interval subdivision cancel out. When k = 0, we observe that

Ej(ψ[h, t, ρ; 0]) = Ej(h, t, ρ) ∀ j ∈ [1, k],

so we have

∆E(h, t, ρ; 0) = E(ψ[h, t, ρ; 0])− E(h, t, ρ)

=

n∑
j=0

Ej((ψ[h, t, ρ; 0]))−
n∑

j=0

Ej(h, t, ρ)

= E0(ψ[h, t, ρ; 0])− E0(h, t, ρ)

= eLT
ρ0
8
− eLT ρ0

2
= −3eLT

8
ρ0 ≤ −

eLT

4
ρ0 = −

1

2
E0(h, t, ρ).

9



When k ∈ [1, n], we observe that

Ej(ψ[h, t, ρ; k]) =

{
Ej(h, t, ρ), j ∈ [0, k − 1],

Ej−1(h, t, ρ), j ∈ [k + 2, n+ 1],

so, using the rules (13) and (14), we compute

∆E(h, t, ρ; k) = E(ψ[h, t, ρ; k])− E(h, t, ρ)

=

n+1∑
j=0

Ej(ψ[h, t, ρ; k])−
n∑

j=0

Ej(h, t, ρ)

= Ek(ψ[h, t, ρ; k]) + Ek+1(ψ[h, t, ρ; k])− Ek(h, t, ρ)

= eL(T−tk)(eLhk − 1)

(
−1

2
Phk −

3

8
ρk −

1

4

ρk
Lhk

)
= −eL(T−tk)(eLhk − 1)

(
Phk +

3

4
LPh2k

)
,

where the final step is due to the second part of statement (15). In particular,
we have

∆E(h, t, ρ; k) = −eL(T−tk)(eLhk − 1)

(
Phk +

3

4
LPh2k

)
≤ −eL(T−tk)(eLhk − 1)

(
Phk +

1

2
LPh2k

)
= −1

2
Ek(h, t, ρ).

The facts listed in Lemma 4.3 can be deduced from the subdivision rules
(14) in a straightforward induction.

Lemma 4.3. Let N ∈ N1, and let the sequences (h(m))Nm=0, (t(m))Nm=0,
(ρ(m))Nm=0, (km)Nm=0, and (nm)Nm=0 be generated by Algorithm 2. Then for
all m ∈ [0, N ], the vectors h(m), t(m) and ρ(m) satisfy

(∀ j ∈ [1, nm]) (∃ℓ(m)
j ∈ N) (h(m)

j = 2−ℓ
(m)
j T ), (17)

ρ
(m)
j = 2LP

(
h
(m)
j

)2
∀j ∈ [1, nm], (18)

(∀ j ∈ [0, nm]) (∃i(m)
j ∈ N) (t(m)

j = i
(m)
j h

(m)
j ). (19)

t(m) = Σ+h
(m), (20)
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Now we quantify how the subdivision rules (14) affect the components
Cj(h, t, ρ) from (12).

Lemma 4.4. Consider functions vR, vF : [0, T ]→ R>0, and a discretization
(h, t, ρ) ∈ Rn

>0 × Rn+1
+ × Rn+1

>0 satisfying T = Σ+h and equation (18).
Then for any k ∈ [0, n], the quantity

∆C(h, t, ρ; k) := C(ψ[h, t, ρ; k])− C(h, t, ρ) (21)

with ψ as defined in equation (13), with C as defined in statement (11), and
with

v(t) := vR (t) vF (t) , ∀t ∈ [0, T ]

satisfies

∆C(h, t, ρ; k) =



v(0)

(
4dR−1

ρ
dR
0

)(
h1
ρ1

)dF
, k = 0,

v(T − hn
2 )
(
2hk
ρk

)dF ( 4
ρk

)dR
+v(tn−1)

(
2dF −1

ρ
dR
k−1

)(
hk
ρk

)dF
, k = n,

v(tk − hk
2 )
(
2hk
ρk

)dF ( 4
ρk

)dR
+v(tk)

(
4dR−1

ρ
dR
k

)(
hk+1

ρk+1

)dF
+v(tk−1)

(
2dF −1

ρ
dR
k−1

)(
hk
ρk

)dF
, otherwise.

(22)

Denoting
VL := inf

t∈[0,T ]
v(t) and VU := sup

t∈[0,T ]
v(t),

we find the inclusion

∆C(h, t, ρ; k) ∈ [VL, VU ]



(
4dR−1

ρ
dR
0

)(
h1
ρ1

)dF
, k = 0,(

2hk
ρk

)dF ( 4
ρk

)dR
+

(
2dF −1

ρ
dR
k−1

)(
hk
ρk

)dF
, k = n,(

2hk
ρk

)dF ( 4
ρk

)dR
+

(
4dR−1

ρ
dR
k

)(
hk+1

ρk+1

)dF
+

(
2dF −1

ρ
dR
k−1

)(
hk
ρk

)dF
, otherwise.

(23)
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Proof. We only display the proof of equation (22) and inclusion (23) for the
case k ∈ [1, n − 1], because the cases k = 0 and k = n are similar. By
definition of ψh, ψt, ψρ and Cj , we have

Cj(ψ[h, t, ρ; k]) =

{
Cj(h, t, ρ), j ∈ [0, k − 2],

Cj−1(h, t, ρ), j ∈ [k + 2, n+ 1].
(24)

In the following computation, we use the definition (11) of the cost estima-
tor C, statement (24), which allows us to cancel all but five addends, the
definition (12) of Cj , and the definitions (14) and (13) of ψh, ψt, ψρ, and ψ.
We obtain

∆C(h, t, ρ; k) = C(ψ[h, t, ρ; k])− C(h, t, ρ)

=

n∑
j=0

Cj(ψ[h, t, ρ; k])−
n−1∑
j=0

Cj(h, t, ρ)

= Ck−1(ψ[h, t, ρ; k]) + Ck(ψ[h, t, ρ; k])
+ Ck+1(ψ[h, t, ρ; k])− Ck−1(h, t, ρ)− Ck(h, t, ρ)

=
vR ((ψt[t, k])k−1)

(ψρ[ρ, k])
dR
k−1

vF ((ψt[t, k])k−1) (ψh[h, k])
dF
k

(ψρ[ρ, k])
dF
k

+
vR ((ψt[t, k])k)

(ψρ[ρ, k])
dR
k

vF ((ψt[t, k])k) (ψh[h, k])
dF
k+1

(ψρ[ρ, k])
dF
k+1

+
vR ((ψt[t, k])k+1)

(ψρ[ρ, k])
dR
k+1

vF ((ψt[t, k])k+1) (ψh[h, k])
dF
k+2

(ψρ[ρ, k])
dF
k+2

− vR (tk−1)

ρdRk−1

vF (tk−1)h
dF
k

ρdFk
− vR (tk)

ρdRk

vF (tk)h
dF
k+1

ρdFk+1

= v(tk−1)

(
(2dF −1)h

dF
k

ρ
dR
k−1ρ

dF
k

)
+ v(tk)

(
(4dR−1)h

dF
k+1

ρ
dR
k ρ

dF
k+1

)
+ v(tk − hk

2 )

(
2dF+2dR

hdFk

ρdFk ρdRk

)

∈ [VL, VU ]

(
(2dF −1)h

dF
k

ρ
dR
k−1ρ

dF
k

+
(4dR−1)h

dF
k+1

ρ
dR
k ρ

dF
k+1

+ 2dF+2dR
hdFk

ρdFk ρdRk

)
.

The final step of the above computation is justified because all factors are
positive.
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Now we begin to collect evidence for the convergence of Algorithm 2,
which we will prove by contradiction.

Lemma 4.5. Assume that Algorithm 2 does not terminate, and that it
generates the sequences (h(m))∞m=0, (t(m))∞m=0, (ρ(m))∞m=0, (km)∞m=0, and
(nm)∞m=0. Then we have

lim
m→∞

∆E(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); km) = 0, (25)

as well as
lim

m→∞
ρ
(m)
km

= 0 and lim
m→∞
km ̸=0

h
(m)
km

= 0. (26)

Proof. By Lemma 4.2, we have

∆E(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); km) ≤ 0 ∀m ∈ N,

and by construction, we have

−E(h(0), t(0), ρ(0)) ≤ E(h(m), t(m), ρ(m))− E(h(0), t(0), ρ(0))

=
m−1∑
j=1

∆E(h(j), t(j), ρ(j); kj),

which implies statement (25). Using Lemma 4.2, the identity (6) and the
fact that eLs ≥ (1 + Ls) for all s ∈ R, we conclude that

∆E(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); km) ≤ −1

2
Ekm(h(m), t(m), ρ(m))

= −1

2

{
eLT

ρkm
2 , km = 0,

eL(T−tkm )(eLhkm − 1)
(
Phkm +

ρkm
2 +

ρkm
2Lhkm

)
, km ∈ [1, n]

≤ −1

2

{
eLT

ρkm
2 , km = 0,

eL(T−tkm ) ρkm
2 , km ∈ [1, n]

≤ −1

4
ρ
(m)
km

,

which, together with statement (25), implies the first part of statement
(26). Finally, the first part of statement (26), combined with Lemma 4.3
then provides the second part of statement (26).

The following technical lemma states that Algorithm 2 relabels, but

never discards any previously computed nodes t
(m)
j . It can be proven using

a straightforward induction on m.

13



Lemma 4.6. Assume that Algorithm 2 does not terminate, and that it
generates the sequences (h(m))∞m=0, (t(m))∞m=0, (ρ(m))∞m=0, (km)∞m=0, and
(nm)∞m=0. Then for every m0 ∈ N and j ∈ [0, nm0 ], there exists a monotone
increasing sequence (jm)∞m=m0

with jm ∈ [0, nm] for all m ∈ [m0,∞) and

t
(m0)
j = t

(m)
jm

∀m ∈ [m0,∞).

Next, we show that if the maximal step-size ∥h(m)∥∞ in Algorithm 2
does not converge to zero, then there exists a subinterval [τ−, τ+] ⊂ [0, T ]
that is never subdivided.

Proposition 4.7. Assume that Algorithm 2 does not terminate, and that
it generates the sequences (h(m))∞m=0, (t

(m))∞m=0, (ρ
(m))∞m=0, (km)∞m=0, and

(nm)∞m=0. If we have
lim

m→∞
∥h(m)∥∞ ̸= 0, (27)

then there exist τ−, τ+ ∈ [0, T ] and m0 ∈ N such that τ− < τ+ and, for all
m ≥ m0, there exists jm ∈ [1, nm] with

τ− = t
(m)
jm−1 and τ+ = t

(m)
jm

.

Proof. Since nm <∞, by statement (17) in Lemma 4.3, there exist ℓm ∈ N
such that

∥h(m)∥∞ = 2−ℓmT ∀m ∈ N,

and by construction of h(m), the sequence (ℓm)m is monotone increasing. By
assumption (27), there exists m0 ∈ N such that

ℓm = ℓm0 ∀m ∈ [m0,∞),

and hence for every m ∈ [m0,∞), there exists an index jm ∈ [1, nm] such

that h
(m)
jm

= 2−ℓm0T . By Lemma 4.3, there exist integers im ∈ [1, 2ℓm0 ] with

t
(m)
jm

= imh
(m)
jm

= 2−ℓm0Tim ∀m ∈ [m0,∞).

Since [1, 2ℓm0 ] is finite, there exist i∗ ∈ [1, 2ℓm0 ] and a subsequence N′ ⊂ N
such that

im = i∗ ∀m ∈ N′.

We define
τ− := 2−ℓm0T (i∗ − 1) and τ+ := 2−ℓm0Ti∗.

14



It follows that

τ− = t
(m)
jm−1 and τ+ = t

(m)
jm

∀m ∈ N′ ∩ [m0,∞). (28)

Letm′
0 := min(N′∩[m0,∞)). By Lemma 4.6, there exist sequences (j−m)∞m=m′

0

and (j+m)∞m=m′
0
with

τ− = t
(m)

j−m
and τ+ = t

(m)

j+m
∀m ∈ [m′

0,∞).

Now we show that

j−m + 1 = j+m ∀m ∈ [m′
0,∞),

which completes the proof. Otherwise, there exist integers m̂ ∈ [m′
0,∞) and

ĵm̂ ∈ (j−m̂, j
+
m̂) with

τ− = t
(m̂)

j−m̂
< t

(m̂)

ĵm̂
< t

(m̂)

j+m̂
= τ+.

But then, Lemma 4.6 yields that for

m′′
0 := min(N′ ∩ [m̂,∞)),

there exists ĵm′′
0
∈ [1, nm′′

0
] with t

(m′′
0 )

ĵm′′
0

= t
(m̂)

ĵm̂
. It follows that

τ− = t
(m′′

0 )

j−
m′′

0

< t
(m′′

0 )

ĵm′′
0

< t
(m′′

0 )

j+
m′′

0

= τ+,

which forces j−
m′′

0
+ 1 < j+

m′′
0
and hence contradicts statement (28).

Now we show that Algorithm 2 terminates in finite time.

Theorem 4.8. For any ε1 > ε2 > . . . > εℓmax > 0, Algorithm 2 returns a
discretization (h(m), t(m), ρ(m)) with

E(h(m), t(m), ρ(m)) ≤ εℓmax

after a finite number m ∈ N of iterations.

Proof. Assume throughout that Algorithm 2 does not terminate, and that
it generates the sequences (h(m))∞m=0, (t

(m))∞m=0, (ρ
(m))∞m=0, (km)∞m=0, and

(nm)∞m=0. Since ℓmax <∞ there exists m̂ ∈ N such that

v
(m)
R = v

(m̂)
R and v

(m)
F = v

(m̂)
F ∀m ∈ [m̂,∞). (29)
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Since X0 ̸= ∅, we have RF
h(m̂),ρ(m̂)

(k) ̸= ∅ for all k ∈ [0, nm̂] by construction.

Hence v̂
(m̂)
R , v̂

(m̂)
F ∈ Rnm̂

>0 , see Algorithm 2 and equations (9) and (10), which
implies that the product

v(m̂) := v
(m̂)
R v

(m̂)
F

of the linear splines v
(m̂)
R and v

(m̂)
F satisfies

0 < VL := min
t∈[0,T ]

v(m̂)(t) ≤ max
t∈[0,T ]

v(m̂)(t) =: VU <∞.

Since Algorithm 2 does not terminate, we have

E(h(m), t(m), ρ(m)) > εℓmax > 0 ∀m ∈ N. (30)

If we show that

lim
m→∞

∥h(m)∥∞ = 0 and lim
m→∞

ρ
(m)
0 = 0, (31)

then the computation

E(h(m), t(m), ρ(m))

=
ρ
(m)
0

2
eL + P

nm∑
j=1

eL(1−t
(m)
j )

(
eLh

(m)
j − 1

)(
2h

(m)
j + L

(
h
(m)
j

)2)

≤ eL
(
ρ
(m)
0

2
+ PT (2 + LT )

(
eL∥h

(m)∥∞ − 1
))

,

contradicts statement (30), and the proof is complete. We only prove the
first statement in (31). The proof of the second statement is very similar.

We split the indirect proof of statement (31) into three parts.

Step 1: The difference ∆C(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); km) increases slowly in m.

If statement (31) is false, then by Proposition 4.7 there exist points
τ−, τ+ ∈ [0, T ] and m0 ∈ [m̂,∞) such that

(∀m ∈ [m0,∞))(∃ im ∈ [1, nm])(τ− = t
(m)
im−1 and τ+ = t

(m)
im

).

By Lemma 4.3, we have

h
(m)
im

= t
(m)
im
− t(m)

im−1 = τ+ − τ− = t
(m0)
im0
− t(m0)

im0−1 = h
(m0)
im0

, (32)

ρ
(m)
im

= 2LP
(
h
(m)
im

)2
= 2LP

(
h
(m0)
im0

)2
= ρ

(m0)
im0

(33)
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for all m ∈ [m0,∞). In particular, we have

km ̸= im ∀m ∈ [m0,∞),

and by line 19 of Algorithm 2, we have

−∆E(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); im)

∆C(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); im)
≤ −∆E(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); km)

∆C(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); km)
∀m ∈ [m0,∞).

After rearranging the above inequality, we use statements (32) and (33)
together with Lemma 4.2, and then Lemma 4.5 to conclude that

∆C(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); km)

∆C(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); im)
≤ −∆E(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); km)

−∆E(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); im)

=
∆E(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); km)

∆E(h(m0), t(m0), ρ(m0); im0)
→ 0 as m→∞.

(34)

Step 2: We have km ̸= 0 and h
(m)
km

= minj∈[1,nm] h
(m)
j along a subsequence.

We claim that the set

N′ := {m ≥ m0 : km ̸= 0}

is infinite. Otherwise, we set m̃ := max(N′ ∪ {m0}) + 1 and observe that

km = 0 ∀m ∈ [m̃,∞). (35)

Then for all m ∈ [m̃,∞), equations (14), (22) and (29) imply

∆C(h(m+1), t(m+1), ρ(m+1); km+1) = v(m̂)(0) 4dR−1(
ρ
(m+1)
0

)dR

(
h
(m+1)
1

ρ
(m+1)
1

)dF

= 4dRv(m̂)(0) 4dR−1(
ρ
(m)
0

)dR

(
h
(m)
1

ρ
(m)
1

)dF

= 4dR∆C(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); km).

(36)

At the same time, for allm ∈ [m̃,∞), we have im+1 = im and a computation
that is similar to the one above yields that

∆C(h(m+1), t(m+1), ρ(m+1); im+1) ≤ 4dR∆C(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); im). (37)

Equations (36) and (37) imply that

∆C(h(m+1), t(m+1), ρ(m+1); km+1)

∆C(h(m+1), t(m+1), ρ(m+1); im+1)
≥ ∆C(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); km)

∆C(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); im)
∀m ∈ [m̃,∞),
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and hence, by recursion, that

∆C(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); km)

∆C(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); im)
≥ ∆C(h(m̃), t(m̃), ρ(m̃); km̃)

∆C(h(m̃), t(m̃), ρ(m̃); im̃)
> 0, ∀m ∈ [m̃,∞),

contradicting equation (34). This means that N′ must be infinite.

Now we claim that the set

N′′ := {m ∈ N′ : h
(m)
km

= min
j∈[1,nm]

h
(m)
j }

is infinite. Otherwise, we take m̃ := max(N′′ ∪min(N′)) + 1 and find that

h
(m)
km

> min
j∈[1,nm]

h
(m)
j ∀m ∈ [m̃,∞) ∩ N′. (38)

We assert by induction that this implies

min
j∈[1,nm]

h
(m)
j = min

j∈[1,nm̃]
h
(m̃)
j ∀m ∈ [m̃,∞). (39)

The statement is clearly true for m = m̃. Now assume that it holds for some
m ∈ [m̃,∞). If m ∈ N′, then it follows from (38) and (17) that

h
(m)
km
≥ 2 min

j∈[1,nm]
h
(m)
j .

In view of (14), this implies (39) with m+ 1. If m /∈ N′, then km = 0, and
(14) implies (39) with m+ 1 directly. All in all, statement (39) is verified.

However, statement (39) contradicts statement (26) of Lemma 4.5. Hence
the set N′′ is indeed infinite.

Step 3: The results of steps 1 and 2 lead to a contradiction.

For every m ∈ N′′, we have km ̸= 0, and hence equations (18) and (23)
provide

∆C(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); km) ≥ VL
(

2h
(m)
km

ρ
(m)
km

)dF (
4

ρ
(m)
km

)dR

=
2dRVL

(LP )dF+dR

1(
h
(m)
km

)dF+2dR
.

(40)
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Similarly, since im ̸= 0 and h
(m)
km

= minj∈[1,nm] h
(m)
j for all m ∈ N′′, equation

(23) and Lemma 4.3 imply for all m ∈ N′′ the inequality

∆C(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); im)

≤ VU



(
2h

(m)
im

ρ
(m)
im

)dF
(

4

ρ
(m)
im

)dR

+

(
2dF −1

(2LP )dR
(
h
(m)
im−1

)2dR

)(
h
(m)
im

ρ
(m)
im

)dF

, im = n,(
2h

(m)
im

ρ
(m)
im

)dF
(

4

ρ
(m)
im

)dR

+

(
4dR−1(
ρ
(m)
im

)dR

)(
1

2LPh
(m)
im+1

)dF

+

(
2dF −1

(2LP )dR
(
h
(m)
im−1

)2dR

)(
h
(m)
im

ρ
(m)
im

)dF

, otherwise,

and hence that

∆C(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); im)

≤ VU
(

2h
(m)
im

ρ
(m)
im

)dF
(

4

ρ
(m)
im

)dR

+ VU

(
4dR−1(
ρ
(m)
im

)dR

)(
1

2LPh
(m)
km

)dF

+ VU

(
2dF −1

(2LP )dR
(
h
(m)
km

)2dR

)(
h
(m)
im

ρ
(m)
im

)dF

.

(41)

Inequality (41) provides that for every m ∈ N′′,

∆C(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); im)
(
h
(m)
km

)dF+2dR

≤ VU
(

2h
(m)
im

ρ
(m)
im

)dF
(

4

ρ
(m)
im

)dR (
h
(m)
km

)dF+2dR

+ VU

(
4dR−1(
ρ
(m)
im

)dR

)(
1

2LP

)dF (h(m)
km

)2dR
+ VU

(
2dF −1

(2LP )dR

)(
h
(m)
im

ρ
(m)
im

)dF (
h
(m)
km

)dF
,

and so, using equations (32) and (33), and noting that h
(m)
km
≤ T for all
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m ∈ N, we obtain that for every m ∈ N′′,

∆C(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); im)
(
h
(m)
km

)dF+2dR

≤ VU

(
2h

(m0)
im0

ρ
(m0)
im0

)dF
(

4

ρ
(m0)
im0

)dR

T dF+2dR + VU

(
4dR−1(
ρ
(m0)
im0

)dR

)(
1

2LP

)dF T 2dR

+ VU

(
2dF −1

(2LP )dR

)(h
(m0)
im0

ρ
(m0)
im0

)dF

T dF ,

which is constant. Combining the above statement with inequality (40), we
find that, for all m ∈ N′′,

∆C(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); km)

∆C(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); im)
≥

2dRVL

(LP )dF+dR

∆C(h(m), t(m), ρ(m); im)
(
h
(m)
km

)dF+2dR
> 0.

This contradicts equation (34), and so (31) holds.

5 Numerical results

We compare the performance of our Algorithm 2 with generic parameters
ε0, . . . , εℓmax with the previous standard Algorithm 1 in two examples. We
measure the quality of a numerical solution in terms of the a priori error
bound (5) and the complexity of Algorithms 1 and 2 in terms of the number
of grid points computed, see (7) and (8). The time taken by Algorithm 2 to
determine discretizations is negligible, see Table 1.

We first provide a detailed study of a simple model problem.

Example 5.1. Let T = 1 and L ∈ R+, and consider the differential inclu-
sion in Rd given by

ẋi ∈ [0.9, 1.0]Lxi for i ∈ {1, . . . , d}, x(0) = 1Rd . (42)

The exact reachable sets are

RF (t) = [exp(0.9Lt), exp(Lt)]d, t ∈ [0, 1], (43)

and we have dF = dR = d and P = LeL.
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In the following, we examine the qualitative behavior of Algorithms 1 and
2 when applied to system (42) with

d = 2, L = 4, and ε = 4. (44)

Note that ∥RF (1)∥ = exp(4) ≈ 54, so ε = 4 corresponds to roughly a 7%
relative error.

Table 1 shows how the time taken by Algorithm 2 is distributed. The
time taken for the refinement of discretizations is negligible, and the vast
majority of the complexity is caused by the computation of the final reachable
sets returned to the user.

The discretizations of the reachable sets returned by Algorithms 1 and
2 are shown in Figure 1. Algorithm 1 chooses a uniform discretization by
default, while the step-sizes hj of Algorithm 2 increase with j in recognition
of the sizes of the reachable sets and the way the terms Ej from (6) contribute
to the global error E.

Figure 2 shows the effect of the uniform discretization of Algorithm 1
and the adaptive discretization of Algorithm 2 on the cumulative normalized
error (dashed line) and cost (solid line) of Algorithms 1 and 2 given by

[σE(h, t, ρ)]i :=
1

E(h,t,ρ)

i∑
j=0

Ej(h, t, ρ), i = 0, . . . , nm, (45)

[σC(h, t, ρ)]i :=
1

Ĉ(h,t,ρ)

i∑
j=0

Ĉj(h, t, ρ), i = 0, . . . , nm. (46)

Algorithm 1 has a significant disparity between the local increase in error
and the work invested, while Algorithm 2 achieves a much better balance.

From now on, we test Algorithms 1 and 2 on inclusion (42) with several
different combinations of parameters.

Table 2 shows the performance of Algorithms 1 and 2 when applied to
inclusion (42) with Lipschitz constants L = 1, 2, 3, 4, dimensions d = 1, 2,
and several different error tolerances ε > 0. Algorithm 2 outperforms Al-
gorithm 1 drastically, as expected. The differences become more pronounced
for larger L and d.

In Figure 3, we plot the relative error

δC(h, t, ρ) :=
1

Ĉ(h,t,ρ)

n−1∑
j=0

∣∣∣Cj(h, t, ρ)− Ĉj(h, t, ρ)
∣∣∣ (47)
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ℓ 11 12 13 14 15

εℓ 6.4E1 3.2E1 1.6E1 8.0E0 4.0E0

time [s] for reachable set
computation (lines 5-17)

4.4E-1 2.7E0 7.0E1 2.8E3 2.4E5

time [s] for refinement of
discretization (lines 19-26)

7.0E-4 1.4E-3 4.3E-3 1.4E-2 8.0E-2

Table 1: Time to run Algorithm 2 for system (42) with parameters (44) and
ℓmax = 15 split based on use.

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

t

10−5

10−4

10−3

h

Figure 1: Step-sizes for system (42) with parameters (44). Discretization
produced by Algorithm 1 shown in the dashed line, and Algorithm 2 in the
solid line.
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Algorithm 1

0.0 0.5 1.0

t(m)

0.0
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1.0

σ
(m
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,
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)
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Algorithm 2

Figure 2: Cumulative contributions σE (dashed line) and σC (solid line)
from (45) and (46) for system (42) with parameters (44).
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L=1 ε 2.50E-1 1.25E-1 6.25E-2 3.13E-2 1.56E-2

d=1
Alg1 5.8E3 8.3E4 1.2E6 2.0E7 3.1E8
Alg2 1.7E3 1.9E4 2.5E5 3.6E6 5.4E7

d=2
Alg1 2.7E6 2.8E8 3.3E10 4.1E12 5.1E14
Alg2 1.1E5 6.2E6 5.5E8 5.7E10 6.6E12

L=2 ε 2.00E0 1.00E0 5.00E-1 2.50E-1 1.25E-1

d=1
Alg1 1.8E6 2.9E7 4.7E8 7.6E9 1.2E11
Alg2 4.1E3 5.0E4 6.1E5 8.7E6 1.3E8

d=2
Alg1 1.7E11 2.3E13 3.1E15 4.0E17 5.1E19
Alg2 2.5E5 1.7E7 1.4E9 1.4E11 1.5E13

L=3 ε 1.60E1 8.00E0 4.00E0 2.00E0 1.00E0

d=1
Alg1 9.4E7 1.6E9 2.6E10 4.3E11 6.9E12
Alg2 2.6E3 2.9E4 3.3E5 4.2E6 5.8E7

d=2
Alg1 4.2E14 6.1E16 8.4E18 1.1E21 1.5E23
Alg2 1.5E5 3.9E6 2.8E8 2.3E10 2.2E12

L=4 ε 6.40E1 3.20E1 1.60E1 8.00E0 4.00E0

d=1
Alg1 3.8E10 6.4E11 1.0E13 1.7E14 2.7E15
Alg2 1.2E4 1.1E5 1.2E6 1.5E7 2.1E8

d=2
Alg1 3.5E19 4.9E21 6.6E23 8.7E25 1.1E28
Alg2 6.6E5 2.8E7 1.7E9 1.3E11 1.3E13

Table 2: Number of grid points computed by Algorithms 1 and 2 to achieve
error tolerance (5) when applied to system (42). The high complexity of
Algorithm 1 forced us to infer the values in the cells coloured in red using a
workaround.
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of the estimator C from (11) and (12) against the error bound E from equa-
tion (5) for every experiment with Algorithm 2 in Table 2. Every curve
represents one experiment with L ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, and every data point repre-
sents one execution of lines 5-17 of Algorithm 2. We see that

lim
m→∞

δC(h
(m), t(m), ρ(m)) = lim

m→∞
E(h(m), t(m), ρ(m)) = 0,

which confirms that the estimator C is designed appropriately.

10−1 100 101

E

10−1

100

δ C

d=1

10−1 100 101

E

10−1

100

δ C

d=2

Figure 3: Relative error δC from (47) plotted against error E from (5) when
Algorithm 2 is applied to system (42). Values for L = 1, 2, 3, 4 marked using
circles, squares, triangles and diamonds, respectively.

Now we consider a more complex control system from biochemistry.

Example 5.2. We consider the reduced Michaelis-Menten system

ẋ1 = −k1e0x1 + (k1x1 + k−1)x2,

ẋ2 ∈ k1e0x1 − (k1x1 + k−1 + [k−2 , k
+
2 ])x2

(48)

with dimensions dR = 2 and dF = 1, with parameters e0 = 0.6, k−1 = 0.05
and k1 = 0.5, with an uncertainty specified by the parameters k−2 = 1.8 and
k+2 = 2.0, and with initial conditions x1(0) = 0.75 and x2(0) = 0.25 on the
time-interval [0, 1]. In the relevant region, we have L ≤ 3.0 and P ≤ 0.61.

We examine Algorithms 1 and 2 when applied to system (48) with error
tolerance ε = 2−7.

Figure 4 shows the evolution of the approximate reachable sets generated
by Algorithm 2. The sets, progressing from the top right corner to the bottom
left corner of the figure, are snapshots of the reachable set taken at times
t ∈ { j

16 : 0 ≤ j ≤ 16}.
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Figure 4: Reachable sets generated by Algorithm 2 applied to system (48)
with εℓmax = 2−7. Resolution adjusted for printing purposes.
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Figure 5: Stepsizes for system (48) with ε = 2−7. Discretization produced
by Algorithm 1 shown in the dashed line, and Algorithm 2 in the solid line.
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Figure 6: Cumulative contributions σE (dashed line) and σC (solid line)
from (45) and (46) for system (48) with ε = 2−7.
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ε 1.25E-1 6.25E-2 3.13E-2 1.56E-2 7.81E-3

Algorithm 1 7.8E5 3.3E7 1.9E9 1.1E11 7.0E12

Algorithm 2 9.6E4 4.8E6 1.6E8 8.4E9 4.6E11

Table 3: Number of grid points computed by Algorithms 1 and 2 to achieve
error tolerance ε for system (48).

Figures 5 and 6 are the equivalents of Figures 1 and 2 from Example
5.1. The differences between Algorithms 1 and 2 are not as pronounced as
in Example 5.1, because the reachable sets do not vary as much in size.

Table 3 shows the performance of Algorithms 1 and 2 when applied to
system (48) for varying error tolerance ε. Again, Algorithm 2 is more effi-
cient, but the speedup is less pronounced than in Example 5.1.
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