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Abstract

We address the problem of determining the least improbable deviations leading to an unsafe rare event in a weakly perturbed
mechanical system with probabilistic initial conditions. These deviations are obtained as the solution to a variational problem
formulated using rigorous approximation techniques grounded in the principles of large deviations theory. These types of
results have been extended to accommodate stochastic uncertainty in the initial states, which is a common assumption in
mechanical systems. Furthermore, we demonstrate the applicability of the method by solving the problem for a rare collision
event between two space objects—a high-dimensional and non-linear problem—resulting in the most likely sample paths
leading to the realization of the unsafe rare event. The solution is validated against the necessary conditions for optimality
derived from the maximum principle. Access to these unsafe sample paths offers relevant information regarding the dangerous
configurations of rare events and can be used to design control strategies to reduce the probability of realization.

Key words: safety; rare events; optimal control problem; random initial conditions; large deviations; approximation.

1 Introduction

The many efforts in mathematics, physics and engineer-
ing have lead to the well understanding of the behavior
of a bast amount of mechanical systems. Yet, achieving
full mathematical characterization of all the physical in-
teractions between the system and the environment is
virtually impossible and thus, we are always left with
unknown uncertainties and/or perturbations that are
small in nature and slowly steer the long term behavior
of the system away from a reference domain. For safety-
critical mechanical systems of this type, it is of utmost
interest to analyze the limiting behavior given the pres-
ence of unsafe or forbidden regions in the state space.
Examples of this are abundant in areas such as space-
craft collision avoidance, air traffic management, missile
guidance, telescope and radio pointing, and others [13].

The notion of safety in control engineering is usually as-
sociated with critical constraints that can not be vio-
lated for the sake of the systems sustainability. Viability
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kernels [1] and minimal (or maximal) reachability analy-
sis [14] are solid frameworks that have been successfully
applied to prove and preserve safety. Both provide in-
depth insights upon non-deterministic [9] and stochastic
[2] systems’ trajectories by identifying sets of initial (or
final) states for which the system is, in some formal sense,
safe. These two concepts are key to guarantee safety, yet
their formulations rely on set-valued time propagation
of the system dynamics. Exact solutions to these prob-
lems are generally very hard–or even impossible–to de-
termine, and numerical approximations are prohibitive
when exceeding more than four state dimensions due to
Bellman’s curse of dimensionality. 1 Such limitations re-
strict the applicability of these rigorous formulations in
systems with relatively large state space dimensions and
complex non-linear dynamics.

Barrier certificates [15] emerged from the desire of ver-
ifying systems safety while avoiding the difficult com-
putation of reachable sets. Safety verification in non-
deterministic systems is based on showing the existence
of a function with zero-level set separating the unsafe re-
gion of the state space from trajectories of the system de-
parting from a given initial set. When the uncertainties

1 This is an open area of research and such considerations
are made at the current time of writing this report.
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and disturbances are of stochastic nature and have no
hard bounds, it is more reasonable to define safety from
a probabilistic standpoint. A common approach within
this framework is using supermartingale theory to con-
struct a stochastic counterpart of a barrier that yields
an upper bound on the probability of reaching the un-
safe region. Stochastic barriers, and the closely related
concept of p-safety in reach-avoid problems [20,21], have
been designed based on these principles to give proba-
bilistic guarantees of safety. The formulation of reach-
avoid problems, which involve solving a Fokker-Planck
equation, vary slightly as the goal is to classify a set of
initial states according to the probability of the system
reaching a target set while avoiding a forbidden space.
At any rate, closed-form stochastic barrier functions are
hard to determine, and combining relaxations (e.g. sum-
of-square polynomials) with numerical methods is often
required to enable approximate solutions.

In this context of safety, analyzing random events of
rare occurrence pose additional complexities. These may
originate when considering a small unsafe region of the
state space, or when the stochastic disturbances affect-
ing the system are small. In both cases, reaching the
unsafe region is characterized by very low probabili-
ties and, thus, stochastic barrier certificates designed to
prove safety in these situations will have either unsound
numerical properties or large conservativeness, as man-
ifested in previous analysis [8]. This makes it difficult to
accurately compute and apply these methods for safety
verification in presence of unsafe rare events (UREs).

In order to overcome these limitations, we leverage re-
sults from the theory of large deviations (LDT) to make
a safety analysis of the weakly perturbed mechanical sys-
tem based on approximations of its limiting behaviour.
The concept of approximating stochastic processes with
LDT is not novel and has been widely employed in vari-
ous optimal control problems in the past [13,10,5,19,16].
The well-known work of Freidlin and Wentzell [6] estab-
lished the theory of large deviations for stochastic differ-
ential equations, forming the basis for the main results
of this paper. Kushner later extended the results for de-
generate diffusion processes [12,11], which aligns more
accurately with the description of mechanical systems.
These results provide a convenient, rigorous and precise
mathematical framework that can be used for estimating
probabilistic quantities of rare events. The analysis relies
on solutions of variational problems, which alleviates the
problem of dealing with high dimensional state spaces,
as opposed to the complex viscosity solution techniques
required for reachability problems. It also gives access
to interesting objects, such as the most likely deviations
of the systems trajectories, and can be used in combina-
tion with other techniques, e.g. importance sampling, to
perform simulations of rare events. Additionally, there
are readily available numerical tools that can be used
to solve variational problems, and thus allow the imple-
mentation of the theory in a wide range of applications.

1.1 Organization and Contributions

The basis forming the standard results of large devia-
tions for stochastic differential equations are introduced
in section 2. In section 3, we present the correspond-
ing discrepancies that arise when considering probabilis-
tic initial conditions, and reformulate the variational
problem accordingly. Section 4 is devoted to a practical
example involving the rare event of a spacecraft colli-
sion, which represents a multi-dimensional problem with
highly non-linear dynamics. For this example, the nec-
essary conditions for optimality are derived using the
maximum principle, and the numerical solution is pre-
sented and cross-checked with the necessary conditions.
Finally, in section 5 we give the final remarks and con-
clude the paper. The contributions of the paper are the
following:

(1) An interpretation of LDT in terms of safety.
(2) A framework to analyze unsafe configurations of the

system in the presence of rare events.
(3) Theorem1, stating a new variational problemwhich

solution is the most likely deviations leading to an
URE for a system with stochastic initial conditions.

(4) A demonstration through a high-dimensional and
non-linear example: a collision event between two
space objects.

1.2 Notation

We will consider systems with n degrees of freedom,
and describe the state space (position and momenta) as
R

n×R
n. We use C0(I,Rn×R

n) to denote the space of
continuous functions that maps the time interval I into
the state space. Occasionally, we will refer to it as CI
to simplify notation. We will assume a probability space
(Ω,F , P ), identifying Ω with the space of trajectories
CI . We write Xt(ω), X(ω, ·) and φ indistinctively, de-
noting a sample path of the process 2 . The bracket no-
tation in p[φ|x0, T ] denotes a probability density over
the sample paths conditioned on the initial state being
x0 and the terminal time T . We use the standard nota-
tion pz(z) := P (z ∈ [z, z + dz]) to denote densities of
points z in the Euclidean space. We often use the nota-
tion x := (y, z) ≡ [y⊤, z⊤]⊤ to gather column vectors
y, z ∈ R

n into a column vector x ∈ R
2n. The 2-norm of a

vector v is denoted as ||v||, and for an invertible matrixA
of appropriate dimensions, the notation ||v||A is equiva-

lent to
√
v⊤A−1v. The notation ∇xh is used to refer to

the gradient of a function h with respect to x. For a set
D subset of a topological space E, its boundary is ∂D.

2 The usual notation for a sample path is ω(t), which we
replace for φ(t) following the LDT notation.

2



2 Problem formulation and Background

2.1 Mechanical System

Consider a mechanical system with n degrees of freedom
described by states r ∈ R

n and satisfying the second-
order differential equation of the following form.

r̈ − b(r) = f, (1)

where b : Rn → R
n is Lipschitz continuous and denotes

modelled forces affecting the system, and f represent the
remaining of the external forces that are not included in
b. The differential equation (1) is commonly determined
from the Euler-Lagrange equation

d

dt

∂L(r, ṙ)

∂ṙ
− ∂L(r, ṙ)

∂r
= f,

where L : Rn×R
n → R is the Lagrangian of the system.

2.2 Weakly Perturbed System

In this work, we will assume that the unmodeled exter-
nal forces f are Gaussian and small in nature. We also
introduce the momentum v ∈ R

n, or velocity vector, and
rewrite the system (1) as a degenerate stochastic differ-
ential equation (dSDE) where f is replaced by a Wiener
process and the deterministic functions r and v are re-
placed by stochastic versions R and V , respectively.

dRt =Vtdt,

dVt =b(Rt)dt+
√
ǫσdWt.

(2)

Herein, 0 < ǫ ≪ 1 is a small noise parameter and
σ ∈ R

n×n is the diffusion matrix defining the covariance
a = σσ⊤ of the Wiener process. Equivalently, we write
the previous system in a compact way, by gathering the
states as Xǫ(t) := (R(t), V (t)), parameterized by ǫ.

dXǫ
t = b(Xǫ

t )dt+
√
ǫσdWt, Xǫ(0) = x0, (3)

and for which function b and matrix σ are defined as

b(Xǫ
t ) =

[

Vt

b(Rt)

]

, σ =

[

0

σ

]

. (4)

Consider as well the unperturbed trajectory of the sys-
tem, i.e. for ǫ = 0

ẋ = b(x), x(0) = x0. (5)

2.3 Safety Problem

Under these considerations, we aim to study the proba-
bility of the process {Rt} visiting an unsafe compact 3

set D ⊂ R
n. Events of this type will be characterized by

very low probabilities, consequence of the smallness of
the noise parameter ǫ or of the set D, or both, earning
thus the nomination of Unsafe Rare Event (URE). Many
interpretations can be given to D. For instance, a region
of space occupied by a piece of debris on a spacecrafts
orbit, undesired targets for a missile or other vehicles
near aircraft pathways.

The problem of system (2) visitingD shall be conducted
using random stopping times, which motivates the fol-
lowing definition.

Definition 2.1 (Hitting time) Consider the system
(2) hitting the boundary of the unsafe set D at most once
at time

τ ǫ(ω) = inf{t > 0 : R(ω, t) ∈ ∂D}.

This is the first hitting time of the boundary which is
equal to the first hitting time of D due to the fact that
the trajectories of the process are continuous. The in-
volvement of the random state R into the definition of
the hitting time makes τ ǫ also a random variable. We
can further assume that there exists a density pτ asso-
ciated to the hitting time such that

Px0
[τ ǫ ∈ dt] = pτ (t)dt. (6)

We find a way of incorporating the hitting time defined
above into our study by workingwith the probability dis-
tribution over paths of the system, Xǫ(ω, ·) with ω ∈ Ω.
The process, as presented in (2) and (3), has path distri-
bution (or path density) conditioned on the initial state
being x0 and terminating at a given time t = T . We
write this in the square brackets notation as p[φ|x0, T ],
following the physics literature, so as to denote a func-
tional over the entire measurable function φ ∈ CI , with
φ(0) = x0 and interval I := [0, T ]. The formal definition
of this density is given in the following section.

The function φ shall be seen here as a single realization
or sample path 4 of the process {Xǫ

t}. It is convenient
to specify the continuous functions of time η and ν com-
posing the full state vector of the sample path.

φ(t) :=

[

η(t)

ν(t)

]

, ∀t ∈ I (7)

where η(t) and ν(t) match the dimensions of r(t) and

3 DefiningD as a compact set only on R
n is not a restriction

since we can define an unsafe set for V (t) to be large enough.
4 See footnote 2.
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v(t), respectively. Then define φ as the solution of a dif-
ferential equation with initial condition φ(0) = x0 and
dynamics

η̇ = ν,

ν̇ = b(η) + σw,
(8)

where w : I → R
n is a measurable function representing

deviations from the vector field b, which steer the system
(8) mimicking the perturbations of the real system (2).

The safety of the system will be analyzed from the per-
spective of path densities, as detailed in the next section.

2.4 Large Deviations Approximation

Asymptotic solutions have been developed for suffi-
ciently small ǫ that are well known in the mathematical
and physics community (see e.g. [6,18,3,4] and the ref-
erences within), which provide a formal approximation
of path densities under certain regularity conditions. In
order to introduce these methods, let us briefly analyse
the limiting behavior of the weakly perturbed system
(3) as a function of the noise parameter. Note that as
we decrease ǫ, the process {Xǫ

t } is expected to remain
closer to the deterministic trajectory x (the solution of
(5)). In the limit ǫ → 0, we can formally write that

Px0

{

ω : sup
t∈I

||Xǫ
t (ω)− xt|| > δ

}

→ 0,

for δ > 0, meaning that the probability of fluctuating
away from the deterministic path x decays to zero with
decreasing ǫ. This decay in probability allows us to char-
acterize the path density as a low-noise approximation
[18]

p[φ|x0, T ] ≍ exp
(

−ǫ−1S(φ, T )
)

, (9)

where the symbol ≍ denotes an asymptotic equivalence
and S : CI → R≥0 is referred to as the action functional,
rate function or path entropy (depending on the field of
study) on the interval I. We will simply call it action
functional and define it as [12,11]

S(φ, T ) :=
1

2

∫ T

0

||w||2dt

=
1

2

∫ T

0

||ν̇ − b(η)||2adt,
(10)

if the integral converges, and S(φ, T ) = +∞ otherwise.
The value of S(φ, T ) represents the total deviation from
the vector field b that a path φ undertakes.

Remark 2.1 The path density p[φ|x0, T ] is not formu-
lated in a rigorous way. The formal interpretation of (9)
was first derived by Freidlin and Wentzell [6] to be

lim
ǫ→0
δ→0

ǫ lnPx0

{

ω : sup
t∈I

||Xǫ
t (ω)− φt|| < δ

}

= −S(φ, T ),

which is the main result of the theory of large deviations,
known as large deviations principle. This enables the low-
noise approximation of the path density in (9).

Note that S is convex with minimum at w = 0 (no per-
turbations), which yields ν̇ = b(η), making the solution
of the deterministic system (5) and of the sample path
(8) equal, i.e. φ = x. This implies that the determinis-
tic trajectory is the most likely (i.e. exhibiting highest
probability density in the sense of the large deviations
principle (9)) path for the system to follow.

Consider now only the realizations of {Xǫ
t } that hit the

boundary of the unsafe set D, denoted as ∂D, at some
time t > 0 assuming that x0 /∈ D. These paths are
deemed unsafe for the system (2), and can be identified
as the elements of the following set.

Definition 2.2 (Set of unsafe paths) Given an ini-
tial condition x0, a time T and an (unsafe) region D,
the unsafe paths are defined as the set of all continuous
functions departing from x0 and reaching ∂D at some
time t ∈ [0, T ] with bounded action. That is,

Φx0,T :={φ ∈ CI : φ(0)= x0, ∃t ∈ [0, T ]

s.t. η(t)∈∂D, S(φ, T )<∞}

According to the previous definitions, the most likely
trajectory (in the sense of the large deviations principle)
hitting D at some time t ∈ [0, T ] if the system departs
from x0 is the path φ∗ exhibiting maximum density in
Φx0,T in the topology induced by the supnorm. Hence,

p[φ∗|x0, T ] = max
φ∈Φx0,T

p[φ|x0, T ]. (11)

Recall from definition 2.1, that the actual time of hit-
ting the unsafe set, τ ǫ, is in fact a random variable.
Given its density function pτ , the probability density of
the paths hitting D at any time t > 0 can be bounded
by the probability density of the paths hitting D and
terminating at the worst final time T ∗. Following the
law of total probability:

p[φ∗|x0] =

∫ ∞

0

p[φ∗|x0, t]pτ (t)dt

≤ max
T>0

p[φ∗|x0, T ]

∫ ∞

0

pτ (t)dt

= p[φ∗|x0, T
∗],

(12)

since
∫∞

0
pτ (t)dt = 1.

The density on the right-hand side of (12) is the max-
imum density achievable by a sample path on the set
Φx0,T∗ of unsafe paths issued from x0 and reaching ∂D
at T = T ∗. Finding φ∗ is equivalent to finding the sample
path and terminal time that (simultaneously) infimize
the action functional S, according to (11)–(12). It is pos-
sible to show that the path density p[φ∗|x0, T

∗] satis-
fies another large deviations principle with a new action

4



functional Q, usually referred to as quasipotential 5 (see
e.g. [6,18,7]). Here, it is defined for a given final set D
and initial condition x0, as

Q(D, x0) := inf
T>0

min
φ:φ(0)=x0,

η(T )∈∂D

S(φ, T ). (13)

Recall from (8) that the differential equation of η is not
affected by w directly, thus the minimization of S with
respect to φ in (13) has the implicit kinematic constraint
η̇ = ν. The quasipotential Q yields the second large
deviations principle,

p[φ∗|x0, T
∗] ≍ exp

(

− ǫ−1Q(D, x0)
)

. (14)

The previous expression indicates that the most sig-
nificant contribution to the probability of realizing the
event {ω : Xǫ(ω, ·) ∈ Φx0,T∗} is given by a pair (T ∗, φ∗)
that solves the following variational problem:

inf
T>0

min
φ:φ(0)=x0,

η(T )∈∂D

S(φ, T ), s.t. (8). (15)

Such extreme path φ∗ is the solution of (8) with minimal
deviation w∗—i.e. w that minimizes the action (10)—
hitting D at time T ∗. It gives rise to the following (well-
known) definition.

Definition 2.3 (Maximum likelihood pathway)
The extreme function φ∗ solving (15) is the maximum
likelihood (ML) pathway, or instanton.

3 Randomness in the initial conditions

In this section, we study the same problem as before but
considering the departing state to be random. Specifi-
cally Xǫ(0) ∼ N (µ,Σ) with density p0 being

p0(x0) =
1

√

(2π)2n detΣ
exp (−S0(x0)) , (16)

and

S0(x0) :=
1

2
||x0 − µ||2Σ. (17)

This modification introduces additional degrees of free-
dom to the problem. Determining the most likely path
realizing the URE no longer depends uniquely on the
path deviations w, but also on the state of departure.
This is illustrated in Fig. 1 for two initial points x1 and
x2. Clearly, it requires deviating less from the determin-
istic flow when departing from x2. However, it is neces-
sary to analyse the likelihood of the system starting at
x2, compared to it starting at x1, according to p0.

5 The usual notation for the quasipotential is V . We use Q
so as not to confuse it with the random velocity V (t).

deterministic flow

D

x1

x2

φ∗

x1
(t)

φ∗

x2
(t)

Fig. 1. Geometric description of the problem.

A solution to this problem is derived here using the no-
tions of large deviations described in the previous sec-
tion. First, we put forward the following proposition
which introduces a new variational problem. Later, we
modify it to obtain an identical problem that can be nu-
merically solved. The solution to the latter is the initial
state and the trajectory of the system that exhibit high-
est probability density (in the sense of the large devia-
tions approximation) from which the system can depart
and reach the boundary of the unsafe setD at some time
t ∈ [0, T ].

Proposition 3.1 Let φ∗
x0
(·) be the maximum likelihood

path hitting the boundary of D at time T = T ∗ as a
function of the departing point x0. The state of departure
exhibiting highest posterior probability density is the point
x∗
0 minimizing the following function

Γ(x0) = S(φ∗
x0
, T ∗) + ǫS0(x0). (18)

Proof. The proof of the previous proposition arises nat-
urally from Bayes’ theorem. In terms of the elements
introduced in the previous section, the path density
p[φ∗|x0, T

∗] corresponds now to the likelihood function,
and thus we can define the posterior probability as

p0(x0|φ∗, T ∗) =
p[φ∗|x0, T

∗]p0(x0)

p[φ∗|T ∗]

∝ p[φ∗|x0, T
∗]p0(x0),

(19)

where ∝ indicates that it is a proportional relation. It
then holds that the argument that maximizes the poste-
rior distribution p0(x0|φ∗, T ∗) is the same argument that
maximizes the product p[φ∗|x0, T

∗]p0(x0). That is,

argmax
x0

p0(x0|φ∗, T ∗) = argmax
x0

p[φ∗|x0, T
∗]p0(x0),

allowing us to avoid the density p[φ∗|T ∗], which is just
a constant of proportionality and usually hard to deter-
mine.

By taking (13), (14) and (16), we find the following
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asymptotic equivalence

argmax
x0

p[φ∗|x0, T
∗]p0(x0)

≍ argmax
x0

exp

(

−1

ǫ
S(φ∗

x0
, T ∗)− S0(x0)

)

= argmin
x0

{S(φ∗
x0
, T ∗) + ǫS0(x0)}

The argument that minimizes the last expression is the
most likely initial condition from which the system can
depart and reach ∂D in the approximate sense of the
large deviations principle. �

The previous proposition is instrumental to determine
the worst initial condition x0. However, the optimal path
φ∗
x0
(·) as a function of x0 is unknown to us, and thus

can not be determined from (18) directly. To that end,
consider the following result.

Theorem 1 For a system (3) with normally distributed
initial condition Xǫ(0) that has density p0 as defined in
(16), the most likely path hitting the boundary of D is
characterized by the pair (T�, φ�) where the minimum
of the following functional J is attained:

Q̄(D) := inf
T>0

min
φ:η(T )∈∂D

J(φ, T )

= inf
T>0

min
φ:η(T )∈∂D

{S(φ, T ) + ǫS0(φ0)}.
(20)

Proof. We depart from Proposition 3.1 and assume that
the initial condition x0 exhibiting highest probability
density is the one minimizing the function Γ(x0). Due
to the lack of a map x0 7→ φ∗

x0
(·), provided it requires

to solve the variational problem (15), both—path and
initial condition—have to be determined simultaneously.
Similarly with the terminal time T ∗. In other words, the
initial state x0, the final time T and the connecting path
φ must be determined together. Let J be a function of
these elements, defined as

J(φ, x0, T ) = S(φ, x0, T ) + ǫS0(x0),

for which we consider

inf
T>0

inf
x0∈R2n

min
φ:φ(0)=x0,

η(T )∈∂D

J(φ, x0, T ), (21)

and (T ∗, x∗
0, φ

∗) is the tuple where this minimum is at-
tained. Note that the minimization with respect to φ is
subject to the hard constraint φ(0) = x0, and later it be-
comes unconstrained in the minimization with respect to
x0. Thus, we can express the previous variational prob-
lem as a variational problem only on φ and T , with φ(0)
unconstrained. This leads to the result in (20). �

We can now write an approximation for the product

p[φ∗|x∗
0, T

∗]p0(x
∗
0) ≍ exp

(

−ǫ−1Q̄(D)
)

. (22)

The function S0 defines an additional cost on the initial
state φ0 ≡ φ(0). To distinguish the solution of this new
variational problem from the solution of (15), we intro-
duce the following definition.

Definition 3.1 (Maximum a posteriori pathway)
The extreme function φ� solving (20) is called the max-
imum a posteriori (MAP) pathway.

Remark 3.1 Note that S0 in equation (20) scales with
the diffusion parameter ǫ in J . An intuitive interpreta-
tion of this phenomenon is that the bigger the process
noise, the more spread is the path ensemble, making it
more likely for realizations departing closer to µ to hit
the unsafe set D.

Remark 3.2 Similarly to remark 3.1, the smaller the
covariance of the initial condition Σ in equation (17), the
more likely that the realizations with initial conditions
closer to µ will hit the unsafe set D

Upon reaching this point, a variational problem has been
proposed in (20), whose solutions φ� are extreme paths
of J representing the least improbable unsafe trajecto-
ries. Since the functional J is constructed based on the
quasi-potentialQ, resulting in a free end-time variational
problem, there is generally no unique solution (for suffi-
cient conditions on optimality, the reader is referred to
[17]). Heuristically, however, one could solve the varia-
tional problem numerically multiple times with different
initial guesses in order to collect different local minimiz-
ers. The unsafe paths collected can then be used to de-
sign control laws that steer the deterministic trajectory
of the system away from these minimizers. This could
be achieved, for instance, by solving an optimal control
problem that maximizes the relative distances to the un-
safe paths or by introducing safety filters based on con-
trol barrier functions that guarantee a safety distance
from the unsafe trajectories.

4 Application: Spacecraft collision

Themaximum a posteriori path is determined for a prac-
tical example 6 : a collision between two space objects.
The problem is solved numerically using CasADi, and
the solution is cross-checked with the necessary condi-
tions for optimality drawn from the maximum principle.

Consider two independent systems {X1(t)}t∈I and
{X2(t)}t∈I , each in R

6, with unperturbed dynamics
given by the gradient of the gravity potential U ,

dRi(t) = Vi(t)dt,

dVi(t) = −∇U(Ri(t))dt+
√
ǫσdWi(t),

(23)

and initial conditions Xi(0)∼{µi,Σi}, for i ∈ {1, 2}.
6 Code at https://github.com/aitor-rg/LDT-safety
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For convenience, we assume that both objects have the
same noise parameter ǫ and constant diffusion σ with
ai = σσ⊤, and we augment the state vector X(t) =
(X1(t), X2(t)) so that µ = (µ1, µ2), Σ = diag(Σ1,Σ2)
and φ(t) := (φ1(t), φ2(t)) with φi(t) = (ηi(t), νi(t)) for
i ∈ {1, 2}, as presented in section 2. Additionally, let
η(t) = (η1(t), η2(t)) and ν(t) := (ν1(t), ν2(t)). The mean
initial conditions are defined in such a way that both
space objects come to a distance of 7km from each other,
as illustrated in Fig. 2 where the deterministic trajectory
(continuous black) and the MAP path solution (dashed
red) are shown.

The complete variational problem is 7 :

min
φ0,w,T

{

∫ T

0

1
2 ||w||2dt+ ǫ

2 ||φ0 − µ||2Σ

}

s.t. η̇ = ν,

ν̇ = −∇U(η) + σw, ∀t ∈ [0, T ],

φ(0) free, η(T ) ∈ ∂D, T ∈ [T1, T2]

(24)

where ∇U(η) := (∇U(η1),∇U(η2)), a := diag(a1, a2)
and D := {z ∈ R

12 : f(z) ≤ 0}. The function f is
a terminal constraint defining a collision configuration,
e.g,

f(φ(T )) = ||η1(T )− η2(T )||2 − γ ≤ 0,

with the parameter γ ≥ 0 being a safety critical relative
distance between the two objects.

The Hamiltonian of the variational problem can be de-
fined for an adjoint state λ(t) := (λη(t), λν(t)) as

H(φ,w, λ) = −1

2
w⊤w +

[

λη

λν

]⊤ [

ν

−∇U(η) + σw

]

,

which provides the MAP path and adjoint equations

φ̇� = ∇λH =

[

ν�

−∇U(η�) + aλν

]

, (25a)

λ̇ = −∇φH =

[

0 ∇2U(η�)

−I 0

]

λ, (25b)

since the optimal deviation is w� = σ⊤λν given by the
maximizing condition of the maximum principle. This is
the optimal deviation from the deterministic vector field
satisfying f(φ(T )) ≤ 0. If the trajectory of the determin-
istic system already satisfy this inequality constraint,
then the optimal solution would yield w = λ = 0, ∀t ∈ I.

7 Notice that solving for the path φ and solving for the pair
(φ0, w) is equivalent given the differential equation (8).
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Fig. 2. Conjunction geometry and MAP path solution.

The transversality conditions [17] are, with α ≥ 0

λ(0) = −ǫ∇φS0(φ
�(0)), (26a)

λ(T�) = α∇φf(φ
�(T�)), (26b)

αf(φ(T�)) = 0, (26c)

for the adjoint state, and the temporal condition

H(φ�(T�), w�(T�), λ(T�)) = 0. (27)

Note that theML andMAP path problems differ slightly
in the necessary conditions for optimality. The hard con-
straint φ0 = x0 in the ML path problem is replaced by
a transversality condition on the co-state λ of the MAP
path problem, that is equation (26a), leaving φ0 free.

Conditions (26) and (27) are satisfied by the obtained
numerical solution, which implies that φ� is an extremal
candidate. The initial co-state λ(0) obtained from the
numerical solver has been used to integrate the differ-
ential equation (25b) and compare it to the trajectory
of the entire numerical solution, as shown in Fig. 3.
The boundary conditions (26) are also shown. The op-
timal final time is found to be T� = 4518.1 seconds and
α = 6.81 · 10−10.

Finally, we compare the action S and the magnitude of
the deviation ||w|| at each time instant t ∈ [0, T�] for
both, the ML and MAP path solutions, as depicted in
Fig. 4. As expected, the MAP path requires less action,
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numerical sol. analytical sol. (25b)
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Fig. 3. Numerical solution of λ superposed with the solution
of (29b), and boundary conditions (30a) and (30b).

and thus smaller deviations, than the ML path to realize
the URE.

ML MAP

0 2000 4000
0

1

2

t [s]

S

0 2000 4000
0
2
4
6
8
·10−4

t [s]

||
w
||

Fig. 4. Comparison between the action S and magnitude of
the deviation ||w|| exerted by the ML and MAP paths.

5 Conclusions

We have introduced a new tool to aid the analysis of un-
safe trajectories for Hamiltonian systems with uncertain
initial conditions, particularly for scenarios where un-
safe rare events are present and thus conventional safety
analysis tools falter. Through a principle of large devia-
tions, we have approximated the path density of system
trajectories, and used Bayes theorem to incorporate nor-
mal distributions of initial conditions into the analysis.
This enabled the identification of the most likely devia-
tions of the system leading to the occurrence of the rare
event, providing crucial information about the configu-
ration of these events in terms of unsafe initial conditions
and overall trajectories. Both of these, initial conditions
and trajectories, could be used to further exploit safety
mechanisms by defining control strategies that incorpo-
rate these elements into their design. The feasibility of
the proposed procedure has been tested under a real-
istic high-dimensional and non-linear example, and the
results are obtained by numerically solving a variational
problem which generally has no unique solution (unless
certain regularity conditions are satisfied).
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