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DYNAMICS OF DATA-DRIVEN AMBIGUITY SETS FOR
HYPERBOLIC CONSERVATION LAWS WITH UNCERTAIN
INPUTS

FRANCESCA BOSO*, DIMITRIS BOSKOS*, JORGE CORTES, SONIA MARTINEZ,
AND DANIEL M. TARTAKOVSKY

ABSTRACT. Ambiguity sets of probability distributions are used to hedge against
uncertainty about the true probabilities of random quantities of interest (Qols).
When available, these ambiguity sets are constructed from both data (col-
lected at the initial time and along the boundaries of the physical domain)
and concentration-of-measure results on the Wasserstein metric. To propa-
gate the ambiguity sets into the future, we use a physics-dependent equation
governing the evolution of cumulative distribution functions (CDF) obtained
through the method of distributions. This study focuses on the latter step by
investigating the spatio-temporal evolution of data-driven ambiguity sets and
their associated guarantees when the random Qols they describe obey hyper-
bolic partial-differential equations with random inputs. For general nonlinear
hyperbolic equations with smooth solutions, the CDF equation is used to prop-
agate the upper and lower envelopes of pointwise ambiguity bands. For linear
dynamics, the CDF equation allows us to construct an evolution equation for
tighter ambiguity balls. We demonstrate that, in both cases, the ambigu-
ity sets are guaranteed to contain the true (unknown) distributions within a
prescribed confidence.

1. INTRODUCTION

Hyperbolic conservation laws describe a wide spectrum of engineering applica-
tions ranging from multi-phase flows [§] to networked traffic [I9]. The underly-
ing dynamics is described by first-order hyperbolic partial differential equations
(PDEs) with non-negligible parametric uncertainty, induced by factors such as
limited and/or noisy measurements and random fluctuations of environmental at-
tributes. Decisions based, in whole or in part, on predictions obtained from such
models have to account for this uncertainty. The decision maker often has no dis-
tributional knowledge of the parametric uncertainties affecting the model and uses
data—often noisy and insufficient—to make inferences about these distributions.
Robust stochastic programming [2] calls for a quantifiable description of sets of
probability measures, termed ambiguity sets, that contain the true (yet unknown)
distribution with high confidence (e.g., [24, 13| 28]). The availability of such sets
underpins distributionally robust optimization (DRO) formulations [2] 27] that are
able of hedging against these uncertainties. Ambiguity sets are typically defined
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either through moment constraints [10] or statistical metric-like notions such as
¢-divergences [I] and Wasserstein metrics [I3], which allow the designer to identify
distributions that are close to the nominal distribution in the prescribed metric.
Ideally, ambiguity sets should be rich enough to contain the true distribution with
high probability; be amenable to tractable reformulations; capture distribution vari-
ations relevant to the optimization problem without being overly conservative; and
be data-driven. Wasserstein ambiguity sets have emerged as an appropriate choice
because of two reasons. First, they provide computationally convenient dual refor-
mulations of the associated DRO problems [13, [15]. Second, they penalize horizon-
tal dislocations of the distributions [26], which considerably affect solutions of the
stochastic optimization problems. Furthermore, data-driven Wasserstein ambiguity
sets are accompanied by finite-sample guarantees of containing the true distribu-
tion with high confidence [14} [I1], [33], resulting in DRO problems with prescribed
out-of-sample performance. Our recent work [4], 5] has explored how ambiguity
sets change under deterministic flow maps generated by ordinary differential equa-
tions, and used this information in dynamic DRO formulations. For these reasons,
Wasserstein DRO formulations are utilized in a wide range of applications includ-
ing distributed optimization [9], machine learning [3], traffic control [20], power
systems [16], and logistics [17].

We consider two types of input ambiguity sets. The first is based on Wasserstein
balls, whereas the second exploits CDF bands that contain the CDF of the true
distribution with high probability. Our focus is on the spatio-temporal evolution
of data-driven ambiguity sets (and their associated guarantees) when the random
quantities they describe obey hyperbolic PDEs with random inputs. Many tech-
niques can be used to propagate uncertainty affecting the inputs of a stochastic
PDE to its solution. We use the method of distributions (MD) [30], which yields a
deterministic evolution equation for the single-point cumulative distribution func-
tion (CDF) of a model output [6]. This method provides an efficient alternative
to numerically demanding Monte Carlo simulations (MCS), which require multiple
solutions of the PDE with repeated realizations of the random inputs. It is ideal
for hyperbolic problems, for which other techniques (such us stochastic finite ele-
ments and stochastic collocation) can be slower than MCS [7]. In particular, when
uncertainty in initial and boundary conditions is propagated by a hyperbolic deter-
ministic PDE with a smooth solution, MD yields an exact CDF equation [3T], [6].
Regardless of the uncertainty propagation technique, data can be used both to
characterize the statistical properties of the input distributions and reduce uncer-
tainty by assimilating observations into probabilistic model predictions via Bayesian
techniques, e.g., [34].

The contributions of our study are threefold. First, we use data collected at the
initial time and along the boundaries of the physical domain to build ambiguity sets
that enjoy rigorous finite-sample guarantees for the input distributions. Specifically,
we construct data-driven pointwise ambiguity sets for the unknown true distribu-
tions of parameterized random inputs, by transferring finite-sample guarantees for
their associated Wasserstein distance in the parameter domain. The resulting am-
biguity sets account for empirical information (from the data) without introducing
arbitrary hypotheses on the distribution of the random parameters. Second, we
design tools to propagate the ambiguity sets throughout space and time. The MD
is employed to propagate each ambiguous distribution within the data-driven input
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ambiguity sets according to a physics-dependent CDF equation. For linear dynam-
ics, we use the CDF equation to construct an evolution equation for the radius of
ambiguity balls centered at the empirical distributions in the 1-Wasserstein (a.k.a.
Kantorovich) metric. For a wider class of nonlinear hyperbolic equations with
smooth solutions, we exploit the CDF equation to propagate the upper and lower
envelopes of pointwise ambiguity bands. These are formed through upper and lower
envelopes that contain all CDF's up to an assigned 1-Wasserstein distance from the
empirical CDF. Third, we use these uncertainty propagation tools to obtain point-
wise ambiguity sets across all locations of the space-time domain that contain their
true distributions with prescribed probability. Our method can handle both types
of input ambiguity sets (based on either Wasserstein balls or CDF bands), while
maintaining their confidence guarantees upon propagation. This allows the decision
maker to map their physics-driven stretching/shrinking under the PDE dynamics.

2. PRELIMINARIES

Let ||| and ||-||so denote the Euclidean and infinity norm in R™, respectively. The
diameter of a set S C R” is defined as diam(S) := sup{||z — ¥l | z,y € S}. The
Heaviside function H : R — R is H(z) =0 for z < 0 and H(z) =1 for z > 0. We
denote by B(R?) the Borel o-algebra on R%, and by P(R?) the space of probability
measures on (R%, B(R?)). For u € P(R?), its support is the closed set supp(u) :=
{x € R?| u(U) > 0 for each neighborhood U of x} or, equivalently, the smallest
closed set with measure one. We denote by Cdf[P] the cumulative distribution
function associated with the probability measure P on R and by CD(I) the set of all
CDFss of scalar random variables whose induced probability measures are supported
on the interval I C R. Given p > 1, Pp(R?) := {u € P(RY)| [pu [|z]|Pdp < oo} is
the set of probability measures in P(R9) with finite p-th moment. The Wasserstein
distance of p,v € P,(RY) is

W)= (it ([ e ulatnan})”

TEM(p,v)

where M (u,v) is the set of all probability measures on R? x R? with marginals
u and v, respectively, also termed couplings. For scalar random variables, the
Wasserstein distance W), between two distributions ¢ and v with CDFs F' and
G is, cf. [32], W,(p,v) = (fol |F=1(t) — G’l(t)|pdt)1/p, where F'~! denotes the
generalized inverse of F, F~1(y) = inf{t € R|F(t) > y}. For p = 1, one can use
the representation

1) Wa(u,v) = / |F(s) — G(s)|ds.

Given two measurable spaces (§2,F) and (€', F’), and a measurable function ¥
from (2, F) to (', F’), the push-forward map ¥y assigns to each measure p in
(€2, F) a new measure v in (', F’) defined by v := Wy iff v(B) = u(¥~1(B)) for
all B € F'. The map Wy is linear and satisfies W40, = dy(,) with é, the Dirac
mass at w € Q.
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3. PROBLEM FORMULATION

We counsider a hyperbolic model for u(x,t),

(2) g;‘ +V - (q(u;0,) =r(1;0,), x€Q, t>0

subject to initial and boundary conditions
u(x,t =0) =ug(x), x€
(3) u(x,t) = up(x,¢), xel, t>0,

restricting ourselves to problems with smooth solutions. Equation , with the
given flux q(u;0,) and source term r(u;6,), is defined on a d-dimensional semi-
infinite spatial domain Q C R?, and by the parameters 6, and .., that can be
spatially and/or temporally varying. The boundary function u(x,t) is prescribed
at the upstream boundary I'. For the sake of brevity, we do not consider different
types of boundary conditions, although the procedure can be adjusted accordingly.
Randomness in the initial and/or boundary conditions, ug(x) and wup(x,t), ren-
ders stochastic. We make the following hypotheses.

Assumption 3.1 (Deterministic dynamics). We assume all parameters in (2)) (i.e.,
all physical parameters specifying the flur q, 8,, and the source term r, 6,) are
deterministic, and the flux q is divergence-free once evaluated for a specific value

of u(x,t)=U, V-q(U;8,) =0.

Assumption 3.2 (Existence and uniqueness of local solutions within a time hori-
zon). There exists T € (0,00] such that for each initial and boundary condition
from their probability space, the solution u(x,t) of is smooth and defined on
Qx[0,7).

Regarding Assumption we refer to [25] for a theoretical treatment of local
existence theorems. In the absence of direct access to the distribution of the initial
and boundary conditions, we analyze their samples from independent realizations
of . Specifically, we measure the initial condition ug for all x € Q and get con-
tinuous measurements of u; at each boundary point for all times (for instance, in a
traffic flow scenario with €2 representing a long highway segment, a traffic helicopter
might pass above the area at the same time each morning and take a photo from the
segment that provides the initial condition for the traffic density u, whereas u at
the segment boundary is continuously measured by a single-loop detector. Assump-
tions [3.1] and require traffic conditions far from congestion, with deterministic
parameters describing the flow, specifically maximum velocity and maximum traffic
density). We are interested in exploiting the samples to construct ambiguity sets
that contain the temporally- and spatially-variable one-point probability distribu-
tions of ug(t) and up(x,t) with high confidence. We consider initial and boundary
conditions that are specified by a finite number of random parameters.

Assumption 3.3 (Input parameterization). The initial and boundary conditions
are parameterized by a := (aq,...,a,) from a compact subset of R™, i.e., ug(x) =
uo(x;a) and up(x,t) = up(x,t;a). The parameterizations are globally Lipschitz with
respect to a for each initial position x and boundary pair (x,t). Specifically,

(42)  |uo(xa) —uo(x:a)| < Lox)a—a'| VxeQ aa R,

(4b)  |up(x,t;a) —up(x,t;a’)| < Ly(x,t)|a—a| vxel, t>0, a,a e€R"
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for some continuous functions Lo : @ = R>g and Ly : I' x R>g = R>g.

We denote by P™¢ the distribution of the parameters in R", by PU¢  the

uo (x)
induced distribution of ug(x;a) at the spatial point x, and by P:L‘;L(‘i 0 the distribu-
tion of uy(x,t;a) at each boundary point x and time ¢ > 0. We use the superscript
‘true’ to emphasize that we refer to the corresponding true distributions, that are
unknown. We denote by F;;‘(‘f() = Cdf [Pzg‘gi)} and F;Z‘gi y = Cdf [PZZ‘(li t)] their
associated CDFs and make the following hypothesis for data assimilation.

Assumption 3.4 (Input samples). We have access to N independent pairs of

initial and boundary condition samples, (ub,u}), ..., (ud",ul)), generated by corre-
sponding independent realizations a',. ... aYN of the parameters in Assumption ,

Under these hypotheses, we seek to derive pointwise characterizations of am-
biguity sets for the CDF of u at each location (x,t) in space and time, starting
with their characterization for the initial and boundary data. We are interested in
defining the ambiguity sets in terms of plausible CDF's at each (x,t), and exploiting
the known dynamics to propagate the one-point CDF's of u(x,t) in space and
time.

Problem statement. Given (3, we seek to determine sets P2, x € Q and P,it,
(x,t) € T' x R>¢ of CDFs that contain the corresponding true CDF's Flzg‘zf() and

Fii‘(‘it) for the initial and boundary conditions, respectively, with confidence 1 — j3,

P{Fits) € PRvx € QF N{FNS € PL,V(x,t) €T x Rxo}) > 1— 4.

wo (x
We further seek to leverage the PDE dynamics to propagate the ambiguity sets of
the initial and boundary data and obtain a pointwise characterization of ambiguity
sets Pyt containing the CDF of u(x,t) at eachx € Q and t € [0,T) with confidence
1- 57
]P’(FtEi‘ft) € Py V(x,1) € Q2 x[0,T)) >1—- 6.

u

Section [4] exploits the compactly supported parameterization of the initial and
boundary data to build ambiguity sets which enjoy rigorous finite-sample guaran-
tees. Section [5| derives a deterministic PDE for the CDF of u(x,t), which enables
the investigation of how the difference between CDFs (and, by integration, their
Wasserstein distance) evolves in space and time. Section |§| characterizes how the
input ambiguity sets propagate in space and time under the same confidence guar-
antees.

4. DATA-DRIVEN AMBIGUITY SETS FOR INPUTS

Using Assumptionsand at each x € Q and boundary pair (x,t) € I'xRxq,
we define empirical distributions

DN _ DN 1
P’u,o(x) = PUO(X)(a g

~

1 N
§00 = 7 D Dugloca)s
i=1
PN — DN 1
Puet) = Puypen (@ - i

1 N
i(x,t) = N Zauh(x,t;ai)a

i=1
: W . I'N ._ DN N ._ DN
with associated CDF's Fuo(x) = Cdf [Puo(x)] and Fub(x’t) = Cdf [Pub(x7t)]. We

employ these empirical distributions to build pointwise ambiguity sets based on

N 1 al
”>:N;%
1N
Ny . —
)= 2
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concentration-of-measure results for the 1-Wasserstein distance. Specifically, we ex-
ploit compactness of the initial and boundary data parameterization together with
the following confidence guarantees about the Wasserstein distance between the
empirical and true distribution of compactly supported random variables (see [5]).

Lemma 4.1 (Ambiguity radius). Let (X;);en be a sequence of i.i.d. R"™-valued
random variables that have a compactly supported distribution p and let p :=
diam(supp(u))/2. Then, forp>1, N > 1, and € > 0, P(W,(i™, pn) < en(B,p)) >
1 — 3, where

1
(1n(CCB 1)>2P L. if p>n/2,
N

(5) en(B,p) == q p! (%) p, ifp=mn/2

(w);#7 if p<n/2,

C

"
sH

s

N o= % Zf\]:l Sx,, the constants C and ¢ depend only on p, n, and h™! is the

inverse of h(x) = 22 /[In(2 + 1/z)], = > 0.

This result quantifies the radius ey (3, p) of an ambiguity ball that contains the
true distribution with high probability. The radius decreases with the number of
samples and can be tuned by the confidence level 1 — (3, allowing the decision maker
to choose the desired level of conservativeness. The explicit determination of ¢ and
Cin through the analysis in [14] for the whole spectrum of data dimensions n
and Wasserstein exponents p can become cumbersome. Nevertheless, provides
explicit ambiguity radius ratios for any pair of sample sizes once a confidence level
is fixed. Recall that, according to Assumption the mapping of the parameters
to the initial and boundary data is globally Lipschitz. The following result, whose
proof is given in Appendix[4] is useful to quantify the Wasserstein distance between
the true and empirical distribution at each input location.

Lemma 4.2 (Wasserstein distance under Lipschitz maps). If T : R™ — R™ is
Lipschitz with constant L > 0, namely, ||T(x) — T(y)|| < L||z — yl|, then for any
pair of distributions p, v on R™ it holds that Wy (p,v) < LW, (Tyup, Tuv).

Using Lemmas [£.1] and [£:2] together with the finite-sample guarantees in the
parameter domain, we next obtain a characterization of initial and boundary value
ambiguity sets through pointwise Wasserstein balls. To express the ambiguity sets
in terms of CDF's, we will interchangeably denote by W,(Fx,, Fx,) = W,(Px,, Px,)
the Wasserstein distance between any two scalar random variables X;, X5 with
distributions Px,, Px, and associated CDFs Fx, = Cdf[Px,], Fx, = Cdf[Px,].

Proposition 4.3 (Input ambiguity sets). Assume that N pairs of input samples
are collected according to Assumption and let

(6) pa = diam(supp(PL™)) /2

and a € R™ such that ||a — al|oc < pa for all a € supp(P™°). Given a confidence
level 1 — 3, define the ambiguity sets

P2 = {F € CD(Jao(x), %0 (X)) | Wi(FY ), F) < Lo(x)en (5, pa) }
PL, = {F € CD([on(x, 1), 1 (%, 1)]) | W (FY (y. F) < Lo(x, t)en (B, pa) }
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forxeQ and x € ', t > 0, respectively, where

(7a) [ao(x),70(%)] := [uo(x;8) — V/nLo(xX)pa, uo(xX;a) + vV/nLo(x)pal
(7b) [Oéb(X, t)v ’Yb(xv t)] = [ub(xa t; é) - \/HLb(Xv t)pav ub(xv t; 5) + \/ﬁLb(xv t)pa],

and Lo(x), Ly(x,t), and en (53, pa) are given by , , and . Then,
(8)  PHFI) e PLVx e QY N{FX ) € PL V(x,t) €T xRxo}) > 1.

wo (x) wp (x,t)

Proof. For the selected confidence 1 — 8, we get from Lemma [£.1] with p = 1 that
9) P(Wi(PYN, P™) < en(B,pa)) > 1 — B.

Denoting by ug[x] the mapping a — wug[x](a) := ug(x; ai it follows from elementary

properties of the pushforward map given in section I that Pu x) = Yo [x]#ﬁév

and P50 = ug[x]x P3¢, where PN = + Zf\il 0ai. Thus, we obtain from the

up(x

Lipschitz hypothesis and Lemma that

Wi (PY ), PiMMe)) < Lo(x)Wl(l?’;V Py yx e Q.

o(x)”

Since P“‘Ei) = uo[x]x P, we get from (4a), (7a)), and the selection of a that

P”ue) is supported on [ag(x),v0(x)], and hence that F“rue € CD([ap(x),v0(x)])

wo (x

for all x € 2. Analogously, we have that

Wl( up (X, t))Ptl;l(l)e( t)) < Ly(x, )Wy (PN, pirue)

u

and F“‘Zi 1 € CD([aw(x, 1), 1 (x,t)]) for all (x,t) € I' x R>o. Consequently

{(Wi(BY, P < en(B,pa)} © (WP, Piiy) < Lo(®)en (8, pa) ¥x € Q)
MWL P (s Pirts, t)) < Ly(x,t)en (B, pa) V(x,t) € I' x R}
Thus, since each Ftrue € CD([ao(x),v0(x)]) and Fii?it) € CD([ap(x,t), 1 (x,1)]),

o (x)

we deduce (8) from the definitions of the ambiguity sets. ]

We next consider an alternative characterization of the ambiguity sets, which
enables the exploitation of a propagation tool applicable to a wider class of PDE
dynamics, yet at the cost of increased conservativeness. These ambiguity sets are
built using pointwise confidence bands (thereinafter termed ambiguity bands), en-
closed between upper and lower CDF envelopes that contain the true CDF at each
spatio-temporal location with prescribed probability. We rely on the next result,
whose proof is given in Appendix [A] providing upper and lower CDF envelopes for
any CDF F' and distance p, cf. Figure|[l] so that the CDF of any distribution with
1-Wasserstein distance at most p from F' is pointwise between these envelopes.

Lemma 4.4 (Upper and lower CDF envelopes). Let F' € CD([a,b]), define

HP[F) = ¢ [F] = sup {T € [a,b] \ /b(1 _F())dt > p}

1OV [F] = dlo% | [F] = mf [a, b] \ / t)dt > p
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t, [F]
:Fpup[F](t) =y 1 :
7, [F] y u ¥
R 1 ' 2
@ tF() bR

FIGURE 1. Illustration of the upper CDF envelope F;P[F] (in yel-
low) of F' (in red). For each point (t,y) in the graph of F P[FT,
the blue area enclosed among the lines parallel to the axes that
originate from (¢,y) and F is equal to p.

forany 0 < p < min{f:F (t)dt, f: t))dt}, and the corresponding upper and
lower CDF envelopes FpP[F] = F 1 [F ] and F)*¥[F] = flo[a o[ F]

0, if t € (—o0,a)
FP[F)(t) = { sup {z | JiwF )~ t)dy < p} if ¢ € [a, tP[F])

1, if t € [thP[F], 00),

0, if t € (—o0, XV [F])
f[lJOW[F](t) = inf{z ef0,F(t | fF(t) “L(y))dy < p}, if t € [t! OW[ 1,0)

1, if t € [b, 00).

Then, both FyP[F] and F)*[F] are continuous CDFs in CD([a,b]) and for any
F' € CD(la, b)) with W1(F,F') < p, it holds that
(10) FNIFN) < F'(8) < FRPIF](t), VieR.

We rely on Lemma[£.4] to obtain in the next result ambiguity bands for the inputs
that share the confidence guarantees with the ambiguity sets of Proposition [.3]

Corollary 4.5 (Input ambiguity bands). Assume N pairs of input samples are
collected according to Assumption and let py and a as in the statement of
Proposition[{.3 Given a confidence level 1 — 3, define the ambiguity sets

PLEY .= [F € CD(R) | Flo¥ 1ol [EN o)) < F(U)

po). a0 (x o
< F vty faot 0 Fan0) (V) YU € R},
Pui™ = {F € CD(R) | Fls 1 (o ety o ) [Pty )} (U) < F(U)
< Foltetylon ety e P} (V) YU € R},

forx € Q and (x,t) € I' x R>q, respectively, where
(12a) po(x) == Lo(x)en (B, pa)
(12b) po(x,t) := Lp(x, t)en (B, pa),
and [ag(x), v0(x)], [an(x, 1), V6(X,1)], en(B, pa) given by , , and . Then
(13)
P({Fe) € POP™ vx € QF N {FIS ) € Poi™ V(x,t) €T x Ro}) > 1— 6.
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Proof. By (8) and (T3), it suffices to show that P C PLF™ and PL, C Pyy™ for
all x € Q and (x,t) € Q x Rxg, respectively, with P2 and Pﬁ)t given in Proposi-
tion Let x € Q and F € PY. Then, we get from the definition of P2 and
that F € CD([ap(x),v0(x)]) and Wl(ﬁd\g,F) < Lo(x)en (B, pa) = po(x). Thus,
since F' € CD([ap(x),v0(x)]), we can invoke Lemma [4.4] and deduce from that
F € PYEY . Analogously, P}, C 77,1:”];:“" for all (x,t) € Q x R>q. O

Remark 4.6 (Confidence bands for components of non-scalar random variables).
Confidence bands for scalar random variables are well-studied in the statistics litera-
ture [22]. Their construction has been originally based on the Kolmogorov-Smirnov
test [18], [29], for which rigorous confidence guarantees have been introduced in [12]
and further refined in [2I]. A key difference of our approach is that we obtain anal-
ogous guarantees for an infinite (in fact uncountable) number of random variables,
indexed by all spatio-temporal locations. This is achievable by using the Wasser-
stein ball guarantees in the finite-dimensional but in general non-scalar parameter
space. Therefore, resorting to traditional confidence band guarantees [21] is pos-
sible only in the restrictive case where we consider a single random parameter for
the inputs. (]

We next present explicit constructions for the upper and lower CDF envelopes
of the empirical CDF. For n,m € N and t € R, we use the conventions [n : m] = {)
when m < n and [t,t) = (). The proof of the following result is given in Appendix

Proposition 4.7 (Upper CDF envelope for discrete distributions). Let F € CD([a, b))
be the CDF of a discrete distribution with positive mass ¢; at a finite number of
points t;, i € [1 : N] satisfying a =: to < t1 < --- < ty < b and define b; ; =
Zzzj(tk —t;)ek, for 0 < j <i <N, (with b; j; =0 for any otheri,j € Ng). Given
p >0 with by = va:l(ti —a)e; > p, let j1:=0, i1 := min{i € [1 : N]|b;0 > p}
and

jk+1 = max{j S []k : ik] |bik,j > p} + 1, k= ]., ey kmax

Tht] 1= min{i S [Zk +1: N] | bi,jk+1 > p}7 k=1,... knax — 1,
where kmax = min{k € N|byn ., < p}. Then, all indices ji,ir are well defined
and

(14) Jk < jk+1 < 'Lk < Z'kJrl Vk € [1 : kmax]y
where ik, . +1:= N + 1. Also, for each k € [1 : kmax], let
p—be s, .
Aty = Zijk“, Te =ty — Aty, L€ [ig g1 — 1]
=jKk11 a
p—b ig—1
— 0ip—1.0 .
Aypi="—"20 = e+ Ay, L€ [t i — 1.
bin = e =1
Then, T¢ are defined for all £ € [iy : N| and form a strictly increasing sequence with
(15) to=tj <+ <tjpo1 STy <o STy <ty <o
Sty <o Sty -1 STy S STy o1 <ty <o
S e = S et —1 S T S0
S ikt 1=1 = TN < jpin S tig,, <EN-
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Further, the upper CDF envelope Fop = f”p[ ] ofF is given as

Foe(r) =
0 if t € (—00,a),
2o + (yg — Zg) _ttz iftelt te+1) { e [jk D k41 — 2],k‘ S [1 : kmax],

[
ift ety —1,7i), 0= Jrs1 — Lk € [1: Fnax,
Zjpir—1 F (20— Zjpyr—1) T i £ € [0, o), €€ [k kg1 — 2],k € [1: kanax),
[
[

top1—t
lft S le+1—1’ Jk+1) g—’Lk.‘_l — ]. k S []. kmax]
1 if t € [T, 00),

where zp 1= Zf:o ¢, £€[0: N] and ¢y := 0.

1
] =
Aty FUPIF]
i P
POR— F
Zigp—1
Ziy, Fo
Viks1-1 Iz| 74 —
- SR e —
Vi r& : —
I Ip L Yiow }
t t; Y ‘ : H
K, Lk“ 4 be%l tenda trt
t H—— t
a i Yaa-1 Ty Gy ™ Ykmaxt1 likmax b R €
Tigpr—1

FIGURE 2. Illustration of how the upper CDF envelope J,P[F]
(in yellow) is constructed for a discrete distribution with a finite
number of atoms.

Proposition [£.7 is illustrated in Figure 2] To construct lower CDF envelopes,

we introduce the reflection ]-'(riﬂj 1 [F] of a function F around the point (22, 1),
2 02

2 02
ie. fri% )[ 1(t) :=1—F(a+b—t), t € R. We also define the right-continuous

1

version rc[é] of an increasing function G by rc[G](t) := limy ¢ G(s), that satisfies
f; G(s)ds = fa rc[G](s)ds. Combining this with the fact that G=! = (rc[G])~!
when G is increasing, we deduce from Lemma [£.4] that the upper and lower CDF
envelopes of a CDF F are well defined and, in fact, are the same with those of
any increasing function G agreeing with F' everywhere except from its points of
discontinuity, i.e., with r¢[G] = F. The next result explicitly constructs lower CDF
envelopes by reflecting the upper CDF envelopes of reflected CDFs. Its proof is
given in Appendix [A]

Lemma 4.8 (Lower CDF envelope via reflection). Let F' € CD([a,b]) and p > 0
with p < f; F(t)dt. Then, the lower CDF envelope of F satisfies

FF) = Fieh o [FP [Fiehe o) [FI]]-

Using Lemma [£.8] one can leverage Proposition [£.7] to obtain the lower CDF
envelope F)°¥[F] of a discrete distribution F € CD([a,b]) with mass ¢; > 0 at
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a finite number of points a =: t;p < t; < -+ < ty < b for any p > 0 with
p < [P F(t)dt

5. CDFs AND 1-WASSERSTEIN DISTANCE PROPAGATION VIA THE METHOD OF
DISTRIBUTIONS

Here we develop the necessary tools to propagate in space and time the input
ambiguity sets constructed in section d] To obtain an evolution equation for the
single-point cumulative distribution function F, ;) of u(x,t), we introduce the
random variable II(U, x, t) = H(U — u(x,t)), parameterized by U € R. The ensem-
ble mean of I over all possible realizations of u at a point (x,t) is the single-point
CDF

<H(U7 X, t)> = Fu(x,t)~

The dependence of Fy () on U € R is implied. We henceforth use the notation Q=

RxQ,T=RxTI,and X = (U,x) € R xR9. Using the Method of Distributions [30],
one can obtain the next result, whose derivation is summarized in Appendix [B]

Theorem 5.1 (Physics-driven CDF equation [6]). Let F(x), X € Q, and F,,,(x+),

(x,t) € T x Rxq, be the CDFs of the initial and boundary conditions in (3)). Under

Assumptions (md the CDF Fyx 1) as a solution of obeys

aF‘u(x,t)
ot

with A = (q(U;8,),7(U;0,)) and V = (V,8/0U), with 4 = 8q/0U, and subject to

initial and boundary conditions F(x) and Fy, (), respectively.

(16) +A-VE,n =0 XeQte(0,T)

The CDF evolution is governed by the linear hyperbolic PDE , which is
specific for the physical model (2. The next result exploits the properties of

to obtain an upper bound across space and time on the difference between two
CDFs.

Corollary 5.2 (Propagation of upper bound on difference between CDFs). Con-
sider a pair of input CDFs F! o(x)? Fu (x)r X € Q, and F&b(x7t), ng(x,t)’ (x,1) €
I' x R>¢ such that

leo(X)| = |eo(%)| = |F, 0<x) Faml, ¥X€Q

A7) Je® O] = @D = |FL oy = Fapenls ¥ 1) € T x Bao.
Then, it holds that
(18) e )] 2 [Fu) — Faen| = & )], V(X 1) € 2 x [0,T),
where F! w(x,t) and Fu(x 4 are the solutions of (L6|) for the corresponding initial and
boundary data with e(X,t) obeying

0 o~

6";‘+A Ve =0, XeQ,t>0

le(X,t = 0)| = |eo(X)], xecq

(19) le(X,t)| = |es(X, 1)), Xel,t>0
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Proof. Exploiting the linearity of (16]), one can write an equation for the difference

e(x,t) = Fi(x@ - Fj(xvt),
Oe = - =
a—%—A'Vs:Q xeQte(0,7)
£(X,t = 0) = 0(X), xeq
(20) (X, t) = ey(X, ), Xel,t>0
where e9(X) = F, ) — F7 o and en(X,t) = F, ) — F7 ;) are the initial

and boundary differences, resp. (20) can be expressed as the ODE system % =

0, ‘é—f = A, s > 0 with initial/boundary conditions assigned at the intersection
between the characteristic lines and the noncharacteristic surface delimiting the
space-time domain. Pointwise input differences €o(X) and €5(X,t) are conserved
and propagate rigidly along deterministic characteristic lines, hence retaining the
sign set by the input. Since the system dynamics does not change the sign of ¢

along the deterministic characteristic lines, € and |e| obey the same dynamics

%+Aﬁ|e|:0, xeQte(0,T)
le(x,t = 0)| = |eo(X)], xeQ
(21) |E(§7 t)| = ‘gb(§7 t)|, X € f X RZO~

For eg(X,t) and e;(X,t) as in (17), and |e(X,t)| obeying (19), implies ([18). O
The next result shows that propagation in space and time of CDF's is monotonic.

Corollary 5.3 (Propagation of CDFs is monotonic). Consider a pair of input

CDFs F&O(x), FSO(X), x € Q, and Fjb(x’t), Fuzb(x,t), (x,t) € T’ x R>q such that
Flo > F2 o ¥XeQ

(22) Froen = F2n V(& 1) ET xRxg

Furthermore, we assume Fj(x’t) and Fj(xﬁ to be solutions of with Fﬁo(x), Fjb(xi)

F2

up(x,t)

and F?

0 (3 initial and boundary conditions, respectively. Then, it holds that

(23) Floy = Flop, VX € Qx[0,7).

Proof. The discrepancy &(X,t) = Fi(x By~ Fi(x + obeys ([20). Given non-negative

initial and boundary conditions, consistently with , it holds that £(x,t) > 0 for
all x € Q,t € (0,T), hence (23). O

The CDF equation provides a computational tool for the space-time prop-
agation of the CDFs of the inputs. If the governing equation is linear, we
show next that one can obtain an evolution equation in the form of a PDE for
the 1-Wasserstein distance between each pair of distributions describing the same
underlying physical process.

Theorem 5.4 (Physics-driven 1-Wasserstein discrepancy equation). Consider a
pair of distributions Fi(x £ and Fi(x £ obeying , and assume linearity of ,
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Then, the 1-Wasserstein discrepancy between F( £ and F u(x £ defined by ,
wyi(x,t) = [ [FL () Ff(x’t)|dU, obeys

0
5;14-q Vw; — 7w, =0, xeNt>0
w1(x,t =0) = wy(x), x e
(24) wi(x,t) = wb(x t), xel,t>0,
with wo(x) = [p |F1}0(x) Fe (x \dU and wy = [, |F1b(x 9 Ffb(x7t)|dU the input
dzscrepanczes
Proof. . ) follows from ( by integration along U € R assuming Fi(x7t)(U =
00) = Fyy t)(U +00), for all x € Q,¢ > 0, accounting for the linearity of q(U)
and r(U). O

Corollary and the following Corollary take advantage of the linearity and
hyperbolic structure of and , respectively, and identify a dynamic bound
for the evolution of the pointwise CDF absolute difference and their 1-Wasserstein
distance, respectively, once the corresponding discrepancies are set at the initial
time and along the boundaries.

Corollary 5.5 (Physics-driven 1-Wasserstein dynamic bound). Consider the input
CDF pairs F! o (%)’ FSO(X), x €9, and F! s (est) Fib(x £y (x,t) € I'xR>q. Let w(x,t)
be the solutzon of . ) with initial and boundary conditions satisfying

wo(x) > wo(x) = W1 (F,, F! )7F30(x)) Vx € Q)

(25) wy(x,t) > wy(x,t) = Wy (ﬂb(x 0 Fa ) V(% 1) €T x Rxg.
Then, it holds that

(26) w1(x,t) = Wi (Fyery Faery) Sw(xt) V(x,t) € 2 x R,
where F! w(x,t) and Fu(x 4 are the solutions of for the corresponding initial and

boundary distributions.

Proof. follows from condition and having w(x,t) and w;(x,t) that fulfill
with conditions wg, wp, and wq, wy, respectively. O

6. AMBIGUITY SET PROPAGATION UNDER FINITE-SAMPLE GUARANTEES

Here we combine the results from sections [f] and [5] to build pointwise ambiguity
sets for the distribution of u(x,t) over the whole spatio-temporal domain. We first
consider the general PDE model and study how the input ambiguity bands of
Corollary propagate in space and time using the CDF equation .

Theorem 6.1 (Ambiguity band evolution via the CDF dynamics). Assume that
N pairs of input samples are collected according to Assumption [34 Consider a
confidence 1 — B and the CDFs

~

low _ low N
Finte) = Fpatenfao o) Funo ], X €Q

~

low low N
Etety = F ooty fan oty mon)] Faeon]s (1) €T X Rxg

up . up N
Fint) 7= T fao0m060) Fun o], X €Q
up up -oN
E ity = F oy (st s (5,8) v (,8)] [Fub(x,t)]v (x,1) € I' x Rxo,
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with [ag(x),v0(x)], [an(x,t), v(x,t)] and po(x ) op(Xx,t) as given in ([7al), and
(12a)), (L12b)), respectively. Let F}R‘)’{V 4 and ' w(x,t) be the solutions of (16) with the

corresponding input CDFs above and define the ambiguity sets
Pt ={F€CDR)|Fxy <F<F\ ,VUER}, xeQtel0,T).
Then IP’(F”“et) € PE“" V(x,t) € Qx[0,T)>1-0.

Proof. Let
A={(a',...,a") e RY" [ I, € PPFPV(al,... ") vx € Q
A Ee e PRy™(al, . aN) ¥(x,t) € T x Rxo},

with PLERY and Pi:tEnv as given in Corollary where we emphasize their depen-
dence on the parameter realizations. Then, we have from that

(27) P((al,...,aV)c A)>1-3.

ljext let (a',...,a") € A and FY = Fév(x)( al,...,al), x € Q, Fub(xt) =
Fﬁ(x’t) (al,...,a"), (x,t) € T x R>q be the associated empirical input CDFs.
These generate the corresponding lower CDF envelopes F! 715)"(" =F i‘;‘?’x)( al,...,a")
and FloV lx,t) = Fub(x (@ al,...,a") given in the statement, and we deduce from the

definitions of A and the ambiguity sets PLEV, Pi”tE“V that Fe, (U) > FIO"("X)(U )
forall U €e R,x € 2 and Ft“(lf( n(U) = les,‘?,x,t)(U) for all U € R, (x,t) € I' x R>.
Thus, we obtain from Corollary [5.3 applied with F! = F™"® and F2 = F'°¥ that

iy (U) = Bl o (U) VU € R, (x,1) € 2% [0,7).

u

Analogously, we get that F&ue () < F'P (U) for all U € R, (x,t) € Q x [0,T),

u(x,t) u(x,t)
and we deduce from the definition of the ambiguity sets ’Pfft“’ in the statement that

Fyey PE“V( —.,aY) YU eR,(x,t) € Qx[0,7T).
The result now follows from (27). O

Under linearity of the dynamics, we can exploit Corollary to propagate the
tighter Wasserstein input ambiguity balls of Proposition

Theorem 6.2 (Ambiguity set evolution for linear dynamics). Assume that PDE
is linear and N pairs of input samples are collected according to Assumption .
Consider a confidence level 1 — 3 and let w(x,t) be the solution of with wy(x) =
Lo(x)en(B,pa), x € Q and wp(x,t) = Lp(x,t)en(B,pa), (Xx,t) € T' x R>o, and
Lo(x), Ly(x,t), pa, and ex(B, pa) given by (4al), ., (6). and ( . Let F u(x y be

the solution of (16| with the empirical input CDFs F (%) and F (x 4 S given in
section[f) and deﬁne the ambiguity sets

Pt = {F € CD(R) | Wi(E}, . F) Sw(x,1)}, x€Q,t€Rs.

l
Then B(FI,) € Py ¥(x,1) € Q x Rsg) > 1 — .
Proof. Let A :={(al,...,a") ¢ ]RN"|F3“9) eP@l,...,aN)Vx e QA Fe ) €

P.(al,...,a) V(x,t) € T x Rxq}, with P2 and Pﬁi as given in Proposition
Then, we have from that holds. Next, let (a',...,a"V) € A and ﬁi\;(x)
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FuO(x)(a ,ooalt), x € Q Fo ey = Fw’(x’t)(a ,..at), (x,t) € I x Rxg be the
associated input CDFs. From the definition of P2, P,l;,t and wq, wp we get

BN

~

Wi (EN iy Firte ) Sws(x,t) V(x,t) € T x Rxg.

up up (x,t)

Thus, applying Corollaryﬁwith F'=FN and F?2 = Fire W (ﬁi\(’x £y F&;‘ft)) <

w(x, t), for all (x,t) € Q@ x Rxp, and it follows from the definition of Py ; that
F&)“(Ct) € Pui(al,...;a") V(x,t) € Q xRsg.
Combining this with for A as given in this proof yields the result. (]

7. NUMERICAL EXAMPLE

In this section, we illustrate the use of the ambiguity propagation tools developed
above in a numerical example. We consider a one-dimensional version of with
linear

(28) q(u) =u, and r(u;6.)=0,u, 6,€R,

defined in 2 = R>( and subject to the following initial and boundary conditions
u(xz,0) =up=a1+az, x>0

(29) u(0,t) = up(t) = a1 + az (1 + agsin(2wt)), t>0

(note that this fulfills the most restrictive conditions of Theorem [5.4). Because of
, in the following we drop the dependence of the input and boundary conditions
from z. Randomness is introduced by the finite set of (n = 3) i.i.d. uncertain
parameters a = (ay, ag, az), which vary in [0,1]"; according to @, pa = 1/2. We
choose a uniform distribution to be the data-generating distribution for a. Both
ug and up(t) are random non-negative variables which are defined on the compact
supports [0,2] and [0, 2 + max (0, sin (27t))], respectively.

7.1. Shape and size of the input ambiguity sets. We consider data-driven 1-
Wasserstein ambiguity sets for the parameters a, which are constructed according
to Lemma using p = 1 and n = 3. We choose the radius en (8, pa) in
for a given sample size N and a fixed 5. Threshold radii for different size of the
sample N and identical confidence level 1 — 3 can be constructed in relative terms,
as exemplified in [5]. By adjusting en (8, pa), the decision-maker determines the
level of conservativeness of the ambiguity set, and the distributional robustness as
a consequence. The ambiguity sets for the parameters are scaled into pointwise
ambiguity sets for the inputs following Proposition via the definition of the
Lipschitz constants

po = Loen (B3, pa), with Lo == v/2,
(30)
po(t) = Lo(H)en(B,pa)s  with Ly(t) i= /2 + 2sin? (2rt) + 2 max(0, sin(2nt)).

Second, we construct conservative ambiguity envelopes for the initial and the bound-
ary conditions characterized by a 1-Wasserstein discrepancy larger than py and
po(t), respectively, according to Proposition These upper and lower envelopes
define an ambiguity band which enjoys the same performance guarantees as the
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previously defined 1-Wasserstein ambiguity sets. We denote with p5™v > py and
PERY (1) > py(t) the 1-Wasserstein discrepancy between the upper and lower distri-
butions defining the initial and boundary ambiguity bands, respectively.

For both inputs, the maximum pointwise Wasserstein distance pp max and pp max(t)
corresponds to the local size of the support. 1-Wasserstein discrepancies larger than
the maximum value denote uniformative ambiguity sets. For the chosen scenario,
Po.max = 2 and pp max(t) = 2 + max(0,sin(27t)) for the initial and the boundary
values, respectively. A comparison of py(t), pE™ (t) and ppmax(t) is presented in
Figure [3| for different sample sizes N and identical confidence level 1 — 5. The
corresponding values for the initial condition can be read in the same figure at
t = 0 because of the imposed continuity between initial and boundary conditions
at t = 0. Regardless of the chosen shape of the ambiguity set, larger IV determines
smaller ambiguity sets characterized by smaller 1-Wasserstein discrepancies. By
construction, 1-Wasserstein ambiguity sets defined through are sharper than
the corresponding ambiguity bands drawn geometrically via Proposition |4.7] at all
times. The temporal behavior of p,(t) is determined by the Lipschitz scaling func-
tion Ly(t) in (30)); in this case it is periodic and bounded. Figures and |7.1| show

1 -—— N=2925 — N =100
10" 4

)

O

= .

fg Po.max(t)

.E . - - -

= .

a

D 100 4

+~

17}

=

)

17}

n

<

= P(t)

1 —— -7 =

- 10~ _/’/’ \\\\_/ “_h\\\~/ - \\\‘—’ ”_~\\\‘

000 025 050 075 1.00 1.25 150 175  2.00
time

FIGURE 3. Characteristic 1-Wasserstein distances for the point-

wise ambiguity sets for uy(0,t). Black lines correspond to the py(t)

bounds set in Corollary [£.5] and used to define 1-Wasserstein ambi-

guity sets. Yellow lines indicate pgn"(t), the sample-dependent 1-

Wasserstein discrepancy between envelopes defined via the Propo-

sition [£.7] procedure. The line pattern indicates the size of the

data sample N, as listed in the legend. The maximum theoretical

1-Wasserstein discrepancy for uy(0,t), pp.max(t), is also drawn (red

circles).
the corresponding ambiguity bands for ug and wu,(t) at a given time ¢, respectively,
for the same values of sample size N and identical confidence level 1 — 3. Both
upper and lower envelopes are data-driven, i.e., they depend on the empirical dis-
tribution of a specific sample. We also show the 1-Wasserstein discrepancy between
the upper and lower envelopes.

7.2. Propagation of the ambiguity set. Pointwise 1-Wasserstein distances for
the inputs can be propagated in space and in time to describe the behavior of
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N =25 N =100
1.0 ral
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WP =0.98 a WP =0.83 "ﬁ,-,v
0.81 py=0.104 S po =0.066 V4 '
061 < 1
& :
0.4 1 . .
0.2 1 . 1 .
: .'"'
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FIGURE 4. Ambiguity band for the distributions of ug for different
sample size N and identical confidence level 1— 3. We use 6, = —1.
Scatter points represent the empirical distribution ﬁé\of . Dashed
yellow lines represent the conservative envelopes (with respect to
a minimum 1-Wasserstein distance pg) constructed according to
Proposition[£.7] The 1-Wasserstein discrepancies for the ambiguity
band - computed between the upper and the lower envelope - are
reported in the corresponding panels, also indicating pg.

N =25 N =100
1.0 - s
"
WE =1.12 . WE =0.93 .
0.8 py, =0.147 i 1 pp =0.093 o
t=0.75 t=0.75
_ 061 ]
E
0.4 1 : 1 ,I
024 " i/
0.0+ ; ; ; — ; ;
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
U U

FIGURE 5. Ambiguity band for the distributions of wu(t) at t =
0.75 for different sample size IV and identical confidence level 1— .
We use 6, = —1. Scatter points represent the empirical distri-
bution ﬁi\; (1) Dashed yellow lines represent the conservative en-
velopes (with respect to a minimum 1-Wasserstein distance p(t))
constructed according to Proposition The 1-Wasserstein dis-
crepancies for the ambiguity band are reported in the correspond-
ing panels, also indicating py(t).

the ambiguous distributions using , under the assumption of linear dynamics.
Solving yields a quantitative measure of the stretch/shrink of the ambiguity
ball in each space-time location. True (unknown) distributions as well as their
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empirical approximations describing the given physical dynamics evolve according
to ; the latter provide an anchor for the pointwise ambiguity balls in (x,¢). In
section we present the solution of ([24), wi(,t), solved using po and py(t) as
defined in as initial and boundary conditions, respectively. The ambiguity ball
shrinks with respect to the input conditions as an effect of a depletion dynamics
imposed by with the given choice of 6, = —1. As expected, the smaller the
sample size N, the larger the radius of the ambiguity ball as quantified by w1 (z, ).

N =25 N =100 wi(,t)
1 0.20

0.18
0.15
0.12
0.10
0.08
0.05
0.03
0.00

(Y - . . | 4 : : : |
00 05 10 15 20 00 05 10 15 20

xz xz

FIGURE 6. wy(z,t) as a solution of with wo(xz) = pp and
wp(x,t) = pp(t) for different sample size N (N = 25 in the left
panel, and N = 100 in the right panel) and identical confidence
level 1—/. The dotted line represents the domain partition between
regions where information originates from either the initial or the
boundary condition. We use 6, = —1.

The dynamic evolution of ambiguity bands is determined by the evolution of
the upper and lower envelopes for the input samples, cf. Proposition [£.7] for given
sample size N and confidence level 1 — 3. The envelopes evolve according to ,
thus requiring no linearity assumption for . As such, ambiguity bands, while
possibly being more conservative than 1-Wasserstein ambiguity sets in terms of
size, can be evolved for a wider class of hyperbolic equations. Ambiguity bands are
equipped with 1-Wasserstein measures, as the 1-Wasserstein distance between the
upper and the lower envelope represents the maximum distance between any pair
of distributions within the band, and it is constructed to be always larger or equal
than the local radius of the corresponding ambiguity ball. Confidence guarantees
established for the inputs (Corollary withstand propagation, as demonstrated
in Theorem [6.11

For a given choice of N, we compare the propagation of 1-Wasserstein ambiguity
sets with input conditions defined by to the data-driven dynamic ambiguity
bands constructed via Proposition [£.7] and subject to the input envelopes repre-
sented in Figures [7.1] and [7.I] The corresponding w; maps are shown in Figure [7]
(top row). In both cases, the pointwise 1-Wasserstein distance undergoes the same
dynamics established by , but subject to different inputs (represented in Fig-
ure . In each spatial location, it is possible to track the temporal behavior of the
ambiguity set size for both shapes, as shown for two representative locations in Fig-
ure [7| (bottom row). The size of both ambiguity sets decreases from the maximum
imposed at the initial time for ¢ < x, and reflects the temporal signature of the
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boundary, dampened as an effect of depletion dynamics introduced by with
0, =—1, fort > x.

wi(z,t) Wi (z, 1)
2 2
10°
+ 14 1 1071
0 . 0 1072
0 1 2 0 1 2
x X
1
10 E wimax x=0.2 10t e x=1.0
= 1004 100 | —___|
8 ] 1
§ 1071 1071 5
e e NN
1072 . 1072
0 1 2 0 1 2
t t

FIGURE 7. Top row: 1-Wasserstein distance maps for the ra-
dius of the ambiguity balls w;(x,t) with input radii (left),
and the ambiguity band w¥"(x,t) (right), where w¥"(z,t) =
Wi (F}L‘E;V n Fi(px #)- Bottom row: 1-Wasserstein distance profiles
at given locations = {0.2,1.}. The black solid line reflects the 1-
Wasserstein ambiguity radius ws (z,t), whereas the yellow dashed
line represents the 1-Wasserstein distance of the ambiguity band,
w™(z,t). The maximum theoretical 1-Wasserstein discrepancy
is also drawn, wi®*(z,t) (marked red line). The location of the
cross-sections is indicated in the top-row contour plots in the cor-
responding column (z = 0.2 and = = 1, respectively), whereas the
demarcation line ¢ = «x is indicated in the bottom panels. Param-
eters are set to: N =100, 6, = —1.

8. CONCLUSIONS

We have provided computational tools in the form of PDEs for the space-time
propagation of pointwise ambiguity sets for random variables obeying hyperbolic
conservation laws. The initial and boundary conditions of these propagation PDEs
depend on the data-driven characterization of the ambiguity sets at the initial time
and along the physical boundaries of the spatial domain. We have introduced both
1-Wasserstein ambiguity balls and ambiguity bands, formed through upper and
lower CDF envelopes containing all distributions with an assigned 1-Wasserstein
distance from their empirical CDFs. The former are propagated by evolving the
ambiguity radius according to a dynamic law that can be derived exactly in the case
of linear physical models. The latter are propagated by solving the CDF equation
for both the upper and the lower CDF envelope defining the ambiguity band. In
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this second case, both linear and non linear physical processes can be described
exactly in CDF terms, provided that no shock develops in the physical model so-
lution. The performance guarantees for the input ambiguity sets of both types
are demonstrated to withstand propagation through the physical dynamics. These
computational tools allow the modeler to map the physics-driven stretch/ shrink
of the ambiguity sets size, enabling dynamic evaluations of distributional robust-
ness. Future research will consider systems of conservation laws with joint one-point
CDFs, the characterization of ambiguity sets when shocks are formed under nonlin-
ear dynamics, the assimilation of data collected within the space-time domain, the
application of these results in distributionally robust optimization problems, and
sharper concentration-of-measure results to reduce conservativeness of the ambigu-
ity sets for small numbers of samples.

APPENDIX A. TECHNICAL PROOFS FROM SECTION [

We collect here basic properties of generalized CDF inverses used in the following;:
(GI1) F(t) <y =t < F1(y);
(GI2) F(t1) Sy < Flta) = t1 < F~H(y) < to
(GI3) t< Fl(y) = F(t) < y;
(GI4) F(t) = F(t1) Vt € [t1,t2) ANF(t1) <y < F(t2) = F~(y) = ta.

Proof of Lemma[f.3 Let T :R" x R" — R™ x R™ with T(z,y) = (T(z),T(y)),
consider an optimal coupling 7 for which the infimum in the definition of the dis-
tance Wy(u,v) is attained, and define 7 := f#ﬂ =mgoT 1 Then, it follows that
FAXR™) = (moT ) (AXR™) = n(T~H(A) x T~YR™)) = p(T~(A)) = Typ(A).
Hence, Tyt is a marginal of @ and similarly Tyv, i.e., T is a coupling between Ty
and Tyv. Let ¢ : R™ x R™ — R with ¢(z,y) = || — y||? and T as given above.
Then, we obtain from the change of variables formula and the Lipschitz hypothesis
that

(LHS) = / 1@ - 9IP7 (dz, df) = / o(7.9)7 (dz, df)
R™ xR™ Rm X R™

= /Rnxmn ¢ o T(z,y)m(dx, dy) = / o(T (), T(y))7(dz, dy)

R xR"”

= /Rnx]R" T (z) — T(y)||Px(dx, dy) S/

R xR

17|}z — y||Pr(dr, dy) = (RHS).

Thus, we get W2 (Typ, Tyr) < (LHS) < (RHS) = LPW} (u, v), implying the result.
O

Proof of Lemma[/.4] We show that F,P[F] is continuous and increasing, and hence,
it is also a CDF, as it takes values in [0,1] (the proof for F)°¥[F] is analogous).
Notice first that due to (GI1), i.e., that F(t) < y = t < F~!(y), the mapping
z f;(t) (F~Y(y) — t)dy is strictly increasing for z € [F(t),1]. Combining this
fact with continuity of z — f;(t)(F_l(y) — t)dy, we deduce existence of a unique
z € [F(t),1] so that FyP[F](t) = z and f;(t)(F_l(y)—t)dy = pforallt € [a, t}P[F]).
To show that FP[F] is increasing, let a < t1 < to < tyP[F] with F P[F](t1) = 2
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and FP[F](t2) = 22 and assume w.l.o.g. that F(t2) < z1. Then, we have that

Z1

pz/Z1 (F‘l(y)—tl)dyZ/Z1 (F‘l(y)—tl)dy>/ (F~'(y) — t2)dy,

F(t1) F(ts) F(t2)
where we exploited that F' is increasing in the first inequality. Thus, we get that
29 > 21, because also f;?tQ)(F’l(y) —t3)dy = p. To prove continuity, let ¢, — t €
[a, tyP[F]) and {z, },en with F)P[F](t,) = z,. Then, we have that

[ -t [ E -

F(t,) F(t)

F(t) Zy
+ / (F~Y(y) — t)dy + / (t = t,)dy,

F(t) F(ty)

or equivalently, f;?t)( “Yy)—t)dy =p— fF(t ) —t) dy f )dy.
Since 0 < F(t,) < 2z, <1, and t, — t we get that f Fit) t,)dy —> O For the
other term, we have w.lo.g. that F(t,) <y < F(t). It then follows from (GI2)
that ¢, < F~!(y) <t and therefore | f;ﬂ((i))(Ffl(y) —t)dy| < flf((g) |t, — t|dy — 0.
Thus,

(31) [ =oa o= [ @) - oy

F(t) F(t)
for a unique z € [F(t),1]. Since z’ — f;l(t)(F_l(y) — t)dy is strictly increasing
(near z) and continuous, its inverse is well defined and continuous (see e.g., [35]
Theorem 5, Page 168]). Thus, we get from that z, — z, establishing continuity
of FyP[F].

Next, let F’ G CD([a b)) with Wy (F, F’) < p. Equivalently, f |F'(t)— F(t)|dt <
p. We show (10) by contradiction. Assume w.l.o.g. that the upper bound in
is v101ated and there exists t* with F'(t*) > F P[F](t*). Then necessarily
t* € [a,tyP[F]), and since F'(t*) > F(t*), (GI1) implies that F~'(F'(t*)) > t*.
Hence, [t*, F~1(F’(t*))) is nonempty and we get from (GI3) that F’(t) > F(t) for
all t € [t*, F~1(F'(t*))). Consequently, we obtain

FH(F' (7))
p>/ |F'(t) |dt>/ |F'(t) — F(t)|dt
.
FoYH(F'(t7)

SLHF(E)
- / (F'(t) — F(t))dt > (F'(t") — F(t))dt

t*

N OB
=/ (F~ (y)—t*)dy>/ (F (y) —t")dy = p,
F(t*) F(t*)

which is a contradiction. O

Proof of Proposition[{.7 We break the proof into several steps.

Step 1: all indices ji and i are well defined and satisfy (14). We need to
establish that the min and max operations for the definitions of these indices are
not taken over the empty set. To show this for all k € [1 : kyax|, we verify the
following Induction Hypothesis (IH):

(IH) For each k € [1: kmax], Jk, @ are well defined, ji < i, and b;

Ty Jk

> p.
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All properties of (IH) can be directly checked for k = 1 by the definition of j; and
i1, and the assumption by o > p. For the general case, let k < kpax —1 and assume
that (IH) is fulfilled. Then, jr41 is well defined because b;, ;. > p by (IH). To show
this also for ipy; we first establish that i, < N. Indeed, assume on the contrary
that i = N. Then, from the definition of ji; we have that b; ;. , < p and
we get from the definition of ky .« that & > kpax, which is a contradiction. Since
ir. < N, [ig41 : N] is nonempty. Combining this with the fact that by j;,_ ., > p,
which follows from the definition of k.« and our assumption k < kyax, we deduce
that the minimum in the definition of i1 is taken over a non-empty set. Hence,
ix+1 is well defined. In addition, we get from the definitions of jiy1 and iy that
Jk+1 < ipq1 and from the definition of ix4y that b;, ., ;,., > p. Thus, we have
shown (IH). Finally, jg,,..+1 is also well defined because b;, ;. > p by (IH).
Having established that jj and i, are well defined for all k£ € [1 : kpax + 1],
follows directly from their expressions.
Step 2: establishing . By the definition of ji41, we get

(32) birjess <P Yk €L kmax].
In addition, we have that
(33) birir—1jess <P k€ [0 kmax.

For k = 0 this follows from the definition of j; and 4;. To show it also for k € [1 :
kmax] we consider two cases. If bi, 41,51 = p, then, by definition, ix11 = ip +1
and we get from that b;, 14,01 = big,jiyr < p- In the other case where
birt1,jes1 < P follows directly from the definition of i;;. Next, note that due
to and the fact that i, +1 = IV + 1, the times 7, are indeed defined for all
£ € [i1 : NJ. In addition, for each k € [1 : kpax] We get from that p—bgj,,, >0
for all ¢ € [ix : ig41 — 1]. Hence, Aty is positive and strictly decreasing with
¢ € [ig : ig+1 — 1] and we have from the definition of the 7,’s that

(34) 70 <71 Yk €1 kmax), 6,0 € [i tigr1 — 1] with £ < ¢/
(35) Tipp1—1 < tjpn VK €[l : kmax]-

By the definition of ji1 we further obtain that

(36) bipjrsio1 = p Yk € [1: kmax].

From the latter and the definition of At;,, which implies that At;, Z;": G Gt

biy, jusr = P, We get that b;, 5,1 > At;, Zék:j;”l ¢ +bi, ji.,.» Or equivalently, that
ik ik Uk
Z (tl — tjk+1—1)cl — Z (tl — tijrl)Cl Z Atik Z C| <~
I=Jk4+1—1 I=Jk+1 I=Jk+1
ik (23
Z (tjk+1 — tjk+1,1)cl > Atik Z C| <= tjk+1 - tjk+1*1 > Atik-
l=Jr+1 I1=jKk+1

Thus, we deduce from the definition of 7, with £ = iy that 7;, > t; ., 1 for
k € [1: kmax]. Using this, and recalling that {t,}}’ are strictly increasing, we get
from ([14), (34), and (35), that {r;};_, are strictly increasing and is satisfied.

Step 3: werification of the formula for F for t € (—=00,a) U [ry,00). For
t € (—o0,a), it follows directly from the definition of the upper CDF envelope.
To establish it also when ¢ € [Ty, 00), it suffices again from the definition of the
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upper CDF' envelope to show that 7y = t,P [ﬁ], with ¢P given in the statement of
Lemma To show this, note that since by Lipii—1 S TN < tj we

Jkmax+17
have

/b (1— Ft))dt = /tN(l _B())dt = /tj’“‘“”“ (1— P(t))dt

N N N
tN R N
+ (1 - F(t))dt = (tjk,max+1 - TN) Z ¢+ bN7jkmax+17
[T— I=Jkmax+1

which, in turn, equals Aty Zl]ijkmaxﬂ ¢ +bnj,. . .- Thus, we get from the defi-
nition of Aty that [* (1 — F(t))dt = PzNiNimj S DN G = P
and hence 7 = sup{7r € [a,}]| ff(l — ﬁ(t))dt > pt = tgp[ﬁ]. It remains to
verify the formula for F for all intermediate intervals, which are of the form
[tbeg, tend). To each of these intervals we also associate a right time-instant t... For
each k € [1 : kmax], tbeg, tend, and ;4 are given by one of the following cases.

Case 1) tpeg =ty and teng = tep1 with € € [Ji @ jrg1 — 2], and t = t5,;

Case 2) theg = tj, ., —1, tend = Tiy, and by = 1y, ;

Case 3) theg = T and teng = To4+1 with ¢ € [ik Skl — 2], and t,x = tpy1;

Case 4) lpeg = Tiy 11, tend = Ly, and g = 1y, .
One can readily check from the formula for FP that these cases cover all interme-
diate intervals. To verify the formula for all [theg, tena) We will exploit the following
fact:

Fact I) For each of the Cases 1)-4) and pair (¢,y) with ¢t € (fpeg,tena) and
y = FP(t), it holds that F~1(y) = ty.

Step 4: Proof of Fact I. Recall that

(37) P =sup { = € [F0).1] /F() (F(5) )y < o}

and note that

F(t:)
(38) / (F~Yy)—t;)dy=b;; Y0<j<i<N.
(t5)

We first consider Case 1). Let t € (tg,tg41) with £ € [ji : je+1 — 2]. Then, we have
from and that

~

ﬁ(tik) ~_ ﬁ(tik) 1
/ (F(y) —t)dy > / (F7(y) =ty —1)dy = by jiii—1 > P,

F(t) F(t]'k+1*1)

ﬁ(tik—l) ~ ﬁ(tik—l) ~_
/ (F(y) — )y < / (F(y) — tj)dy = bir—150 < P,
F(t) F(tj,)

where we exploited and for each last inequality, respectively. Thus, it
follows from that F(t;,—1) < F"P(t) < F(t;,), which implies by (GI4) that
F=Y(F"P(t)) = t;, = tw. For Case 2), let ¢ € (tj,,,-1,7i,). Then, we get from



24 F. BOSO, D. BOSKOS, J. CORTES, S. MARTINEZ, AND D. M. TARTAKOVSKY

and the definition of 7;, that

Fty,) ) F(ti,) . F(ti,) )
[ (F1(y) - t)dy > / (F'(y) — 7, )dy = /F (F1() - t5,,,)dy

F(t) ﬁ(tjk+1—1) (tJ]H,l—l)

F(ty,) ik
+/ (tjk+1 - Tik)dy = bilmjk+1 + At;, Z a=p

F(tj,q,-1) I=jr+1

whereas by arguing precisely as in Case 1), we get that fA( T 1)(F Yy)—t)dy < p.

Thus, we deduce F( 1) < Fue(t) < F(t i), and hence, by (GI4), F-1(F(t)) =
t;, = tit. The proof of Fact I for Cases 3) and 4) follows similar arguments and
exploits the orderings and , and wermit it for space reasons.

Step 5: werification of the formula for F"P for t € [a,7n). Let any interval
(tbeg, tend) as given by Cases 1)-4), let t € (tbeg, tend); {tv}ven C (tbeg,tend) with
t, "\ tbeg, and denote y = F“p( ), Yy = F“p( »), v € N. Due to Fact I, F- Hy) =
trt, - Yy,) = ty for all v € N. We use this together with z = F“p() =
ft (Z)(z - F(s))ds = p and the continuity of FUP (which implies ¥, — Ybeg =
FUP(t,64)) to get

Fl(y) N F~(y,) R
/ (y— F(s))ds = / (yp — F(s))ds VYwveN&
¢ ¢

v

/ttrt (y - ﬁ(s))ds /tjt (Yo — ﬁ(S))ds Vv eEN&
/tt” (y— F(s))ds = /t: (Ybeg — F(s5))ds

tre try R t tre R
/ (5 — Yoeg)ds + / (Yoog — F(s))ds :/ (Yo — Yiow)ds + / (Yheg — F(s))ds =
t t t
(

theg

Yy—= ybeg)(trt —t) = (ybeg = Yiow) (t — tbeg)v

with Yow = F(tbeg)v cf. Figure Hencea Y = Ybeg + (ybeg - ylow)tt ttbetg = Ylow T
(Ybeg — ylow)t';_titj’teg. The proof is completed by verifying the formula for Fup at
theg for each interval given by Cases 1)-4), which follows from the definitions of y,

and zy. O

Proof of Lemma[].8 We exploit the following equivalences for any F € CD([a, b))
and pair (t,y) in the graph of its lower and upper CDF envelopes:

(392) y = FIF|(1) & / (F(s) — y)ds —
1(1/

)
(390) y=FRIFI) & / (v— F())ds = p

We also use the followmg elementary results about the left inverse of a CDF F €
CD(R), defined by F i (y) := inf{t € R|F(t) > y}.

Fact II) For any y € (0,1), F7'(1—y) =a+b— left( ), where F = ]-'(r?ﬂb %)[F].

Fact III) For any y € [0,1] and t € R, ] Fien @) (y—F(s))ds = ftF_l(‘ F(s))ds
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Next, let F € CD([a,b]) and denote F = ]—"E“;ﬂj 1) [F] and F = FU[F]. To prove
2 12

the result, we show that F)°V[F]|(t) = {iﬂ%b’%) [ﬁ“p](t) for any t for which these

values are in (0,1). Let y = 1 — F™(a+b—t) = }"{%’%) [ﬁ”p](t) € (0,1). We show
that f;,l(y)(F(s) —y)ds = p, which by (39a]) implies that F°¥[F](t) = y. Indeed,

// (F(s) — y)ds — / (F(s) = (1= F"™(a+b—1)))ds

F-1(y) F=1(1—Fup(at+b—t))

:/ (F(s) — (1 — F™(a +b—t)))ds

+b—F i (Fup(atb—t))

(F'(a+b—1t) — F(s))ds

/ Fioq(F" (atb—t)) _ -
a

+b—t
F=Y(F"(a+b—t)) _ _

:/ (F*(a+b—t) = F(s))ds = p,
a+b—t

where we used Fact II in the second equality, that the reflection around (“TH’, %),
i.e., the change of variables (¢,y) — (a + b —1t,1 — y) is an isometry in the third
equality, Fact IIT in the fourth equality, and the equivalent characterization (39b)

for y = FP[F|(t) in the last equality. O
Proof of Fact II. Let y € (0,1). Then
F'1—y)=inf{t eR|F(t) > 1 -y} =inf F1((1 — y,00))

= sup F~1((—00,1—y]) = sup{t € R F(t) < 1—y}
—sup{teR|[1—Fla+b—t)<1—y}
=sup{la+b—71,7€R|1—F(r) <1—y}
—a+b+sup{—7,T €R|F(r) >y}
=a+b—inf{r €R|F(7) >y} =a+b— Fig(y),

where we used F' is increasing and inf I = sup ¢ for any intervals I, I¢ with
TUI° =R in the third equality. ]

Proof of Fact III. To show the result we will prove that f;: ((yy))(y — F(s))ds = 0.
left

Since F~1(y) > Flgft (y), it suffices to consider the case of strict inequality. Then,
the result follows directly from the fact that F(s) = y for any s € (Fi4 (y), F~1(y)),

which can be readily checked by the definitions of F~1 and F;. O

APPENDIX B. DERIVATION OF THE CDF EQUATION

An equation for the Cumulative Distribution Function of w(x,t), solution of
(@), obeying Assumption [3.1] and Assumption is obtained via the Method of
Distributions in three steps. First, we rely on the following inequalities for the
newly introduced random variable II(x, t)

o Ml du ot

- oU
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Second, we multiply by —28 and, accounting for (40, we obtain a stochastic
PDE for II(U, x, t):

o . oIl
(41) E-FQ(U)'VH——@T‘(U), xe QU eR,t>0,

with ¢ = dq/0U. This formulation is exact in case of smooth solutions of 23]
and whenever V - q(U) = 0. is defined in an augmented (d + 1)-dimensional

space 2 =  x R, and it is subject to initial and boundary conditions that follow
from the initial and boundary conditions of the original model

(U, x,t =0) =1y = H({U — up(x)), X€Q
(U, x,t) = (U, x,t) = H(U —up(t)), xe€l,Ue€Qy,t>0.

Finally, since the ensemble average of II is the CDF of u, Fy,x+) = (II(U,x,1)),
ensemble averaging of yields . This equation is subject to initial and
boundary conditions along (I' x R)

Fut) = Fugn)y XEQE=0
(42) Fu(x,t) = Fub(x,t)v X € F7 U e R7t > 0.

The relaxation of Assumptions and leads to different (and often approxi-
mated) CDF equations: we refer to [0 [7] for a complete discussion.

REFERENCES

[1] A. BEN-TAL, D. D. HERTOG, A. D. WAEGENAERE, B. MELENBERG, AND G. RENNEN, Robust
solutions of optimization problems affected by uncertain probabilities, Manage. Sci., 59 (2013),
p. 341357.

[2] D. BERrTsiMAS, D. B. BROWN, AND C. CARAMANIS, Theory and applications of robust opti-
mization, SIAM Rev., 53 (2011), p. 464501.

[3] J. BLaNCHET, Y. KANG, AND K. MURTHY, Robust Wasserstein profile inference and appli-
cations to machine learning, J. Appl. Prob., 56 (2019), pp. 830-857.

[4] D. Boskos, J. CORTES, AND S. MARTINEZ, Data-driven ambiguity sets with probabilistic
guarantees for dynamic processes, IEEE Trans. Aut. Contr., (2019). Submitted. Available at
https://arxiv.org/abs/1909.11194.

[5] D. Boskos, J. CORTES, AND S. MARTINEZ, Dynamic evolution of distributional ambiguity
sets and precision tradeoffs in data assimilation, in European Control Conference, Naples,
Italy, June 2019, pp. 2252-2257.

[6] F. Boso, S. V. BROYDA, AND D. M. TARTAKOVSKY, Cumulative distribution function so-
lutions of advection-reaction equations with uncertain parameters, Proc. Roy. Soc. A, 470
(2014), p. 20140189.

[7] F. Boso AND D. M. TARTAKOVSKY, Data-informed method of distributions for hyperbolic
conservation laws, STAM J. Sci. Comput., 42 (2020), pp. A559-A583.

[8] S. E. BUCKLEY, M. LEVERETT, ET AL., Mechanism of fluid displacement in sands, Trans.
AIME, 146 (1942), pp. 107-116.

[9] A. CHERUKURI AND J. CORTES, Cooperative data-driven distributionally robust optimization,
IEEE Trans. Aut. Contr., 65 (2020). To appear.

[10] E. DELAGE AND Y. YE, Distributionally robust optimization under moment uncertainty with
application to data-driven problems, Operations Research, 58 (2010), p. 595612.

[11] S. DEREICH, M. SCHEUTZOW, AND R. SCHOTTSTEDT, Constructive quantization: Approzima-
tion by empirical measures, Annales de I'Institut Henri Poincar, Probabilits et Statistiques,
49 (2013), p. 11831203.

[12] A. DVORETZKY, J. KIEFER, AND J. WOLFOWITZ, Asymptotic minimaz character of the sample
distribution function and of the classical multinomial estimator, The Annals of Mathematical
Statistics, (1956), pp. 642-669.


https://arxiv.org/abs/1909.11194

(13]

(14]
(15]

[16]

(17]
(18]

(19]

20]

(21]
(22]
23]
[24]
[25]

[26]
27]

(28]
29]
(30]
(31]
32]
(33]
(34]

(35]

AMBIGUITY SETS FOR HYPERBOLIC CONSERVATION LAWS 27

P. M. ESFAHANI AND D. KUHN, Data-driven distributionally robust optimization using the
Wasserstein metric: Performance guarantees and tractable reformulations, Mathematical
Programming, 171 (2018), pp. 115-166.

N. FOURNIER AND A. GUILLIN, On the rate of convergence in Wasserstein distance of the
empirical measure, Probability Theory and Related Fields, 162 (2015), p. 707738.

R. Gao AND A. KLEYWEGT, Distributionally robust stochastic optimization with Wasserstein
distance, arXiv preprint arXiv:1604.02199, (2016).

Y. Guo, K. BAKER, E. DALLANESE, Z. Hu, AND T. H. SUMMERS, Data-based distributionally
robust stochastic optimal power flowPart I: Methodologies, IEEE Transactions on Power
Systems, 34 (2018), pp. 1483-1492.

R. JiaNnGg, M. Ryu, AND G. XU, Data-driven distributionally robust appointment scheduling
over Wasserstein balls, arXiv preprint arXiv:1907.03219, (2019).

A. N. KOLMOGOROV, Sulla determinazione empirica di uma legge di distribuzione, Giornale
dell’ Istituto Italiano degli Attuari, 4 (1933).

J.-P. LEBACQUE, First-order macroscopic traffic flow models: Intersection modeling, network
modeling, in Transportation and Traffic Theory. Flow, Dynamics and Human Interaction.
16th International Symposium on Transportation and Traffic Theory, University of Maryland,
College Park, 2005.

D. Li, D. FOOLADIVANDA, AND S. MARTINEZ, Data-driven variable speed limit design for
highways via distributionally robust optimization, in European Control Conference, Napoli,
Italy, June 2019, pp. 1055-1061.

P. MASSART, The tight constant in the Dvoretzky-Kiefer- Wolfowitz inequality, The Annals
of Probability, (1990), pp. 1269-1283.

A. B. OWEN, Nonparametric likelihood confidence bands for a distribution function, Journal
of the American Statistical Association, 90 (1995), pp. 516-521.

B. PERTHAME, Kinetic Formulation of Conservation Laws, vol. 21, Oxford University Press,
2002.

G. PrLuG AND D. WOZABAL, Ambiguity in portfolio selection, Quantitative Finance, 7 (2007),
pp. 435-442.

R. RACKE, Lectures on Nonlinear Evolution Equations: Initial Value Problems, vol. 19,
Springer, 1992.

F. SANTAMBROGIO, Optimal Transport for Applied Mathematicians, Springer, 2015.

A. SHAPIRO, Distributionally robust stochastic programming, SIAM Journal on Optimization,
27 (2017), pp. 2258-2275.

A. SHAPIRO AND S. AHMED, On a class of minimax stochastic programs, SIAM Journal on
Optimization, 14 (2004), pp. 1237-1249.

N. V. SMIRNOV, Approzimate laws of distribution of random variables from empirical data,
Uspekhi Matematicheskikh Nauk, 10 (1944), pp. 179-206.

D. M. TARTAKOVSKY AND P. A. GREMAUD, Method of distributions for uncertainty quantifi-
cation, Handbook of Uncertainty Quantification, (2017), pp. 763-783.

D. VENTURI, D. M. TARTAKOVSKY, A. M. TARTAKOVSKY, AND G. E. KARNIADAKIS, Ezact
pdf equations and closure approrimations for advective-reactive transport, Journal of Com-
putational Physics, 243 (2013), pp. 323-343.

C. VILLANI, Topics in Optimal Transportation, no. 58, American Mathematical Society, 2003.
J. WEED AND F. BACH, Sharp asymptotic and finite-sample rates of convergence of empirical
measures in Wasserstein distance, Bernoulli, 25 (2019), pp. 2620-2648.

C. K. WIKLE AND L. M. BERLINER, A Bayesian tutorial for data assimilation, Physica D:
Nonlinear Phenomena, 230 (2007), pp. 1-16.

V. A. ZORICH, Mathematical Analysis I, Springer, 2003.



28

F. BOSO, D. BOSKOS, J. CORTES, S. MARTINEZ, AND D. M. TARTAKOVSKY
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY RESOURCES ENGINEERING, STANFORD UNIVERSITY
E-mail address: fboso@stanford.edu

DEPARTMENT OF MECHANICAL AND AEROSPACE ENGINEERING, UC SAN DIEGO
E-mail address: dboskos@ucsd.edu

DEPARTMENT OF MECHANICAL AND AEROSPACE ENGINEERING, UC SAN DIEGO
E-mail address: cortes@ucsd.edu

DEPARTMENT OF MECHANICAL AND AEROSPACE ENGINEERING, UC SAN DIEGO
E-mail address: soniamd@ucsd.edu

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY RESOURCES ENGINEERING, STANFORD UNIVERSITY
E-mail address: tartakovsky@stanford.edu



	1. Introduction
	2. Preliminaries
	3. Problem formulation
	4. Data-driven ambiguity sets for inputs
	5. CDFs and 1-Wasserstein Distance propagation via the Method of Distributions
	6. Ambiguity set propagation under finite-sample guarantees
	7. Numerical example
	7.1. Shape and size of the input ambiguity sets
	7.2. Propagation of the ambiguity set

	8. Conclusions
	Appendix A. Technical proofs from Section 4
	Appendix B. Derivation of the CDF equation
	References

