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Learning Conservative Neural Control Barrier Functions from Of ine Data

Ihab Tabbarhand Hussein Sibai

Abstract Safety lters, particularly those based on control
barrier functions, have gained increased interest as effective
tools for safe control of dynamical systems. Existing correct-by-
construction synthesis algorithms for such lIters, however, suffer
from the curse-of-dimensionality. Deep learning approaches have
been proposed in recent years to address this challenge. In
this paper, we add to this set of approaches an algorithm for
training neural control barrier functions from of ine datasets.
Such functions can be used to design constraints for quadratic
programs that are then used as safety lters. Our algorithm
trains these functions so that the system is not only prevented
from reaching unsafe states, but is also disincentivized from
reaching out-of-distribution ones, at which they would be
less reliable. It is inspired by Conservative Q-learning, an
of ine reinforcement learning algorithm. We call its outputs
Conservative Control Barrier Functions (CCBFs). Our empirical
results demonstrate that CCBFs outperform existing methods in
maintaining safety while minimally affecting task performance.
Source code is available at https://github.com/tabz23/CCBF.

I. INTRODUCTION

the complement of that forward invariant set, and then the
Iter gets retrained accordinglylle]. After convergence, the
distribution of states used to train the Iter would match the
distribution of states it will encounter during deployment.
Consequently, one can use classic generalization bounds
to obtain probabilistic guarantees on the correctness of the
learned Iter. However, in various safety-critical settings, it
can be challenging and expensive to collect new trajectories.
This highlights the need for learning safety Iters from of ine
data, while addressing or mitigating the resulting distribution
shift between training and deployment.

Of ine reinforcement learning (RL) has been studied
extensively in the past few years7]. Several algorithms have
been proposed to learn optimal policies from of ine datasets
of trajectories in that literaturelB], [19], [20], [21], [27).

The goal is to obtain policies that outperform the ones used
to generate the data or those which can be obtained using
behavior cloning (BC), while accounting for distribution shift.

Ensuring that control systems satisfy safety speci cations i) this paper, we aim to train safety lters using of ine
critical in various applications, such as autonomous drivifjg [ datasets of safe and unsafe trajectories that alter unsafe
and robotic Surgerﬂ]_ Safety lters have emerged as promis-nomina| controls to safe ones. For that purpose, we introduce

ing tools for enforcing safety constraint3][ Control barrier
functions (CBF) allow the design of ef cient safety Iters in

Conservative Control Barrier Functions (CCBFs), a method
for training neural CBFs that is inspired by conservative

the form of quadratic programs (QP) that preserve the forwaf@-learning (CQL) 18], a prominent ofine RL algorithm.
invariance of sets of states disjoint from a user-de ned failurd he core insight is that the learned neural CBF should avoid
set of states, such as collisions, while minimally alterin@ver-estimating the safety of states and actions not seen in

(potentially unsafe) task-achieving nominal contrdy, [[5].

the dataset. Our proposed method exhibits this property as

However, synthesizing CBFs using correct-by-constructiof@n be seen in Figure 1. This objective is similar to the

techniques, such as sum-of-squares programmn@hd 7], do
not scale beyond few dimensions.

CQL objective, which minimizes th@-values for randomly
sampled actions at the dataset states in order to le§n a

To address this Cha"enge, researchers have proposed dg{action that lower bounds the true one. That addresses the

driven methods for learning safety IterS]} which have
been applied in settings with uncertain dynamigg [10]

and high-dimensional observations, such as imadd}§ |
[12], [13] and point clouds 14], [15]. However, these Iters

common problem of overestimating tiigvalues for unseen
state-action pairs in of ine RL. By analogously minimizing
the barrier values of states reached by random actions starting
from the dataset states, CCBFs avoid overestimating the safety

lack the theoretical guarantees that their formally veri ecPf unseen states.

or synthesized counterparts have. Moreover, when deployed Ve evaluate our approach against three baseline methods in
by design, they will alter the nominal controls resulting infour environments with unknown dynamics and with varying

a shift between the distribution of trajectories used for theftate dimensions. Our results show that CCBFs outperform
training and the ones visited during deployment. It is oftethe baselines in achieving safety without sacri cing task
assumed that the Iter is trained iteratively until convergenceé?erformance while being easy to train and not requiring
in each iteration, it is used to generate new trajectories who&tni cant tuning of the hyperparameters.

states get labeled as safe, i.e., belong to a forward invariant
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set disjoint from the failure set, or unsafe, i.e., belong to

a) Learning safety Iters from expert demonstrations:
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Dataset trajectories Learned control barrier functions using different training methods
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y 1 iy i iy However, it considers soft safety constraints which require

# yu the expected cost of the trajectories to remain below a user-

. #” " " less de ned threshold, in contrast with the hard constraints of

Yo s P . go0s f'iv0|d|ng failure states that_ we consider. S_everal ap_pro_aches
a) b) D) d) incorporated safety lters into the safe of ine RL pipeline

[33], [34]. A close work to ours is the recently proposed
method FISOR 33|, which similarly employs a hard state-
wise constraint formulation for safe ofine RL. It rst
adapts Hamilton-Jacobi reachability to learn a value function
Fig. 1: Learned barrier functions and trajectory rollouts. that de nes the backward reachable set (BRS) of a known
(@) Ofine dataset trajectories with an obstacle (gray) and gonstraint set (aka failure set) from the of ine dataset. It uses
goal ( ) (b d) NCBF, CCBF (ours), and iDBF, respectivelympjicit Q-learning B5] to prevent over-optimistic safety

(e j) Rollouts (blue) using three CBF-QP policies, with nominal - . . .
controllers ordered left to right as PD, BC, and BC-Safe (de nea'alue estimation that can result from querying OOD actions

in Section IV-B). For each pair of gures, the left panel shows'n ofine_RI__ settings. It theh trains a \_Neighte_d BC policy
the results of using NCBF as the CBF in CBF-QP policy andhat maximizes rewards within the feasible region in the state

the right panel shows the results of using CCBF instead. CCBépace, i.e., the complement of the backward reachable set.

ct:)onhsisrt]entlsgbalalnces ;afhety with goa;llfreaghi_ng by ﬁccoumil\rl‘géWe instead take a different approach and assume that the
oth the obstacle and the training distribution, whereas :
emphasizes only obstacle avoidance and iDBF is very conservati\gt.ates in the dataset are labeled as safe (belong to a controlled

forward invariant set disjoint from the failure set) or unsafe
(i.e., not safe), train a neural CBF with an additional loss term

inspired from CQL 18] to avoid over-optimistic CBF values

safety lters to prev(;ent co:wtro_l ;‘ystfems from reachlr;g OODy 00D states, and test its performance as a safety Iter for
states. 25 proposed an algorithm for training neural CBFS, 45,5 nominal controllers that are learned separately from

termed in-distribution barrier functions (iDBFs), using an, o same dataset using various safe of ine RL algorithms.
of ine dataset of safe trajectories to prevent the control system

from reaching OOD states. To train an iDBF, the algorithm
rst trains a BC policy using the same dataset. Then, for each
state in the training dataset, the algorithm randomly samples |, this paper, we consider nonlinear control-af ne systems.
a set of actions, and if the BC policy assigns a sampled action De nition 1 (Control-af ne systems)A nonlinear control-

a probability density beloyv a_usdle ned threshold, the next af ne system can be modeled using an ordinary differential
state reached by that action is labeled OOD and appendedet8uation (ODE) of the form:

the dataset. It nally uses an existing approach for training

neural CBFs (e.g.9]) to train the iDBF using the augmented x = F(x) + g(x)u; 1)
dataset, treating the InD states as safe and the OOD states as -

unsafe. P6] proposed Lyapunov Density Models, combiningwherex(t) 2 X R " represents the state, amndt) 2

control Lyapunov functionsZ7] and density models2B], |y R ™ denotes the control input at tinte The functions
which are also learned from data to keep a control system x 1R " andg:X !R "M are assumed to be locally

from reaching OOD states. More recentl#[ proposed an | jpschitz continuous.
algorithm for learning neural CBFs from an of ine dataset a get of state$ X s called controlled forward invariant

consisting of a mix of labeled and unlabeled trajectories Qyith respect to system (1) if there exists a control policy that
leveraging cost-sensitive classi catioB(] to assign safety makes it forward invariant, i.e., all trajectories starting$n
labels to the unlabeled demonstrations. remain inside it.

Several other works proposed algorithms for synthesizing \ye assume that there is a user-de ned set of failure states
CBFs from expert safe demonstrations, providing formalch as collisions or violations of speed limits of autonomous
correctness guarantees through Lipschitz continuity angpicles, that a safe controller should prevent the system
coverage-based proofs [31], [10]. from reaching. Given a controlled forward invariant et

In this paper, we aim to train neural CBFs from of ine that is disjoint from the failure set, we say that the states
datasets of both safe and unsafe demonstrations that canjpes are safe (andS is the safe set) and the states in
used as safety lters for control systems to avoid unsafg := XnS are unsafe (an& is the unsafe set). Note that
states and disincentivize reaching OOD ones while minimallg contains the failure set and might also contain additional
affecting task progress. states, particularly when there are input constraints or the

b) Safe of ine RL: Safe of ine RL is a branch of of ine system has a high relative degree [16], [36]. Thus, safety is
RL that aims to train policies that satisfy safety constraintde ned as the invariance to a set disjoint from the failure
while maximizing reward using of ine datasets. It tacklesset. The largest safe s8tcan be obtained using Hamilton-
a similar problem to ours: given a set of trajectories of dacobi (HJ) reachability analysi8§]. Unfortunately, existing
Constrained Markov Decision Process (CMDP), design aalgorithms for HJ reachability do not generally scale beyond
optimal and safe policy that avoids distribution shi8?]. few dimensions [37].

e) f) 9) h) )} 0

IIl. PRELIMINARIES



A. Control barrier functions learnedQ-function from the previous iteration, aril is

De nition 2 (Control barrier functions [4]): A function ~the empirical Bellman operator for policy. Theorem :i-l
B:X ! R isa control barrier function for systenl) N [18] establishes that the xed poir =lm; Q

if it is continuously differentiable and satise§x 2D X , obtained by the update in equation (4) when the support of
is a subset of the support of is a pointwise lower bound

9u 2 U such thatB(x;u) + (B(x)) 0; (2) for the true Q-function of policy , i.e.,

where the super-level sty :=fxjB(x) 0g belongs to d(s;a) Q (sa); 8(s; a);
D,and : R!R s alocally Lipschitz extended clagsy . . )
function, i.e., it is strictly increasing and satis es (0) = 0. When is suf ciently large. Thus, the learneQ-function

A CBF B for system (1) species the controls that Q conservatively underestimates the tQefunctionQ ,
guarantee the forward invariance Bf , as stated in the Préventing over-optimistic estimates for out-of-distribution
following theorem. If the set of unsafe states is disjoint fronctions. Previous research has already built a connection
B, and the system starts froBi, , then the system can between control barrier functions and value functiodd},[

be kept safe by following such controls. [16], so we adopt a similar analogy here to design a
Theorem 1 ([4]): Any Lipschitz continuous control policy conservative loss for learning control barrier functions which
:D!U satisfying8x 2D, (X) 2K g :=fu2 U j do not over-estimate the safety of states unseen in the dataset.

rB(x)(f(x) + g(x)u) + (B(x)) Og makes the seB g C. Problem statement

forward invariant. . . . .
Given a reference controlleres : X ! U  that does not We consider the setting where an of ine trajectory dataset,

necessarily satisfy safety constraints, a safety Iter using thiat i generated using a potentially unknown and unsafe
CBF B can be employed to modify its unsafe control choiceé?ference controller, is available, along with a user-speci ed

Speci cally, a quadratic program (QP) can be formulated t(gailure set of states. We assume that the yser has domain
determine the closest safe control tag(x) [5], resulting in knowledge that allows them to label some, if not all, of the

what is denoted by a CBF-QP polickare as shown below: states in the dataset whether they belong to a (not exactly
known) controlled forward invariant set that is disjoint from

sareX) 1= arg min ku ref()k 2 @) the user-speci ed failure set, i.e., safe, or hdur objective
) is to train a neural CBF using the of ine dataset that can be
SL BRI +g0gu) + (B() ©: used to de ne the constraints in a quadratic program that acts

Under some non-restrictive conditions, it can be provefiS @ safety lter that prevents the system from reaching the
that e is locally Lipschitz continuous fok 2 Int(B o ), failure states. Consequently, it must also not over-estimate

the interior of the set B [5]. Fhe sgfety pf states unseen in_the datase_t which can result
in trajectories reaching the failure set. Finally, the safety
B. Ofine reinforcement learning Iter should not be conservative beyond what is necessary

The goal of ofine RL is to design optimal control tO maintain safety, i.e., as minimally altering the nominal
policies from of ine datasets without further interaction with control as possible.
the environment. Conservative Q learning (CQLY|[is a
prominent of ine RL approach with several variants. The rst o ] . i
variant, which is the one we are interested in here and simpl%/ Our aim is to design a CBF-QP policy from of ine data.
call CQL for the rest of the paper, learnsafunction from I t_he reference pollcy or the dy_namlcs are not available, we
the of ine dataset corresponding to some policy that loweff@in corresponding models using the same data. Moreover,
bounds its actuaQ function pointwise for all state-action N Settings with high-dimensional observations, we train
pairs, guaranteeing not over-estimating the values of staf§Presentation models and consider their latent spaces to
action pairs that are not part of the dataset. Similarly, wie the state spaces based on which we train the dynamics
want to learn barrier functions which do not over-estimat8'0dels and the neural CBFs. We discuss how we frain each
the safety of states not part of the dataset. of these components next.

CQL modi es th_eQ-function Ieaming_iterative update for 5 Learning latent dynamics
a policy by adding a term to minimize th@-values of i L i )

a set of state-action pairs, where the states are those in thd//e rain a deterministic autoencoder to project high-

dataset and the actions are sampled from some distributigﬁnenSional visual observations into a low-dimensional latent
(ajs), to the standard Bellman error term, as follows: space. We train it in parallel with a control-af ne latent

IV. METHOD

Qk+1 arg min E sp:a @) [Q(s; a)] 10ne can only label the states which belong to the provided failure set
; as unsafe and leave the rest of the states in the dataset unlabeled. However,
I2 that may lead to a neural CBF with a small or empty super-level set, which
+ % Esap Q(s;a) B Qk (s;a) ; (4) represents the safe set. That limits the states at which the system can start
and the resulting safety Iter be effective. Alternatively, we can adapt our
. . . . method to training policy neural CBF46], which does not require the
where is a hyperparameteD is the of ine datasetQk ! states to be labeled as safe or unsafe to train a neural CBF with a large

denotes the learned Q-function at iteration k +@% is the  super-level set, but we leave that for future work.



dynamics model. The autoencoder maps RGB imag&s by minimizing the following loss functionl ccge() =
RChW  to latent vectorsc; 2 X using an encodeE, and  Lgad )*L  unsard )+L gcenf )TL  descerk )*L 1ip()*L () |
reconstructs them using a deco@@nWe train a control-af ne  where Lgrd ) = ].;’g,:;; x2X o ( safe B (X)),
dynamics model of the form: Lunsafd )=  ~unsate (" unsafer B (X)),

JI\)I( unsafd®  X2X unsafe
X =X+ (f (X)) +g9 (Xu)t; ®)
‘Wdesceql

L ascen( )= jDaSs:fe;t (UX 92D sate (" ascent 1B ) )+
g(u) B (x),

wheref andg are multilayer perceptrons parametrized- gescerf ) = DU X 2D yneate (" descent +
by , approximating the continuous-time dynamics modelB  (x)(f 0g+tg u)+B (X)),

x=f (x)+g (X)u. We train the system by minimizing the L ()= ]’,”3# wux 020 KB (X9 B (XK,
following Igss function using gradzient desceht:= 1 ko , L= 2 In P o XD B (x%)
GE(q) ki+ 2KE(Q+1) R t1 K5+ 3kowr G(R w1 )K3, Posad =~ X5 safe VeV - w o
where1 is the predicted next latent state using (5), and Here, is the ReLU activation function, antkaie “unsate

" W, W, W, W, Wijip, We, and
», and 3 are hyperparameters. The rst term ensures thaf'scent descent *safe Tunsafe Tascent *fdescent Wiip, e,
are non-negative real numbers chosen as hyperparameters.

the latent vector retains suf cient information for accuratel_ . . .
. . hte setVy is a uniformly sampled set of actions frochto
image reconstruction, the second enforces accurate laten

. evaluate at state as well as the action taken in the dataset at

o 0 .
between predicted and ground-truth observations. Duri )Y The statex, is the state reached by the learned dynamics

- L g llowing actionv at statex. When we train without using
training, we optimize the autoencoder’'s parameters usin . . @
9 P P e call the result a neural control barrier function (NCBF).

5 ) :
the rstloss term 1 ko G .E(.q') K, while hoIcﬁng those The loss termd.gzre and L ynsate drive the CCBF to be
parameters xed when optimizing the dynamics model to .. .
maintain a stable latent state space positive at safe states and negative at unsafe states. The terms

Generally, we assume that the C().ntinuous time dynami(I:‘s""Scent and L gescemdrive the CCBF to salisfy the gradient
are either u'ser-provided or that they can be approximattgg nstraint (2). Speci callyl. descenpenalizes violations of (2)

in the form of (5) accurately on the training distribution, uring training. While its hard to determme_ V|olat|ons_of (.2)
inside the safe and unsafe sets, we can infer the violations

which is the case in our experiments. Our assumption that th .
; X . enever a trajectory crosses from a state labeled as safe to
dynamics are control-af ne is needed so that the online safe :
ne that is labeled as unsafe. Moreover, the loss tefn

Itering problem can be formulated as a quadratic program, . < the CCBE to be smooth. Finally,, drives the CCBF

B. Learning nominal controllers to be conservative.

We train neural reference (or nominal) controllers on the The term inside the sum in represents the soft maximum

same of ine dataset we use for training the CCBF. We usgf the CCBF values of the sampled states as well as the next

behavior cloning (BC) and safe of ine RL algorithms to train State appearing in the training trajectory. The temperature

these controllers. We train BC-based controllers by solvin arameter controls the smoot_hness of the soft maximum.
the optimization problemargmax Exuypo [log  (Ujx)] . s decreases, the sof; maximum approaches the _actual
When we only use the safe trajectories in the dataset jRaximum. When =1, L. s similar to a loss term appearing

BC, we call the resulting policy BC-Safe. In the navigatio n the dObJel.Ct'Ve functlon Oft Iefacr:nlrlig dth@—fgngt!on for ?
environment, we also use a PD controller de neduag = caned policy  in a variant of CQL described in equation

Kp(xg X)+K g%, wherex, is the goal position, and (4) of [18]. That variant corresponds to choosing the sampling

Kp;Kg are the proportional and derivative gains. For safet istribution in equathn .(4) in Section 1l-B of our baper.
gymnasium environmentS89], we train BC and safe of ine 0 be the one that maximizes the a_rgument of the argmin in
RL policies using DSRL 40], which provides training the presence of a regularizer R(), i.e.,

datasets and reference implementations for safe ofine RL  argmax  E sp.a (ajs) [Q(s;a)]

algorithms. While such policies will be safer than the ones L h . I'2

that result from traditional (non-safe) of ine RL algorithms, + 3Esap Q(s;a) B *Q“(s;a) +R(); (6)

they optimize for soft constraints and as we show in OUhere | is the policy obtained by (6) at iteratida 1 |,
experiments, generally become safer when coupled witth() =D w(:) D is the KL-divergence, and is

safety Iter. the uniform distribution over the actions. Thuswould be

C. Learning CCBFs from of ine datasets the regularized maximizer of the itera¥ . Substituting that
in equation (4) in Section 1lI-B re)s(ults in:

We assume that a dataset of trajectories of the form

= X 1;u1;Xo;Ug; il Xt ur g is available. We de ne Qk+1 argmin  E sp [log exp(Q(s; a))]
Xsafe @S the set of states labeled as safe angkate as Q h a i
H 2
the set of states labeled as unsafe in the dataset. We + %Es;aD Q(s; a) B ka(s;a) ; @)

denote the set of consecutive triples;u;x9 in the

dataset in whichx® 2 X sate by Dsate and the set of triplets as shown in equation (4) inl§. In our setting,L ccar is
in which x 2 Xsate and x° 2 Xynsate by Dunsafe Given analogous to the objective function in (7) where tBe
this dataset, we train a neural CCBF : X ! R function is replaced with the barrier functi@® , the Bellman



error term is replaced with the terms bgcgr besidesL. ones evident by the results in Table Il which show that
which penalize violations of the CBF conditions similar toFISOR and other safe of ine RL algorithms fail to balance
how the Bellman error penalizes violations of the Bellmarnhe safety and task performance in them. We labeled states
equation, and the sampling distribution for the actiond4in as unsafe if they exceeded the maximum velocity constraint,
in L. is chosen to be the policy that maximizes safety (thand labeled them as safe otherwise. Thus, we only labeled
barrier values) with a regularizer in the form of the distancstates in the failure set as unsafe and assumed that all other
(KL-divergence) to the uniform distribution. Formalizing thisstates in the dataset belong to a controlled forward invariant
connection is an interesting future direction. set. We also explored another strategy: in trajectories that
eventually enter the failure set, we ignore the states outside
the failure set and label only the states inside it (i.e., those
In this section, we describe our experimental setup anlith velocity exceeding the user-de ned limit) as unsafe.
present our results and key observations. States in trajectories that never enter the failure set over
. their entire duration are instead labeled as safe. However,
A. Experimental setup this approach reduced the number of trajectories to sample
We evaluate our approach on four environments: (1) 2Bafe states from to 135 out of 1686 trajectories for Swimmer
navigation: an agent must navigate to a goal position whileand 130 out of 2240 for Hopper and led to poor safety-
avoiding a static circular obstacle, (2) Vision-based navigapreserving performance. We summarize the key results of
tion: similar to 2D navigation but using bird-eye-view imagethat experiment (detailed results in Table VII) and refer the
observations, (3) SafetyHopper and (4) SafetySwimmer:readers to Section V-B for de nitions of normalized cost (C)
locomotion tasks from the safety gymnasium benchmagk [ and reward (R): In Swimmer, averaged across all nominal
where agents must move as quickly as possible while adheriggntrollers, using CCBF as a safety lter resulted in C=1.46
to velocity constraints. In each experiment, we present thehd R=0.31 (compared to C=1.49 and R=0.32 for nominal
results of rolling out the policy under different conditionscontrollers without safety lter), outperforming NCBF (C:
with no safety Iter and with a NCBF-, an iDBF-, and a CCBF-2.38, R: 0.26). In the case of Hopper, both NCBF and CCBF
based lter. We compare these methods with FISCH] [ performed poorly, degrading the performance of BC and BC-
in the safety gymnasium tasks. When training the NCBFSafe, while maintaining the same performance for COptiDICE.
iDBFs, and CCBFs, we use the same model architectuBEAR-L and BCQ-L simulations terminated after only 5-30
the same set of common hyperparameters, and the sasteps because these algorithms, when paired with the CCBF
dynamics model. The only hyperparameters which diffesind NCBF, produced policies that quickly drove the agent
between the different models are those speci c to the differenitto terminal states such as falling, unstable torso angles,
methods. Moreover, we train the NCBFs and CCBFs on ther extreme joint positions. Importantly, CCBF consistently
same datasets consisting of both safe and unsafe trajectormstperformed NCBF under both labeling strategies, but
whereas we train the iDBFs only on the safe states from saffmth NCBF and CCBF achieved signi cantly better safety-
trajectories in the dataset (also excluding the safe states in theeserving performance when trained using the full DSRL
unsafe trajectories), as we do for training BC-Safe policiesdataset compared to the trajectory- ltered approach for
a) 2D navigation: The agent has 2D single-integratotabeling safe states, emphasizing the importance of more
dynamics, has actuation limits that constrain the maximumtata, even if it means potentially mislabeling few states.
speed in each dimension to bgay , and has to reach a goal
position while avoiding a static circular obstacle. Note tha- Results
the agent can stop at any state by choosing zero control. ThusWe discuss two main observations: (1) CCBF-based lters
the complement of the set of states that de ne the obstacs#igni cantly improve safety while minimally affecting per-
is a controlled forward invariant set. Consequently, we labdbrmance, (2) CCBF is easier to train and more robust to
a state as safe if the Euclidean distanct the center of hyperparameters changes than baselines. Then, we discuss
the obstacle is greater than or equakto , wherer is the the results o.ion studies that help us isolate the effect of
obstacle’s radius andis a small positive constant. Statesour conservative loss terrh.. We report the results for
with d r are labeled as unsafe, and states in between atee 2D navigation and vision-based navigation scenarios
not used for training. The smallmargin improves training in Table | using the metrics: success %, the percentage
stability, as has been observed in other works, e.g., [41]. of episodes in which the agent successfully reached the
b) Vision-based navigation: This setup extends the 2Igoal; and collision %, the percentage of episodes with

V. CASE STUDIES

navigation task to a vision-based setting, whéde 64 at least one collision. We report our results for the safety
3 RGB observations representing a top-down view of thgymnasium tasks in Table Il using the metrics: normalized
environment are given instead of the 2D position. reward and normalized cost, following the evaluation

c) Safety gymnasium locomotion: We test on SafetyHopriteria in the safe ofine RL literature 40], [42]. For
per (11D state, 3D control) and SafetySwimmer (8D state, 2both the Swimmer and the Hopper scenarios, they can
control) from safety gymnasiun89]. Agents earn rewards can be modeled as CMDPs. We assume that the transition
for forward motion but incur costs if velocity exceeds userfunctions are deterministic and in the form of the control-
de ned thresholds. We picked these two tasks as challengiraf ne dynamics in (5). Each episode results in a trajectory



reward and cost returns of a trajectorygenerated using CCBF and NCBF as a safety lter are presented in Figure 1.

policy are de ned as followsR ;. 4jized:= ﬁ 100 In the vision-based navigation environment, CCBF outper-
andC, o maiized = Cj: whereR = r, denotes the reward forms both NCBF and iDBF by achieving better success and
return of , C = ¢ denotes its cost return, aminin collision percentages using any nominal controller. Unlike

and Rymay denote the maximum and minimum reward returndhe case of the 2D navigation scenario, iDBF generally

of all the trajectories in the dataset as de ned and computeRfforms better than NCBF. The improved performance of
in DSRL [40]. In all benchmark tasks, the cost is zero IDBF can be attributed to the naturally increased distance

if the statex, is safe and one if it is unsafe. The AppendixP€tween training trajectories, which reduces the likelihood of

contains the detailed tables of experimental results from offiislabeling nearby images as safe or unsafe as the sampled
ablation studies, along with the hyperparameters used acrd@{ges nearby a training trajectory will not overlap with the

all experiments. images visited by other training trajectories. In contrast, the
training trajectories in the 2D environment are more closely
TABLE [I: Controller evaluation results (S=Success%,spaced, resulting in the sampled states by iDBF, which are

C=Collision%). Results averaged across 500 runs (2D) arjgbeled as unsafe, overlapping with the states of training
50 runs (vision-based). Green: Safest agent with the h'gheﬁtajectories which are labeled as safe
average success % across all controllers. . . :
In the Swimmer environment, CCBF reduces the average
Policy None NCBF  CCBF iDBF cost over all nominal controllers by approximately 60% with
s ¢ s ¢ s ¢ s ¢ around a 6% drop in average reward. In contrast, both iDBF
and NCBF increase the cost. In the Hopper environment, both
CCBF and iDBF exhibit similar behavior seen in the Swimmer
environment, whereas NCBF reduces the average cost by 47%

2D Navigation

PD controller 100.0 90.4 916 0 910 O 0 100.0

BC 96.2 218 952 0 954 0 96 34 : > : i
BC-Safe 936 64 938 0 928 0 78 O with only a 7% drop in average reward, which differs from
Average 949 141 935 O 931 0 58 345 its performance in the Swimmer environment. These results

show that CCBF consistently reduces cost while minimally
impacting reward. On the other hand, NCBF’s results vary
between environments, performing poorly in Swimmer but

Vision-based Navigation

PD controller 100.0 96.0 34.0 20.0 58.0 4.0 94.0 80.0

BC 98.0 36.0 68.0 6.0 8.0 0 960 14.0 : ! | )
BC-Safe 92.0 220 780 160 940 0 98.0 10.0 well in Hopper, possibly because Swimmer results in a larger
Average 950 29.0 60.0 140 793 13 96.0 347 distribution shift during deployment.

That said, FISOR results in low costs in the Swimmer
and Hopper tasks (comparable to CCBF paired with BC-safe
TABLE II: Evaluation results of normalized reward (B and in the Swimmer task and with COptiDICE in the Hopper
normalized cost (€ for different pairs of nominal controllers task). However, FISOR yields much lower rewards in both
and safety lters. Results are averaged across three barrier modelgvironments: -0.08 in Swimmer compared to 0.45 in the case

trained with each method and each evaluated on 20 runs starti ; ; ;
from random initial states. Bold: Safe agents<€Cl). Gray: Unsafe ngisF pr)]alregévgr; BC S_afed, ar_lci OC%S IDDTnger compared
agents (C 1). Green: Safest agent with the highest average succel@ 0-17 when IS paired wit pti :

% across all controllers. It is worth noting that the policies used during evaluation
in Table Il are distinct from those used to collect the DSRL
Policy None Neer ceer i dataset. This demonstrates that CCBFs, despite being trained
C# R" C# R" C# R" C# R"

on of ine data, can effectively improve safety for new policies
without noticeably affecting task performance.

BC 2.26-0.64 0.44-0.03 5.05-2.84 0.4-0.06 0.94-0.18 0.39-0.03 3.80-0.31 0.36-0.01 . . . .

BCSafe 012005 043003 012-006 046-002 003-002 045002 01006 oso-ocz IDBF performs well with the BC-Safe controller, improving

BEARL | 061011 016003 046005 018005 042011 005001 04s007 o100 SATELY iN Vision-based navigation and maintaining comparable

BCQ-L 2.82-1.15 0.25-0.08 4.69-3.20 0.20-0.10 1.40-0.47 0.29-0.03 9.38-1.65 0.39-0.08 |eVe|S |n Swlmmer and Hopper ThIS |S expected SII’ICE IDBF’S
Average 149 032 234 0% 0% 03 o1 °%  approach labels states as unsafe when they correspond to

Swimmer

FISOR 001001 008001 - - . . . . low-probability actions under BC-Safe. However, with other
Hopper controllers such as COptiDICE, performance degrades, likely

BC 0.19-0.27 0.04-0.02 0.23-0.18 0.04-0.01 0.09-0.06 0.04-0.01 4.71-2.26 0.33-0.24 H H

BC-Safe 0.03-0.02 0.57-0.01 0.14-0.10 0.61-0.01 0.05-0.03 0.56-0.05 0.21-0.13 0.56-0.03 because IDBF Steers them toward reglons tha't BC_Safe deems

COMDIE G100 DGOl DULOTL GO0 OO SNO% iiw siwas SOFe but that are suboptimal if the dataset trajectories are not
BCQL 309030 050004 134045 031002 116053 037-005 362017 046020 expert (reward-maximizing).
Average 074 02 039 027 031 o028 218 035 To further investigate iDBF’s performance, we conducted
FISOR  003-004 008-005 - - - - - - extensive ablation experiments by varying the model size and
the density thresholg for selecting OOD actions. We tested

a) CCBF-based lters improve safety while minimallymedium-sized models (4 layers, 128 neurons) versus large
affecting reward returns: Observing the results in Table | fomodels (5 layers, 400 neurons) across different density thresh-
the 2D navigation task, we can see that NCBF and CCB#lds ( 2 f1;0:1;104 ;108 g). For medium-sized models,
result in similar success percentages and both result in zeaverage costs increased substantially across all thresholds




compared to not using any safety lter: average Swimmeand InD states in new trajectories and performs better than
costs rose from 1.49 to 4.38-6.92, while Hopper cost®BF and NCBF, but under performs compared to CCBF.
increased from 0.74 to 1.02-2.50. Large models generalWe summarise the main results below and refer readers to
showed improvement with average costs ranging from 3.8Bppendix G for details. For Swimmer, the average results
6.63 for Swimmer and 0.77-1.90 for Hopper, demonstratingcross all controllers are: CCBRvith w, = 0:5 (C = 1:33,
better performance than medium-sized models across mést= 0:34) andw, = 1 (C = 2:44, R = 0:32). For
density thresholds. However, across all con gurations anHopper, the averages are: CCBWith w, = 0:5 (C = 0:37,
model sizes, iDBF’s performance consistently deteriorated = 0:31), andw, =1 (C = 0:91, R = 0:26). We note that
and underperformed compared to nominal controllers, aritle learned CCBF* resulting fromv, = 1 under performs the
to CCBF and NCBF methods that leverage actual unsafme resulting fronw, = 0:5. This potentially occurs because
trajectories in the of ine dataset. Detailed results of these/, = 1 penalizes OOD states as much as actual unsafe states.
experiments can be found in Appendix E and F. Since randomly reached states are likely (but not necessarily)
b) CCBFs is easier to train and more robust to change©O0D, this aligns with ndings in 43] stating that treating
in hyperparameters: In all experiments, CCBFs consistentiOD and unsafe actions similarly degrades performance. As
distinguished safe and unsafe states when assigming a remark, in both CCBF and CCBF*, increasing andw,
values between 0 and 0.5. However, tuning (typically above the value of one can result in over-conservative safety
between 0.5 and 1) was needed for CCBF to suf cientlyiters which lead to low rewards.
disincentivize unseen actions, as shown in Figure 1. On theFrom these two experiments, we conclude that CCBF’s
other hand, iDBF’'s performance was more sensitive to theend CCBF*'s conservativeness-inducing loss terms enable
density thresholg that is used to classify sampled actions asearning safety Iters that not only Iter actions for safety, but
OOD. We also had to tune the hyperparametefg. Wunsate  also for staying in-distribution. Our experiments show that
"safe @nd"ynsate t0 Obtain an iDBF that does not assign aCCBF outperforms CCBF*, but further evaluation is needed
single value to all states. to claim that one of these approaches is consistently better
c¢) Isolating the effect of our conservativeness-inducinthan the other, which we leave for future work.
loss termL.: We conducted an experiment where we

trained CCBFs withw, 2 f0; 0:5; 1:0g, for the vision-based ocs an . o4 P
navigation, Swimmer, and Hopper environments. Note tho® 03
whenw, = 0, our approach is equivalent to training a NCBF*® /" 0z ‘;’J Ny

We split the dataset trajectories into training and testing oneo'z2 il r
and only train on the former. For each safe state in th e s e e e
test trajectories, we evaluated the CCBF at the next ste,, ) 2 . os " »

along the trajectory as well as at a set of states obtained Jge /"~ o

taking random actions from that same state, following th2%/ ki o

procedure used to compuite. First, we found that increasing 5%/ w017 S~
w, decreases the CCBF values of the states reached by tak SO gy 10K 180K Sk ) 100k 150k

0.95

both the actions in the test set and the actions randomo:
sampled, as expected. Second, increasmgenlarges the oo
gap between the values of the CCBFs at the states in t °

0.9

0.85

0.8

test set compared to the ones reached by the random acti®® o7 :
This clearly shows that the learned CCBFs generalize we sk Tokg) e EK o kg TSk EK
to distinguish actions taken by the policies generating theg. 2: variation of the mean of the barrier values of states reached
data and random ones and consider the states resulting frogntaking either dataset actions ( ) or randomly sampled actions

the latter as less safe. In contrast, we found that NCBHgreen) starting from safe states in unseen test trajectories, plotted
; : o ainst the number of training steps. Results are shown for CCBF
consistently assign .S|m|Iar values for the randomly—reachtﬁgi ed withw, = 0'5: (a) Sw?mmepr, (¢) Hopper, and (e) vision-
states and the ones in the test set, also as expected. We pr'egg d navigation, where dataset actions are consistently evaluated as
examples of our results in Figure 2 and show more detailegfer than random actions. For NCBF: (b) Swimmer, (d) Hopper, and
ones in Figures 3, 4, and 5. (f) vision-based navigation, where this distinction is not observed
Next, we studied whether other conservativeness-inducirid the two curves largely overlap.
loss terms would result in similar improvement in performance
compared to the NCBF approach. We denote the rst
candidate loss term, which replaces, by LY. and its
associate weight bw? .. The termL? ... is equivalent ~ We introduced Conservative Control Barrier Functions
L unsafe €valuated at the states sampled in the same man€CBFs), neural safety lters trained using of ine data. The
when computingL, i.e., treating the states reached bycore idea is to add a loss term that prevents over-estimation of
randomly-sampled actions similarly to unsafe ones. We calhe safety of state-action pairs not seen in the dataset. When
this new approach CCBF It exhibits similar properties to reference controllers and safety lters are trained of ine,

CCBF when comparing the values it assigns for the OORCBFs, even when paired with reference controllers that were

VI. CONCLUSION



not used to generate the of ine dataset, outperform baseling)
and result in closed-loop behaviors that better preserve safetx
while minimally impacting task performance. Our approaclli2 ]
in its present form does not offer formal guarantees for safety
maintenance or OOD state avoidance, and deriving ong&4]
would be exciting future work. Also, evaluating our method
on maintaining the safety of real robots would also be needegh,
for further validation.
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APPENDIX greater than or equal to+ , where = 3, otherwise it is
) ) o _ unsafe. We train the CCBF as described in Section IV-C, but
A. Experimental details for 2D navigation environment 4o not include lip.
1) Dataset generation and implementation details: We
generated 2,000 diverse trajectories using a CBF-QP poli®}BLE IV: Hyperparameters for NCBF, CCBF, and iDBF in the
that combines a nominal PD controller with a manually¥ision-based navigation task
designed CBF. The nominal controller is de ned aghi=

u ) - Parameter Value
Kp(xg Xx)+ K =, wherexg is the goal position,t = atent dimension size 7
0:1 seconds is the timestep (10 Hz frequency), &dK g Action dimension size 2
are the proportional and derivative gains, respectively. The Hidden dimension 128
constraints in the QP afe(x) + h(x) 0 , whereh(x) = Number of hidden layers 3
Py > Batch size 256
kKX X opks r < is the CBF, andv max V x V max and Learning rate 1 104
Vmax Vy V max Wherevmae = 3. Each trajectory is " safe 0.08
initialized from a random state. We gradually increase obstacle " unsafe g-ég
radiusr as the dataset generation progresses. Initially, we :ZZ::“ 0.02
set r t00:01 and increment it by 0.2 up to 5, updating every Wascent 2.0
25000 time steps, where the time step count is cumulative Waecent 1.0
. . . . Wsafe 1.0
over trajectories. The episode ends after 200 timesteps or Wonsate 11
when the agent reaches the goal, de neckasx gk? < , p 110 °
where is 0.5. This setup generates a diverse dataset of safe We 017
and unsafe trajectories. \We train the CCBF as described in Optimizer Adam
Section IV-C, but we do not include the termagescentand Time step (dt) 0.1

Liip in this scenario.

During evaluation, each episode starts from a randomly
sampled initial state within the squaf@8;5] 2. We solve TABLE V: Hyperparameters for latent dynamics in the vision-based
the QP without actuation constraints, and then scale thavigation task

control input aUscaeq = ku”Tz Vmax tO ensure it satis es the

. . Parameters Value
actuation constraints.
Encoder CNN layers Conv2d(3!32)
. . Conv2d(32!64)
TABLE lll: Hyperparameters for NCBF, CCBF, iDBF in the 2D Conv2d(641128)
. . Flatten
naV|gat|on task Linear(8192!400)
Linear(400'4) (latent state)
Parameter Value Decoder CNN layers Linear(4!8192)
Un atten (128, 8, 8)
. ConvTi 2d(128!64;
Number of hidden layers 3 CZ:szzzzg:zzdieuaz))
Hidden dimension 128 ConvTranspose2d(32!3)
Batch size 128 Sigmoid activation (output 2 [0; 1])
Learning rate 1 104 s cranners y
Latent dimension size 4
" safe 0.2 Hidden dimension (Dynamics ) 400
" 0.2 Number of hidden layers (Dynamics) 3
unsafe ) Learning rate (Dynamics) 1104
Wsafe 1.0 Learning rate (encoder, decoder) 1 104
Wunsafe 1.2 Batch size 32
Wascent 1.0 1 i'g
p 1108 : 0s
We 0.5 Optimizer Adam
07 Time step (dt) 0.1
Optimizer Adam
Time step (dt) 0.1

C. Implementation and experimental details in the Swimmer
B. Experimental details for vision-based navigation envirorand Hopper tasks

ment We rst train a dynamics model as described in Section

1) Dataset generation and implementation details: UsindgV-A, but instead of employing an autoencoder as in the
the same setup as in the 2D navigation task, we set vision-based task to map observations to latent states, we
2 and collect 3,000 trajectories with4 64 3 RGB learn the dynamics directly in safety gymnasium’s native state
image observations. They are a mix of safe and unsa$pace. Then, we train the CCBF as described in Section IV-C,
trajectories, generated by varying the obstacle radius abdt do not includd. gescens We train the nominal controllers
initial positions as before, with the maximum episode lengthising the of ine RL algorithms (COptiDICEZZ2], BEAR-
being 20 seconds (200 timesteps, 10Hz controller). THe [44], [21], BCQ-L [44], [45]) and using BC variants as
collected image-based trajectories are then used to learn latenplemented in DSRL4Q]. During evaluation, if the QP was
dynamics, as described in Section IV-A. An observation igfeasible, we select the closest pointlnto the constraint
considered safe if the Euclidean distamtéo the obstacle is boundary.



TABLE VI: Hyperparameters for the NCBF and dynamics model

in the safety gymnasium environments performance observed in the safety gymnasium environments,

we evaluated two iDBF architectures. The rst is a medium-

Parameter Value sized neural network with 4 hidden layers of 128 neurons
hidden dimension (CBF) 128 each, and the second is a larger model with 5 hidden layers of
Number of hidden layers (CBF) 4 400 neurons each. Tables VIl and IX report the corresponding
Learnlng rate (CBF) 1 10° results

0.08 ' . .
--zf:afe 015 For the Hopper environment, our results show that increas-
" ascent 0.02 ing the model size reduces the normalized cost across all
Wascent 2 tested density thresholgs but it also reduces the reward.
Wsafe 1.0 h . . . . y .
Wonsate 12 This indicates that a larger model improves iDBF's ability
Wiip 1.0 to classify safe states from the training data and differentiate
Batch size 256 i - i
Hidden dimension (dynamics) 128 them from unsaf_e states ggnerated via t_he BC_ safe pollcy: In
Number of hidden layers (dynamics) 4 contrast, the Swimmer environment exhibits mixed effects: a
Learning rate (dynamics) 1 10 larger model reduces both cost and reward wpen10°8 ,
Optimizer Adam but leads to an increased cost and improved reward fo0:1
Time step (dt) 0.1

andp = 104 . This shows that while iDBF still degrades
the performance relative to the nominal policy without safety

lters across both model architectures, the degradation is less
For each of Swimmer and Hopper, we selected the bes évere when using the larger model.

hyperparameters across three different models when reportm

averaged results. In the Hopper environment, we choose tgg| £ viiI: Evaluation results of normalized reward (R and
bestw, and parameters for the CCBF models @1;1), normalized cost (@) across different policies and a medium-sized
(0:05; 1), and(0:5; 0:7), respectively. For the iDBF models iDBF model trained with 4 hidden layers, 128 neurons each, and
in Hopper, we seleg values ofl 10 10 1 10 %, and with varying density threshol@. The" symbol denotes that the
110 8 , respectively. Similarly, in the Swimmer enwronmenth'gher reward, the better. THesymbol denotes that the lower cost,

the better.
we select the besti; and parameters for the three CCBF

models ag1;0:5), (1;1), and(1;0:7), respectively. For the None DBF (p=0:1) iDBF(=10 4 ) iDBF(=10 ° )

iDBF models in Swimmer, we seleptvalues ofl 10 © | ci R ci R c# R on R

1 10 °,and1 10 *? | respectively. We also train the Swimmer

safety lters in Swimmer and HOpper for 15k and 50k StepSBc 2.26-064 0.44-003 3.24-1.41 031-005 582-1.13 0.41-0.04 545-154 0.45-0.03

Safe  0.12-0.05 0.43-0.03 0.19-003 042-001 0.22-0.03 047-0.02 0.27-003 0.50-0.01

respectlvely and choose the best Checkpomts COptiDICE  1.65-0.33 0.30-0.04 8.06-0.49 0.44-0.02 10.43-0.55 0.53-0.03 11.71-0.87 0.58-0.01
BEAR-L  061-011 0.16-003 057-023 0.15-0.03 0.62-0.10 0.13-0.02 0.40-0.08 0.14-0.02
BCQ-L 282-115 0.25-0.08 9.83-2.06 0.49-0.07 9.53-152 0.39-0.02 11.07-0.90 0.46-0.02

D. Closed loop evaluation results for CCBF and NCBF in
the trajectory- ltered approach for labeling safe state

Average 1.49 0.32 4.38 0.36 5.32 0.39 5.78 0.43

Hopper

. . . BC 019-027 004-002 3.87-0.18 0.33-006 7.49-1.26 0.63-0.13 2.28-0.88 0.25-0.06
TABLE VII: Evaluation of normalized reward (R) and normalized  gcsse 003002 057001 017-007 054004 035-009 058-002 0.25-0.06 0.60-0.01

cost (C#) across different poI|C|es usmg NCBF and CCBF undercoptbicE 0.01-0.01 018-001 115-023 023-001 0.17-0.10 0.19-0.01 0.40-0.07 0.18-0.01
BEAR-L ~ 037-001 0.16-001 0.35-001 0.16-0.00 0.35-0.01 0.16-0.00 0.35-0.01 0.16-0.00
the trajectory- Itered approach for labeling safe state. Theymbol BCQL  3.09-034 050004 446-018 055005 416-029 055-001 3.20-047 0.55-0.01

denotes that the higher reward, the better. #wymbol denotes

Average 0.74 0.29 2.00 0.36 2.50 0.42 1.30 0.35
that the lower cost, the better.
Policy None NCBF CCBF . . . .
o - o - ca - F. Learning iDBF with density threshold p =1

Swimmer From each state in the dataset comprised of safe trajecto-
BC 2.26-0.64 0.44-0.03 3.61-1.10 0.31-0.05 0.88-0.15 0.33-0.02 I 1
BC-Safe 0.12-0.05 0.43-0.03 0.16-0.02 0.40-0.01 0.12-0.02 0.43-0.04 rIeS’ We Sampled random aCtIons’ tOOk a-et@ forward .
COPtDICE  1.65-0.33 0.30-0.04 6.08-0.95 0.37-0.08 3.20-0.57 0.31-0.02 simulation, and marked all the re3u|t|ng states as unsafe. This
BEAR-L 0.61-0.11 0.16-0.03 0.47-0.08 0.18-0.02 0.47-0.17 0.14-0.01 . . . . .
BCQ-L 282-115 025-008 156-030 005-001 2.62-1.20 0.36-0.09 procedure mimics the effect of choosmg a very hlgh denSIty
Average 149 032 233 02 146 031 thresholdp = 1 within the iDBF framework. We call this

Hopper approach Extreme iDBF. Results are shown in Table X.
BC 0.19-0.27 0.04-0.02 0.39-0.02 0.02-0.00 0.41-0.08 0.02-0.00 We tested this method with both the medium- and Iarge-
BC-Safe 0.03-0.02 0.57-0.01 0.41-0.10 0.19-0.02 0.30-0.01 0.19-0.02 . . .y
COPtDICE  0.01-0.01 0.18-0.01 0.03-0.01 0.15-0.00 0.02-0.05 0.13-0.01 sized iDBF models to explore whether additional model
or - : : : : : capacity aids in learning better safety boundaries, given the
Aerage 008 026 028 012 024 04l inherent dif culty involved in this method where nearby states

receive con icting labels (safe and unsafe).

_ ) The empirical ndings indicate that, for both model sizes,

E. Inuence of model size and density threshgidon on average across all nominal controllers, this extreme

performance of iDBF labeling method results in poorer performance compared to
To remain faithful to the iDBF methodology and addresshe nominal policy without any safety Iter. Notably, across

whether model size may be causing the sub-par closed-lobpth Swimmer and Hopper environments, pairing BEAR-L



TABLE I[X: Evaluation results of normalized reward (B and . .
normalized cost (&) across different policies and a large-sized randomly-sampled actions similarly to unsafe ones. We call

iDBF model trained with 5 hidden layers, 400 neurons each, ariis new approach CCBE
with varying density thresholg. The" symbol denotes that the
higher reward, the better. THesymbol denotes that the lower cost,Taog|E XI: Evaluation of normalized reward (R) and normalized

the better. cost (G¥) across different policies using CCBF* with different .
The " symbol denotes that the higher reward, the better. #he

) _ ) _ . _ 8
" None iDBF (p = 0:1) iDBF (p = 10 4) iDBF (p = 10 )
Policy symbol denotes that the lower cost, the better.
c# R c# R" [ R" c# R"
Swimmer Policy None CCBF* (W, =05) CCBF*(w . =1)
BC 2.26-0.64 0.44-0.03 6.79-1.48 0.42-0.03 8.41-0.70 0.44-0.05 4.00-1.22 0.54-0.04 c# R c# R Cc# R
BC-Safe 0.12-0.05 0.43-0.03 0.19-0.01 0.43-0.02 0.32-0.03 0.50-0.00 0.47-0.09 0.49-0.00
COptiDICE  1.65-0.33 0.30-0.04 10.09-0.82 0.52-0.02 14.13-0.23 0.44-0.01 5.36-0.28 0.54-0.00 Swimmer
BEAR-L  061-0.11 0.16-0.03 055-0.15 0.11-0.03 0.48-0.05 0.14-0.01 0.53-0.05 0.13-0.02 BC 226064 044003 206016 037003 238066 040-004
BCQ-L 2.82-1.15 0.25-0.08 9.46-1.28 0.41-0.07 12.47-1.79 0.49-0.06 8.90-0.72 0.56-0.03 BC-Safe 012005 043-003 013008 035001 006-002 043-0.02
Average 1.49 032 5.42 038 716 0.40 385 0.45 COptiDICE  1.65-0.33 0.30-0.04 0.96-0.42 0.48-0.01 6.01-0.82 0.35-0.03
BEAR-L  061-0.11 0.16-0.03 0.46-0.09 0.15-0.02 0.56-0.16 0.17-0.02
Hopper BCQ-L 2.82-1.15 0.25-0.08 3.03-0.50 0.33-0.02 3.20-0.91 0.26-0.04
BC 0.19-0.27 0.04-0.02 0.91-0.48 0.08-0.03 2.56-0.53 0.15-0.05 3.34-0.53 0.21-0.04 Average 1.49 0.32 133 0.34 2.44 0.32

BC-Safe 0.03-0.02 0.57-0.01 0.33-0.07 0.59-0.02 0.16-0.08 0.51-0.02 0.08-0.05 0.45-0.02

COPptiDICE  0.01-0.01 0.18-0.01 0.21-0.04 0.19-0.01 0.06-0.06 0.19-0.00 0.01-0.01 0.18-0.00 Hopper
IRl OO0 0D Q0% DA OUG0) OI60M 0200 DILOW  Ta  owax soom omom ooom 7iow oison
o e R ) - e o i R : : BC-Safe 0.03-0.02 0.57-0.01 0.11-0.06 0.56-0.01 0.27-0.16 0.52-0.02
Average 0.74 0.29 0.77 0.24 111 025 122 024 COPptiDICE  0.01-0.01 0.18-0.01 0.08-0.03 0.18-0.01 0.16-0.05 0.18-0.01
BEAR-L  037-0.01 0.16-0.01 0.37-0.17 0.39-0.01 0.24-0.13 0.26-0.00
BCQ-L 3.09-0.34 050-0.04 0.92-0.28 0.34-0.01 2.15-05 0.18-0.04
Average 0.74 0.29 0.37 0.31 0.91 0.26

with this extreme version of iDBF achieves lower cost (with

similar reward levels) than using BEAR-L without the safety

Iter. However, combining COptiDICE or BCQ-L with iDBF

severely degrades performance, as evidenced by a signi calt Additional discussion of results: safety barrier perfor-
increase in cost. mance is dependent on the nominal controller and the

_ _ _ environment
TABLE X: Evaluation of normalized reward (R and normalized

cost (G¥) across different policies using iDBF with both medium- The closed-loop performance of a learned safety |-

and large-sized models, each employing an extreme labelin -
strategy (Extreme iDBF): every state reached by a one-step (“ier whether based on NCBF, iDBF, or our proposed

forward simulation with a randomly sampled action is labeled CCBF is affected by the quality of the nominal controller.
as unsafe irrespective of the density thresholg. The" symbol A learned barrier function that is not formally veri ed will

denotes that the higher reward, the better. #@ymbol denotes often not satisfy the CBF condition in (2) for certain state-

that the lower cost, the better. action pairs, and the nominal controller determines which
oy None Extreme IDBF (medium-sized) Extreme iDBF (arge-sized) actions at each st_at_e are examined b_y the_QP solver. This
c# R o R cx R seems to have a minimal effect in low-dimensional tasks such

Swimmer as the 2D navigation experiment, as all nominal controllers

BC 2.26-064 044-003 9.18-105 0.55-0.01 555-102  0.46-0.05 GQUipped with NCBF and CCBF achieve zero collisions and

ComDICE 180095 0a0 008 1nee0te  oseo0r  1eesos  oasoon high success rate using any of the nominal controllers.

BCQL 262115 025008 108r072 0400 1017045  04e002 However, in the vision-based navigation experiment, the
merage 149 032 692 045 6.63 040 choice of nominal controller had a pronounced impact on
Hopper performance. We can see in Table | how all the learned barrier

BC 0.19-0.27 004-0.02 2.01-0.28 0.21-0.07 475047 0.17-002 functions perform poorly when paired with the goal reaching

COmDICE 001001 018001 075004 010000  iorose  0ssoor PD nominal controller . However, when paired with BC and

BOOL 30034 00001 225040 010003 375048 052008 BC-Safe nominal controllers, both iDBF and CCBF perform
ormge 074 oz o2 010 o0 02 wetll, with CCBF achieving zero collisions and high success

rate.

Interestingly, controllers in the safety gymnasium envi-
ronment based on BC variants and of ine reinforcement
learning show varied behavior when augmented with a barrier.
For instance, in the Hopper environment, when paired with

we studied whether other conservativeness-inducing loBEAR-L, CCBF reduces the average cost from 0.37 to 0.20
terms would result in similar improvement in performanceand raises the average reward from 0.16 to 0.30. In the
compared to the NCBF approach. We denote the rsBwimmer environment with the BC-Safe controller paired
candidate loss term, which replaces, by L° and its with CCBF, the cost decreases from 0.12 to 0.03 while the

unsafe

associate weight bw? ... The termL? _ . is equivalent reward increases from 0.43 to 0.45. For other controllers

L unsate €valuated at the states sampled in the same manmaired with CCBF, the decrease in cost returns is traded with
when computingL., i.e., treating the states reached bya small decrease in reward returns.

G. Closed loop evaluation of CCBF* paired with different
controllers



I. Comparison of the learned neural CBFs using CCBF,
CCBF*, and NCBF in the Hopper, Swimmer, and vision-
based navigation task

We evaluate and compare the neural control barrier func-
tions learned using NCBF, CCBF, and CCBF* across the
Hopper, Swimmer, and vision-based navigation tasks. For
each method, we examine how the barrier function values
differ between safe and unsafe states in test trajectories, as
well as states reached by taking either dataset actions or
randomly sampled actions starting from safe states in the test
trajectories.



B(x) in new Trajectories using NCBF (Hopper) B(x') in New Trajectories using NCBF for Different Actions(Hopper)

0 = Average Safe B(x) = Average Unsafe B(x) — B(x') dataset actions = B(x') random actions
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Fig. 3: Variation of the mean neural control barrier function values for NCBF, CCBF, and CCBF* on Hopper test trajectories. Left column:
safe vs. unsafe states in test trajectories. Right column: states reached by taking either dataset actions or randomly sampled actions from
safe states in unseen test trajectories.



B(x) in new Trajectories using NCBF (Swimmer) B(x') in New Trajectories using NCBF for Different Actions(Swimmer)

— Average Safe B(x) = Average Unsafe B(x) = B(x') dataset actions = B(x') random actions
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Fig. 4: Variation of the mean neural control barrier function values for NCBF, CCBF, and CCBF* on Swimmer test trajectories. Left
column: safe vs. unsafe states in test trajectories. Right column: states reached by taking either dataset actions or randomly sampled
actions from safe states in unseen test trajectories.



Fig. 5: Variation of the mean neural control barrier function values for NCBF and CCBF on vision-based navigation test trajectories. Left
column: safe vs. unsafe states in test trajectories. Right column: states reached by taking either dataset actions or randomly sampled
actions from safe states in unseen test trajectories.



