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ABSTRACT
In several real-world applications in medical and control engineer-
ing, there are unsafe solutions whose evaluations involve inherent
risk. This optimization setting is known as safe optimization and
formulated as a specialized type of constrained optimization prob-
lemwith constraints for safety functions. Safe optimization requires
performing efficient optimization without evaluating unsafe solu-
tions. A few studies have proposed the optimization methods for
safe optimization based on Bayesian optimization and the evolu-
tionary algorithm. However, Bayesian optimization-based methods
often struggle to achieve superior solutions, and the evolutionary
algorithm-based method fails to effectively reduce unsafe evalu-
ations. This study focuses on CMA-ES as an efficient evolution-
ary algorithm and proposes an optimization method termed safe
CMA-ES. The safe CMA-ES is designed to achieve both safety and
efficiency in safe optimization. The safe CMA-ES estimates the Lips-
chitz constants of safety functions transformedwith the distribution
parameters using the maximum norm of the gradient in Gaussian
process regression. Subsequently, the safe CMA-ES projects the
samples to the nearest point in the safe region constructed with
the estimated Lipschitz constants. The numerical simulation using
the benchmark functions shows that the safe CMA-ES successfully
performs optimization, suppressing the unsafe evaluations, while
the existing methods struggle to significantly reduce the unsafe
evaluations.
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1 INTRODUCTION
In the real-world applications within the medical and control en-
gineering fields [2, 17, 18, 22], unsafe solutions may be present,
and their evaluations involve risk such as clinical deterioration and
breakdown of control systems. For instance, in spinal cord ther-
apy [22], the configuration of the electrical stimulation is optimized
to improve spinal reflex and locomotor function, where unsafe
configuration can aggravate spinal cord injuries. In real-world op-
timization of drone control system [2], we have to optimize the
system parameters preventing drone collisions with the surround-
ing objects so as not to break down the drone. These optimization
problems, preventing the evaluation of unsafe solutions that should
not be evaluated, are termed as safe optimization. Safe optimiza-
tion is formulated as a specialized type of constrained optimization
problem aiming to reduce the evaluations of the solutions whose
safety function values exceed the safety threshold. Additionally,
a set of safe solutions, referred to as safe seeds is provided to the
optimizer.

Several methods have been developed for safe optimization.
SafeOpt [22] is a representative in this category. SafeOpt relies
on Bayesian optimization and constructs the safe region using the
Lipschitz constant of the safety function not to evaluate the unsafe
solutions. Several extensions of SafeOpt have been proposed, such
as modified SafeOpt [3], which eliminates the need for the Lips-
chitz constant of the safety function, and swarm-based SafeOpt [4],
which introduces the particle swarm optimization [21] to improve
the search performance on high-dimensional problems. In the con-
text of evolutionary algorithms within safe optimization, a general
approach called violation avoidance [13] has been proposed. This
method involves regenerating a solution when the nearest solu-
tion to the generated one is deemed unsafe. However, according
to reference [14], it points out that the violation avoidance may
not effectively suppress the evaluations of unsafe solutions com-
pared with SafeOpt. Considering the computational cost of updates
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and the optimization performance with large budget, evolution-
ary algorithms have advantages over Bayesian optimization [12].
Consequently, there is a demand for the development of efficient
evolutionary algorithms tailored for safe optimization.

This study focuses on the covariance matrix adaptation evolution
strategy (CMA-ES) [10] as an efficient evolutionary algorithm. CMA-
ES employs a multivariate Gaussian distribution as a sampling
distribution for solutions and updates the distribution parameters to
generate better solutions. The CMA-ES possesses several invariance
properties, such as the invariance to affine transformations of the
search space, and realizes a powerful optimization performance on
ill-conditioned and non-separable problems [9].

This study proposes an optimization method for safe optimiza-
tion based on CMA-ES, termed safe CMA-ES, to realize both safety
and efficiency in safe optimization. In addition to the original up-
date procedure of the CMA-ES, the safe CMA-ES estimates the
Lipschitz constant of the safety function and constructs a safe re-
gion to repair the samples from multivariate Gaussian distribution.
The estimation process of the Lipschitz constant uses the Gaussian
process regression (GPR) [20] trained with the evaluated solutions
and computes the maximum norm of the gradient of the prediction
mean. The safe CMA-ES estimates the Lipschitz constant in the
space transformed using the distribution parameter to inherit the
invariance to affine transformations of the search space. Then, the
safe CMA-ES projects the sample generated from the multivariate
Gaussian distribution to the nearest point in the safe region com-
puted with the estimated Lipschitz constant. Additionally, the safe
CMA-ES corrects the initial distribution parameters using the safe
seeds.

In numerical simulations, we evaluated the search performance
of the safe CMA-ES on the benchmark functions for safe optimiza-
tion. While the existing method for safe optimization failed to
suppress the evaluation of unsafe solutions, the safe CMA-ES suc-
cessfully found the optimal solution with few or no unsafe evalua-
tions.

2 CMA-ES
The CMA-ES is a probabilistic model-based evolutionary algorithm
for continuous black-box optimization problems. CMA-ES employs
a multivariate Gaussian distribution parameterized by the mean
vector 𝒎 ∈ R𝑑 , the covariance matrix 𝑪 ∈ R𝑑×𝑑 , and the step-size
𝜎 ∈ R>0.

We introduce the update procedure of the CMA-ES on the ob-
jective function 𝑓 : R𝑑 → R. At first, the CMA-ES generates
𝜆 samples {𝒙 ⟨ℓ ⟩}𝜆

ℓ=1 from the multivariate Gaussian distribution
N(𝒎 (𝑡 ) , (𝜎 (𝑡 ) )2𝑪 (𝑡 ) ) as

𝒛 ⟨ℓ ⟩ ∼ N(0, I) (1)

𝒚⟨ℓ ⟩ =
√︁
𝑪 (𝑡 )𝒛 ⟨ℓ ⟩ (2)

𝒙 ⟨ℓ ⟩ = 𝒎 (𝑡 ) + 𝜎 (𝑡 )𝒚⟨ℓ ⟩ . (3)

Then, the CMA-ES evaluates the samples on the objective function
and computes their rankings. We denote the index of the ℓ-th best
sample as ℓ :𝜆.

Next, the CMA-ES updates two evolution paths 𝒑𝜎 ,𝒑𝑐 ∈ R𝑑 ,
which are initialized as 𝒑 (0)𝜎 = 𝒑 (0)𝑐 = 0. The update of evo-
lution paths uses two weighted sums of 𝜇-best solutions Δ𝒛 =∑𝜇

ℓ=1𝑤ℓ𝒛 ⟨ℓ :𝜆⟩ and Δ𝒚 =
∑𝜇

ℓ=1𝑤ℓ𝒚⟨ℓ :𝜆⟩ computed using the posi-
tive weights𝑤1 ≥ · · · ≥ 𝑤𝜇 > 0 and is performed as

𝒑 (𝑡+1)𝜎 = (1 − 𝑐𝜎 )𝒑 (𝑡 )𝜎 +
√︁
𝑐𝜎 (2 − 𝑐𝜎 )𝜇eff · Δ𝒛 (4)

𝒑 (𝑡+1)𝑐 = (1 − 𝑐𝑐 )𝒑 (𝑡 )𝑐 + ℎ (𝑡+1)𝜎

√︁
𝑐𝑐 (2 − 𝑐𝑐 )𝜇eff · Δ𝒚 , (5)

where 𝑐𝜎 , 𝑐𝑐 ∈ R>0 are the accumulation rates of the evolution
paths and 𝜇eff = (∑𝜇

ℓ=1𝑤
2
ℓ
)−1. The Heaviside function ℎ

(𝑡+1)
𝜎 ∈

{0, 1} becomes one if and only if it satisfies

∥𝒑 (𝑡+1)𝜎 ∥√︁
1 − (1 − 𝑐𝜎 )2(𝑡+1)

<

(
1.4 + 2

𝑑 + 1

)
𝜒𝑑 , (6)

where 𝜒𝑑 =
√
𝑑

(
1 − 1

4𝑑 +
1

21𝑑2

)
is approximated value of the ex-

pectation E[∥N (0, I)∥].
Finally, the CMA-ES updates the distribution parameters of the

multivariate Gaussian distribution as

𝒎 (𝑡+1) = 𝒎 (𝑡 ) + 𝑐𝑚𝜎 (𝑡 )Δ𝒚 (7)

𝜎 (𝑡+1) = 𝜎 (𝑡 ) exp

(
𝑐𝜎

𝑑𝜎

(
∥𝒑 (𝑡+1)𝜎 ∥

𝜒𝑑
− 1

))
(8)

𝑪 (𝑡+1) = (1 + (1 − ℎ (𝑡+1)𝜎 )𝑐1𝑐𝑐 (2 − 𝑐𝑐 ))𝑪 (𝑡 )

+ 𝑐1
(
𝒑 (𝑡+1)𝑐

(
𝒑 (𝑡+1)𝑐

)T
− 𝑪 (𝑡 )

)
+ 𝑐𝜇

𝜇∑︁
ℓ=1

𝑤ℓ

(
𝒚⟨ℓ :𝜆⟩

(
𝒚⟨ℓ :𝜆⟩

)T
− 𝑪 (𝑡 )

) (9)

where 𝑐𝑚, 𝑐1, 𝑐𝜇 ∈ R>0 are the learning rates and 𝑑𝜎 ∈ R>0 is the
damping factor. The CMA-ES contains well-tuned default values
for hyperparameters. Refer to the details in the references [7, 9].

3 FORMULATION OF SAFE OPTIMIZATION
We follow the formulation of the safe optimization outlined in the
reference [15]. We consider a constrained minimization problem of
the objective function as

min
𝒙∈R𝑑

𝑓 (𝒙) s.t. 𝑠 𝑗 (𝒙) ≤ ℎ 𝑗 for all 𝑗 = 1, · · · , 𝑝 (10)

where 𝑠 𝑗 : R𝑑 → R and ℎ 𝑗 ∈ R are the safety function and the
safety threshold, respectively. We consider a solution as a safe solu-
tion when it satisfies all safety constraints and regard a solution as
an unsafe solution when it violates at least one safety constraint. In
safe optimization, the optimizer can access the safety thresholds and
is required to optimize the objective function, suppressing the eval-
uations of the unsafe solutions. In addition, the optimizer receives
𝑁seed safe solutions as the safe seeds. The upper limit of unsafe
evaluations depends on the target application. The evaluation of
unsafe solutions is usually prohibited in medical applications, while
a few unsafe evaluations may be acceptable for control system op-
timization. For example, in control system optimization for robots,
one can prepare multiple robots of the same type in preparation
for breakage, and the number of robots serves as the upper limit
for unsafe evaluations in this case.
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Algorithm 1 Safe CMA-ES
Input: The objective function 𝑓 to be minimized
Input: Initial distribution parameters 𝒎 (0) , 𝑪 (0) , 𝜎 (0)
Input: Hyperparameters for estimation of Lipschitz constant: 𝑇data = 5, 𝜁init = 10, 𝛼 = 10
Input: Hyperparameters for initialization: 𝐿min = 100, 𝛾 = 0.9
Input: Safe seeds Xseed = {𝒙seed}, safety thresholds {ℎ 𝑗 }𝑝𝑗=1 iterator 𝑡 = 0

1: Compute initial estimation of the Lipschitz constants 𝐿 (0)1 , · · · , 𝐿 (0)𝑝 of the transformed safety functions using (25).
2: Modify the initial mean vector 𝒎 (0) and the initial step-size 𝜎 (0) using (26) and (27), respectively.
3: while termination condition is not met do
4: for ℓ = 1, · · · , 𝜆 do
5: Generate 𝒛 ⟨ℓ ⟩ ∼ N(0, I) and project 𝒛 ⟨ℓ ⟩ to the nearest point �̃� ⟨ℓ ⟩ in safe region by (15).
6: Compute 𝒙 ⟨ℓ ⟩ using (3) with modified sample �̃� ⟨ℓ ⟩ .
7: Evaluate 𝒙 ⟨ℓ ⟩ on the objective function 𝑓 and the safety functions 𝑠 𝑗 for 𝑗 = 1, · · · , 𝑝 .
8: end for
9: Update 𝒎 (𝑡+1) , 𝑪 (𝑡+1) , 𝜎 (𝑡+1) with modified samples {𝒙 ⟨ℓ ⟩}𝜆

ℓ=1 using the update rules (7), (8), and (9), respectively.
10: Estimate the Lipschitz constants 𝐿 (𝑡+1)1 , · · · , 𝐿 (𝑡+1)𝑝 of the transformed safety functions using (21) with 𝑁data solutions evaluated in

the last 𝑇data iterations.
11: 𝑡 ← 𝑡 + 1
12: end while

We assume that the evaluations of the objective function and the
safety constraints are jointly performed. Additionally, we assume
that the safety functions are noiseless black-box functions. For
simplicity in this research, we assume that the evaluation values of
the unsafe solutions on the objective function are accessible.

4 PROPOSED METHOD: SAFE CMA-ES
This study proposes the safe CMA-ES, an extension of the CMA-ES
that achieves efficient optimization performance in safe optimiza-
tion. The safe CMA-ES constructs the safe region based on the
estimated Lipschitz constants of the safety functions and projects
the generated samples to the nearest point in the safe region to avoid
evaluating unsafe solutions (Section 4.1). The Lipschitz constants
are estimated in the transformed search space by the Gaussian pro-
cess regression (Section 4.2). To further enhance safety, the safe
CMA-ES initializes the distribution, ensuring that it fits within the
safe region (Section 4.3). Algorithm 1 shows the pseudo-code of the
safe CMA-ES.

4.1 Projection of Samples to Safe Region
The safe CMA-ES introduces the transformation𝜙 using the current
distribution parameters 𝜽 (𝑡 ) = {𝒎 (𝑡 ) , 𝑪 (𝑡 ) , 𝜎 (𝑡 ) } to inherit the
invariance to affine transformations of the search space as

𝜙 (𝒙) := 𝜙 (𝒙 ;𝜽 (𝑡 ) ) =
(√︁

𝑪 (𝑡 )
)−1 𝒙 −𝒎 (𝑡 )

𝜎 (𝑡 )
. (11)

The safe CMA-ES constructs the safe region using the following
fact: given the Lipschitz constant 𝐿𝑗 of the composition function
𝑠 𝑗 ◦𝜙−1, any safe solution 𝒙 ∈ R𝑑 and any solutions 𝒙′ ∈ R𝑑 satisfy

∥𝜙 (𝒙) − 𝜙 (𝒙′)∥ ≤
ℎ 𝑗 − 𝑠 𝑗 (𝒙)

𝐿𝑗
⇒ 𝑠 𝑗 (𝒙′) ≤ ℎ 𝑗 . (12)

The safe CMA-ES uses 𝑁data = min{𝑁seed + 𝜆𝑡, 𝜆𝑇data} solutions
evaluated in the last𝑇data iterations to construct the safe region. The
safe CMA-ES computes the safe region using safe solutions Asafe

in 𝑁data evaluated solutions and the estimated Lipschitz constant
𝐿
(𝑡 )
𝑗

, explained in the next section, as

Xsafe =
⋃

𝒙∈Asafe

{
𝒙′ ∈ X | ∥𝜙 (𝒙) − 𝜙 (𝒙′)∥ ≤ 𝛿 (𝒙)

}
.

The function 𝛿 returns the radius of the safe region with a given
safe solution on the composition function 𝑠 𝑗 ◦ 𝜙−1, as

𝛿 (𝒙) = min
1≤ 𝑗≤𝑝

ℎ 𝑗 − 𝑠 𝑗 (𝒙)

𝐿
(𝑡 )
𝑗

. (13)

Figure 1 illustrates an example of the safe region. Figure 1 also
shows the safe region computed with the Lipschitz constant of
the safety function 𝑠 𝑗 instead of the composition function 𝑠 𝑗 ◦ 𝜙−1
for reference. It can be observed that the Lipschitz constant of our
composition function expands the safe region when the distribution
parameters of the CMA-ES is learned appropriately.

To prevent the evaluation of unsafe solutions, the safe CMA-ES
projects the generated solution 𝒙 ⟨ℓ ⟩ in (3) to the nearest point in
the safe region with respect to the Mahalanobis distance as

�̃� ⟨ℓ ⟩ ∈ arg min
𝒙′∈Xsafe

∥𝜙 (𝒙′) − 𝜙 (𝒙 ⟨ℓ ⟩)∥ . (14)

The projection is performed bymodifying the sample 𝒛 ⟨ℓ ⟩ generated
in (1) as

�̃� ⟨ℓ ⟩ = 𝜉 ⟨ℓ ⟩𝒛 ⟨ℓ ⟩ + (1 − 𝜉 ⟨ℓ ⟩)𝜙 (𝒙 ⟨ℓ ⟩near) , (15)

where 𝒙 ⟨ℓ ⟩near ∈ Asafe and 𝜉 ⟨ℓ ⟩ ∈ [0, 1] are given as

𝒙 ⟨ℓ ⟩near = arg max
𝒙∈Asafe

{
𝛿 (𝒙) − ∥𝒛 ⟨ℓ ⟩ − 𝜙 (𝒙)∥

}
(16)

𝜉 ⟨ℓ ⟩ = min

{
1,

𝛿 (𝒙 ⟨ℓ ⟩near)
∥𝒛 ⟨ℓ ⟩ − 𝜙 (𝒙 ⟨ℓ ⟩near)∥

}
. (17)
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Figure 1: The safe region on the safety function 𝑠 (𝒙) = 𝑥21 + 10𝑥
2
2 with the safety threshold ℎ = 5 with four safe seeds. The

distribution parameters are given by 𝒎 = 0, 𝜎 = 1, and 𝑪 = diag((1, 0.1)T). We generated safe seeds uniformly at random in
the range [−1, 1]2 plotted as a white dotted box. The white circles and the orange line show the safe region and the border of
the safety constraint. The left figure shows the safe region on the composition function 𝑠 𝑗 ◦ 𝜙−1, and the center figure shows
the safe region on the safety function 𝑠 𝑗 . The right figure shows the safe region on the safety function 𝑠 𝑗 computed with the
Lipschitz constant of the safety function 𝑠 𝑗 instead of the composition function 𝑠 𝑗 ◦ 𝜙−1.

The safe solution 𝒙 ⟨ℓ ⟩near has the safe region closest to 𝒛 ⟨ℓ ⟩ in Asafe,
and 𝜉 ⟨ℓ ⟩ determines �̃� ⟨ℓ ⟩ between 𝒛 ⟨ℓ ⟩ and𝜙 (𝒙 ⟨ℓ ⟩near), which becomes
𝜉 ⟨ℓ ⟩ = 1 when the solution 𝒙 ⟨ℓ ⟩ is originally generated in the safe
region.

4.2 Estimation of Lipschitz Constants
Based on the updated distribution parameters, the safe CMA-ES
estimates the Lipschitz constant of each safety function using the
Gaussian process regression (GPR) trained with evaluated solutions.
The safe CMA-ES also uses𝑁data solutions evaluated in the last𝑇data
iterations (including the solutions evaluated in the current iteration)
as the training data for the GPR. The safe CMA-ES normalizes the
𝑖-th solution in the training data 𝒙𝑖 using the updated distribution
parameters as 𝒛𝑖 = 𝜙 (𝒙𝑖 ;𝜽 (𝑡+1) ). Additionally, the target variable
corresponding to the 𝑖-th training data is normalized as

𝜔𝑖, 𝑗 =
𝑠 𝑗 (𝒙𝑖 ) − 𝜇 𝑗

𝜎 𝑗
, (18)

where 𝜇 𝑗 and 𝜎 𝑗 are the average and standard deviation of the eval-
uation values on the 𝑗-th safety function over the 𝑁data solutions,
respectively. The safe CMA-ES computes the estimated Lipschitz
constant of the composition function 𝑠 𝑗 ◦ 𝜙−1 using the posterior
distribution of GPR with the training data D = {(𝒛𝑖 , 𝜔𝑖, 𝑗 )}𝑁data

𝑖=1 as

�̂�
(𝑡+1)
𝑗

= 𝜎 𝑗 · max
𝒛∈Z
∥∇𝒛𝜇 (𝒛 | D)∥ , (19)

where 𝜇 (𝒛 | D) is the mean of the posterior distribution. We set the
search space for maximization in (19) asZ = [−3, 3]𝑑 . Based on the
approach in [6], the safe CMA-ES applies a two-step optimization
process to solve the maximization. In the first step, the safe CMA-ES
generates 5𝜆 samples Ẑ = {�̂�𝑖 }5𝜆𝑖=1 from the standard multivariate
normal distribution N(0, I) and computes the norm ∥∇𝒛𝜇 (𝒛)∥ of
the gradient of the mean of the posterior distribution with respect
to each sample �̂�𝑖 . In the second step, the safe CMA-ES employs
L-BFGS [16] with box-constraint handling and runs L-BFGS from
the maximizer in Ẑ for 200 iterations. Following the settings of

the surrogate-assisted CMA-ES with GPR [23, 25], we use the RBF
kernel as

𝑘 (𝒛, 𝒛′) = exp
(
∥𝒛 − 𝒛′∥2

2𝐻2

)
. (20)

We set the length scale and observation noise as 𝐻 = 8𝑑 and 0,
respectively.

In addition, the safe CMA-ES has two correction mechanisms
that increase the estimated Lipschitz constant in case the estima-
tion using the GPR is unreliable. Introducing coefficients 𝜏 (𝑡+1)

and 𝜌
(𝑡+1)
𝑗

for the correction, the estimated Lipschitz constant is
computed as

𝐿
(𝑡+1)
𝑗

= �̃�
(𝑡+1)
𝑗

· 𝜏 (𝑡+1) · 𝜌 (𝑡+1)
𝑗

. (21)

The updates of those coefficients are as follows. The safe CMA-ES
increases the coefficient 𝜏 (𝑡+1) when the number of training data
𝑁data is small because the prediction with small training dataset
is unreliable. Recalling the maximum number of training data is
𝜆𝑇data, the coefficient 𝜏 (𝑡+1) is updated as

𝜏 (𝑡+1) =

{
(𝜁init)

1
𝑁data if 𝑁data < 𝜆𝑇data

1 otherwise
, (22)

where 𝜁init > 1 determines the effect of the coefficient 𝜏 (𝑡+1) . The
coefficient 𝜌 (𝑡+1)

𝑗
is set for each safety constraint and increased

when the solutions violate it. Since the safety constraints violated
by many solutions require drastic correction, the safe CMA-ES
determines the update strength of the coefficient based on the ratio
𝜈 𝑗 of 𝜆 solutions generated in the current iteration as

𝜈 𝑗 =
1
𝜆

𝜆∑︁
𝑖=1
I{𝑠 𝑗 (𝒙𝑖 ) > ℎ 𝑗 } . (23)
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Figure 2: Transitions of the best evaluation value and the number of evaluations of unsafe solutions with safety function
𝑠 (𝒙) = 𝑓 (𝒙). We plot the medians and interquartile ranges over 50 trials.

Then, the safe CMA-ES updates the coefficient as

𝜌
(𝑡+1)
𝑗

=

{
𝜌
(𝑡 )
𝑗
· 𝛼𝜈𝑗 if 𝜈 𝑗 > 0

max{1, 𝜌 (𝑡 )
𝑗
/𝛼1/𝑑 } otherwise

(24)

where 𝛼 > 1 determines the effect of the coefficient 𝜌 (𝑡+1)
𝑗

. We set

the initial value of the coefficient as 𝜌 (0)
𝑗

= 1.

4.3 Initialization of Distribution Parameters
The Lipschitz constants of the safety functions are estimated before
generating solutions in the first iteration. In the first estimation,
the safe CMA-ES requires a predefined lower bound 𝐿min for the
estimated Lipschitz constant and estimates the Lipschitz constant
as

𝐿
(0)
𝑗

= max
{
𝐿min, �̂�

(0)
𝑗
· 𝜏 (0)

}
. (25)

We note �̂�
(0)
𝑗

is computed with the initial distribution parame-
ters 𝒎 (0) , 𝜎 (0) , 𝑪 (0) and the GPR with the safe seeds, and 𝜏 (0) =
(𝜁init)1/𝑁seed is computed with the number𝑁seed of the safe seeds. If
the number of the safe seeds is one, the safe CMA-ES set 𝐿 (0)

𝑗
= 𝐿min

because the GPR does not work well.
The safe CMA-ES also modifies the initial mean vector and step-

size using the safe seeds. The initial mean vector is set to the safe
seed with the best evaluation value on the objective function as

�̃� (0) = arg min
𝒙∈Xseed

𝑓 (𝒙) . (26)

The step-size is modified to maintain the ratio of solutions not
changed after the projection in (15) above 𝛾 ∈ (0, 1) as

�̃� (0) = 𝜎 (0) ·min


𝛿 (�̃� (0) )√︃
𝜒2ppf (𝛾)

, 1

 , (27)

where 𝜒2ppf is the percent point function of the 𝜒2-distribution with
the degree of freedom 𝑑 , which gives the squared radius of trust
region on the standard 𝑑-dimensional Gaussian distribution with
the probability 𝛾 . We note the function 𝛿 is given by (13). We set
the target ratio to 𝛾 = 0.9.

5 EXPERIMENT
We investigate the following aspects through numerical simula-
tion.1

• The performance evaluation of the safe CMA-ES in the early
phase of the optimization (Section 5.3).
• The performance evaluation of the safe CMA-ES throughout
the optimization (Section 5.4).
• The performance comparison of the safe CMA-ES with the
optimization methods for safe optimization (Section 5.5).

We also provide the results of sensitivity experiments of hyperpa-
rameters of the safe CMA-ES in the supplemental material.

5.1 Comparative Methods
SafeOpt. SafeOpt [22] is an optimization method for safe op-

timization based on Bayesian optimization. SafeOpt assumes ac-
cessibility to the Lipschitz constant 𝐿 of the safety function and
constructs the safe region based on the upper confidence bound
𝑢𝑡 (𝒙) of the evaluation value on the safety function as 2

𝑆𝑡 =
⋃

𝒙∈𝑆𝑡−1

{
𝒙′ ∈ X | ∥𝒙 − 𝒙′∥ ≤ ℎ − 𝑢𝑡 (𝒙)

𝐿

}
(28)

The initial safe region is given by the safe seeds. Subsequently,
SafeOpt computes two regions within the safe region: the region
𝑀𝑡 ⊆ 𝑆𝑡 , where the optimal solution seems to be included, and the
1The code will be made available at https://github.com/CyberAgentAILab/cmaes [19].
2Differently from the original paper [22], which assumes the safety constraint 𝑠 (𝒙 ) ≥
ℎ, we explain the update of SafeOpt with the safety constraint 𝑠 (𝒙 ) ≤ ℎ.

https://github.com/CyberAgentAILab/cmaes
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Figure 3: Transitions of the best evaluation value and the number of evaluations of unsafe solutions with safety function
𝑠 (𝒙) = 𝑥1. We plot the medians and interquartile ranges over 50 trials.

region 𝐺𝑡 ⊆ 𝑆𝑡 , comprising solutions that could potentially extend
the safe region. The SafeOpt evaluates the solution with the largest
confidence interval in the union𝑀𝑡 ∪𝐺𝑡 . As a variant of SafeOpt,
reference [22] also proposes SafeOpt-UCB, which evaluates the
solution with the smallest lower bound of the predictive confidence
interval within the safe region 𝑆𝑡 .

Several methods have been developed as extensions of SafeOpt.
The reference [3] modified the update of SafeOpt not to require
the Lipschitz constant of the safety function and proposed modified
SafeOpt. Additionally, to reduce the computational cost in high-
dimensional problems, swarm-based SafeOpt [4] uses the particle
swarm optimization [21] to search for the solution on the GPR.

Violation Avoidance. The violation avoidance [13] is a general
handling for evolutionary algorithms in the safe optimization. The
violation avoidance modifies the generation process of the evolu-
tionary algorithm to regenerate a solutionwhen the nearest solution
to the generated one is unsafe. The distance between the generated
solution 𝒙new and the solution 𝒙old already evaluated is given by

𝑑 (𝒙new, 𝒙old) =
1

𝑤 (𝒙old)
· ∥𝒙new − 𝒙old∥ . (29)

The weight is determined based on whether 𝒙old is safe or unsafe
as

𝑤 (𝒙old) =
{
𝑤safe if 𝒙old is safe
𝑤unsafe if 𝒙old is unsafe

(30)

where 𝑤safe,𝑤unsafe ∈ R>0 are the predefined weights. The evo-
lutionary algorithm tends to evaluate a solution close to a safe

solution when 𝑤safe is larger than 𝑤unsafe and close to an unsafe
solutions otherwise.

In numerical simulation, we included the CMA-ES with violation
avoidance as one of the comparative methods. We set the weights as
𝑤safe = 𝑤unsafe = 1. We sampled 10𝜆 points from the multivariate
Gaussian distribution and randomly selected 𝜆 solutions from the
samples whose closest evaluated solutions are safe. We terminated
the optimization when we could not obtain 𝜆 solutions from 10𝜆
samples.

5.2 Experimental Setting
We used the following benchmark functions with a unique optimal
solution 𝒙∗ = 0.

• Sphere: 𝑓 (𝒙) = ∑𝑑
𝑖=1 𝑥

2
𝑖

• Ellipsoid: 𝑓 (𝒙) = ∑𝑑
𝑖=1

(
1000

𝑖−1
𝑑−1 𝑥𝑖

)2
• Reversed Ellipsoid: 𝑓 (𝒙) = ∑𝑑

𝑖=1

(
1000

𝑑−𝑖
𝑑−1 𝑥𝑖

)2
• Rosenbrock: 𝑓 (𝒙) = ∑𝑑−1

𝑖=1
(
100((𝑥𝑖+1 + 1) − (𝑥𝑖 + 1)2)2 + 𝑥2𝑖

)
The sphere, ellipsoid, and rosenbrock functions are well-known
benchmarks for continuous black-box optimization. Additionally,
we designed the reversed ellipsoid function by reversing the order
of the coefficients in the ellipsoid function. This reversed ellipsoid
function was employed to investigate the impact of safety function
settings on the performance of the safe CMA-ES.

In the first and second experiments, we compared the safe CMA-
ES with three comparative methods: the naive CMA-ES, CMA-ES
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with constraint handling, and CMA-ES with violation avoidance.
We used augmented Lagrangian constraint handling [1]3 as the con-
straint handling for the CMA-ES. We terminated the optimization
when the best evaluation value reached 10−8 or when the minimum
eigenvalue of (𝜎 (𝑡 ) )2𝑪 (𝑡 ) became smaller than 10−30.

In the third experiment, we compared the safe CMA-ES with
the existing optimization methods designed for safe optimization:
SafeOpt, modified SafeOpt, and swarm-based SafeOpt.4 We used
the RBF kernel in (20) as the kernel of them for a fair comparison
with the safe CMA-ES.5 We optimized the hyperparameters of the
kernel by the maximum likelihood method. As SafeOpt requires the
Lipschitz constant of the safety function, we provided the maximum
of the norm of the gradient over the grid points that divide each
dimension on the search space into 11 equally, i.e., 11𝑑 points on the
grid in total. For the violation avoidance, consistent with the setting
in the original paper, we fixed𝑤unsafe = 1 and varied the weight for
safe solution in addition to the default setting as𝑤safe = 0.5, 1, 2.

For all methods, we set the search space as X = [−5, 5]𝑑 . We
obtained the safe seeds from the samples that are generated uni-
formly at random within the search space and satisfy all safety
constraints. We set the number of the safe seeds as 𝑁seed = 10. For
the methods employing CMA-ES, the initial mean vector 𝒎 (0) was
set to the safe seed with the best evaluation value on the objective
function. The initial step-size and the covariance matrix are given
by 𝜎 (0) = 2 and 𝑪 (0) = I, respectively. It is important to note that
the safe CMA-ES corrects the initial step-size using (27). We set
the number of dimensions as 𝑑 = 5, 20. The population size was set
as 𝜆 = 4 + ⌊3 ln𝑑⌋. We conducted 50 independent trials for each
setting.

5.3 Result of Performance Evaluation in Early
Phase of Optimization

We set the safety function and threshold to investigate the perfor-
mance in the early phase of the optimization process as

𝑠 (𝒙) = 𝑓 (𝒙) and ℎ = 𝑞(𝑓 ,X, 0.5) , (31)

where 𝑞(𝑓 ,X, 𝛾) represents 𝛾-quantile of the uniform distribution
on the objective function 𝑓 over the search spaceX. In this case, the
solution with a poor evaluation value on the objective function is
unsafe. The safety threshold 𝑞(𝑓 ,X, 𝛾) was estimated using 10,000
samples generated uniformly at random across the search space.
We set the total number of evaluations to 1,000.

Figure 2 shows the transitions of the best evaluation value and
the number of unsafe evaluations. Focusing on the result of 5-
dimensional problems, the safe CMA-ES successfully optimized all
benchmark functions, suppressing the unsafe evaluations. It is note-
worthy that the safe CMA-ES avoided evaluating unsafe solutions
in over 75% of the trials. Meanwhile, the violation avoidance did
not significantly reduce the unsafe evaluations compared to the
naive CMA-ES.

3We implemented the constraint handling with pycma [8]. We do not use the negative
weights for fair comparison.
4We used the implementation of SafeOpt, modified SafeOpt, and swarm-based SafeOpt
provided by authors in https://github.com/befelix/SafeOpt.
5We did not use the automatic relevance determination (ARD) as it did not lead
performance improvements in preliminary experiments.
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Figure 4: The computational time for performingfive updates
in each method. We plot the average time over three trials.

For 20-dimensional problems, the safe CMA-ES initially evalu-
ated the unsafe solutions in the early iterations on the ellipsoid
and rosenbrock functions. We consider that this is because the esti-
mation of 20-dimensional GPR trained with limited training data
was unreliable. The safe CMA-ES successfully evaluated only safe
solutions after initial iterations. Meanwhile, we observe a gradual
decrease in the best evaluation value of the safe CMA-ES on the
sphere function compared to other methods. We consider that the
overestimation of the Lipschitz constant of the safety function led
to this slight deterioration. However, the safe CMA-ES accelerated
the decrease of the best evaluation value on the ellipsoid function.
This is because the safe solution had a good evaluation value in
this setting, and the projection to the safe region improved the
evaluation value of the samples on the objective function, thereby
accelerating the optimization process.

5.4 Result of Performance Evaluation
Throughout Optimization Process

We used the safety function and safety threshold to investigate the
performance throughout the optimization process as

𝑠 (𝒙) = 𝑥1 and ℎ = 0 . (32)

This safety function constrains the first element of the solution.
The optimization without evaluating unsafe solutions become chal-
lenging for the reversed ellipsoid function. We set the total number
of evaluations as 𝑑 × 104.

Figure 3 shows the transitions of the best evaluation value satis-
fying the safety constraint and the number of unsafe evaluations. It
is noteworthy that the median numbers of the unsafe evaluations
were zero for the safe CMA-ES in all problems. The results on the
sphere function show that the best evaluation value of the safe
CMA-ES stagnated in the early phase of the optimization. This
occurred due to the overestimation of the Lipschitz constant of
the safety function, and the modification of the initial step-size
in (27) set an initial value smaller than necessary. On other func-
tions, the safe CMA-ES required more evaluations to reduce the
best evaluation value throughout the optimization compared to
the comparative methods. The safe CMA-ES, especially on the 20-
dimensional reversed ellipsoid, increased the number of evaluations
by almost two times. However, the safe CMA-ES completed the
whole optimization process without evaluating unsafe solutions,
in contrast to the comparative methods, which continued to in-
crease unsafe solutions. Additionally, the CMA-ES with violation

https://github.com/befelix/SafeOpt
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Figure 5: The performance comparison of the safe CMA-ES with the swarm-based SafeOpt and the CMA-ES with violation
avoidance. We plot the medians and interquartile ranges of the best evaluation value and the number of unsafe evaluations.

avoidance failed to optimize the reversed ellipsoid and rosenbrock
functions. This results show the safety and efficiency of the safe
CMA-ES on safe optimization.

5.5 Result of Performance Comparison with
Existing Methods

Finally, we compared the safe CMA-ES with existing optimization
methods for safe optimization. Before evaluating the optimization
performance, we compared the computational cost for updating.
Figure 4 shows the computational time for performing five updates
varying the number of dimensions as 𝑑 = 2, 3, 4, 5.6 We observed
a significant increase in the computational costs of SafeOpt and
modified SafeOpt as the number of dimensions increased, which
made the comparison with the safe CMA-ES difficult. We consider
that SafeOpt and modified SafeOpt used a grid space dividing the
search space into even intervals, and the growing number of grid
points resulted in an increased computational cost.7

Figure 5 shows the comparison results between the safe CMA-
ES, swarm-based SafeOpt, and violation avoidance using the safety
constraint (31) as used in the first experiment. We observed that
swarm-based SafeOpt failed to reduce the best evaluation value on
the ellipsoid and rosenbrock functions. The reason for this failure
is that the GPR could not accurately estimate the original land-
scape of those functions. In contrast, because the safe CMA-ES uses
the GPR on the composition function 𝑠 ◦ 𝜙−1, the safe CMA-ES
obtained a reliable estimation realizing the safe optimization ef-
ficiently. Furthermore, more unsafe evaluations occurred in the

6We measured the computational time using AMD EPYC 7763 (2.45GHz, 64 cores).
We implemented the safe CMA-ES and violation avoidance using NumPy 1.21.3 [11],
SciPy 1.7.1 [24], and GpyTorch 1.10 [5].
7We used a grid dividing each dimension into 20 points. We did not optimize the
hyperparameters using the maximum likelihood method because it deteriorated their
performance in our preliminary experiment.

violation avoidance than in the safe CMA-ES. Additionally, in 20-
dimensional problems, the violation avoidance with 𝑤safe = 0.5
terminated due to the inability to generate solutions whose nearest
evaluated solutions were safe. These results reveal that the contin-
ued superiority of the safe CMA-ES is not lost even when adjusting
the weights of violation avoidance.

6 CONCLUSION
We proposed the safe CMA-ES as an efficient optimization method
tailored for safe optimization. The safe CMA-ES estimates the Lips-
chitz constants of the transformed safety function using the distri-
bution parameters. The estimation process uses GPR trained with
𝑁data evaluated solutions and the maximum norm of the gradient
∥∇𝜇 (𝒛)∥ on the mean of the posterior distribution. Additionally,
the safe CMA-ES constructs the safe region and projects the sam-
ples to the nearest points in the safe region to reduce the unsafe
evaluations. The safe CMA-ES also modifies the initial mean vector
and initial step-size using the safe seeds. The numerical simulation
shows that the safe CMA-ES optimized the benchmark problems
suppressing the unsafe evaluations although the rate of improve-
ment in the best evaluation value was slower compared to other
methods. As the safe CMA-ES assumes the existence of the Lips-
chitz constant of the safety functions, the algorithm improvement
for safe optimization with discontinuous safety functions is consid-
ered as the future work. Additionally, since we used the synthetic
problems in our experiment, the evaluation of the safe CMA-ES in
realistic problems is left as a future work.
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A INVESTIGATION OF HYPERPARAMETER
SENSITIVITY

We investigated the sensitivities of hyperparameters 𝛼 , 𝜁init, and
𝑇data of the safe CMA-ES. The effect of those hyperparameters are
summarized as

• The hyperparameter 𝛼 controls the rates of increase and de-
crease for the coefficient 𝜌 (𝑡+1)

𝑗
for the estimated Lipschitz

constant when the unsafe solutions are evaluated.
• The hyperparameter 𝜁init controls the coefficient 𝜏 (𝑡+1) for the
estimated Lipschitz constant when the number of evaluated
solutions used for the Gaussian process regression is small.
• The hyperparameter 𝑇data controls the number 𝑁data of solu-
tions to construct the safe region and the number 𝑁data of
training data for Gaussian process regression.

We used the safety constraint used in the first and third experi-
ments in the paper as

𝑠 (𝒙) = 𝑓 (𝒙) and ℎ = 𝑞(𝑓 ,X, 0.5) . (33)

We ran the safe CMA-ES changing a single hyperparameter and re-
maining the other hyperparameters to their recommended settings.
We ran 50 independent trials for each setting.

A.1 Result of Sensitivity Experiment of 𝛼
We varied the setting of 𝛼 as 𝛼 = 1, 5, 10, 20, 40, 80, 160. Figure 6
shows the transitions of the best evaluation value and the number
of unsafe evaluations. We note that no unsafe evaluation occured
in 5-dimensional functions and the 20-dimensional sphere function.
Since the hyperparameter 𝛼 affects the dynamics only when an
unsafe evaluation occurs, the dynamics of the safe CMA-ESwere not
changed in those cases. For the 20-dimensional ellipsoid function,
the unsafe evaluations tended to be reduced as the hyperparameter
𝛼 increased, while the best evaluation value slightly stagnated in
the first few updates. On the 20-dimensional rosenbrock function,
a similar stagnation of the best evaluation value was observed
with large 𝛼 , while the number of unsafe evaluations remained
unchanged except for the case 𝛼 = 1, i.e., the case without the
adaptation of the coefficient 𝜌 (𝑡+1)

𝑗
. Overall, the recommended

setting 𝛼 = 10 seems to be a reasonable choice.

A.2 Result of Sensitivity Experiment of 𝜁init
We varied the setting of 𝜁init as 𝜁init = 1, 5, 10, 20, 40. Figure 7 shows
the transitions of the best evaluation value and the number of
unsafe evaluations. When 𝜁init = 1, indicating that the adaptation
of coefficient 𝜏 (𝑡+1) is not applied, the unsafe evaluations were
occasionally occurred on the 5-dimensional ellipsoid. On the 20-
dimensional sphere function, a larger setting of 𝜁init delayed the
decrease of the best evaluation value, while unsafe evaluation did
not occur in any of the settings. In contrast, on the 20-dimensional
ellipsoid function, a larger setting of 𝜁init reduced the number of
unsafe evaluations while maintaining the decrease rate in the best
evaluation value. We consider the performance of the safe CMA-ES
to be a somewhat sensitive to 𝜁init, and the suitable setting of 𝜁init
depends on the problem.

A.3 Result of Sensitivity Experiment of 𝑇data
We varied the setting of 𝑇data as 𝑇data = 1, 3, 5, 7, 9. Figure 8 shows
the transitions of the best evaluation value and the number of
unsafe evaluations. The setting of𝑇data did not significantly change
the dynamics of the safe CMA-ES significantly on most of the
problems. When 𝑇data = 1, the unsafe evaluation occurred in the 5-
dimensional ellipsoid function. On the 20-dimensional rosenbrock
function, a lager 𝑇data reduced the unsafe evaluations. Overall, the
recommended setting 𝑇data = 5 performed well across all problems.
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Figure 6: Result of Sensitivity Experiment of 𝛼 . We plot the medians and interquartile ranges of the best evaluation value and
the number of evaluations of unsafe solutions.
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Figure 7: Result of Sensitivity Experiment of 𝜁init. We plot the medians and interquartile ranges of the best evaluation value
and the number of evaluations of unsafe solutions.
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Figure 8: Result of Sensitivity Experiment of 𝑇data. We plot the medians and interquartile ranges of the best evaluation value
and the number of evaluations of unsafe solutions.
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