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Abstract
Designing controllers that accomplish tasks while guaranteeing safety constraints remains a signif-
icant challenge. We often want an agent to perform well in a nominal task, such as environment
exploration, while ensuring it can avoid unsafe states and return to a desired target by a specific
time. In particular we are motivated by the setting of safe, efficient, hands-off training for rein-
forcement learning in the real world. By enabling a robot to safely and autonomously reset to a
desired region (e.g., charging stations) without human intervention, we can enhance efficiency and
facilitate training. Safety filters, such as those based on control barrier functions, decouple safety
from nominal control objectives and rigorously guarantee safety. Despite their success, construct-
ing these functions for general nonlinear systems with control constraints and system uncertainties
remains an open problem. This paper introduces a safety filter obtained from the value function
associated with the reach-avoid problem. The proposed safety filter minimally modifies the nom-
inal controller while avoiding unsafe regions and guiding the system back to the desired target
set. By preserving policy performance while allowing safe resetting, we enable efficient hands-
off reinforcement learning and advance the feasibility of safe training for real world robots. We
demonstrate our approach using a modified version of soft actor-critic to safely train a swing-up
task on a modified cartpole stabilization problem.
Keywords: Safety filters, Reachability analysis, Learning-based safety-critical control.

1. Introduction

Reach-avoid problems have typically focused on reaching a target set in the state space as quickly
as possible while avoiding a failure set. One popular value function-based approach is Hamilton-
Jacobi reachability (HJR) analysis (Bansal et al., 2017). HJR encodes a differential game between
the control and disturbance to the system. The result is a value function whose level sets define
the reach-avoid set (or tube): the set of states from which the target can be reached safely despite
worst-case disturbance at the end of (or within) the time horizon. Additionally, the gradients of the
value function provide the optimal control strategy for reaching the goal in minimum time.

A secondary approach is through the separate use of control Lyapunov functions (CLFs) that
enforce stabilizing to a desired goal, combined with control barrier functions (CBFs) that enforce
safety (Ames et al., 2017). An optimization problem (which is not necessarily feasible) incorpo-
rating both constraints is solved at each iteration, forcing the control to maintain safety (via the
CBF) while progressing toward the goal (via the CLF). However, the CLF constraint only ensures
exponential stabilizability to the goal.
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In practical applications, many scenarios require safely reaching a target at or within an exact
time in the future, while achieving a secondary objective such as minimizing control input. One
such application is hybrid systems, where the system must safely reach a switching state within a
given time (Grandia et al., 2021). Additionally, a broad range of systems require being able to return
to a desired goal within a certain time, e.g., a drone has to safely return to a dock station before its
battery runs out. In this paper, we motivate our work through the application of safely training
a reinforcement learning (RL) agent in the real world, either from scratch or through fine-tuning.
Real world RL training entails significant risks to both the robot and its environment if safety is
not properly ensured. Furthermore, the trajectory of the robot can lead to states where it cannot
continue operating due to system limitations, such as running out of battery or getting stuck (Zhu
et al., 2020). This often necessitates human intervention to reset the robot to a desired state from
which the robot can continue learning. This can make real world training prohibitively expensive
and even infeasible in certain scenarios, like search and rescue or space exploration. For example,
a drone fine-tuning its flight or search policy during deployment in an unknown environment could
benefit from an approach that minimally modifies the nominal policy to allow for effective learning,
while ensuring that it can always safely return to a desired target set. This would allow the drone to
seamlessly resume its tasks and continue learning, enhancing the efficiency of real world RL.

We propose characterizing this problem through a time-varying reach-avoid value function.
However, instead of directly applying the optimal control to safely reach the goal in minimum
time, as is typically done using HJR, we view the reach-avoid tube as a time-varying safe set and
use an associated CBF-like constraint on the value function to design a safety filter. This safety
filter allows a user to prioritize safety while also pursuing a secondary objective (e.g. learning a
performance policy using RL). Our contributions are as follows:

1. We introduce the notion of a viscosity-based control barrier function (VB-CBF), which re-
sembles a standard CBF but has less restrictive assumptions. For control-and disturbance
affine dynamics its associated time-varying safety filter is a quadratic program.

2. We prove that the HJR reach-avoid value function is a VB-CBF for the reach-avoid set, and
admits a feasible control set for almost every state and time pair in the reach-avoid set. Under
mild assumptions, we show this value function is also a VB-CBF for the reach-avoid tube.

3. We demonstrate the effectiveness of our approach for safely training an RL agent on an en-
hanced cartpole environment. We successfully showcase how we can use our method to train
an RL agent without the need to explicitly reset the environment. Specifically, the reach-avoid
VB-CBF enables both training safely and returning to a safe initial state at the end of each
episode. Both are crucial components for scalable real world RL.

2. Related Work

Hamilton-Jacobi Reachability. Many safety-critical autonomous systems tasks can be formulated
as reach-avoid problems (Margellos and Lygeros, 2011; Fisac et al., 2015). HJR provides a rig-
orous framework for verifying safety and reachability in dynamical systems (Bansal et al., 2017).
Recently, RL methods have been used to approximate the HJR value function for reach-avoid prob-
lems (Hsu et al., 2021; Chênevert et al., 2024; Chung et al., 2024). However, these methods require
specifying the desired task objectives as a part of their reach-avoid formulation a priori, and are
hence limited to a specific subset of tasks. In contrast, (Yu et al., 2022) utilizes HJR to define a
feasible set and constrain an RL agent to learn an unspecified objective constrained to this set. Nev-
ertheless, it is limited to considering only avoidance and cannot encode reaching a target region.
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Control barrier functions. Safety is also often ensured through the use of CBFs (Ames et al.,
2017). In particular, CBFs are used as safety filters by adjusting a nominal control law to ensure
the system satisfies safety constraints (Wabersich et al., 2023), resulting in a quadratic program.
However, constructing a CBF and ensuring the feasibility of a CBF-based optimization problem is
challenging (Mestres and Cortés, 2024). To tackle feasibility challenges, backup CBFs have been
proposed to guarantee feasibility using a predefined backup policy to a predefined safe set (Gurriet
et al., 2020; Chen et al., 2021). While more broadly applicable to complex systems, specifying a
backup set a priori limits the implicitly specified safety region and the backup CBF formulation
introduces additional computational complexity. Deriving a CBF from HJR without a target (i.e.,
only avoiding unsafe states) is explored in Choi et al. (2021) via a novel value function. Similarly,
in So et al. (2024), the authors provide a method for constructing CBFs using ideas from reachabil-
ity analysis, but their approach is limited to fixed policies.
Safe & recoverable reinforcement learning. Safe RL is well-explored (Garcı́a and Fernández,
2015; Brunke et al., 2022) and can be broadly categorized into framing the problem as a constrained
Markov decision process (Altman, 1999) or using control-theoretic methods to restrict the action
space of the agent. These works leverage that separating task performance from safety objectives
can improve both performance and safety (Thananjeyan et al., 2021). Lyapunov-based methods,
including CBFs, have been used to guarantee safety while learning for model-based (Berkenkamp
et al., 2017; Choi et al., 2020) and model-free RL (Cheng et al., 2019). This has been extended to
include system uncertainties and disturbances (Emam et al., 2022; Cheng et al., 2022). However,
these methods typically do not consider resetting to a desired state at the end of each episode, which
is desired for autonomous, i.e., without human presence, training. In contrast, reach-avoid methods
focus exclusively on reaching a desired goal state, which is often difficult to define in advance and
limits the use of general-purpose RL algorithms. To address these challenges, we propose a time-
varying CBF that encodes both safety (for all times) and recovery to a desired target set within the
specified time.

3. Preliminaries

Consider a dynamical system of the form

ẋ = f(x, u, d) (1)

where x ∈ Rn is the state, u ∈ U ⊆ Rp is the control input, d ∈ D ⊆ Rq is the disturbance, with
convex and compact sets U and D. For each initial time t ≤ 0, we denote the sets of admissible
control and disturbance signals by U(t) := {u : [t, 0] → U | u is measurable} and D(t) :=
{d : [t, 0] → D | d is measurable}, respectively. Throughout this work, we make the following
assumption on the dynamics.

Assumption 1 The function f : Rn × U ×D → Rn is bounded and globally Lipschitz.

It follows from Assumption 1 that for each t ≤ 0, x ∈ Rn, u ∈ U(t), and d ∈ D(t), there exists
a unique (Carathéodory) solution x : [t, 0] → Rn of (1) which satisfies x(t) = x (Coddington and
Levinson, 1955). We denote this solution by ξu,dx,t .

3.1. Hamilton-Jacobi Reachability

HJR is a framework that allows determining the set of initial states from which a system can be
robustly driven to some goal while avoiding failure states. This analysis is formulated in terms of
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a differential game played over the dynamics (1), where we consider the control u and disturbance
d as the players of the game (Bansal et al., 2017). Player u wishes to ensure the system enters the
target set T ⊆ Rn by some final time (which we shall choose to be 0), while avoiding the failure
set F ⊆ Rn in the process, and player d wishes for the opposite. Given an initial time t ≤ 0, the
reach-avoid tube RA(T ,F, t) represents the set of initial states x for which the control can win the
game. More precisely, we have

RA(T ,F, t) :={x∈Rn |∀λ∈Λ(t),∃u∈U(t), ∃s∈ [t,0], ξ
u,λ[u]
x,t (s)∈T ∧∀τ ∈ [t,s], ξ

u,λ[u]
x,t (τ) /∈F}, (2)

where Λ(t) represents the set of non-anticipative (i.e., causal) strategies from which we permit the
disturbance player to choose. Formally, we have

Λ(t)={λ : U(t) → D(t) |∀s ∈ [t, 0], ∀u, û ∈ U(t),
u(τ)= û(τ) a.e. τ ∈ [t, s] =⇒ λ[u](τ)=λ[û](τ) a.e. τ ∈ [t, s]}. (3)

Though we are mainly interested in the tube, it will be helpful to consider the reach avoid set

RA0(T ,F, t) :={x∈Rn |∀λ∈Λ(t), ∃u∈U(t), ξu,λ[u]x,t (0)∈T ∧ ∀τ ∈ [t, 0], ξ
u,λ[u]
x,t (τ) /∈F}, (4)

which corresponds to a game in which the controller wishes to ensure the state is in the target set
at the final time rather than by the final time. By definition, RA0(T ,F, t) ⊆ RA(T ,F, t). To
compute RA0(T ,F, t), one first computes the value function V0 : Rn × (−∞, 0] → R associated
with the game. We define the target and constraint functions ℓ(x), g(x) : Rn → R such that
ℓ(x) ≥ 0 ⇐⇒ x ∈ T and g(x) < 0 ⇐⇒ x ∈ F . Then, V0 is the unique viscosity solution of the
following variational inequality (Margellos and Lygeros, 2011; Fisac et al., 2015) such that{

0 = min{g(x)− V0(x, t), DtV0(x, t) +H(∇V0(x, t), x)} in x ∈ Rn, t < 0

V0(x, 0) = min{ℓ(x), g(x)} on x ∈ Rn,
(5)

where the Hamiltonian H : Rn × Rn → R is given by H(λ, x) = maxu∈U mind∈D λ
⊤f(x, u, d).

Then, we have the following relationship

V0(x, t) ≥ 0 ⇐⇒ x ∈ RA0(T ,F , t). (6)

Moreover, the gradient of the value function V0(x, t) informs the optimal control law u∗(x, t)

u∗(x, t) = argmax
u∈U

min
d∈D

∇V0(x, t)⊤f(x, u, d). (7)

Following this control law ensures that any state x at time t such that V0(x, t) ≥ 0 reaches the target
while avoiding the failure set, despite the best effort from player d.

3.2. Control Barrier Functions

For consistency with the original work (Ames et al., 2016), we introduce CBFs in the context of
control-affine dynamics with no disturbances, i.e.

ẋ = f0(x) + g0(x)u, (8)

where the functions f0 :Rn→Rn and g0 :Rn→Rn×p are globally Lipschitz. Note that this formal-
ism has been extended to more general dynamics, such as (1), with the key ideas unchanged (Ko-
lathaya and Ames, 2018). Moreover, the system is considered safe as long as the state remains
within a safe set C ⊆ Rn, defined as the zero-superlevel set of a continuously differentiable function
h : Rn → R. To ensure the safety, we introduce concept of CBFs, as defined in the following.
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Definition 1 (Control Barrier Functions, Ames et al. (2016)) A continuously differentiable func-
tion h : Rn → R such that C = {x ∈ Rn | h(x) ≥ 0} is a control barrier function for (8) on C
if there is an extended class K function1 α such that, for each x ∈ C, there exists a control u ∈ U
satisfying

∇xh(x)
⊤(f0(x) + g0(x)u) + α(h(x)) ≥ 0. (9)

If one can identify a CBF for a system, the following result provides the desired safety guarantee:

Theorem 2 (Ames et al. (2016)) If h is a CBF for (8) on C, and if ∇h(x) ̸= 0 for all x ∈ ∂C, then
the set C is safe under any globally Lipschitz controller u : Rn → U for which (9) is satisfied with
u = u(x) at each x ∈ Rn.

Given any nominal control law unom : Rn → Rp that might violate control limits and safety, CBFs
can be used to minimally adjust the nominal control input with the following optimization problem:

u∗(x) = argmin
u∈U

∥u− unom (x)∥22

s.t. ∇xh(x)
⊤(f0(x) + g0(x)u) + α(h(x)) ≥ 0.

(10)

Note that because the dynamics (8) are control-affine, then equation (10) is a quadratic program,
enabling real-time safety filtering.

4. Safe & Reset-Friendly Learning via Viscosity-Based Control Barrier Functions

Joint safety, defined as avoiding failure states, and liveness, defined as reaching a target, are com-
monly addressed through reach-avoid HJR or combined CLF-CBF approaches. While HJR ensures
safety and liveness, it lacks a framework for minimally modifying a nominal controller in a smooth
CBF-like fashion. In contrast, the CLF-CBF approach facilitates the construction of a safety filter,
but ensuring feasibility becomes challenging in the presence of disturbances and control bounds. As
such, both of these methods are ill-suited to prioritizing finite-time safety and liveness for a system
while executing a nominal controller for a secondary objective. Such a need arises, for example,
when one wishes for a system to explore an environment while ensuring it can avoid failure states
and return to a safe reset position (e.g., a charging station) within some time.

In this section, we develop a framework that robustly and safely reaches a goal within a desired
time, while optimizing online for different performance objectives over the time horizon. In Sec-
tion 4.1, we develop a generalization of a CBF for reach-avoid sets that addresses safety and liveness
under disturbances. The extension of these results to reach-avoid tubes is presented in Section 4.2.
The design of a safety filter using our findings is covered in Section 4.3.

4.1. Viscosity-based Control Barrier Functions for Reach-Avoid Sets

We consider a time-varying safe set Cv : (−∞, 0] → 2R
n

that captures both finite-time safety and
liveness. To achieve this objective, we introduce viscosity-based CBF (VB-CBFs) as follows.

Definition 3 (Viscosity-Based Control Barrier Function) Consider a continuous function hv :
Rn × (−∞, 0] → R, and for each t ≤ 0, let Cv(t) = {x ∈ Rn | hv(x, t) ≥ 0}. Then hv
is a viscosity-based control barrier function (VB-CBF) for system (1) on Cv(·) if there exists an
extended class K function α such that for all t < 0 and all x ∈ Cv(t), the inequality

Dthv(x, t) + max
u∈U

min
d∈D

∇xhv(x, t)
⊤f(x, u, d) ≥ −α(hv(x, t)) (11)

1. A function α : R → R is said to be extended class K if α is continuous, strictly increasing, and satisfies α(0) = 0.
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holds in a viscosity sense, i.e., for each continuously differentiable ψ : Rn × (−∞, 0) → R

Dtψ(x, t) + max
u∈U

min
d∈D

∇xψ(x, t)
⊤f(x, u, d) ≥ −α(hv(x, t)) (12)

at each (x, t) where hv − ψ has a local minimum.

Unlike a traditional CBF, which satisfies the global safety condition (9), a VB-CBF satisfies the
local safety condition (12) anywhere such a ψ exists (in particular anywhere hv is differentiable;
see Lemma 1.7 in Bardi and Capuzzo-Dolcetta (1997)). Recall that the value function V0 is the
viscosity solution to the variational inequality (5). The following result formalizes the connection
between VB-CBF from Definition 3 and the time-varying reach-avoid safety problem (4).

Theorem 4 The value function V0 : Rn × (−∞, 0] → R is a VB-CBF for system (1) on the
reach-avoid set RA0(T ,F , ·).

Proof First, observe that by (6), RA0(T ,F , t) is indeed the zero-superlevel set of V0(·, t) for each
t ≤ 0. Fix t < 0 and x ∈ RA0(T ,F , t). Let ψ : Rn → R be a continuously differentiable function
such that V0 − ψ has a local minimum at (x, t). Since V0 is a viscosity solution of (5), then

0 ≤ min{g(x)− V0(x, t), Dtψ(x, t) + max
u∈U

min
d∈D

∇ψ(x, t)⊤f(x, u, d)}.

In particular, we obtain

Dtψ(x, t) + max
u∈U

min
d∈D

∇ψ(x, t)⊤f(x, u, d) ≥ 0 ≥ −α(V0(x, t)),

for any extended class K function α, where the second inequality holds because V0(x, t) ≥ 0.

4.2. Viscosity-based Control Barrier Functions for Reach-Avoid Tubes

While Theorem 4 provides a VB-CBF for the reach-avoid set RA0(T ,F , t) (i.e., safely reaching
the target at the final time), it is often desirable to safely reach the target by the final time. Therefore,
in this section, we extend our result from previous section to reach-avoid tubes RA(T ,F , t).

Definition 5 (Robust Control Invariance) A set S ⊆ Rn is robustly control invariant if for each
t ≤ 0 and x ∈ S, for all λ ∈ Λ(t) there exists a u ∈ U(t) such that ξu,λ[u]x,t (s) ∈ S for all s ∈ [t, 0].

For simplicity, we will assume one can safely stay within the target set and outside the failure set
once the target has been reached.

Assumption 2 The set T \ F is non-empty and robustly control invariant.

Note that this assumption will usually be satisfied for our intended usage, where the target serves as
a resetting set (e.g., a docking station). Therefore, Assumption 2 is not restrictive in practice.

Proposition 6 Under Assumption 2, the fixed-time reach-avoid set is the same as the reach-avoid
tube, i.e. RA0(T ,F , t) = RA(T ,F , t) for each t ≤ 0.

Proof Fix t < 0 (the proof is trivial when t = 0). It is clear that RA0(T ,F , t) ⊆ RA(T ,F , t).
We prove the reverse inclusion. Suppose x ∈ RA(T ,F , t). Let λ ∈ Λ(t). By the definition of
RA(T ,F , t), we can choose u ∈ U(t) and s ∈ [t, 0] such that ξu,dx,t (s) ∈ T and ξu,dx,t (τ) /∈ F for
all τ ∈ [t, s], where d := λ[u]. Let us = u|[t, s] (i.e. the restriction of u to [t, s]), let ds = d|[t, s],
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and let λs : U(s) → D(s) be given by λs : u0 7→ λ(⟨us,u0⟩)|[s, 0], where ⟨us,u0⟩ represents
the concatenation of us and u0. It can be readily checked that non-anticipativity of λs follows
from non-anticipativity of λ. Let xs = ξu,dx,t (s). By Assumption 2, we can choose u∗

0 ∈ U(s)
such that ξu

∗
0,d

∗
0

xs,s (τ) ∈ T \ F for all τ ∈ [s, 0], where d∗
0 := λs[u

∗
0]. Letting u∗ = ⟨us,u

∗
0⟩ and

d∗ = ⟨ds,d
∗
0⟩, we then have by non-anticipativity of λ and the definition of λs that λ[u∗] = d∗.

Thus ξu
∗,d∗

x,t (τ) = ξu,dx,t (τ) /∈ F for all τ ∈ [t, s]. Moreover, ξu
∗,d∗

x,t (τ) = ξ
u∗
0,d

∗
0

xs,s (τ) ∈ T \ F for

all τ ∈ [s, 0]. In other words, u∗ ∈ U(t) is such that ξu
∗,λ[u∗]

x,t (0) ∈ T and ξu
∗,λ[u∗]

x,t (τ) /∈ F for all
τ ∈ [t, 0]. Thus x ∈ RA0(T ,F , t), completing the proof.

Intuitively, this proposition states that so long as the system can safely remain in the target once it
arrives, reaching the target by any time guarantees that the system can be in the target at the final
time. The following result is then immediate from Theorem 4 and Proposition 6.

Theorem 7 Under Assumption 2, the value function V0 : Rn × (−∞, 0] → R is a VB-CBF for
system (1) on the reach-avoid tube RA(T ,F , ·).

4.3. Safety Filter

Given a VB-CBF hv for system (1) and corresponding extended class K function α, we consider
for t ≤ 0 and x ∈ Cv(t) the feasible control set

Ω(x, t) := {u ∈ U |∃ψ : Rn × (−∞, 0) → R continuously differentiable s.t. hv − ψ has a local

minimum at (x,t), Dtψ(x,t)+min
d∈D

∇xψ(x,t)
⊤f(x,u,d)≥−α(hv(x, t))}. (13)

We use the feasible control set to design a safety filter that prioritizes system safety and liveness,
while also addressing a secondary objective. Specifically, given a nominal control law unom :
Rn × (−∞, 0] → U that might violate safety or prevent safely achieving the target set, whenever
Ω(x, t) is non-empty, we can minimally adjust the nominal control input to a feasible one using the
following optimization problem

u∗(x, t) = argmin
u∈U

∥u− unom (x)∥22

s.t. Dtψ(x, t) + min
d∈D

∇xψ(x, t)
⊤f(x, u, d) ≥ −α(hv(x, t)),

(14)

where ψ is chosen as above. When the dynamics of the system are also control and disturbance-
affine, the optimization problem can then be expressed as a quadratic program (QP) that can be
solved quickly and precisely online.

Remark 8 If hv is differentiable at (x, t), it follows from Lemma 1.7 of Bardi and Capuzzo-Dolcetta
(1997) that one can simply solve the optimization problem (14) with hv in place of ψ.

Remark 9 Note that since V0 is Lipschitz (c.f., Fisac et al. (2015)), V0 is differentiable almost
everywhere by Rademacher’s Theorem. It then follows from Theorems 4 and 7, that for hv = V0 we
have that Ω(x, t) is non-empty almost everywhere in RA0(T ,F , ·) and RA(T ,F , ·).

5. Numerical Experiments

In this section, we highlight the potential of using a time-varying reach-avoid VB-CBF safety filter
in RL to train safely and terminate each episode at a reset state.
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Figure 1: Our modified cartpole environment based on the Deepmind control suite. The green region in the
left figure depicts the target region that we desire to reach, the center image depicts the swung up position
that yields the highest reward and the red regions in the right image depict unsafe regions in the state space.

5.1. Simulation Setup

Modified Cartpole Environment: We demonstrate the 0
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Figure 2: Reach-avoid computation
for the modified cartpole environment.
The reach-avoid tubes RA(T ,F , t) in-
dicate states from which the cart-
pole can reach the target T at times
t = {−0.8,−1.6,−2.4,−3.2} seconds
while avoiding the failure set F .

effectiveness of our approach by considering the cartpole
swing-up task (Tunyasuvunakool et al., 2020), modified such
that all the mass is placed at the end of the pole, and damp-
ing and friction are removed. The state space of the cartpole
system is given by z = [x, θ, ẋ, θ̇]⊤ ∈ R4, where x is the
position of the cart, θ is the pendulum angle, and ẋ and θ̇
are the velocity of the cart and the angular velocity of the
pendulum. The state space of environment is constrained by
x ∈ [−1.8, 1.8]. For our setting, we define position x as un-
safe for x < −1.5 or x > 1.5, while the angular position θ
is unsafe for π/8 < θ < π/4, visualized in Figures 1 and 2
in red. These constraints limit the safe swing-up behavior of
the system to the clockwise direction. These unsafe regions
are not explicitly modeled in the simulator, thus safety vio-
lations do not directly impact performance. We consider the
target set as a region where the robot must reset at the end of
each episode. For this setup, the target region is specified as

T =
{
z |x∈ [−1.1,−0.8], θ ∈ [−π − 0.25, π + 0.25], ẋ ∈ [−0.1, 0.1], θ̇ ∈ [−0.25, 0.25]

}
.

This target set is visualized in Figures 1 and 2 in green. Terminating an episode in this target region
is not straightforward. For our system to efficiently achieve this state, it must actively dissipate
energy while simultaneously moving to the desired position, balancing precise position control with
energy-reducing dynamics. The zero-level sets of the reach-avoid tube RA(T ,F , t) are shown over
various times t in Figure 2.
RL Policy Modification: We consider the widely used RL method soft actor-critic (SAC) (Haarnoja
et al., 2018), which utilizes a maximum entropy RL objective to learn both a stochastic policy and
a value function. We build on Yarats and Kostrikov (2020) implementation. However, to ensure
safety during training, we run the output of SAC through a safety filter. By combining SAC with a
reach-avoid VB-CBF safety filter we aim to learn to efficiently swing-up the cartpole to maximize
reward, while avoiding safety violations and returning to the reset position (i.e. target set T ).

8
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SAC SAC-CBF SAC-RACBF SAC-RACBF-noreset

% Unsafe Trajectories 99.437 0.563 0.070 0.000

Table 1: Average (over 5 seeds) percentage of unsafe trajectories during training. Our methods are bolded.
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Figure 3: The mean and standard deviation of episode rewards over 5 different seeds on the given baselines
(SAC, SAC-CBF) and proposed methods (SAC-RACBF and SAC-RACBF-noreset). The proposed methods
achieve reward performances closely comparable to the baselines, demonstrating how the reach-avoid VB-
CBF safety filter ensures safety, guarantees a safe return to the desired target set, and minimally impacts the
learning process of the SAC agent. To ensure a fair comparison, we compare the reward returned over the first
10 seconds of the 15 second episode, as our method requires returning to the target set, unlike the baselines.

5.2. Results and Analysis

To evaluate the effectiveness of our approach, we compare the following methods:
1. (Ours) SAC with reach-avoid VB-CBF (SAC-RACBF): Our method integrates a reach-avoid

VB-CBF with SAC, combining safety with a reachability objective to guide the agent.
2. (Ours) SAC with reach-avoid VB-CBF without resetting (SAC-RACBF-noreset): A modifi-

cation of the above, where the next episode starts from the final state of the previous episode.
3. Standard SAC (SAC): The standard SAC algorithm, which does not account for safety con-

straints or the objective of returning to the start state, serves as our performance baseline.
4. SAC with CBF (SAC-CBF): A variant of SAC enhanced with an CBF-like safety filter. In-

spired by the approach in Choi et al. (2021), we construct a CBF-like safety filter following
the same methodology as SAC-RACBF, but relying on the value function obtained from solv-
ing the avoid-only problem.

All methods and their results are averaged over 5 seeds. The reward graph over the course of training
is illustrated in the Figure 3. These showcase the rewards accrued over the first 10 seconds of the 15
second episode, as we aim to terminate the episode at a safe reset state in the target set (which has a
low reward for the swing-up objective). The safety-filter enhanced SAC agents agents accumulate
rewards comparable to standard SAC, demonstrating that the safety filter based on the proposed
method is minimally invasive and allows the cartpole agent to efficiently learn how to swing up.

Importantly, unlike standard SAC, our methods preserve safety during learning. Table 1 shows
how our methods are better at maintaining safety throughout the training, while standard SAC leads
to unsafe trajectories in over 99% of the episodes. SAC-CBF provides similar levels of safety to
our approaches, however, it does not provide guarantees on returning to the target set and thus
terminates each episode far away from the desired safe return region. Figure 4 shows the minimum
difference between the current state and target set, denoted by ∆, for each dimension. The graphs

9
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Figure 4: The mean and standard deviation of the difference between the final state and desired target region,
averaged over the training episodes of 5 seeds. The proposed methods SAC-RACBF and SAC-RACBF-reset
remain at ∆ close to 0, indicating they succesfully reach the target region, while the baselines (SAC and
SAC-CBF) are distributed throughout the state space.

illustrate how our methods closely align with the desired target region throughout all episodes, while
the baselines remain widely distributed across the state space.

In summary, the results shown in Table 1, Figure 3, and Figure 4 together demonstrate how
our proposed method has minimal detrimental effect on performance and maintains safety, while
enabling a key feature for real world RL, namely terminating an episode in a desired safe reset
region. Furthermore, the performance of the proposed method SAC-RACBF-noreset highlights its
capability for hands-off reinforcement learning, enabling efficient and cost-effective robot training
in real world scenarios. We acknowledge that a policy trained with the reach-avoid-based safety
filter will require the continued use of this safety filter during online deployment. However, the
modifications to the safety filter for a policy can be incorporated in a manner that eliminates their
necessity post-training (Cheng et al., 2019).

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we present a novel concept of reach-avoid VB-CBF that integrates CBFs with the
HJR reach-avoid set. When combined with a safety filter, this approach prioritizes invariance with
respect to the time-varying safe set while maintaining robustness to control and disturbance bounds.
Moreover, we show that the Hamilton-Jacobi reach-avoid set is a reach-avoid VB-CBF. We moti-
vate our approach with the promise of safe, efficient, hands-off RL for training robots in the real
world. We demonstrate the effectiveness of our method in enabling safe training while ensuring
safe resetting to the initial state through experiments in a cart-pole environment. For future work we
are interested in exploring how to leverage neural network approximations of the reach-avoid value
function (Bansal and Tomlin, 2021) to deal with higher-dimensional and partially unknown dynam-
ics, that can be iteratively updated and learned online from a conservative initial approximation.
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Richard Cheng, Gábor Orosz, Richard M. Murray, and Joel W. Burdick. End-to-end safe reinforce-
ment learning through barrier functions for safety-critical continuous control tasks. In Proc. AAAI
Conf. on Artificial Intelligence, 2019.

Yikun Cheng, Pan Zhao, and Naira Hovakimyan. Safe and efficient reinforcement learning using
disturbance-observer-based control barrier functions. In Learning for Dynamics & Control, 2022.
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