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Abstract

This work focuses on understanding the minimum eradication time for the controlled Susceptible-
Infectious-Recovered (SIR) model in the time-homogeneous setting, where the infection and
recovery rates are constant. The eradication time is defined as the earliest time the infectious
population drops below a given threshold and remains below it. For time-homogeneous models,
the eradication time is well-defined due to the predictable dynamics of the infectious population,
and optimal control strategies can be systematically studied. We utilize Physics-Informed Neu-
ral Networks (PINNs) to solve the partial differential equation (PDE) governing the eradication
time and derive the corresponding optimal vaccination control. The PINN framework enables
a mesh-free solution to the PDE by embedding the dynamics directly into the loss function of a
deep neural network. We use a variable scaling method to ensure stable training of PINN and
mathematically analyze that this method is effective in our setting. This approach provides an
efficient computational alternative to traditional numerical methods, allowing for an approxima-
tion of the eradication time and the optimal control strategy. Through numerical experiments,
we validate the effectiveness of the proposed method in computing the minimum eradication
time and achieving optimal control. This work offers a novel application of PINNs to epidemic
modeling, bridging mathematical theory and computational practice for time-homogeneous SIR
models.

Key words. Physics–informed neural networks, optimal control, Hamilton–Jacobi–
Bellman equation, controlled epidemic model, minimum eradication time

1 Introduction

The study of vaccination strategies and eradication times in Susceptible-Infectious-Recovered (SIR)
models has a long history, beginning with the seminal work of Kermack and McKendrick [1], and
its variants have received a great deal of attention during and after the outbreak of COVID-19. The
controlled SIR model is a cornerstone in mathematical epidemiology and is frequently employed to
study the dynamics of disease transmission and control strategies. Various optimization problems
based on the SIR model, where the vaccination strategy is treated as a control and the eradication
time as a cost function to be minimized, have been extensively studied within the framework of
optimal control theory [2–5].

The controlled SIR model is given by{
Ṡ = −β(t)SI − r(t)S,

İ = β(t)SI − γ(t)I,
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for t > 0, with initial conditions S(0) = x and I(0) = y ≥ µ for some µ > 0. Here, β(t) and γ(t)
denote the infection and recovery rates, respectively, while r(t) represents a vaccination control
that takes values in [0, 1].

Recently, the authors of [4] introduced the notion of minimum eradication time, defined as the
first time I falls below a given threshold µ > 0. For mathematical treatments, the eradication time
in controlled SIR models with constant infection and recovery rates was first studied as a viscosity
solution to a static first-order Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman (HJB) equation in [6]. Additionally, two
critical times in SIR dynamics are studied in [7]: the point at which the infected population
begins to decrease and the first time that this population falls below a given threshold. Both
studies [6, 7] focused on SIR models with constant β and γ. To identify optimal controls, the
Pontryagin Maximum Principle [8] was applied, confirming that a bang-bang control (i.e., taking
values of 0 or 1) is optimal. The authors of [9] extended the notion of eradication time to cases
involving time-inhomogeneous dynamics. However, numerical treatments for solving Hamilton-
Jacobi equations and determining optimal vaccination controls remain relatively unexplored.

Based on the finding that the minimum eradication time satisfies the HJB equation that has a
viscosity solution [6,10], we propose a novel approach leveraging Physics-Informed Neural Networks
(PINNs) to approximate the minimum eradication time and synthesize an optimal control for the
time-independent controlled SIR model in a mesh-free manner. In the context of optimal control
theory, PINNs offer computationally efficient and accurate solutions while traditional numerical
approaches to such problems often demonstrate computational challenges. Our study leverages
PINNs to bridge the gap between theoretical insights into eradication time and practical control
strategies.

Additionally, we provide theoretical evidence for our approach. Despite the numerous successful
applications of PINNs, a comprehensive understanding of the conditions required for stable and
effective learning remains incomplete. To address this, significant efforts have been made to identify
theoretical conditions for successful learning and to develop empirical methods that enhance the
stability and reliability of PINNs during training. One simple yet promising method is the variable
scaling technique proposed in [11], inspired by the observation that neural networks often struggle
to approximate stiff functions effectively. The authors of [11] provide a mathematical analysis of
the variable scaling method in the context of a one-dimensional Poisson equation, leveraging the
neural tangent kernel (NTK) theory [12]. Building on this work, we extend their analysis to the
HJB equation, a more complex problem defined over a higher-dimensional domain.

1.1 Related works

PINNs [13] have gained significant attention as a powerful and flexible framework for solving dif-
ferential equations, and have been widely adopted in various fields, including epidemic model-
ing [14, 15], fluid mechanics [13, 16–18], finance [19, 20], and biomedical engineering [21, 22], where
understanding the underlying physical models is crucial.

To find a solution to differential equations in the framework of PINNs, we train a neural net-
work to minimize a loss function comprising initial and boundary conditions as well as residual
terms derived from the governing equations. However, the training results are highly sensitive to
the choice of boundary condition settings, requiring the introduction of a penalty coefficient to
balance the boundary loss term. While heuristic adjustments to the penalty coefficient can accel-
erate convergence, improper values may lead to inaccurate solutions. To address these challenges,
adaptive methods have been developed. For instance, the authors of [23] proposed a learning rate
annealing algorithm that adaptively assigns weights to each term in the loss function. PINNs with
adaptive weighted loss functions have been introduced for the efficient training of Hamilton–Jacobi
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(HJ) equations [24]. To further enhance the stability of PINNs, the authors of [25] proposed an
adaptive training strategy that ensures stable convergence through the lens of NTK theory [12].
Recently, the failure of PINNs in stiff ODE systems was observed [26], and stiff-PINN was pro-
posed for improvement. Subsequently, various methods have been introduced, such as self-adaptive
PINNs [27] and variable-scaling PINNs [11]. Among these methods, we employ the variable scaling
technique [11], as it is simple and effective.

While PINNs have been successfully applied to a wide range of differential equation problems,
their application to optimal control, particularly in solving Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman (HJB) equa-
tions, remains relatively underexplored. The key challenge lies in ensuring stability and accuracy
when approximating value functions and control policies. This has motivated recent studies investi-
gating the interplay between deep learning and optimal control, aiming to develop computationally
efficient methods that leverage the advantages of PINNs for solving PDE and optimal control
problems.

There is a rich body of literature exploring the interplay between PINNs and optimal control.
By leveraging the ability of PINNs to solve PDEs and the scalability of deep neural networks,
researchers have developed computationally efficient methods for solving optimal control problems.
For instance, a training procedure for obtaining optimal control in PDE-constrained problems
was presented in [28]. Similarly, the authors of [29] utilized a Lyapunov-type PDE for efficient
policy iteration in control-affine problems. Slightly later, a deep operator learning framework was
introduced to solve high-dimensional optimal control problems [30], building on the policy-iteration
scheme developed in [31]. Most recently, [32] demonstrated the application of deep learning in
controlled epidemic models.

Building on these advancements, our work focuses on leveraging PINNs for solving optimal con-
trol problems, specifically in the context of SIR models with vaccination strategies. The proposed
approach not only provides an effective approximation of the minimum eradication time but also
facilitates the synthesis of optimal control policies in a computationally efficient manner.

1.2 Contributions

This paper makes the following contributions:

• We propose a PINN-based computational framework to approximate the minimum eradication
time for the controlled SIR model without domain discretization.

• We derive optimal vaccination control strategies from the learned eradication time and demon-
strate the effectiveness of our method through numerical experiments.

• We provide a mathematical analysis, based on the NTK theory, to illustrate the effectiveness
of variable scaling in training PINNs for solving the HJB equation.

1.3 Organization of the paper

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 presents preliminary results on the
minimum eradication time in the context of HJB equations. Section 3 reviews variable-scaling
PINNs and includes an error analysis specific to our HJB equation. Section 4 details the training
procedure, while Section 5 presents the experimental results. Finally, Section 6 concludes the
paper by summarizing the key findings, discussing the limitations of the approach, and providing
directions for future research.
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2 Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman equation for the minimum eradica-
tion time

2.1 Minimum eradication time problem

Throughout the paper, we consider a time-homogeneous controlled SIR model where the infection
and recovery rates are constant:

β(t) ≡ β and γ(t) ≡ γ.

Given a threshold µ > 0, initial conditions x ≥ 0 and y ≥ µ, and a vaccination control r(t) ∈ U =
{r : [0,∞)→ [0, 1]}, we define the eradication time as

ur(x, y) := min{t > 0 : I(t) = µ},

where Sr and Ir satisfy {
Ṡr = −βSrIr − rSr,

İr = βSrIr − γIr,
(2.1)

with (Sr(0), Ir(0)) = (x, y).
A crucial property of ur is that for each t ∈ [0, ur(x, y)],

ur(x, y) = t+ ur(Sr(t), Ir(t)), (2.2)

which is known as the dynamic programming principle (DPP). This relationship can be interpreted
as follows: at time t, the remaining eradication time from the state (Sr(t), Ir(t)) is ur(x, y).

Finally, the minimum eradication time is defined as

u(x, y) := min
r∈U

ur(x, y). (2.3)

The mathematical properties of this value function have been extensively studied in [6]. For the
convenience of readers, we summarize the theoretical results provided in [6].

Thanks to (2.2), it is known that u is the unique viscosity solution to the following HJB equation.

Theorem 1 (Theorem 1.2 of [6]). For µ > 0, the value function u defined in (2.3) is the unique
viscosity solution to

βxy∂xu+ x(∂xu)
+ + (γ − βx)y∂yu = 1 in (0,∞)× (µ,∞), (2.4)

with boundary conditions

u(0, y) =
1

γ
ln

(
y

µ

)
for y ≥ µ,

and
u(x, µ) = 0 for 0 ≤ x ≤ γ

β
.

In the next section, we proceed with identifying the optimal control that minimizes the eradi-
cation time.
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2.2 Optimal bang-bang control

It is known from [4] that the optimal control r takes the form of bang-bang control, defined as

rτ (t) =

{
0, t < τ,

1, t ≥ τ.
(2.5)

Here, rτ and τ are referred to as the switching control and switching time, respectively. We now
recall known results on the minimum eradication time and the optimal switching control.

Theorem 2 (Theorem 1.4 of [6]). Let µ > 0, x ≥ 0, and y ≥ µ. Then,

u(x, y) = min
τ≥0
{τ + ur0(S(τ), I(τ))}, (2.6)

where S(t) and I(t) satisfy the uncontrolled SIR model:{
Ṡ = −βSI,
İ = βSI − γI,

(2.7)

with (S(0), I(0)) = (x, y). Moreover, any τ for which the minimum in (2.6) is achieved is the
switching time of optimal switching control.

To solve for the optimal switching time τ , it is necessary to compute ur0 . Recalling the
DPP (2.2), when r ≡ 1, i.e., r = r0, we have the following identity:

ur0(x, y) = t+ ur0(Sr0(t), Ir0(t)), (2.8)

where Sr0 and Ir0 satisfy {
Ṡr0 = −βSr0Ir0 − Sr0 ,

İr0 = βSr0Ir0 − γIr0 ,
(2.9)

with (Sr0(0), Ir0(0)) = (x, y). Taking the time derivative of both sides of (2.8), we deduce that

0 = 1 +
d

dt
ur0(Sr0(t), Ir0(t))

= 1 + Ṡr0(t)∂xu
r0 + İr0(t)∂yu

r0

= 1 + (−βSr0(t)Ir0(t)− Sr0(t))∂xu
r0 + (βSr0(t)Ir0(t)− γIr0(t))∂yu

r0 .

Setting t = 0 and using the dynamics (2.9), we obtain:

βxy∂xu
r0 + x∂xu

r0 + (γ − βx)y∂yu
r0 = 1 in (0,∞)× (µ,∞),

where ur0 satisfies the same boundary conditions as u.
We finish this section with well-established properties of the optimal switching time τ∗ such

that u(x, y) = uτ
∗
(x, y). Defining

S := {(x, y) : u(x, y) = ur0(x, y)},

Corollary 6.2 in [6] yields that{
∂xu

r0(x, y) ≥ 0 for (x, y) ∈ S,
∂xu

r0(S(τ∗), I(τ∗)) = 0 for (x, y) ∈ SC ,
(2.10)
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where (S, I) satisfies (2.7) with (S(0), I(0)) = (x, y).
Furthermore, by Corollary 6.4 in [6], we have that{

∂xu(x, y) ≥ 0 for (x, y) ∈ S,
∂xu(x, y) ≤ 0 for (x, y) ∈ SC .

(2.11)

Based on the theoretical properties of the minimum eradication time, we propose a training
procedure to solve (2.4) and compute the optimal switching time through a PINN framework,
which does not require spatial discretization.

3 Variable-scaling physics-informed neural networks

In this section, we explain the variable-scaling physics-informed neural network (VS-PINN), which
is a crucial component of our method. For completeness, we begin with an overview of PINNs.

3.1 Physics-informed neural networks

PINNs are trained using a loss function that enables the neural network to approximate a solution
satisfying both the differential equation and the initial or boundary conditions. Specifically, we
focus on solving a partial differential equation (PDE) with a boundary condition, as the problem
we address falls into this category. Suppose we have a bounded open domain Ω ⊂ Rd and the
following equations:

D[u](x) = f(x) in Ω,

u(x) = g(x) on ∂Ω,

where D is a differential operator.
We train a neural network u(x; θ) using the loss function

L = λrLr + λbLb, (3.1)

where the residual loss Lr and the boundary loss Lb are defined as

Lr =
1

Nr

Nr∑
i=1

|D[u](xi
r)− f(xi

r)|2, Lb =
1

Nb

Nb∑
j=1

|u(xj
b)− g(xj

b)|
2.

Here, the residual data points xi
r ∈ Ω and the boundary data points xj

b ∈ ∂Ω are typically sampled
randomly from uniform distributions. The weights λr, λb, and the number of data points Nr, Nb

are tunable parameters.
In our problem, we consider Ω = (0,∞)× (µ,∞) for µ > 0 and define the operators D and D0

as

D = βxy∂x + x(∂x)
+ + (γ − βx)y∂y,

D0 = βxy∂x + x∂x + (γ − βx)y∂y,
(3.2)

where (∂x)
+u = (∂xu)

+. We solve for u and ur0 satisfying

D[u] = 1 and D0[ur0 ] = 1 in Ω, (3.3)
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with the boundary conditionsu(0, y) = ur0(0, y) = 1
γ ln

(
y
µ

)
for y ≥ µ,

u(x, µ) = ur0(x, µ) = 0 for 0 ≤ x ≤ γ
β .

(3.4)

A schematic diagram of the framework is presented in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Training u and ur0 under the PINN framework.

3.2 Variable scaling

In [11], the authors proposed a simple method that improves the performance of PINNs. The idea
is to scale the variables so that the domain of the target function is magnified, making the function
less stiff.

Let us begin with a change of variable x = x̂/N and setting

û(x̂) := u(x̂/N).

The function û is a scaled version of the function u, with its domain expanded by a factor of N ,
causing its stiffness to decrease by a factor of N compared to u. Thus, our goal is to train û instead
of directly training u. After training û, we can simply recover our original target u by substituting

u(x) = û(Nx).

In our problem, we will use different scaling parameters Nx, Ny for each component x, y and
also apply translations, which means we use

x̂ = Nxx+ bx, ŷ = Nyy + by.

Thus, after training û, we recover u by

u(x, y) = û(Nxx+ bx, Nyy + by).

Recall that the differential operator of our problem in (3.2) takes the form of D = F (x, y, ∂x, ∂y).
The modified version of our problem has the domain Ω̂ = (bx,∞)× (Nyµ+ by,∞).
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By the chain rule,

∂xu(x, y) = ∂x̂u(x, y) · ∂xx̂ = ∂x̂û(x̂, ŷ) ·Nx,

∂yu(x, y) = ∂ŷu(x, y) · ∂yŷ = ∂ŷû(x̂, ŷ) ·Ny,

we define operators D̂ and D̂0 as

D̂ = β
(x̂− bx)(ŷ − by)

Ny
∂x̂ + (x̂− bx)(∂x̂)

+ + (γ − β
x̂− bx
Nx

)(ŷ − by)∂ŷ,

and

D̂0 = β
(x̂− bx)(ŷ − by)

Ny
∂x̂ + (x̂− bx)∂x̂ + (γ − β

x̂− bx
Nx

)(ŷ − by)∂ŷ.

We then solve for û and ûr0 satisfying

D̂[û] = 1 and D̂0[ûr0 ] = 1 in Ω̂

with û(0, ŷ) = ûr0(0, ŷ) = 1
γ ln

(
ŷ−by
Nyµ

)
for ŷ ≥ Nyµ+ by,

û(x̂, µ) = ûr0(x̂, µ) = 0 for bx ≤ x̂ ≤ Nxγ
β + bx.

(3.5)

As a result, we should use the loss function in (3.1) modified by replacing D (or D0), f, g, u(x; θ) (or

ur0(x; θ)) with D̂ (or D̂0), f̂ , ĝ, û(x̂; θ) (or ûr0(x̂; θ)) in order to train û(x̂; θ) (or ûr0(x̂; θ)), where
f(x) = f̂(x̂) = 1, g and ĝ are given in (3.4) and (3.5) respectively, that is,g(0, y) = 1

γ ln

(
y
µ

)
for y ≥ µ,

g(x, µ) = 0 for 0 ≤ x ≤ γ
β ,

and ĝ(0, ŷ) = 1
γ ln

(
ŷ−by
Nyµ

)
for ŷ ≥ Nyµ+ by,

ĝ(x̂, µ) = 0 for bx ≤ x̂ ≤ Nxγ
β + bx.

In the following section, we analyze the effect of the scaling factors.

3.3 Theoretical support via neural tangent kernel

We now establish the theoretical foundation for the efficiency of the variable scaling method in
our problem through the lens of Neural Tangent Kernel (NTK) [12], a widely used framework for
analyzing the training dynamics of deep neural networks. In [25], the NTK theory was extended to
PINNs. Applying this theory to a simple one-dimensional Poisson equation with Dirichlet boundary
conditions, the authors of [11] demonstrated that the variable scaling method enhances training
efficiency in PINNs. Building on these results, we establish similar arguments to the equation (2.4)
and illustrate the effectiveness of the variable scaling method in our setting. To avoid redundancy,
we focus on solving for u.



9

3.3.1 Neural tangent kernel

Given that the parameter θ of a PINN u(x; θ) is trained through the gradient flow

dθ

dt
= −∇θL

with respect to the loss (3.1) with λr = λb = 1/2, it is proved in [25] that the evolution of u and
D[u] follows [

du(xb;θ(t))
dt

dD[u](xr;θ(t))
dt

]
= −

[
Kuu(t) Kur(t)
Kru(t) Krr(t)

] [
u(xb; θ(t))− g(xb)
D[u](xr; θ(t))− f(xr)

]
,

where Kuu(t) ∈ RNb×Nb , Krr(t) ∈ RNr×Nr , and Kru(t) = [Kur(t)]
⊤ ∈ RNr×Nb , whose (i, j)th entries

are given by

(Kuu)ij(t) =

〈
du(xi

b; θ(t))

dθ
,
du(xj

b; θ(t))

dθ

〉
,

(Kru)ij(t) =

〈
dD[u](xi

r; θ(t))

dθ
,
du(xj

b; θ(t))

dθ

〉
,

(Krr)ij(t) =

〈
dD[u](xi

r; θ(t))

dθ
,
dD[u](xj

r; θ(t))

dθ

〉
.

We call the matrix K(t) =

[
Kuu(t) Kur(t)
Kru(t) Krr(t)

]
the NTK of a training dynamics of u(x; θ) via PINN.

In [25], it is proved that the NTK of PINN at initialization, i.e., the kernel at t = 0, converges
to a deterministic kernel and remains the same in the infinite-width limit when θ(0) is assumed
to follow the standard normal distribution. In [11], it is presented that variable scaling can en-
hance the performance of PINNs by analyzing how the initial NTK of the one-dimensional Poisson
equation evolves with variable scaling. We follow their argument to deduce a similar result for the
equation (2.4).

By definition, K(t) is positive semi-definite. The eigenvalues of K(t) are related to the conver-
gence rate of the training dynamics. Since it is difficult to directly compute all eigenvalues of K(t),

we instead consider the average of the eigenvalues Tr(K(t))
Nr+Nb

. It is a weighted average of Tr(Kuu(t))
Nb

and Tr(Krr(t))
Nr

as follow:

Tr(K(t))

Nr +Nb
=

Nb

Nr +Nb

Tr(Kuu(t))

Nb
+

Nr

Nr +Nb

Tr(Krr(t))

Nr
.

For notiational simplicity, we set the translation parameters bx = by = 0 and omit the hat (ˆ)
notation in this subsection, thereby,

D = β
xy

Ny
∂x + x(∂x)

+ + (γ − β
x

Nx
)y∂y,

and let our neural network be

u(x, y; θ) =
1√
d1

d1∑
k=1

W k
2 σ(W

1k
1 x+W 2k

1 y + bk1) + b2 (3.6)
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with σ = max{0, x3} since the activation function is required to be twice differentiable in NTK
theory [12, 25] to ensure stationarity of NTK. We initialize the parameters W ik

1 ,W k
2 , b

k
1, b2 from

the standard normal distribution N (0, 1).
We focus on training PINN within the rectangular domain

[0, Nxℓx]× [Nyµ,Ny(µ+ ℓy)], (3.7)

and introduce an augmented boundary given by

[0, Nxℓx]× {Nyµ} ∪ {0} × [Nyµ,Ny(µ+ ℓy)] ∪ [0, Nxℓx]× {Ny(µ+ ℓy)}. (3.8)

Although this approach necessitates additional simulations to obtain ground-truth data for the
augmented boundary given as (3.8), the associated computational cost is significantly lower com-
pared to simulating the entire two-dimensional domain. To proceed we sample the boundary points
{xjb, y

j
b}

Nb
j=1 uniformly from the augmented boundary (3.8) and sample the residual points {xir, yir}Nr

i=1

uniformly from the restricted domain (3.7). Note that the domain (3.7) is obtained by scaling the
domain [0, ℓx]× [µ, µ+ ℓy] (ℓx, ℓy > 0).

3.3.2 Convergence of NTK for HJB

We now present the main result, which demonstrates that the average eigenvalues of the determin-
istic kernel grows in the scaling factors.

Theorem 3. Under the sampling regime of data points and the differential operator as described
above, the following convergences hold as the width d1 of (3.6) goes to infinity:

Tr(Kuu(0))

Nb

P→ O
(
(N2

x +N2
y + 1)3

)
and

Tr(Krr(0))

Nr

P→ O (P (Nx, Ny)) ,

where
P→ represents the convergence in probability and P (x, y) is a degree 3 homogeneous polynomial

in x2 and y2 with positive coefficients. Moreover, if Nx = Ny = N , then

Tr(K(0))

Nr +Nb

P→ O(N6)1.

Before presenting the proof, we state a useful lemma regarding the moment bounds of Gaussian
distributions, which will be used repeatedly throughout the proof. The proof of the lemma is
omitted and can be found in [33].

Lemma 1. If X ∼ N (0, δ2), then

E[X2n] =
(2n)!

2nn!
δ2n and E[X2n−1] = 0 ∀n ∈ N.

proof of Theorem 3. We first compute the limit of Tr(Kuu(0))/Nb as the width d1 goes to infinity.
From the definition, we see that

Tr(Kuu(0))

Nb
=

1

Nb

Nb∑
j=1

〈
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

dθ
,
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

dθ

〉
,

1f(x) = O(g(x)) implies that there exist constants C > 0 and x0 such that |f(x)| ≤ C|g(x)| for all x ≥ x0.
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and each summand is decomposed as〈
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

dθ
,
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

dθ

〉
=

〈
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

dW 1
1

,
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

dW 1
1

〉
+

〈
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

dW 2
1

,
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

dW 2
1

〉
(3.9)

+

〈
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

dW2
,
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

dW2

〉
+

〈
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

db1
,
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

db1

〉
+

〈
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

db2
,
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

db2

〉
.

For notational convenience, we write

X1 := W 1k
1 ∼ N (0, 1), Y1 := W 2k

1 ∼ N (0, 1), X2 := W k
2 ∼ N (0, 1), Z := bk1 ∼ N (0, 1).

Since X1, Y1, and Z are independent, we have that

S := X1x
j
b + Y1y

j
b + Z ∼ N (0, (xjb)

2 + (yjb)
2 + 1).

The first term of (3.9) is then expressed as〈
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

dθ
,
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

dθ

〉
=

1

d1

d1∑
k=1

(
W k

2 σ
′(W 1k

1 xjb +W 2k
1 yjb + bk1)x

j
b

)2
.

By the law of large numbers, this term converges in probability to

(xjb)
2E[X2

2σ
′(S)2] = (xjb)

2E[X2
2 ]E[σ′(S)2] = (xjb)

2E[σ′(S)2] = (xjb)
2O(((xjb)

2 + (yjb)
2 + 1)2)

as d1 goes to infinity, where the first equality holds since X2 and S are independent and the third
equality follows from Lemma 1.

The second term of (3.9) is〈
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

dW 2
1

,
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

dW 2
1

〉
=

1

d1

d1∑
k=1

(
W k

2 σ(W
1k
1 xjb +W 2k

1 yjb + bk1)y
j
b

)2
.

By the law of large numbers and the similar arguments, this term converges in probability to

(yjb)
2E[X2

2σ
′(S)2] = (yjb)

2E[X2
2 ]E[σ′(S)2] = (yjb)

2E[σ′(S)2] = (yjb)
2O(((xjb)

2 + (yjb)
2 + 1)2)

as d1 goes to infinity.
The third term of (3.9) is〈

du(xjb, y
j
b ; θ)

dW2
,
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

dW2

〉
=

1

d1

d1∑
k=1

(
σ(W 1k

1 xjb +W 2k
1 yjb + bk1)

)2
.

By the law of large numbers and Lemma 1, this term converges in probability to

E[σ(S)2] = O(((xjb)
2 + (yjb)

2 + 1)3)

as d1 goes to infinity.
The fourth term of (3.9) is〈

du(xjb, y
j
b ; θ)

db1
,
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

db1

〉
=

1

d1

d1∑
k=1

(
W k

2 σ
′(W 1k

1 xjb +W 2k
1 yjb + bk1)

)2
.
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By the law of large numbers and Lemma 1, this term converges in probability to

E[σ′(S)2] = O(((xjb)
2 + (yjb)

2 + 1)2)

as d1 goes to infinity.
Finally, the last term in (3.9) is〈

du(xjb, y
j
b ; θ)

db2
,
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

db2

〉
= 1.

Combining them all together, we deduce that〈
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

dθ
,
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

dθ

〉
= O

(
((xjb)

2 + (yjb)
2 + 1)3

)
.

Noting we sample (xjb, y
j
b) uniformly from the scaled boundary (3.8), xjb and yjb are scaled with Nx

and Ny respectively. Thus, we conclude that

Tr(Kuu(0))

Nb
=

1

Nb

Nb∑
j=1

〈
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

dθ
,
du(xjb, y

j
b ; θ)

dθ

〉
= O

(
(N2

x +N2
y + 1)3

)
. (3.10)

Next, we compute the limit of Tr(Krr(0))/Nr as the width d1 goes to infinity. From the
definition,

Tr(Krr(0))

Nr
=

1

Nr

Nr∑
i=1

〈
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dθ
,
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dθ

〉
and each summand is decomposed as〈

dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]
dθ

,
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dθ

〉
=

〈
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dW 1
1

,
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dW 1
1

〉
+

〈
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dW 2
1

,
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dW 2
1

〉
+

〈
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dW2
,
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dW2

〉
+

〈
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

db1
,
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

db1

〉
+

〈
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

db2
,
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

db2

〉
.

(3.11)

Recall that
D[u] = β

xy

Ny
∂xu+ x(∂xu)

+ + (γ − β
x

Nx
)y∂yu.

Computing the first derivatives of u, we get

∂xu(x
i
r, y

i
r; θ) =

1√
d1

d1∑
k=1

W k
2 W

1k
1 σ′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1)

and

∂yu(x
i
r, y

i
r; θ) =

1√
d1

d1∑
k=1

W k
2 W

2k
1 σ′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1).
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Thus, we get

D[u(xir, yir; θ)] = β
xiry

i
r

Ny

√
d1

d1∑
k=1

W k
2 W

1k
1 σ′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1)

+
xir√
d1

(
d1∑
k=1

W k
2 W

1k
1 σ′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1)

)+

+ (γ − β
xir
Nx

)
yir√
d1

d1∑
k=1

W k
2 W

2k
1 σ′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1).

The first term of (3.11) is〈
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dW 1
1

,
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dW 1
1

〉
=

1

d1

d1∑
k=1

[
βxiry

i
r

Ny
W k

2

(
W 1k

1 σ′′(W 1k
1 xir +W 2k

1 yir + bk1)x
i
r + σ′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1)

)
+ δxirW

k
2

(
W 1k

1 σ′′(W 1k
1 xir +W 2k

1 yir + bk1)x
i
r + σ′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1)

)
+ (γ − β

xir
Nx

)yirW
k
2 W

1k
1 σ′′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1)x

i
r

]2
,

where

δ =

{
1 if

∑d1
k=1W

k
2 W

1k
1 σ′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1) ≥ 0,

0 if
∑d1

k=1W
k
2 W

1k
1 σ′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1) < 0.

Temporarily denoting

Ak =
βxiry

i
r

Ny
W k

2 W
1k
1 σ′′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1)x

i
r,

Bk =
βxiry

i
r

Ny
W k

2 σ
′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1),

Ck = xirW
k
2 W

1k
1 σ′′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1)x

i
r,

Dk = xirW
k
2 σ

′(W 1k
1 xir +W 2k

1 yir + bk1),

Ek = (γ − β
xir
Nx

)yirW
k
2 W

1k
1 σ′′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1)x

i
r,

and applying the power-mean inequality, we achieve〈
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dW 1
1

,
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dW 1
1

〉
≤ 1

d1

d1∑
k=1

5(A2
k +B2

k + C2
k +D2

k + E2
k).
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By the law of large numbers,

1

d1

d1∑
k=1

A2
k

P→ β2(xir)
4(yir)

2

N2
y

E[X2
1σ

′′(S)2],

1

d1

d1∑
k=1

B2
k

P→ β2(xir)
2(yir)

2

N2
y

E[σ′(S)2],

1

d1

d1∑
k=1

C2
k

P→ (xir)
2E[X2

1σ
′′(S)2],

1

d1

d1∑
k=1

D2
k

P→ (xir)
2E[σ′(S)2],

1

d1

d1∑
k=1

E2
k

P→ (γ − β
xir
Nx

)2(xir)
2(yir)

2E[X2
1σ

′′(S)2].

where S = X1x
i
r + Y1y

i
r +Z and

P→ denotes the convergence in probability. By Lemma 1, we know
that E[σ′(S)2] = O

(
((xir)

2 + (yir)
2 + 1)2

)
. Using the fact

|σ′′(X1x
i
r + Y1y

i
r + Z)|2 ≤ 36|X1x

i
r + Y1y

i
r + Z|2,

we have

E
[
X2

1σ
′′(S)2

]
≤ 36

(2π)3/2

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

−∞
x2(x2(xir)

2 + y2(yir)
2 + z2 + 2xyxiry

i
r + 2yzyir + 2xzxir) exp

(
−x2 + y2 + z2

2

)
dzddyddx

= 36(|xir|2E[X4
1 ] + (yir)

2E[X2
1Y

2
1 ] + E[X2

1Z
2])

= 36
(
3(xir)

2 + (yir)
2 + 1

)
.

(3.12)

Since we sample (xir, y
i
r) from the scaled domain (3.7), xir and yir are scaled with Nx and Ny

respectively, as we adjust Nx, Ny. Thus, we have that〈
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dW 1
1

,
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dW 1
1

〉
= O

(
(N4

x +N2
x +N2

xN
2
y )(3N

2
x +N2

y + 1) +N2
x(N

2
x +N2

y + 1)2
)
,

(3.13)
where we omitted other variables such as β and γ as our primary focus is on the dependency on
Nx and Ny.

To proceed, we now observe that the second term in (3.11) is written as〈
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dW 2
1

,
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dW 2
1

〉
=

1

d1

d1∑
k=1

[
βxiry

i
r

Ny
W k

2 W
1k
1 σ′′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1)y

i
r

+ δxirW
k
2 W

1k
1 σ′′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1)y

i
r

+ (γ − β
xir
Nx

)yirW
k
2

(
W 1k

1 σ′′(W 1k
1 xir +W 2k

1 yir + bk1)y
i
r + σ′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1)

)]2
.
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Similarly we temporarily denote

Ak =
βxiry

i
r

Ny
W k

2 W
1k
1 σ′′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1)y

i
r,

Bk = xirW
k
2 W

1k
1 σ′′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1)y

i
r,

Ck = (γ − β
xir
Nx

)yirW
k
2 W

2k
1 σ′′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1)y

i
r,

Dk = (γ − β
xir
Nx

)yirW
k
2 σ

′(W 1k
1 xir +W 2k

1 yir + bk1)y
i
r,

and apply the power mean inequality to deduce〈
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dW 2
1

,
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dW 2
1

〉
≤ 1

d1

d1∑
k=1

4(A2
k +B2

k + C2
k +D2

k).

By the law of large numbers,

1

d1

d1∑
k=1

A2
k

P→ β2(xir)
2(yir)

4

N2
y

E[X2
1σ

′′(S)2],

1

d1

d1∑
k=1

B2
k

P→ (xir)
2(yir)

2E[X2
1σ

′′(S)2],

1

d1

d1∑
k=1

C2
k

P→ (γ − β
xir
Nx

)2(yir)
4E[Y 2

1 σ
′′(S)2],

1

d1

d1∑
k=1

D2
k

P→ (γ − β
xir
Nx

)2(yir)
2E[σ′(S)2].

Thus, by Lemma 1 and (3.12), we get〈
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dW 2
1

,
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dW 2
1

〉
= O

(
(N2

xN
2
y +N4

y )(3N
2
x +N2

y + 1) +N2
y (N

2
x +N2

y + 1)2
)
.

(3.14)
The third term of (3.11) is〈

dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]
dW2

,
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dW2

〉
=

1

d1

d1∑
k=1

[
βxiry

i
r

Ny
W 1k

1 σ′(W 1k
1 xir +W 2k

1 yir + bk1)

+ δxirW
1k
1 σ′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1)

+ (γ − β
xir
Nx

)yirW
2k
1 σ′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1)

]2
.

Denoting

Ak =
βxiry

i
r

Ny
W 1k

1 σ′(W 1k
1 xir +W 2k

1 yir + bk1),

Bk = xirW
1k
1 σ′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1),

Ck = (γ − β
xir
Nx

)yirW
2k
1 σ′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1),
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we have 〈
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dW2
,
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dW2

〉
≤ 1

d1

d1∑
k=1

3(A2
k +B2

k + C2
k).

By the law of large numbers,

1

d1

d1∑
k=1

A2
k

P→ β2(xir)
2(yir)

2

N2
y

E[X2
1σ

′(S)2],

1

d1

d1∑
k=1

B2
k

P→ (xir)
2E[X2

1σ
′(S)2],

1

d1

d1∑
k=1

C2
k

P→ (γ − β
xir
Nx

)2(yir)
2E[Y 2

1 σ
′(S)2].

By Lemma 1 and the fact that σ′(x)2 ≤ 9x4, we have

E[X2
1σ

′(S)2]

≤ 9

(2π)3/2

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

−∞
x2(xxir + yyir + z)4dzdydx

=
9

(2π)3/2

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

−∞
x2(x4(xir)

4 + y4(yir)
4 + z4 + 6x2y2(xiry

i
r)

2 + 6y2z2(yir)
2 + 6x2z2(xir)

2)dzdydx

= 9(15(xir)
4 + 3(yir)

4 + 3 + 18(xiry
i
r)

2 + 6(yir)
2 + 18(xir)

2) = O(5(xir)
4 + (yir)

4 + 6(xiry
i
r)

2).

Similarly,

E[Y 2
1 σ

′(S)2] ≤ 9(15(yir)
4+3(xir)

4+3+18(xiry
i
r)

2+6(xir)
2+18(yir)

2) = O((xir)
4+5(yir)

4+6(xiry
i
r)

2).

Thus, we have that〈
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dW2
,
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

dW2

〉
= O

(
N2

x(5N
4
x +N4

y + 6N2
xN

2
y ) +N2

y (N
4
x + 5N4

y + 6N2
xN

2
y )
)

= O(5N6
x + 7N4

xN
2
y + 7N2

xN
4
y + 5N6

y ).

(3.15)

The fourth term of (3.11) is〈
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

db1
,
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

db1

〉
=

1

d1

d1∑
k=1

[
βxiry

i
r

Ny
W k

2 W
1k
1 σ′′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1)

+ δxirW
k
2 W

1k
1 σ′′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1)

+ (γ − β
xir
Nx

)yirW
k
2 W

2k
1 σ′′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1)

]2
.

Denoting

Ak =
βxiry

i
r

Ny
W k

2 W
1k
1 σ′′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1),

Bk = xirW
k
2 W

1k
1 σ′′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1),

Ck = (γ − β
xir
Nx

)yirW
k
2 W

2k
1 σ′′(W 1k

1 xir +W 2k
1 yir + bk1),
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we have 〈
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

db1
,
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

db1

〉
≤ 1

d1

d1∑
k=1

3(A2
k +B2

k + C2
k).

By the law of large numbers,

1

d1

d1∑
k=1

A2
k

P→ β2(xir)
2(yir)

2

N2
y

E[X2
1σ

′′(S)2],

1

d1

d1∑
k=1

B2
k

P→ (xir)
2E[X2

1σ
′′(S)2],

1

d1

d1∑
k=1

C2
k

P→ (γ − β
xir
Nx

)2(yir)
2E[Y 2

1 σ
′′(S)2].

By (3.12), we have〈
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

db1
,
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

db1

〉
= O

(
N2

x(3N
2
x +N2

y + 1) +N2
y (N

2
x + 3N2

y + 1)
)
. (3.16)

Lastly, the fifth term of (3.11) is simply〈
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

db2
,
dD[u(xir, yir; θ)]

db2

〉
= 0. (3.17)

Combining (3.13), (3.14), (3.15), (3.16) and (3.17), we obtain that

Tr(Krr(0))

Nr
= O (P (Nx, Ny)) , (3.18)

where P (x, y) is a degree 3 homogeneous polynomial in x2 and y2 with positive coefficients.
By (3.10) and (3.18), we finally conclude that the average convergence rate of NTK increases

as the variable scaling factors Nx and Ny increase. In the special case where we set Nx = Ny = N ,
then the right hand sides of both (3.10) and (3.18) become O(N6).

In practice, we use gradient descent in training, which is not identical to the ideal gradient flow.
Consequently, arbitrarily increasing Nx and Ny may lead to excessively large parameter updates
during a single step of gradient descent, potentially destabilizing the training process. Therefore,
it is crucial to empirically determine an appropriate value for Nx and Ny to ensure stable learning.

4 Methodology

Our goal is to approximate u and ur0 using the PINN framework without discretizing the spatial
domain and to use these results to estimate the optimal switching control via (2.6) with high
accuracy. To achieve this, we train u and ur0 separately by solving (3.3) within a fixed domain
D := [0, ℓx]× [µ, µ+ ℓy], where ℓx, ℓy, µ > 0 are given. While the original domain is the unbounded,
restriction to the bounded domain is a common practice in numerical analysis. We then identify the
optimal control r via (2.6), which minimizes the eradication time, by modeling τ as a neural network
function. For the ease of training the switching time τ , we introduce another neural network to
approximate the uncontrolled dynamics (S(t), I(t)) satisfying (2.7).
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Figure 2 outlines the full workflow, where we first train u and ur0 using PINNs, then learn the
uncontrolled system dynamics, and finally optimize τ using the DPP framework.

Learn u and ur0 via PINN

Learn uncontrolled system dynamics (2.7)

DPP

minθ

((
u(·) − τ(·) − ur0(S(τ(·)), I(τ(·)))

)2
+(∂xu

r0(S(τ(·)), I(τ(·))))2
)

for learning τ

Figure 2: Procedure for solving τ using the DPP framework, with trained u, ur0 , and the learned
uncontrolled dynamics (S(t), I(t)).

4.1 Solving HJB equations

Let us begin by solving

βxy∂xu+ x(∂xu)
+ + (γ − βx)y∂yu = 1 in [0, ℓx]× [µ, µ+ ℓy],

and
βxy∂xu

r0 + x∂xu
r0 + (γ − βx)y∂y in [0, ℓx]× [µ, µ+ ℓy],

respectively via PINNs, or equivalently,

D[u] = 1 and D0[ur0 ] = 1 [0, ℓx]× [µ, µ+ ℓy],

where

D = βxy∂x + x(∂x)
+ + (γ − βx)y∂y and D0 = βxy∂x + x∂x + (γ − βx)y∂y.

To leverage the idea of the VS-PINN, we set

u(x, y; θ1) = NN

(
Nxx+ bx, Nyy + by; θ1

)
and ur0(x, y; θ2) = NN

(
Nxx+ bx, Nyy + by; θ2

)
,

where NN(·; θ1) and NN(·; θ2) represent fully connected neural networks parametrized by θ1 and θ2
respectively. Note that Nx, Ny, bx, by are not trained during training. We then explicitly define the
loss function.

Residual loss: With the prespecified training data {(xir, yir)}Nr
i=1 ∈ [0, ℓx]×[µ, ℓy+µ] forNr ∈ N,

the residual loss associated with u is given as

Lr[u(·; θ1)] =
1

Nr

Nr∑
i=1

(D[u(xir, yir; θ1)]− 1)2.

Similarly, the residual loss corresponding to ur0 is defined as

L0r [ur0(·; θ2)] =
1

Nr

Nr∑
i=1

(D0[ur0(xir, y
i
r; θ2)]− 1)2.
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Boundary loss: We define boundary loss function on

Γ := [0, ℓx]× {µ}︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:D1

∪{0} × [µ, µ+ ℓy]︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:D2

∪ [0, ℓx]× {µ+ ℓy}︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:D3

⊂ ∂D, (4.1)

where ∂D denotes the boundary of the domain D. Given Nk
b ∈ N, we randomly sample Nk

b points

from Dk and denote them by {(xjb,k, y
j
b,k)}

Nk
b

j=1 for k = 1, 2, 3. With Nb = N1
b +N2

b +N3
b , let

Lb[u(·; θ)] =
1

Nb

3∑
k=1

Nk
b∑

j=1

(
u(xjb,k, y

j
b,k; θ)− u(xjb,k, y

j
b,k)
)2

. (4.2)

We note that boundary loss for learning ur0 is identical to that used for learning u.
One key challenge is the approximation of u(xjb,k, y

j
b,k) at the boundary points for each j and

k. To address this, we revisit an intrinsic property of optimal control for the minimum eradication
time, demonstrating that the optimal vaccination strategy takes the form of (2.5). Accordingly,
we propose Algorithm 1 for numerical implementation. Leveraging the structure of the optimal
control, we compute the first time when I falls below µ by using controls rsdτ for s ∈ N ∪ {0} and
dτ > 0. The solution to the controlled SIR model (2.1) is approximated using the fourth-order
Runge-Kutta method with a stepsize dt > 0.

Algorithm 1 Find the minimum eradication time

1: Input: Time resolution of optimal control dτ , maximum switching time L, the discretization
size dt, maximum iteration step M , eradication threshold µ, initial susceptible and infectious
population x, y ∈ D.

2: Output: τ > 0 such that rτ is an optimal control.
3: Set (S0, I0) = (x, y) and τ = 0.
4: while True do
5: for m = 0, 1, 2, . . . ,M do
6: Compute Sm+1, Im+1 using the Runge-Kutta method corresponding to{

Ṡ = −βSI − rτS,

İ = βSI − γI.

7: end for
8: mτ := min{m′ : Im′ ≤ µ}.
9: τ = τ + dτ .

10: Break if τ > L.
11: end while
12: Return u(x, y) = minτ{mτ}.

4.2 Optimal switching control

With u and ur0 computed in the previous section, we now solve for the optimal switching time τ
satisfying (2.6),

u(x, y) = min
τ≥0
{τ + ur0(S(τ), I(τ))},
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which involves a complex and nonlinear optimization process. To avoid solving this optimization
problem directly, we introduce a neural network τ(x, y; θ), and propose optimizing the following
problem:

min
θ

(
u(·)− τ(·; θ)− ur0(S(τ(·; θ)), I(τ(·; θ)))

)2

,

where S and I satisfy the uncontrolled system of ODE (2.7), that is,{
Ṡ = −βSI,
İ = βSI − γI,

with (S(0), I(0)) = (x, y). Since the closed-form solutions of S and I are unavailable, we reduce
the above optimization problem into

min
θ

(
(u(·)− τ(·; θ)− ur0(S(τ(·; θ);ω), I(τ(·; θ);ω)))2

)
,

where we approximate (S(t), I(t)) using a neural network w(x, y, t;ω), that is,

(S(t), I(t)) ≈ w(x, y, t;ω).

This approximation corresponds to training a neural network w(x, y, t;ω) with w(x, y, 0;ω) =
(x, y) that best mimics the uncontrolled dynamics (S(t), I(t)) satisfying (2.7) with (S(0), I(0)) =
(x, y).

4.2.1 Learning the uncontrolled SIR model

Figure 3: Training of uncontrolled dynamics via the PINN framework

We propose to train a neural network w(x, y, t; θ) : (x, y, t) 7→ R2 that approximates the flow
of uncontrolled dynamics (S(t), I(t)) with (S(0), I(0)) = (x, y) for all points (x, y) ∈ D. To train
such a w, we first randomly choose interior points from the domain D = [0, ℓx] × [µ, µ + ℓy]. For
the stability of the training, we further sample points from the boundary of D given by

∂D = [0, ℓx]× {µ} ∪ {0} × [µ, µ+ ℓy] ∪ [0, ℓx]× {µ+ ℓy} ∪ {ℓx} × [µ, µ+ ℓy].
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Algorithm 2 Training of the dynamics

1: Input: Number of training samples Np, Nint, Nbdry > 0, the number of temporal discretization
points NT , maximum evolution time T , the discretization step dt = T/NT > 0.

2: Output: w(x, y, t;ω) ≈ (S(t), I(t)) solving (2.7) with (S(0), I(0)) = (x, y).

3: Sample {xip, yip}
Np

i=1 ⊂ D.

4: Sample {(xkbdry, ykbdry, tk)}
Nbdry

k=1 ∈ ∂D × T .
5: while Training not converged do
6: Sample spatial collocation points {xjint, y

j
int}

Nint
j=1 ⊂ D × [0, T ].

7: Set (S0, I0) = (x, y).
8: for m = 0, 1, 2, . . . , NT − 1 do
9: Compute Sm+1, Im+1 using the Runge-Kutta method corresponding to{

Ṡ = −βSI,
İ = βSI − γI.

10: end for
11: Compute the loss function L[w(·;ω)] defined as (4.3).
12: ω ← Adam(L).
13: end while

Let T , NT , Np, Nint, and Nbdry be given and set dt = T/NT and T := {mdt : m = 0, 1, 2, ..., NT }.
With random samples {(xip, yip)}

Np

i=1 ⊂ D, {(xjint, y
j
int, tj)}

Nint
j=1 ⊂ D× [0, T ], {(xkbdry, ykbdry, tk)}

Nbdry

k=1 ⊂
∂D × T , and Ntot = Np +Nint +Nbdry, let us define the loss function as

L[w(·;ω)] := 1

Ntot

( Np∑
i=1

L0[w(xip, yip, 0;ω)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
initial loss

+

Nint∑
j=1

Lp[w(xjint, y
j
int, tj ;ω)]︸ ︷︷ ︸

ODE system loss

+

Nbdry∑
k=1

Lbdry[w(xkbdry, ykbdry, tk;ω)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
boundary loss

)
(4.3)

for
L0[w(x, y, 0;ω)] := (w(x, y, 0)[1]− x)2 + (w(x, y, 0;ω)[2]− y)2,

and

Lp[w(·;ω)] :=
(
∂w(·;ω)[1]

∂t
+βw(·;ω)[2]w(·;ω)[1]

)2

+

(
∂w(·;ω)[2]

∂t
−βw(·;ω)[1]w(·)[2]+γw(·;ω)[2]

)2

,

where w(·)[1] and w(·)[2] denote the first and second component of w.
Lastly, Lbdry is defined via

Lbdry[w(x, y, kdt;ω)] := ∥w(x, y, kdt;ω)− g(x, y, kdt)∥22,

where the reference vector g(x, y, kdt) is computed as follows:

g(x, y, kdt) = (Sk, Ik),

where the reference vector g(x, y, kdt) is obtained by numerically solving the uncontrolled dynam-
ics (2.7) using the fourth-order Runge-Kutta method, with initial conditions (S0, I0) = (x, y) and
a stepsize dt > 0. The training details are provided in Algorithm 2.
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4.2.2 Learning the switching time τ

Given u, ur0 , and a neural network w(x, y, t) that approximates the uncontrolled SIR dynamics
satisfying (2.7) with (S(0), I(0)) = (x, y), we minimize the following loss function:

L[τ(·; θ)] := 1

N

N∑
i=1

{(
u(xi, yi)−τ(xi, yi; θ)−ur0(S(τ(xi, yi; θ)), I(τ(xi, yi; θ)))

)2

+pen(xi, yi, τ(·; θ))
}
,

(4.4)
over θ for randomly sampled points {(xi, yi)}Ni=1 ∈ D where

pen(x, y, τ) =


(
∂xu

r0(w(x, y, τ)[1], w(x, y, τ)[2])

)2

if (x, y) ∈ SC ,

0 otherwise.

Here, w(x, y, τ) approximates the solution (S(τ), I(τ)) to uncontrolled SIR with (S(0), I(0)) = (x, y)
and is learned from the previous section. The penalty term ensures that τ satisfies (2.10).

5 Experimental results

5.1 Parameters and architecture

In all experiments presented in this paper, the parameters of the controlled SIR model are set as
follows: β = 2, γ = 10, and µ = 0.01. We optimize using the Adam optimizer [34] with a fixed
learning rate of 0.0001.

5.1.1 Learning u, ur0

Figure 4: Feed-forward network with residual connections and normalization scheme.
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We employ feed-forward neural networks with residual connections, where the width is fixed
as 50 and the depth consists of 5 hidden layers unless otherwise stated, as illustrated in Figure 4.
Regarding activation functions, we use the hyperbolic tangent function.

To test the efficiency of our method for approximating u and ur0 , we consider the domain
[0, 20]× [0.01, 1] by setting ℓx = 20 and ℓy + µ = 1, while varying the scaling factors Nx and Ny in
Section 4.1. During training, we sample 1000 interior collocation points at each iteration.

To define the boundary loss (4.2), we randomly select 100 data points from each boundary Di

defined in (4.1) for i = 1, 2, 3, resulting in a total of 300 points, as illustrated in Figure 5. For the
reference values obtained by Algorithm 1, we set dt = 0.001 and dτ = 0.001.

5.1.2 Learning the uncontrolled dynamics

To learn the uncontrolled dynamics, we use the same neural network architecture and activation
functions as described above but consider a slightly larger spatio-temporal sampling domain given
by [0, 20] × [0.01, 2] × [0, 2.5], setting ℓx = 20, ℓy + µ = 2, and T = 2.5 in Section 4.2.1. The
value of T is determined heuristically, based on the observation that the susceptible and infectious
populations approach zero after a sufficiently long duration, which we set to T = 2.5.

To define the boundary loss, we set NT = 250, and hence, dt = 0.01 in Algorithm 2 and sample
4000 points from ∂D × T by setting Nbdry = 4000 in (4.3).

For the initial loss, we sample 1000 points per batch from D by setting Np = 1000, shown as
green dots in the figure. Additionally, to define the ODE system loss in (4.3), 1000 collocation
points (S(0), I(0), t) are sampled per batch uniformly by setting Nint = 1000.

5.1.3 Learning the optimal switching time τ

We use a neural network without residual connections, with a width of 200 and 5 hidden layers,
where leaky ReLU functions are applied in all hidden layers, and the Softplus function is employed
in the final layer.

The domain of interest is given by [0, 20] × [0.01, 1]. Recalling the loss function (4.4), we note
that the values of u are required in the same domain, while a larger domain must be considered
for ur0 and w since I(τ(x, y; θ)) may exceed 1. Therefore, we approximate ur0 in the domain
[0, 20]× [0.01, 10], using variable scaling factors of Nx = 1 and Ny = 4.

Similar to the previous experiments, we randomly sample 1,000 collocation points per batch
uniformly, as shown in Figure 5 (right), and train using the DPP loss function (4.4).

5.2 Result of learning u and ur0 via PINN

Table 1: Evaluation of mean square error (MSE) of variable scaling

Nx Ny MSE of u MSE of ur0

1. 1. 2.604× 10−3 4.666× 10−4

0.05 1. 2.876× 10−3 4.176× 10−4

1. 10. 3.264× 10−4 2.670× 10−5

2. 20. 2.901× 10−4 2.424× 10−5

We use the minimum eradication time u obtained from Algorithm 1 as a reference and compare
it with the approximate minimum eradication time computed by our PINN algorithm. Similarly, we
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Figure 5: Collocation points and data points used in training u, ur0 , w and τ . For training u
and ur0 , collocation points (red dots) and data points (blue dots) are used (left). For training w,
collocation points (red dots), data points (blue dots), and initial condition (green area) are used as
shown in the middle. For training τ , only collocation points are used (right).

Table 2: Evaluation of mean square error (MSE) of different depths in the domain [0, 20]× [0.01, 10]
with Nx = 2 and Ny = 20.

Number of hidden layers MSE of u MSE of ur0

5 2.291× 10−4 1.982× 10−4

1 5.877× 10−3 4.650× 10−4

compute the eradication time under the control ur0 using the Runge-Kutta method with a timestep
of dt = 0.001. The mean square error (MSE) is then evaluated over the entire set of reference points
obtained from Algorithm 1 across the domain.

Table 1 summarizes the MSE values corresponding to different choices of the scaling factors Nx

and Ny. As observed, setting Nx = 2 and Ny = 20 results in the lowest MSE, which aligns with
the error analysis presented in Section 3.3.

Additionally, we investigate the effect of network depth in the domain [0, 20]×[0.01, 10]. Table 2
presents the results for different numbers of hidden layers. Training with a model containing 5
hidden layers yields a significantly lower MSE compared to training with a single hidden layer,
demonstrating that deeper networks improve the approximation accuracy. The level set for values
of u and ur0 is presented in Figure 6.

5.3 Result of learning uncontrolled SIR dynamics

To evaluate the trained uncontrolled SIR dynamics w, we use the Runge-Kutta method. For
reference data, we first sample {(xi, yi)}1000i=1 ⊂ [0, 20] × [0.01, 1] and approximate (S(tk), I(tk)),
which satisfy the uncontrolled dynamics (2.7) with initial conditions (S(0), I(0)) = (xi, yi) for all
i = 1, . . . , 1000 and tk ∈ {0.025k | 0 ≤ k ≤ 100}, using the Runge-Kutta method.

The mean square error (MSE) of w in estimating the population dynamics is 7.557 × 10−3,
indicating that the neural network effectively estimates the uncontrolled dynamics. Figure 7 illus-
trates the comparison between trajectories approximated by the trained neural network and those
obtained via the Runge-Kutta method.
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(a) Values of u learned via PINN with a different number of hidden layers and Nx = 2, Ny = 20: a single
hidden layer (left), 5 hidden layers (middle), and the reference values of u computed by Algorithm 1 (right).

(b) Values of trained ur0 learned via PINN with a different number of hidden layers and Nx = 2, Ny = 20:
a single hidden layer (left), 5 hidden layers (middle), and reference values of ur0 computed by Algorithm 1
(right).

Figure 6: u and ur0 trained with different hidden layers size

5.4 Result of learning optimal switching time

Recalling (2.11) and (2.10), the region where the optimal switching time is nonzero is characterized
by the inequality ∂xu(x, y) ≤ 0, as demonstrated in Figure 8.
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Figure 7: Comparison between w(S(0), I(0), t; θ) and the ground truth computed via the Runge-
Kutta method for selected initial conditions (S(0), I(0)) that are not part of the training set or
boundary conditions. The left shows the trajectories for S(0) = 5.0, I(0) = 0.5, while the right
panel corresponds to S(0) = 10.0, I(0) = 0.5. The dashed lines represent the results obtained using
the Runge-Kutta method, whereas the solid lines indicate the estimations from the trained neural
network.

Figure 8: Heatmap of regions S and its complement. The figure illustrates the ground truth of
the optimal switching time τ (left), the region S = {(x, y) : ∂xu(x, y) ≥ 0} (middle), and the
complementary region SC = {(x, y) : ∂xu(x, y) ≤ 0} (right).

To evaluate the accuracy of the estimated switching time, we compute the mean square error
(MSE) of the estimated switching time τ using samples {(xi, yi)}1000i=1 ⊂ SC .

The optimal switching time for initial conditions (S(0), I(0)) : {(0.01i, 0.01j) | 0 ≤ i ≤ 2000, 0 ≤
j ≤ 100} is approximated using reference values obtained from Algorithm 1, with a time discretiza-
tion of dt = 0.001, and dτ = 0.001.

Furthermore, we assess the performance of our model using different numbers of hidden layers.
When using a single hidden layer, the model achieves an MSE of 6.662×10−4. However, increasing
the depth to five hidden layers results in a slightly higher MSE of 6.667 × 10−4, indicating that
additional depth does not necessarily improve accuracy in this setting.

Figure 9 confirms that our trained model achieves accurate estimation of τ with minimal error.
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Figure 9: Results of trained switching time τ . The figure presents the estimated switching time
τ(·; θ) (left), the ground truth τ (middle), and the difference between the ground truth and the
estimated values, τ − τ(·; θ) (right).

6 Conclusion

We proposed a novel approach for approximating the minimum eradication time and synthesiz-
ing optimal vaccination strategies for a controlled SIR model via variable-scaling PINNs and the
dynamic programming principle. A salient feature of our method is that it does not require do-
main discretization and offers a computationally efficient solution to HJB equations related to the
minimum eradication time. The experimental results confirmed the accuracy and robustness of
our method in approximating the eradication time and deriving optimal vaccination strategies.
Furthermore, the theoretical justification for our approach is established based on NTK theory.

Despite these contributions, our study has several limitations. The current framework assumes
a time-homogeneous controlled SIR model with constant infection and recovery rates, which might
limit its applicability to real-world scenarios with time-inhomogeneous dynamics or heterogeneous
populations. Additionally, while our method improves computational efficiency, the training of
PINNs remains sensitive to hyperparameter choices and boundary conditions, which require fur-
ther investigation. Future work will focus on extending this framework to time-inhomogeneous SIR
models, for which theoretical support has been proposed in [9]. Additionally, comparative studies
with other data-driven techniques, such as reinforcement learning, will provide a deeper under-
standing of the advantages and limitations of PINN-based approaches in epidemiological modeling
and control.
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